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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Office of the Under Secretary for 
Oceans end Atmosphere 
Washington, O.C. 80830 $Ep 2 2 199T 

To All Interested Government Agencies and Public Groups: 

Under the National Environmental Policy Act, an environmental 
review has been performed on the following action. 

TITLE: Environmental Assessment of Fishery Management Plan 
Amendments that would implement the Alaska License 
Limitat~on Program (LLP) and the Multispecies 
Community Development Quota (CDQ) Program 

LOCATION: Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) off Alaska 

SUMMARY: Amendment 39 to the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) 
for the Groundfish Fishery the Bering Sea and 
Aleutian Islands Area, Amendment 41 to the FMP for 
Groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska, and Amendment 5 to 
the FMP for Commercial King and Tanner Crab 
Fisheries in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Area 
would implement a license limitation program and a 
multispecies CDQ program. 

The LLP would limit access to the commercial 
groundfish fisheries in the EEZ off Alaska and to 
the commercial crab fisheries in the Bering 
Sea/Aleutian Islands Area managed under an FMP. The 
demersal shelf rockfish fishery east of 140° W. 
longitude and sablefish managed under the Individual 
Fishing Quota program are excluded from the LLP. 
Licenses would be issued to eligible applicants 
based on fishing during a general qualification 
period and in endorsement areas. Groundfish and 
crab species l s would represent a transferable 
harvest privi authorizing directed fishing in 
specific areas signated on each license. 

The Ylultispec CDQ Program would be an addition to 
the current program and includes allocations of 7.5 
percent from the groundfish fisheries and 3.5 
percent of crab fisheries that are not allocated 
from the existing programs. CDQ programs are 
intended to assist certain western Alaska 
communities to develop commercial fisheries. 

Trawl fishing would be prohibited east of 140° W. 
longitude in the Gulf of Alaska to prevent conflicts 
between types, prevent fixed gear loss, and 
provide the needs of local fishing communities 
dependent on the fisheries of that area. 



RESPONSIBLE 	 Steven Pennoyer 
OFFICIAL: 	 Administrator, Alaska Region 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
709 West 9th Street 
Juneau, AK 99802 
Telephone: 907-586-7221 

The environmental review process led us to conclude that this 
action will not have a significant impact on the environment. 
Therefore, an environmental impact statement was not prepared. A 
copy of the finding of no significant impact, including the 
environmental assessment, is enclosed for your information. 
Also, please send one copy of your comment to me in Room 5805, 
PSP, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20230 

Sincerely, 

$0So/0 II\(' 	 ~r 
Acting NEPA Coordinator 

Enc::.osure 



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW 
 

FOR 
 

LICENSE LIMITATION ALTERNATIVES 
 

FOR THE· 
 

GROUNDFISH AND CRAB FISHERIES 
 

IN THE 

GULF OF ALASKA AND BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN ISLANDS 

.Prepared for the North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
 
By ~he Staff of the NPFMC 
 

(A full lis~ of preparers is in Chapter 8) 
 

Sepcember 9, 1997 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ............................................................. 

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

.....................••. , .................. , • . . • . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . 
.........•...............•.................... 

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

E-1 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTIOS 1 
 
1. I Action Contemplated I 
 
l.2 Purpose and Need for Action 2 
 
1.3 Management Background 4 
 
1.4 Alternatives Considered 7 
 

1.4.1 A!ternalive !: No Action 7 
 
1.4.2 Alternative 2: License Limitation 8 
 

2.0 Current Status of Fisheries . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

14 
 
2.1 Current Fleet Description 14 
 
2.2 Representative Vessel and Processor Profiles ................................... 24 
 
2.3 General Discussion of Fishery Economics ...................................... 

...................................... 
.........................•......................... 

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

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

....................... 
...... ; ..................................... 

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

36 
 

3.0 Regulatory Imp~ct Review of the Alternatives 40 
 
3.1 Alternative 1: No Action 41 
 

3.1.1 Results of the Moratorium Analysis 41 
 
3.1.2 Vessel Enrry Under the No Action Alternative 44 
 
3.1.3 Inshore/Offshore Allocation under the No-Action Alternative 56 
 
3. 1.4 Discards. Full Utilization, and Full Retention under the No-Action Alternative .• 56 
 
3.1.5 Conclusions Regarding The No-Action Alternative 58 
 

3.2 Alternative 2: License Limitation 59 
 
3.2.1 Introduction and General Discussion ofLicense Limitation 59 
 

3.2.1. l Limited Enrry and Effon Control: Issues and Examples· . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

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

59 
 
3.2.1.2 Fleet Reduction Programs: Issues and Examples 68 
 

3.2.1.1 Buy-back Programs: Issues and Examples 70 
 
3.2.1.2 Other Fleet Reduction Methods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76 
 

3.2.1.3 The Economics ofLicense Limitation Programs ................... 
...... 

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

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

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

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

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

79 
 
3.2.1.4 Conclusions Regarding License Limitation Programs in General 84 
 

3.2.2 Analysis of Groundfish License Limitation Alternatives 86 
 
3.2.2. l The Natw:e of Licenses . . . 90 
 
3.22.2 Licenses Recipients ., 110 
 
3.2.2.3 License Designations 123 
 
3.2.2.4 Qualifying Period 128 
 
3.2.2.5 Landing Requirements for General License Qualification 136 
 
3.2.2.6 Landings Requirements for Endorsement Qu.alificarion 142 
 
3.2.2.7 Alternative Ownership, Transfer. and Use Provisions of 
 

Groundfish Licenses 145 
 
3.2.2.8 Economic and Social Impacts ofReference Configurations .......... 

............ 
154 
 

3.2.2.9 Linkages between License Limitation and other Actions 168 
 
32.3 Analysis of Crab License Limitation Alternatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

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

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

170 
 
3.2.3.l Natw:e of Licenses 175 
 
3.2.3.2 Licenses Ro::ipients 177 
 
3.2.3.3 License Designations 178 
 
3.2.3.4 Qualifying Period 179 
 
3.2.3.5 Minimum Landings Requirements 179 
 

September 19. 1994 (9:2Saml 



3.2.3.6 Transferability, Use, and O\\nersbip Provisions .................. 
...... 

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

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

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

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

180 
 
3.2.3.7 Summary of Major Implications of Crab Elements and Options 181 
 

3.3 Community Development Quota (CDQ) Options 182 
 
3.3. l Status Quo Implications 182 
 
3.3.2 CDQs as TAC Set Aside 182 
 
3.3.3 CDQs as Additional Licenses 183 
 

3.4 Two-Tier Skipper License Options 184 
 
3.5 Potential Social Impacts 185 
 

4.0 Administration and Enforcement. 187 
 

5.0 NEPA Requirements: Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives ...............•..... 
.................................... 

188 
 
5.1 Enviromneotal Impacts of the Alternatives 188 
 

5.1.1 Alternative 1: Status Quo (No Action) ...............•................. 
.................................... 

....•........................ 

.. , ..... ,., .. , .............. , 

............................. 
........... , ............... 

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

...............•.................. 
....................•................ 

188 
 
5.1.2 Alternative 2: Licenses Limitation 189 
 

5.1.2.1 Nature ofLicense Sub-alternatives 189 
 
5.1.2.2 License Recipient Sub-alternatives 190 
 
5.1.2.3 Qualifying Period Suh-alternatives 190 
 
5.1.2.4 Use and Transferability Restrictions 191 
 
5.1.2.5 Other Considerations . . . . . . . 191 
 

5.2 Impacts on Threatened or Endangered Species, Marine Mammals, and Seabirds 191 
 
5.2.1 Altemative 1: Status Quo (No Action) 191 
 
5.2.2 Alternative 2: License Limitation 193 
 

5.3 Impacts on Ecosystem and Physical Environment .............................. 
........................................... 

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

....................•................................. 
.. . . .. .. . . . . . . . .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . . . . . . . . .. .. 

. . • . . . . . • . . . . . . . • . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

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

193 
 
5.3. l Alternative 1: Status Quo 193 
 
5.3.2 Alternative 2: License Limitation 194 
 

5.4 Fmdiog of No Significant Impact 194 
 

6.0 Summary and Conclusions 195 
 
6.1 Environmental Assessment (NEPA) 195 
 
6.2 Economic Assessment (E.O. 12866) • . • 195 
 
6.3 How the Alternatives Address the Council's Problem Statement 196 
 
6.4 Other Applicable Law 200 
 

6.4.l National Standards .........................•...................... 
................................................ 

........................... 
.. : .................. 
..................... 

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

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

.......... .,......................................................... 

200 
 
6.4.2 Section 303 (b) (6) 202 
 
6.4.3 Fisheries Impact Statement-Section 303(a}(9} 203 
 

6.4.3. l Impacts to Participants in Affected Fisheries 203 
 
6.4.3.2 lmpacts to Participants in Adjacent Fisheries 204 
 

6.4.4 Impacts on Small Entities (Regulatory Flexibility Act) 205 
 
6.4.5 Coastal Zone Management Act . 205 
 

6.5 Administrative and Enforcement Costs 205 
 

7.0 References 207 
 

8.0 List of Preparers .............................................................. 211 
 

ii September 19. 1994 (9:28am) 



Appendix I License System for Groundfish 

Appendix II Data Summaries for 1990-92 lD the Llcenses Limitation Alte:marives for the Groundfish & Crab 
Fisheries in the Gulf ofAlaska and in the Bering Sea/ Aleutian Islands 

Appendix Ill Net National Benefits as Assessed for the Moratorium 

Appendix IV Methods of Construction and asrumptions in the Gl'O\Jlldfish and Crab Licenses Limitation Dau 
Bases 

Appendix V Individual Transferable Pot Quotas in the BSAI Crab Fisheries 

Appendix V1 Analysis of Proposed Exclusions of Area Species Licenses for Gulf of Alaska Rockfish 

Groundfish Dislributional Table Appendix 

Crab Distributional Table Appendix 

iii Sep<ernb<r 18, 1994 (5:25pm) 



f.QA 6tl)ery r ic;ngs:

Poll-Pacific Cod, D<"l/ w....,. Fl.u. Shallow Water Fl><fuh 
Atka Mackerel 

BS AT Fjsberv I ic;ng;: 

Pollock. !'llcific Cod, Arh Mad<crcl. Y cllowfin Sol<:, Otbcr Flattish, 
Rod:fi ..;. 5,. .. ;d !Fixed Ge:ir). Rocksole T~ 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

of 

LICENSE LIMITATION ALTERNATIVES 

for 

GROUNDFISH AND CRAB FISHERIES OF THE NORTIIPACIFIC 

Introduction 

This section of the analysis summarizes the action contemplated and the need for such action. including the 
sequence of events in the Comprehensive Rationalization Plan (CRP) initiative which have led to the 
consideration of License Limitation as the primary alternative for Council consideration at this time. This 
approach is viewed as a necessary first step by the Council towards further development of longer-term CAP 
management regimes, including fw"tber development of IFQ alternatives. 

The document contains two primary alternatives for consideration: (1) the 'No Action' alternative and (2) some 
form of License Limitation system. The possible configurations of the License Limitation alternative cover a 
broad range and are shown below (the numbering scheme is explained laier): 

GROUNDFISH LICENSES 
COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEME.vrs AFFECTING INITIAL AsSIGNMENT 
ANALYSIS FORMAT 

Numbering 
 
Nature of Licenses Scheme 
 
Single license for all species and areas ........................................................... HJOOOO 
 
Licenses for FMP areas (i.e. GOA and BSAl) ............................ , ........................ 

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

........................ 
..••.............•.• 

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

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
..•.................... 

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

200000 
 
Licenses for FMP sub-areas (i.e. EG, CG. WG, BS, Al) 300000 
 
Lirenses for Pollock. P.Cod. Flatfish. Rockfish. and Other fisheries 400000 
 
Licenses for Pollock. P.Cod. Flatfish. Rockfish. and Other fisheries by FMP areas 500000 
 
Licenses for Pollock. P.Cod, Flatfish. Rockfish. and Other fisheries by FMP sub-areas 600000 
 
Licenses for fisheries (see box) by FMP sub-areas . . . 700000 
 
Licenses for fisheries (see box) by the following areas: EG. CG. WG, BSA! 800000 
 

License Recipients 
 
Current owners . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10000 
 
Current owner, then owner at the ti.me ofJanding. theo permit holders (no duplicate) 20000 
 
Current owners, then pennit holders (no duplicates) 30000 
 
Current owners, owners at the time of landing. and permit holders (duplicates allowed) ..................... 

................................................................................ 
.....•......••....•.....• , ................................... 

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . 
.................................................................. , .. , ...... 

............................................... 
.......... , ............................... 

40000 
 

License Designations 
 
No restrictioo.s 1000 
 
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors 2000 
 
Yessel length • • . . . . . . 3000 
 
Inshore & Offshore 4000 
 
Ca<cher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length 5000 
 
Catcher vessels & Crucher/processors and Inshore & Offsbore 6000 
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Inshore & Offshore and vessel leogtb .•.....................•.................•.................... 
....•.......••.....••...•.•... 

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

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

.............................. _. ......................... 
.............................. 

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

...••.................... :................•....•...........-... : ............. ; ...... 

. . . . . . . .. . . • .. . . .. . . . .. . • . . . . . . . . . .. . . . .. .. . • • • • . . . . . .. .. . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . • • • . . . . 

7000 
 
Catcher vessels & Ca!cher/processors. Inshore & Offshore, and vessel length 8000 
 

Qualifying Periods 
Jan.!, 1978 - De<:. 31, 1993 100 
 
Jun. 28, 1989 - Jun. 27. 1992 200 
 
Jun. 28. 1989 - dale of final action 300 
 
Jan.!, 1990- Dec. 31. 1993 400 
 
Tue tbree years prior to the dale of final action 500 
 
I= 28. 1989 - Jun. 27, 1992 & the three years prior to the dale offmal action 600 
 
Ead! of the three calendar years from 1/1/90- 6/27/92 & the 365 days prior to final action. 

except for ftxed gear P. cod use 6123/91 -6/27/92ratherthan1/1/90- 6/27f.rl. 700 
 

Landings Requirements For General License Qualification 
 
One Landing ........................................................................... '.". . . . . . . I 0 
 
Two landings 20 
 
5,000pounds 30 
 
10.000 pounds . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . • • .. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . • . • • . . . . .. . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . • .. . . . . . . . . • . 

........• , ........................................................................ 

.. . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . .. .. . . . . . . • . • . . . • . . • . . . • . 
.. • . . . • • . . . .. . • . . .. • .. . • . • . . .. . . .. • . . • • • . . . . . 

.. • • . • . • . . . . . . . . • . . .. . . . • . . . . . • . . . • . • . • . . 
.. . . . • . . . . . • .. . • . . 

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. • . . . . . . . . . . . 
.. . . . . . • . .. . . . . . . . . . • . . • . . • . . . . . .. . . . . • . • . . . . . . • . . 

.......................................................... 
.. . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . .. . . . .. .. . . .. . .. . • .. . . .. . . . . .. . . .. .. . .. 

40 
 
20,000 pounds 50 
 

Landings Requirements for Endorsement Qualification 
 
One landing in qualifying period . . • • . . . . • • . . . . . . • . . . • . • I 
 
Two landings in qualifying period • . • • . . • . • . . • . • . . . . . • . . • 2 
 
Three landings in qualifying period . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . . . . . • • . • 3 
 
Four landings in qualifying period • • . . • . . . . . . . • . • • . • . . . . . • . . • . . • • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . 4 
 
One landing in year priorto council action • . . . . . . . . • 5 
 
Two landings in year prior ro council action . . . . . . . . . 6 
 
Three landings in year prior to council action 7 
 
Four Imdings in year priorto council action . . . 8 
 

In addition to options affecting the assignment of licenses, the C.Ouncil has included options affecting the 
!!'ll11Sferahility. oymrohip. and use ofliq::pses. These are independent from the initial assignment of licenses and 
includes Who May Purchase Licenses, Vessel/Llcense Linkages. License Separability. Vessel Replacement and 
Upgrades, Li=Ownership Caps. Vessel Liceose Use Caps, Vessel Designation Limits. Buy-back/Retirement 
Program, Skipper Program, C.Ommunity Development Quotas. Community Development Licenses, and Other 
Provisions. 

In developing a preferred alternative. the Council will need to choose llW< element from each component set, with 
the exception of "Other Provisions," from which the Council may choose none, or any number of the options 
listed. The numbering scheme used above is not employed for these components because of the independent 
nature of the components. · 

GROU1''DFJSH LICENSES 
 
COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING THE OWNERSHIP, 
 

USE AND TRANSFER LICENSES 
 

Who May l'un:b.ase Li«...,. 
 
!. Li<enses could be transferred only to "persons• defined under TIUe 46 U.S.C. 
 
2. 	 U=ses coald be ltllnSfem:d to "P="ns· with 76% or more U.S. own<:r.;hip. with "grandfath<t" rights for license n:cipients 

with 75% or less U.S. ownmhlp (liUe 46 U.S.C.). 

Vessel/Liei!nse Linkages 
I. 	 Vessel must be ttansfem:d with licMse · 
2. 	 ~may be trarufexred wi!!loot a v=l. i.e.. licenses may be applied to vessels olher dl3tl Iha< to which the license initially 

was issued. 

Options Regarding tM Separability of Species and/or Area De.ignation.s 
 
L Species and/or Area designations are not separable, and shall remain as a single Ii=wich those initial designations. 
 
2. 	 Species and/or Area designations shall be treaied as separable licenses and may be transferred as such. 
3. 	 Species and/or Area designations shall be reganl<d as separable endorsements which require the owner to also own a genen.1 

license before use or purchase. 
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Ve=ol Replacement Slid Upgrad.,. 
l. 	 No resttl:rioos on vessel replacement or upgfades. eXcel>t that the vessel most m<et the "License Designations· defined by the 

initial alb:a!ion. 
2. 	 Vessel may not be repl:lced or upgraded. 
3. 	 Vessel may be replao!d ar upgraded within the bounds of the 20% Rule as defined under the momrorinm proposed mle. 

License Ownership Capo 
1. 	 No limit on the nwnber of li=ises or endorsements which may be owned by a "person.• 
2. 	 No more than 5 area licenses per pem>n with grandfather provisions. 
3. 	 No more than 10 area licenses per person with grandfather provisions. 
4. 	 No more than 15 area licenses per perwn with grandfather pro>isions. 
5. 	 No more than 5 fi.shecy/area endorsements per person with grandfatherprovi.sions. 
6. 	 .:.No more than 10 fishery/area endorsements perpe:rson with grandfather provisions. 
7. . 	 No more than 15 fishery/area endorsements per person with grandfather provisions. 

Ves.sel Lie.,... Uu Caps 
I. 	 No limit on the number of licenses (or endorsements) which may be used on a ve.sseL 
2. 	 - No more than l area license (endorsement) may be used on a vessel in .a given year. 
3. ..- No more than 2 area licenses (endor.o;ments) 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 (endonements) may be a=! on a vessel in a given year. 

Vessel Designation Limits 
I. 	 A vessel which qualifies for multiple designations (i.e.. both as a CV and as a CP or as both insho"' and offshore) onder the 

nse resnietion oomponent will be able to parricipare unda any designation for which it qualifies. 
2. 	 A vessel wh.al qualifies for multiple designations under the use restriction component must choose one of the designations for 

use. 

Buy-back!Retirement Program 
I. - · No bny-bact.lretitement program. 
2. 	 - Ftactional license system. (F:ractional licenses may be issued to vessel owners at the time of landing and/or permit holders.) 
3. 	 Industry Funded Buy-ba<:k Program with right of fir.;t refusal on all ttansfers oflice<tses. 

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

Community Development Quota<. 
l. No CDQ allocations 
 
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 provi.sion. 
 
-!. 10% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs pattemcd after cmrent program w/o sunset provi.sion. 
 
5. 	 15% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs pattemcd after current program w/o sunset provision, 

Community De•elopment Licenses. 
!. 	 No Community Development Lic.eruies. 
2 	 Grant an additional 3% non~transferable licenses co CDQ,s communities. 
3. 	 Grant an additional 7.5% non-transferable Ii= to CDQs communities. 
4. 	 Grant an additional JO'l!, non-ttansferable licenses to CDQs communities. 
S. 	 Grant an additional 15% non-transferable licenses to CDQs oommunities. 

Other Provisions (Chooo• any or "'"'" o( the following) 
l. 	 U=ses rep:<:l<llt a use privilege. The Council may CClf\Vat the J>:cise prog;.am to an lFQ program or otherwise alter or rescind 

the progmn without compe.ns.ll:icn to license holders. 
2. 	 S<ivere penalties may be invoked for failure 10 comply with conditions of the license. 
3. 	 Licenses may be suspended or revoked for multiple violations. 
4. 	 Implement a Sl:ipp<r Reporting System which requires groundfish license holders to report skipper names, address. and scMce 

reomls to NMFS. 
5. 	 Develop and implement me<:han.isms !O aillect management, oruor<ement costs and/or rents from the industry. including tiles 

. ,.00 fees on the industry. " 
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Crab License Limitation Alternatives 

The components and alternative elements and options foe a crab license limitation program are set forth in the 
same format as for groundfisb. These were developed concurrently with the groundfish alternatives and are 
similar in some cases. but tailored to the specific nature of the crab fisheries. They are aJro divided into two 
sections: (1) those elements which affect the initial assignment of crab licenses, and are numbered, and (2) those 
elements and options which affect the ownership, use. and transfer of crab licenses. These elements and options 
are as follows: 

Components and Alternati•e Elements 	 Numb...-i:ag 
Scheme 

Natutt of License 
Single license for all species and areas ..................................................................... I 0000 
Licenses for species (e.g, C. opilio, C. bairm, Red. Blae and Brown King Crab) ...•••••••• >·· •••••••••••••••••••••• 20000 
tLlcensesforeach species/arearombination .......................................... ·--·- .............. 30000 

License Recipients 
tCi.menr owners ...•.•............•..................................•....................•............ 1000 
 
Cummt own= and permit holders ............................................................ , ......... , .. WOO 
 

License Designations 
 
No restrictions .......................................................................................... I00 
 
Cal<:her vessels & Cau:hertprocessors ....................... , ................................................ 200 
 
Vessellength .............. , ............................................................................ 300 
 
tCau:her vessels & Cau:heriprocessor.; and vessel length ........................................................ 400 
 

Qualifying Period 
Jan. l, 1978- Dec. 31, 1993 .................................... , ........................................... 10 
t6/28/89 -6127192 (6/29/80 -6/25/83 for D.H. Red & 6/29185 - 6125/1988 for Prib. Blue) . , .• , ........•..............•• 20 

Minimum landings 
tNominimum ...................................................... , ................................ , .... 1 

l I.anding for Red & Blue King, 3 landings for Brown King, C. opilic, & C. /lair& ..................................... 2 

In addition to the elements affecting the initial assignment of licenses. altemai.. ;es exjst which affect the 
owru:rship, use and transfer of licenses once they have been issued. These are shown below. In developing their 
preferred alternative the Council would choose one element from each component set (component headings are 
shov.n in bold te:<t.) 

Co~n AND AL!ERNAnvE E!.EME.~'TS Al'FEC'.llNG ClwNERSHIP. USEANJ TRANSFER OF CRAB lJCE.'ISES 

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 763 or more U.S. o'!'T'=hiP. with "gra.ndfa!her" righlS for license recipients 

with 753 or less U.S. ownership (Title 46 CFR 802). 
3. 	 Ll.censes are non-transferable. 

Ve<5<!l/Licell.'l<e Linkages 
l. 	 V....1most be transfared with license 
2. 	 Licenses may be transferred without a vessel. i.e, licenses may be applied to vessels other than that to wflich the license was 

initially was issued 

Options Regarding th< Separability of Species 8J1d/or Area Designatioo.s 
I. 	 Speci"" and/or Area cl.orig nations are not separable. and shall remain groapcd as in the initial allocation. 
2. 	 Species or Area designations shall be trealcd as separable licenses and may be transfa:red as such. 
3. 	 Species or Arm~ shall be reg:w:lerl as separable endorsements which require the owner to also own a more general 

liceme before use or purchase. 

Vessel Repl=ment and Upgrades 
I. 	 No resttictt>ns on vessel replacement or opgrades, except that the ves.<el must meet the 'License Designations" defined by the 

initial a!kx:ation. 
2. 	 Vessel may not be replaced or upgradod 
3. 	 Vessel may be replaced or Ujlgraded within the bounds of the 20% Rule as defined under the moratorium proposed tulc. 

Buy-back/Retirement Program 
I. 	 No buy-bac~tirement program. 
2. 	 F'r.ictional license system. (F:ra<tional licenses may be issued to permil holdets.J 

9/17194 Page 4 



3. 	 Industry Funded Buy-bacl: Program with right of Jmtiefasal on all transfera oflicel=, 

Two-Tiered Sklpper License Program 
L 	 Do no1 implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program. 
2. 	 .Implement a Two-Tiered Skipper Lice.nse Progr.un. 

Community Development Quotas. 
L 	 No CDQ a!lOC2l:ions. 
2. 	 Set aside 3% of crab fisheries with GHL.s for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision. 
3. 	 Set aside 7.5% of crab fisheries w/GHLs for CDQs patterned after cumnt program w/o sunset provision. 
4. 	 Set aside 10% of crab fisheries wtGHLs for CDQs patt<med after current program w/o sunset provision.· 
5. 	 Set aside 15% of crab fisheries w/GHLs for CDQs patt<med after cw:rent program w/o sunset provisjon. 

Community O.velopment Lkenses. 
I. 	 Na Corrununity Development Ll=. 
2. 	 Grant an additional 3% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities. 
3. 	 Grant an additional 7.5% non-transferable liocnses to CDQs corrunanities. 
4. 	 Grant an additional I 0% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities. 
5. 	 Gran! an additional 15% non-transferable lirenses to CDQs communities. 

Oth<r Provisions (Choose any or"'"'" cf the following) 
I. 	 Li== repres<nta use;rivilege. TheCooru:ilmayainv<rt the 1':ezise pIQ,gralll to an 1FQ program or otherwise alter or rescind 

the program wililoot cornpensation to license hold=. 
2. 	 Severe penalties may be invoked for failure to comply with conditions of the license. 
3. 	 u~ may be suspended or revoked for mulliple villlations. 
4. 	 Implement a.Skipper Reporting Syslml whl:h requires gxoundfuh license holder.; to n::port skipper names. address, and 5"rVice 

r=tds to NMFS. 
5. 	 Devel:Jpandimplement mec!w:Usmstocollectmanagemcnt, enforcement costs and/or rents from the industry, including taxes 

and fees on the industry. 
6. 	 No Future Super-exclasive Area will be proposed. 

Individual Transferable Pot Quota System 

ln3ddirion to thecorn1x'''""' above, anlhdM:luaiTransferable PotQuota(ITPQ) Sy>tern Alternative has be<>Jl proposed in ronc<pt only. 
Under !his option. the romponents affecting the initinl .,.;gnment of C!ab licenses will remain unchanged. However, once it is decided 
whi::!l pci:;ons qualify for whi:ll vessel size and processing designations. Ii= woald be linked to a limited number of pots. Pots could 
be transfemrl to meet individual v.....J requ.in:ments. Many of the component sets regarding the use and transferability of licenses may 
no< apply under a ITPQ system The Council will have to specify in more detail ifadditional analy:;is of lite ITPQ system is desired. 

Current Status of the FJSheries 

Chapter 2 of the document is devoted to Slllll!Ilariz:ig the current status of the groundfish and crab fisheries, with 
information on the current levels of catch, value, and participation for various groundfish and crab fisheries off 
Alaska. This is further developed in the fono of 'Representative Vessel and Processor Profiles', which 
summarize catch information across operations within each industry sector. This information is used as a 
backdrop for comparison of both the 'No Action' and the License Limitation alternatives. Appendix IV to this 
documeitt contains further information on current status of the fisheries, with more specificity be vessel categories 
within various sectors. and includes this information over a time series of 1990-1992. Data from 1993 were only 
recently compiled aad are not provided in the same detail; however, summary data from 1993 are included in the 
analyses in Chapter 3, and is used as a proxy for status auo when comparing impacts of the various license 
limitation alternatives. 

Analysis of the Alternatives 

Chapter 3 is the meat of the analysis and contains general assessments of the No Action alternative and the 
generic License Limitation alternative. It also contains the detailed assessments, primarily distributional in= of the various potential elements and options for the license limitation altemati ve. A summary by section 
follows: 

Alternative 1: No Action 

This alternative is ternled No Action. as oppcsed to status quo. because it attempts to reflect the potential 
evolution of the starus quo situation. if No Action is taken by the Qiuncil on the License Limitation alternative. 
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The analysis of the moratorium indicates that there are 20 to 25 percent more trawl vessels in the groundfish 
fishery than can be justified based on financial break-even criteria Very few vessels have entered the groundfish 
and crab fisheries since February 9, 1992. It may be that the threat of the moratorium kept new vessels out of 
the ind!lstry, or, pa-haps investors have deciderl their money is better spent elsewhere. Nonetheless, there does 
not appear to be any changes in the financial benefit of entering the fishery, particularly if the mora!orium is 
resubmitted for approval. 

If the moratorium is resubmitted and no action is taken on li=se limitation, the fleet could draw from up to about 
13,.500 vessels th.at are qualified. If the Council revises the moratorium to eliminate halibut and Sablefish longline 
vessels th.at will participate in the IFQ fishery, then the moratorium fleet would have about 4,000 vessels to draw 
from. This poteJJrial fleet is much larger than the 1600 to 1700 vessels that participated in 1993. Regardless of 
the size of the fleet. because most of the catching power is tied up in fewer than 500 vessels, the problems of 
excess capacity that contribute to the problems listed in the problem stalement still will .exist. 

The final part of this section summarizes the expected evolution ofthe status quo, in the event the Council takes 
No Action on Li=se Limitatiao. Critical to this expected evolution is resolution of the momorium issue. With 
the moratorium disapproved, continued entry into the fisheries is possible, and even likely despite the economic 
disincentives to do so. This is due to expectations of future limited entry, particularly IFQs. Those already in 
the fisheries may attempt to maximize their catch histories in anticipation of lFQs, also exacerbating the race for 
fish and its attendant problems. If a moratorium is resubmitted and implemented, these fears would be at least 
partially mitigated. 

The break-even analyses that have been ooaducted in analyzing inshore-0ffsbore and the momorium demonstrate 
this overcapitalization. The moratorium analysis showed that there were 20-25 % more trawl vessels in the 
groundfisb fishery than could be justified by the economics. Break-even analyses based on the fleet as modelled 
in the inshore-Offshore analysis. and testing sensitivity by varying input variables such as ex-vessel prices, 
product prices, catches, amortization schedule, desired return on invesnnent, and vessel and permit purchase 
price, showed that the break-even fleet varies between 280 and 440 vessels, which contraSts to the current 1993 
fleet of 435 vessels over 60 ft and 1,245 vessels less than 60 ft. 

Despite the poor economic picture generated by the above break-even analyses, the industry may continue to 
invest capital in the fishery in an attempt to gamer a greater share of the harvest This could happen ifpotential 
fishery participants expect an eventual IFQ allocation based on recent catch histories. This is the downside of 
the no-action alternative. And this could happen whether or not a moratorium is implemented The downside 
of llO( resubmitting some form ofmoratorium is that the industry may perceive this to be one last chance to get 
in "under the wire" regardless of cost. to establish some standing in the fishery. A slight advantage of pursuing 
the no action alternative, is that if all efforts are dropped on license limitation. wore attention could be directed. 
more quick:Iy, to developing a more comprehensive solution to the overcapitalization problem. 

Unde:r the No Action alternative, otba- curreot initiatives by the C.ooncil could go forward. These include analysis 
of a continuation of the inshore/offhsore/CDQ program scheduled to sunset the end of 1995; requirements for 
total weight measurement in the fisheries; a full retention/utilization mandate to address bycatch. discards, and 
waste; and, further development of IFQ alternatives. 

Alternative 2: License Limitation 

General Discussion of License Limitation 

This section 3.2 provides a generalized discussion of license limitation, including (1) a discussion of how license 
limitation may provide short tmn:. and eVeil !Orig term, eeonomic benefits Wlder ceruiin conditions, (2) examples 
of various license limitation and fleet reduction programs previously attempted or currently in existenee, and (3) 
a more detailed examination of basic economics of license limitation programs. 
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Seaion 3.2.1.1 describes literature and theoretical analyses which suggest that license limitation programs, wider 
cenaiu cooditiOl!S. may generate, and even sustain. eccihoin.ic benefits in subject fisheries. Conditions necessary 
for this to occur include (1) a beterogeoous fleet where all vessels are basically alike in their operations, (2) strict 
limitations on the fleet's ability to substitute costly inputs which increase efficiency, (3) minimal economic 
pressure to exploit the resow-re, and (4) lack of 'rent seeking' behavior by fishery participants attempting to 
change the rules of the game in their favor. None of these conditions appears to exist in the fisheries for which 
license limitation is being considered. 

Section 3.2.1.2 Sllilllllllrize various limited entry programs and attempted vessel buyback programs in existence. 
noting~ mixed Sl=ses of such programs. Some success is evident in programs which acrually reduced units 
of effort or gear and adequately controlled the growth of additional inputs in the fisheries. Jn particular the 
evaluation concludes that gear restrictions in many cases are more successful than vessel restrictions, and that 
buyback program success will be severely hindered ifthere is any expectation by participants of increased value 
of the license or of the license evolving into more specific fishing privileges-(valuej-such as IFQ allocations. 

This seei:ion also addresses other mechanisms for fleet/capacity reduction, including the fractional licensing 
concept. A fractional licensing program is one way to achieve fleet/capacity reduction, without the imposition 
of government rwi buyback programs and the attendant administrative complexities. However, a fractional 
licensing program would likely involve a reduction in use-rights for al least some, if not all, license holders. 
Initial allocation decisions under this concept would likely be very contentious and would involve extensive 
appeals procedures. 

Section 3.2.1.3 discusses the basic economic tenants surrounding license limitation programs, including 
mathematical tIKJdels which were developed to compare profit functions ofstatus quo and limited entry. Due to 
the capital sruffing pbeoornenon associated with bolb open access and license limitation, any short term economic 
gains associated with a license limitation program will likely be dissipated over the longer term. A license 
limitation program which does not reduce or constrain the fleet to current levels would not generate economic 
gains even in the short term. · 

Analysis of Groundf1Sh License Limitation Alternatives 

Seaion 3 22 rep=is a major focus of the analysis. and provides the distn"butional results of the various license 
limitation alternatives under consideration. This section also discusses the relative effectiveness of various 
alternatives, primarily in terms of numbers of vessels receiving licenses and the nature of these licenses. 
Administrative and enforcement implicatioos of various alternatives are also addressed where possible. 

Su main components. each having from four to eight options, significantly influence the ultimate composition 
of the license program. Tue six components are nature of licenses, license recipients, license designations, 
qualifying period, landings requirements for general license qualification and landings requirements for 
endorsement qualification. Tue Council's choice of specific options within the six components will determine 
the overall configuration of the license system. The compooent:s and options can be combined into al.most 72,000 
different configurations. Three main or reference configurations have been examined for this analysis. Tue 
CURRENT reference configuration is a snapshot of the 1993 fisheries. The UNIVERSAL reference 
configuration is a "core" alternative at one end of the spectrum of complexity represented in the 72,000 
configurations. Tue Universal configuration would issue a single license to fish all species in any area once a 
current O"-ner has qualified by making one landing anytime between June 28, 1989 and June 27. 1992, the ending 
date being intended to reflect the control dale established by the Council in its final consideration of the 
moratorium. The Universal configuration mirrors most closely the conditions of the moratorium, though the 
qualifying period is much shorter than in the moratorium. 

The third reference configuration is the EXPLICIT configuration. It is emphasized because it embodies much 
of the State of Alaska proposal and can be considered to be a "core" alternative at the other end of the spectrum 
of complexity. It differs from the Universal configuration in two major ways. Each license or endorsement is 
species an area specific. Secondly, instead of qualifying on the basis of landing in any of three years, a vessel 
must have made a landing in each area in each of the three calendar years 1990.1991, and 1992 (through Iwie 
27, 1992), and sometime in the 365 days before final Council action, assumed for analytical purposes to be 
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January 1995. The exception to this is for fixed gear Pacific cod wherein ooe year, Jtme 23, 1991 - June 27, 
1992, is used instead of January l, 1990 through June 1:1, 1992. 

Identifying these three refen=e coofigurarioos has several purposes. Fust, they provide a point of departure for 
discussing each of the six main componems of the license system and the effects of each option within each 
compooe!ll on five different anributes: initial fleet size, potential for increases in capacity, mobility of the fleet, 
complexity of program implementation and administration, and enforo:ability. Secondly. by systematically 
varying each option within each component for each of the three reference configurations, distributive impacts 
on fleet composition can be assessed. This also provides an opportunity to isolate the effects of each of the major 
components on the overall results. 

These are compiled in a saies oftables in a special Table Appendix - one for groundfish and one for crab. Each 
set of tables presents information on residency of vessels, size categories, whether they are catcher vessels or 
catcher processorn, and how llllllly will qualify for endorsemerlts oc licenses in·various ,areas and fisheries. Trends 
shov.n within those tables are used to summame the effects of selecting a specific option within each of the size 
components. Then the refm:.oce configurations are examined in detail to describe impa.cts ofchoosing one or the 
other. 

Nature of Licenses 

There are eight options within this component. ranging from a very general license covering all fisheries to a 
highly specific license for a particular fishery and subarea. This component's major influence is on potential 
illcreased capacity, mobility, complexity and enforcement. It does not by itself have great impact on the initial 
fleet size though there is some interplay between this component and qualifying period if landings performance 
is required in individual fisheries and sub areas to qualify. This is fully discussed in the analysis. In general, the 
benefits of an umbrella license are that it allows the fleet maximum flexibility to move between fisheries and 
areas. the licenses would be tmiquely associated with particular vessels and thus would cap overall fleet growth, 
and would be less complex to implement and administer. 

Cboasing a highly specific program such as the State ofAlaska proposes would be highly complex to administer, 
very difficult to enforce if fishery specific licenses are issued, and several fisheries such as rockfish would not 
be allowed in a directed fishery. The Stare of Alaska proposal. represented hexe in the Explicit configuration, 
would strictly limit the mobility of the fleet to enter different fisheries and areas. The benefit of that is that it 
would better control fleet movement and thus slow overc:apitalization of a specific area and fishery, thus reducing 
preemption problems and crowding. A liability is that ifmany highly specific licenses are issued initially, even 
though the initial fleet size is unaffected, if the licenses are transferred to new vessels. potential fleet size could 
be much greater and thus exacerbate the already existing overcapacity problem. An alternative which would 
eliminare th.is possibility is the endorsement concept, whereby species/area endorsements would be attached to 
an overall umbrella license. This would maintain the desirable aspects of the specific 'licenses', while capping 
the total number of vessels po!altially oper.lling in the fisheries. The level of the umbrella could be placed at the 
North Pacific level, the FMP area level, or at the level of FMP subareas. The choice of the level represents a 
trade-off between possible capacity increase and flexibility for fishermen. 

The loss of the directed rockfish fishery under the State program equates to a $14- $20 million loss in revenues. 
Ifa fishery specific system is chosen, considerable work will need to be done before implementation to align it 
with some form of directed fishing standards. NMFS has noted that fishery specific licenses would be extremely 
difficult to enforce. 

License Recipients 

Four options are available under this component ranging from is.ruing licenses just to current owners, to issuing 
multiple licenses to current owners, permit holders. and owners of past landings, if all qualified on the basis of 
a particular vessel's landings. Issuing to more than current owners would result in the potential for immediate 
expansion of the fleet. and would lead to major increased capacity in the long term. More licenses le.ad to greater 
complexity. Mobility and enforcement would not be affected by this component as mu.ch a.s by other particular 
components. The total number of owners fishing in 1993 was 1,679, while 2.954 would qualify under the 
'UNIVERSAL' configuration (any landings in the three-year period prior to June 24.1992). Issuing licenses to 
unique permit hclders and landings owners increases the license pool to about 4,500 licenses. Issuing licenses 
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to all three groups and allowing duplication on the basis of one vessel increases the pool to over 9,000. Any 
choire other than current owners will rapidly and significantly degrade the effectiveness of the license program 
to address the overcapacity problem. In addition, the complexity of the program will increase significantly, both 
in implementation and administration, if significantly more records have to be matched and more licenses and 
transfers have to be tracked. 

License Designations 

There are eight different options under this component They govern use restrictions for catcher vessels and 
catcher processors, inshore and offshore vessels, vessels of different lengths, and combinations of all three types 
of designations. Clloice of designations will not impact initial fleet size so much as its potential for capacity 
expansion, mobility, and access to different fisheries. The three size categories will not be as effective in 
deterring capacity increases unless they are coupled with a limitation on maximum hlcrease such as in the 20% 
upgrade rule in the proposed moratorium. Howe¥er, overlaying upgrade rules on the size categories-will limit 
the availability of licenses for those owners wanting to buy licenses, especially if they have vessels in the upper 
end of their size range, and if licenses are assigned on a very area or fishery specific basis. Complexity of 
implementation and administration, and enforcement will increase if a variety of license designations are used, 
however this is believed to be minor. The composition of fleets, by .each of the sector and size designations, is 
described in detail for each of the major alternatives under consideration. 

Qualifying Period 

.Seven options are presented ranging from a landing any time in 16 years to a landing in each ofseveral specific 
periods after January 1, 1990, and the year before final Council action. Clloice of options here will play a 
defining role in setting the initial fleet size. For example, in 1993 there were 1,679 vessels of all types 
participating in the groundfish fisheries. Using the option that recognizes 16 years (back to 1978) would allow 
over 6,200 vessels to have licenses initially. The mid-range alternative, requiring participation in the three years 
prior to June 24, 1992, would allow 2,954 vessels in the fisheries initially. At the other end of the spectrum, the 
more specific proposal offered by the State ofAlaska would produce an initial fleet size of 1,50 l, 178 fewer than 
fished in 1993. 

Not all sectors would share the gain or pain equally. The net loss in vessels for Alaska residents under the State's 
proposal would be 157 vessels, mostly small catcher vessels. Many of the remaining vessels would be extremely 
limited in the species endorsements they receive. For non-Alaskans, the net loss would be 45 vessels. That net 
change would include a loss of 53 small catchers and 10 catcher processors, and a gain of 18 catchers over 60 
a 

Landings Requirements for General Licenses or Endorsements 

There are five options for licenses and ten for endorsements. Clloice of minimum landing requirements (MLR) 
options under a general license system has a major impact on the initial size of the fleet but minor or neutral 
impacts on the other attributes. As minimum landings standards increase, the initial fleet size decreases 
significantly. For example, requiring at least two landings pares over 250 vessels from the fleet as compared 
to vessels which fished in 1993, and over 500 when compared to the universal configuration, which requires only 
a single landing. Almost all reductions come from the small Alaskan owned vessels. An MLR based on a 
minimum poundage (either 5,000, 10,000 or 20,000 pounds) has even more dramatic effects, removing an even 
greater number of vessels from eligibility. Again, those vessels cut out by this requirement are mostly small, 
Alaska based catcher vessels. 

Endorsement optionsapply ()ll]y to li_et;nse programs that would issue fisheries .or area-specific endorsements. 
Thus. MIR options for endorsements do not influence initial fleet size (in absolute numbers of qualified vessels), 
but they do affect the number of species-areas opportunities for fishermen, and therefore there is a direct effect 
on the overall fishing clfur:t which qualifies. Because some of the endorsement options introduce multiple year 
qualification criteria to vessels which qualified because of the differential qualifying standard for fixed gear 
Pacific cod vessels, these do have a significant impact on fleet effon reduction. 
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Alternative Ownership. Transfer. and Use Provisions 

Various provisions such as who may purchase licenses.. separability of species and area designations. vessel 
replacements and upgrades, ownership and use caps. buy back programs, skipper li=ses and community 
development initiatives are discussed here. 

The section describing who may purchase lice= dwells mainly on foreign ownership restrictions, noting that 
little information is available to descn"be foreign ownership now. 

The section on vessel and license linkage discusses options for transferring licenses with or without the vessel. 
Only being able to transfer licenses with the vessel assumes an emphasis on issuing licenses ooly to current 
owners and closely associating each license with a specific vessel. This would be the most restrictive of the 
options and no newvessels would be allowed into the fleet unless a provision was made for transferring licenses 
for vessels that were destroyed or Sllllk:. Tue aid result ofthis option would.be.an aging of thdleet with attendant 
problems relative to safety and efficiency. Allowing licenses to trade independently would allow more flexibility 
for vessel owne.rs and license holde.rs to tune their operations. Allowing freely transferable licemes also could 
lead to a substantial increase in fleet size. 

The section on vessel upgrades and replacements describes three options which address potential expansion of 
capacity: (1) no restrictions, (2) a complete prohibition, and (3) limited upgrade ability subject vessel size 
categories and/or to the moratorium 20% rule. Tue first option would be least restrictive and would allow for 
increases mharvest capacity in each of the. length designations. Option two would be most restrictive and the 
third option would allow for limited upgrades. Allowing transfer and upgrades subject to vessel caregory 
restrictions and the 20% rule may provide the grearest flexibility while still maintaining a lid on total capacity 
expansion. As ooted earlierUDder license designation however, choice of these upgrade and transfer options has 
significant impacts an the availability of licenses to specific types of license holde.rs, such as those with very large 
boats and/or near the upper part of the size designation range. 

Vessel Ii=and endorseme:ot caps are discussed in the analysis. The options range from no limit to a limit of 
15 area licenses and/or 15 fishery /area eodorsements per person. Each option has a grandfather clause. Any 
particular option may or may not be restrictive depending on how many vessels a person has and how may areas 
he normally fishes. The choice of where to place caps on ownership will likely depend on the type of 
licenses/endorsements adopted by the Council; i.e., at what level the umbrella license requirement is placed .. 

Buy Back Programs and Fractional License Systems 

Buy back programs have been developed to reduce the number of vessels or licenses once a license limitation 
program is implemented. Neither would be necessary if the initial allocation of licenses is restrictive enough to 
e!Iectively limit the capacity in the fisheries. The track: record of buy back programs is fairly poor. In a program 
envisioned as a first step toward amore comprehensive, market-based system (such as IFQs) the likelihood of 
creating an effective buyback program is very small. Fractional licensing may hold more promise, particularly 
if the license progr;un is envisioned as a long term solution. 

Community Development Programs 

Two types of programs are discussed, one that would set aside a percentage of the harvest quota, and one that 
would establish special license. A set aside of the harvest quota would have the most direct benefit, but would 
also reduce the amount of fish available to the remaining uon-CDQ fleet and exacerbate capacity problems in 
those fisheries. Creating additional licenses does not appear to be consistent with either the goals of the CDQ 
proposals or the goals of the Council· for ilddressing proi:Jlems in the remaining commercial fleet. 

Two Tier Skipper License Option 

This is discussed in Section 3.4 of this document, 
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General Conclusions Regarding The Social and Economic Impacts of the Reference Configurations 
' ., . 

In general it appears that the universal configuration is less of everything in a license program. It is less limiting 
!ban other options, and therefore less effective. It is also less disruptive and would appear to have fewer negative 
impaction Alaskan residents. The same canool be said of the explicit configuration, which appears to have some 
of the necessary ingredients for an effective license program, particulady in the GOA. where the fleet and 
harvesting capacity is cut back substantially. These cut-backs could prove to have negative social impacts. 
particularly in Alaska coastaLcommunities. 

Any licellse program will produce winners and losers. The winners will gain access to fishing opportunities given 
up by the losers. If the same amount of fish is harvested, it is likely that the overall benefits to the nation will 
remain.largely unaffected. Ifhowever, the reduction in harvesting capacity falls below that necessaiy needed to 
harvest the 0 Y, a loss to the nation may be seen. This will very likely result in new capital flowing into the 
fishery. Because existing capital in the form of unlicensed vessels would be idled,-a neypinflux of harvesting 
capacity would be of questionable merit to the nation. This is the catch·22 of license programs. In order to be 
effective; a license limitation program needs to cut back the fleet and the participants in the fisheries. Once the 
hard cuts are made however. the remaining fleet will still be locked in a race to harvest the resource. 

'" . 
Potential benefitS from any license program have to be weighed against other costs and Sl3ndards as well. 
Management and enforcement of a fishery specific license program as developed in the explicit configuration. 
could well prove more costly, than any gains to the nation from the license limitation program. These will be 
discussed in Chapter 4 of this document. The last section of this chapter will discuss other issues which have 
been linked to the license limitation program. 

Linkages to Future Actions 

As with the No Action alternative, the IJ<'!ential impacts ofa License Limitation program must be viewed llQt in 
a vacuum. but rarher in the rontext of other ix>tential actions which may be taken by the Cowicil either 
concurrently or at some point in the future. Under the No Action alternative, we discussed some of the other 
potential actions which may be taken which would affect the evolution of status quo, including a vessel 
!llOl1lUlrium (may be resubmitted), inshore/offshore/CDQ extensions. total weight measurement. full utilization 
or harvest priority programs, and IFQ programs for groundfish and crab. In the case of the License limitation 
alternatives, some of the specific proposals include diri:ct linkages to future concurrent programs. These linkages 
are discussed in thjs section. 

For example. the State of Alaska's original proposal for a groundfish license program (GLS} contained. in 
addition to specific license provisions, the following provisions: (1) full retention of all species for which a TAC 
exists, except PSCs, with a minimum requirement for food grade utilization, (2) total catch measurement for all 
vessels participating in the license ptogram, (3} a phased·in transition to an IFQ program, and (4) an explicit 
inshore/offshore allocation based on 1993· 1994 averages for each species/area. Each of these proix>sals 
represents a significant action. in and of itself, aside from the provisions of the license limitation program chosen 
by the Council (lfchosen). As such. they have been bifurcated from the license limitation analysis and are being 
analyzed and considered on separate, but concurrent. tracks. 

The concept of imposing a Full Retentioa/Utilization mandate adds funher complexity to the enforo:ment 
functions required. In addition to enforcing directed fishing standards on an individual basis. this requirement 
will create 'instant bandits' of a significant number of vessels who catch, and are forced to retain, species for 
which they have no license. This v.ill depend, of course, on the strictness of the allowable calch percentage for 
species for which a vessel has no license. These concerns would also be mitigated to the extent that vessels are 
able to alter their behavior to avoid species for, which they have no license, one of the intents of the proposal. 
This proposal is being analyzed and considered oo a separate, but concurrent. track and the more fully developed 
cost and benefit implications of the proposal will be available when that study is rompleted. Such a program 
should be judged on its own merits, even though it is explicitly linked to license limitation in the State of Alaska 
GLS proposal. because it could be implemented in the absence of a license limitation program. 

The proposal also contains an explicit transition from the GLS to an lFQ program. where the IFQ program is 
based on, and would replace. the GLS system. QS/IFQ would only be awarded to GLS license holders and. the 
eventual QS/IFQ allocation would be at !east partially based on a license holders' performance under the GLS 

E-11 9117/94 P>ge ll 



program. This perlamaoce under the IFQ program would be based partly on caich history and panly on bycatch 
perlormaoce, with a penalty for 'dirty fishing.' via the Harvest Priority Multiplier. One a.5peet of this transition 
period, ba.W.g IFQ allocations oo carch history during the GLS program, could tend to exacerbate the current race 
for fish, and all the atteJ!llant problems, as license holders attempt to maximize their landings. On the other hand, 
the Harvest Priority Multiplier aivisioaed in this proposal may coo:oternct this tendency, as fishermen alto: fishing 
behavior to lower bycarch ofPSC species. One of the imems of the proposal is to re.::tify bycatcb/waste problems 
in the fisheries llJiar to allocatlng IFQs. as opposed to basing IFQ allocations entirely on historical fishing 
practices. 

One of the advantages of implementing the license program as a first step in aphase-in approacll would be to 
provide some stability for qualified participants, in tel'mS of knowing who is in and who is out in future limited 
em:ry development. They would also have a good indication of the species for which they would be eligible, via 
their licellse designations during the transition. Controversial decisions regarding IFQ recipients, and how much 
they would re.::eive, may be mitigated by this approach as it defines early on what thtrules of the-game will be. 
These types of decisions have been a crucial stumbling block for the industry and Council in previous IFQ 
discussions. However, some hard allocational decisions will have to be made in the more immediate context of 
the license limitation alternatives. 

The inshore/offshore issue is also a potential linkage issue as the Council proceeds with development of a CRP 
program. whetha it be a license program, IFQs, or some phase-in approach. Wlth the current split scheduled to 
expire at the end of 1995 (along with the pollack CDQ program), the Council has initiated an analysis of 
continuing the current allocations for 1996 and beyond As with the other proposals discussed in this ~on, 
this amendment could be pursued regardless of action on license limitation. 

One other item of DOte wben discussing linkages is the proposal for a Mandatory Skipper Reporting System. As 
a link to eventual JFQs. this mechaniS!!l offers an opportunity to re.::tify data deficiencies which have, in the past. 
plagued any attempt to evaluate 'skipper crew member optious' in IFQ analyses. Regardless of action taken by 
the Council on specific license limitation options contained in this amendment, this proposal would be easily 
implemented and would provide data for more meaningful evaluatious in the future. 

Analysis or Crab License Limitation Alternatives 

As with groundfish, the proposed crab license limitation program, analyzed in Section 3.2.3, consists of five 
major components which will define the initial recipients and ultimate configuration of the program: Nature of 
Ll=ses, Ll=seRecipients, U=se Designations, Qualifying Period, and Landing Requirements. The options 
within each ofthese are fewer, simpler. and more straightforward than for groundfish and are summarized below 
along with a swnmary of the Transferability, Ownership, and Use provisions. 

The analysts developed two refer= coofiguratioos for crab around which to structure the analysis. the 'CRAB" 
reference configuration and the "CURRENT' reference configuration. The "CRAB" configuration consists of 
a species/area specific license issued to current owners. designations by CV/CP and vessel size category, a 
qualification period of 6(28/89 - 6(27 /92 (except for Dutt:h Harbor red king and Pribilof blue king crab). and 
a single landing requirement. For comparison. the "CUR.R.Et-<'T' configuration is basically the same except that 
it examines participants from the 1993 fisheries. 

Narure of Licenses 

Three options exist for crab: (l) a single license good for all species and areas, (2) species specific licenses., and 
(3) species/area specific licenses. As with groundfish. the choice here will not affect the total number of initially 
licensed vessels. which is inoSt defined by the choice of qualification period described below. Rather, the 
implications rest in flexibility, mobility, and potential fleet expansion. Ifan umbrella license is required. with 
separable and transferable Clldorsements, then the total number of vessels is capped, with endorsement transfers 
allowed The species specific nature ofcrab licenses does not likely hold the types of enforcement complications 
as a species specific groundfish license due to the nature of the crab fisheries and the fact that they are already 
managed on a species/area basis. 
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License Recipients 

Along with alloca:tioos to current vessel owners, there is an optioo to allocate licenses to permit holders in the crab 
license limitation program. Tue choice under this component has major implications for initial and future 
nl.lll'.U:>ers of vessels (capacity) operating in the fisheries. The information in the analysis shows that a total of 354 
vessels made crab landings in 1993, comparetl to 551 licenses which would be issued to current vessel owners 
under the "CRAB" reference configuration, which requires a landing between 6/28,89 and 6(2:7/92. Adding 
permit holders to the initial .al.location could create double, or more, the number of initial licenses. If these 
additional licenses can be applied to new vessels, the implications to the already overcapitalized fisheries are 
significant.and detrimental. 

License Designations 

Regardless of the initial number of licenses granted, and the nature of such licenses, the lieense designations 
'i\lhich affect upgrades and transfers will significantly affect the future growth in capacity. As v.ith groundfish, 
potential deSignations include CV/CP and/or vessel length categories. along with the 20% rule associated with 
the mormorium. The Council may choose any or all of these designations, with the CV/CP designation and the 
20% rule being the most effective at limiting future capacity increases. 

Qualification Period 

Two options are included for crab: (1) inns to 12131/93 and (2) 6fl.8/89 to 6(2:7/92. Reaching back in time 
to 1978 will grant many more licenses than currently participate in the crab fisheries. likely exacerbating the 
problems the Council is attempting to address. This option would allocate 7ff7 total vessel licenses, compared 
to 551 under the more restrictive qualification window. In 1993, 354 vessels participated in these fisheries. 

Minimum Landing Requirements (MLR) 

The first option requires ooly a single landing for each species. while the second option requires a single landing 
for red and blue king crab, with a 3 landing minimum for brown king, opilio, and bairdi crab. The only difference 
will be the number of vessels qualifying for these latter three fisheries, if species or species/area licenses are 
adopted. Using the species/area license (or endorsement) concept. the first option creates· 1,811 such licenses 
while the second option reduces this number to I,615. Under the endorsement concept. the total number of 
vessels would remain the same, 551 under the "CRAB" ref= alternative. If the CoWJcil adopts only a species 
designated license (endorsement), the number drops to 1,375, again noting that the total number of vessels is still 
551, again assuming the more restrictive qualification window. 

Transferability, Ownership, and Use Provisions 

All of the principle findings associated with transferability and use for groundfish hold true for crab. An 
additional consideration for crab is the concept of an Individual Transferable Pot Quota (ITPQ) for the crab 
fisheries. This concept is discussed in detail in Appendix V; in summary, it offe.rs the potential for an effective 
means of capping capacity, while allowing for the greatest flexibility in fishing operations, noting that these 
attributes exist with or without the imposition ofa limited license. 

Conclusions Regarding Crab License Limitation 

Compared to the various alternatives under consideration for gmundfisb, the potential crab license program 
configurations are relatively simple. As seen in the collection of tables. the alternatives under the crab license 
limitation ptogram would create more licenses than participated in the current fishery. Under the "CRAB" 
reference configuration. some current participants would be cut from the fishery, but only those which entered 
the fisheries after the Council's June 24, 1992 Control Date. Many vessels and owne.rs would receive licenses 
who arenot current participants. as exln'bited by the 551 licenses which would be allocated. compared to the 354 
which fished in 1993. Reaching back to 1978 for inclusion would allocate 707 licenses. many to persons oo 
longer active in the fisheries. and likely a number which far exceeds that necessary to economically harvest the 
available resource, particularly considering recent closures aod harvest reductions in two of the most important 
crab fisheries. 
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Because none of the configurations under consideration actually reduce the numben; ofvessels (capacity), and 
because the qualification windows are fairly liberal to recent participants, they cannot be expected to have any 
major distnllutiooal impacts CI cost-benefit impacts. NODeofthe options would cause penurbations to the 'status 
quo', either in total or within any geographic or regional perspective, As such. no major economic or social 
impacts are expected to occur with implementation of any of these options. Additional adm.inistrative and 
enforcement coots may be the most significant economic impact of a crab license limitation program. An ITPQ 
program woold have the potential to generate some positive rents to the crab fisheries and provide a mechanism 
for marli:et driven allocations of effort. Further refinement of the details of such a program need to be made if 
this is an avenue the Council wishes to pursue. 

Social I mpact Considerations 

From the beginning of the CRP process in 1992, the industry and Council have.expressed conce.m over the 
potential social ramifications of a comp~ensive limited entty program of the scale-being-cmitemplated This 
cooo::m was particularly acute relevant to the prospect of an lFQ program which would cover all of the ground.fish 
and crab fisheries, and would privatize these fisheries indefinitely, with specific assignment of harvest rights. 
In the SUIIJIDer of 1994, Council stllfforganized a group ofleading experts in the fields of social science, with an 
emphasis on fisheries expe:::ierxe. This Social Sci= Steering Group played a key role in developing a Request 
for Proposals for a social impact study relevant to the major limited entry alternatives under consideration by the 
Council. Impact Assessment, Inc., was awarded the contract to conduct the study which will consist of detailed 
fleet sector profiles (as requested by the Council) and a limited impact assessment of the major limited entry 
alternatives. 

Combined with the CommUD:ity Profiles developed under separate contract, the Council will have comprehensive 
social ioformadan to aid in their decision making process for CRP. Tue Community Profiles cover 127 Alaskan 
coastal communities and a dozen Pacific Northwest communities, with an emphasis on describing each 
COllllllunity's involvement in the fisheries. These Profiles are being fin.alize<l and will be available concurrently 
with public review af the license limitation analyses. The=e detailed industry sector profiles and limited social 
impact assessment are also being finalizeil and will be available in October 1994 as well. When these studies 
were initiated, the Council was primarily concerned with the potential impacts of an IFQ program, but also 
wanted the analyses to cover simple license limitation. With IFQs on hold at this time, the studies will likely 
remain relevant to a decision on license limitation. Depending on the Council's timing for a public review 
package for license limitation, these studies should, as oored above. be available simultaneously for public review. 
They will constitute part of the overall amendment package for Secretarial review of any Council 
recommendations on limited entry alternatives. 

In order to round out the social impact work being conducted, the results of the economic/distributional analyses 
contained in this document will be provided to IAI for additional work specific to the major license limitation 
alternatives under consideration. Distributional results of three to four core alternatives will be evaluated and 
tied together with information in the baseline study conducted already by 1Al This follow up study will be 
included in the license limitation analytical package under review in the fall of 1994. 

Administration and Enforcement 

Chapter 4 of the document is reserved for this part of the analysis. 

Environmental Assessment 

In general, a license limitation program is not expected to significantly affect any of the species under 
consideration, other non-target species,· marine mammals, seabirds, endangered or threatened species, or the 
physical or human enviromnent relative to continued starus quo (No Action). The manner in which the fisheries 
are prosecuted and managed will not change under either alternative. rather it would define the participants 
eligible to engage in such fisheries. 

When evaluating the potential configuration of a license limitation alternative, from among the various elements 
and options under consideration, the differences of con= are primarily in the numbers of licenses which are 
allocared and would be.allowed to operate in the fisheries. Alternatives which increase the number of potential 
licenses (vessels), beyond those currently operating, have the most potential to increase environmental effects 
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ass<x:iated with the race for fish. Compared to .status ~o p~n 'IF= however, any alternative which caps the 
fleet is expected to lessen the effects of comniercial fisheries on the environment Alternatives which actually 
reduce the numbers of vessels will further lessen these effects. None of the alternatives under consideration is 
expected to result in significant impacts. 

Summary and Conclusions 

Economic Impacts 

In summary. none of the proposed actions would have an annual effect on the economy of IIJDre than S100 
million, oor would they trig.,aer any other provisions of Executive Order 12866 which would invoke a finding of 
'economic significance.' Continued status quo is likely to result in the continuation of the overriding problems 
in the fisheries identified in the Council's CRP problem statement Overcapacity and overcapitalization of the 
industry will likely occur despite the current economic rent dis.sipation.in the fisheries, The 14specific problems 
which result~from continued entry and capitalization "'ill likely be exacerbated. A decrease in the net benefits 
to the nation derived from these fisheries will be the inevitable result. 

Relative to the status quo. the license limitation alternative has the potential to prevent further deterioration of 
economic benefits. or to generate additional economic rents, depending on the options chosen withln that 
alternative. For these benefits to occur, a license limitation program would have to be adopted which caps the 
fleet at somewhere near its current levels. These net benefits can be characterized as short term benefits, which 
will likely be dissipated over the long term as incentives are created to increase individual vessel catching 
capacity. This is the fundamental shortcoming of license limitation programs, though Section 3.2.1.2 describes 
some conditi0f"s under which additional rents could be sustainetl over the longer term. These conditions include 
effective cai)..:ity limitations, license buy-back programs, fractional licensing systems, or some combinations 
thereof. though it is not expected that a viable buy-back program could be implemented when there is a perception 
that this license limitation program is an interim step towards eventual IFQ allocations. 

Any configuration ofa license program which qualifies significantly more vessels than currently participate will 
not result in net benefits. even over the short term. and may actlially exacerbate the fundamental problems in these 
fisheries. In the absence of additional regulatory programs, any license limitation program (based on the current 
suite of elements and options) will not significantly address the overall CRP problem statement but may partially 
address some of the problems, UDder certain conditioos (these are discussed below). A license limitation program 
could also provide some stabilization for the industry as a whole. relative to open access, in te::ms of identifying 
the field of participants while more comprehensive management solutions are being developed. In this sense. the 
effects of a license limitation alternative can also be viewixl in the context of being an interim step towards a more 
comprehensive management solution. 

The analysis focuses largely on the distributional impacts of various license limitation sub-alternatives. The 
choices in designing a license limitation program will figure heavily in the overall success of such a program. and 
in the program's ability to achieve specific management objectives. 'The potential for limited, short term benefits 
must be weighed against the expected administrative and enforcement burdens placed on the implementing 
agencies. The license program v.ill take on greater impor:tance in capping growth if the proposed moraxorium 
is not implemented. 

Section 3.2.2.8 of the analysis delves into some of the impacts of the distributional results, with an emphasis on 
implications to various industry sectors and geographic regions. One of the key findings of this section is that 
the total numbers of licenses, by either sector or region, must be viewed with some caution when assessing 
potential impacts to these industry sectors or regions. Although the total number of licenses allocated to a 
specific region may be fairly consistenrwith recent participation patterns, these licenses will not necessarily grant 
tbe allocanr tbe fishing opportunities or flexibility to which they are accustomed. An example rests in the species 
endorsement coocept for groundfish, where many vessels qualify for some area licenses, but not all, and for the 
areas in which they do qualify, their species endo~ments may be very limited. 

Addressjn a the Problem Statement 

The alternatives under consideration include continued S'..atus quo (no action) or implementation of some form 
of License Limitation program. There currently exists an extremely wide range of possibilities for the specific 
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elements and provisions of a License Llmitation program. Selection of a Preferred Alternarive will aid in a more 
definitive evaluation of how the program addresses the 14 problems outlined in the Council's CRP Problem 
Sta!ement A preliminary evaluation is provided below. The numbering ofthe problems is not iru:e.nded to reflect 
any prioritization. 

Problem J • 	 Harvestinl' capacjcy jn excess of that n:qiiired to h3rYest tbe avaUable re.source. 

Und.a status quo, without a vessel moratorium, this problem will not likely go away and will be exace.rbated as 
additional vessels are allowed to enrer the fisheries. A License Limitation program could address this problem, 
at least in the short term. if a restrictive window of participation is required for qualification. Some of the options 
under consideration achieve reductions in vessels, particularly in combination with minimum landings 
rcquirements. Any of the options which do not reduce the current numbers of vessels will not address Problem 
# 1. A Full Retention mandate, being considered separately, may also positively address this problem by 
effectively reducing harvesting capacity (in order to march processing capacity). -. 

However, even if short rerm gains ·are derived by a reduction of effective harvest capacity, they will likely be 
quickly diffused by capacity increases. as bas been exhibited by virtually all License Limitation programs in 
existence. An effective License Buy-back Program would be one method which would tend to maintain the 
benefits beyond merely the short term. Again, an effective buy-back program has not been developed, and would 
be tmlikely under a License Limitation program which is viewed as an interim step towards eventual IFQs, and 
which defines the 'players' to be included in such allocations. 

Problem #2; 	 Allocation and preemption conflicts between md within industry sectors such as with jnshore 
and off<ibore componenrs. 

Status quo fisheries management is preOOminate!ydriven by allocation and preemption conflicts between industry 
sectors striving for raw fish product. PSC bycatch apportiomnents, or rights to processing. None of the 
alternatives contained herein will, in and of themselves, address these allocarional issues. Inshore/offshore 
processing allocations, for example, are being addressed separately, and similar issues would continue to arise 
under either the status quo or license limitation alternatives. There are certainly allocational decisions which 
could be made within the context of this amendment; however, some of the primary driving forces in fisheries 
allocational dispmes. such as bycarch apportionments, would remain umi:solved. The option to designate lice.uses 
by inshore oc offshore would restrict transfers between those sectors, but do little to alleviate overcapitalizarion 
problems within sectorS oc allocational problems between sectors, if a separate inshore/offshore allocation is not 
implemented. 

Problem 113· 	 Preemption confljct5 between gear types, 

During the development of the Ucense Limitation alternatives, license designations by gear type were explicitly 
excluded from further consideration. Such designations may have reduced future preemption conflicts to some 
degree, depending on transferability and use provisions. However, even gear designations would not have 
n=sarily solved many of the preemption issues facing the indnstry and the Council. Unless specific allocations 
ofTAC andPSC bycarch are made up front. as has been done with BSAI Pacific cod. such preemption conflicts 
would likely continue to face fisheries managers. Current alternatives under consideration do not directly address 
this problem. 

Problem #4· 	 Gear conflicts withjn fisberle:, »·here there js oyercrowdjng of fisbjno gear due to excessjye 
participation and surplus fishjpv effort op limited grounds 

... 
This problem is primarily a function ofexcess capacity and as such is subject to the same findings as in Problem 
# l - that is, if a program is adopted which reduces, or at least effectively caps, fishing capacity, then it may 
address Problem #4. A License Limitation program. for example, will define the field of participants, but 
contains no inh=t incentives to reduce or alter the race for fish and the attendant gC<Jr crowding problems. The 
proposals for a crab Ucense Limitation program include a potential Individual Transferable Pot Program (ITP), 
which could directly address this problem by effectively capping capacity and allowing a market based 
allocational mechaill.sm'", However, it may be worth noting that it is the ITP, not the License, which is the 
mechanism for addres.fillg this problem. .. 
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Problem #5· 	 Dead loss such as with fhost fisbjn<> by lost or discardetl fear 
~ .. .>-> . ";'.it 1· 

None of the altemarives directly addresses this problem in the groundfish and crab fisheries under consideration. 
Tue fixed gear haJJbut and sablefish fisheries are scheduled to operate under an JFQ program beg:inoing in 1995 
which is expected to directly address this problem. Much of the lost gear problem is a function of the race for 
fish and overcapacity. A License Limitation program which effectively reduces fishing capacity, and slows do-..11 
the race for fish, may mitigate this problem. 

Problem .!ft!: 	 Bycatcb loss of fIDl!!Ddfish crab herrina salmon and other non-target species. jncludjng 
bycatch which js not landed for regulaiorv re.aspns 

As with othec problems associated with the race for fish, bycatch loss ofgroundfish, crab, and other non-target 
species may be reduced by a management regime which alleviates the = for .fish. NOile-Of the alternatives 
herein directly address this problem, though a License Limitation program which reducescapacity could 
cooceivably constrain the derby nature of the fishery. Bycatch loss of non-target groundfish and crab species may 
be alleviated by a full retention mandate, an alternative which is available under either status quo or License 
Limitation. However. the full retention proposal.does not include a mechanism for ~g bycatch and waste 
of PSC species such as halibut, salmon, and crab, which are not landed for regulatory reasons. 

A 'Harvest Priority Multiplier,' as contained in the GLS proposal offered by the State of Alaska does offer an 
incentive to reduce bycatch of PSC species by tying a vessel's performance under the License program to future 
IFQ aroual. Because this particular proposal would affect future JFQ allocations, it will be more fully analyzed 
when detailed IFQ analyses are undertaken. Similar to a VIP program, the 'multiplier' concept could be 
implemented under status qoo as well as a License Limitation program. Similarly, the original 'Harvest Priority' 
proposal from the Alaska Marine Conservation Council (AMCC) is designed to address the issues contained 
under Problem i#5 (and Problem if7), and could be implemented separately from any proposed action contained 
herein. 

Problem if7 · 	 Ecpnomjc loss and waste associated with discard mortality oftaraet s.pecies harvested lmt not 
retained for economic te:J'ions. 

As with #6 above, the alternatives contained in this documem di=tly address this problem only ifcombined with 
some other action such as a Full Retention, Harvest Priority, or other program which relies on individual 
accountability. 

Problem #8: 	 Concerns reoardina vessel and crew safety wbjch are often compromised in the race for fish. 

Although a License Limitation program does have some ability to reduce effective fishing capacity, at least in 
the shon t=, it will not eliminate the basic derby naIUre of the fisheries and. therefore, is not expected to address 
this problem to any significant degree. 

Problem #9: 	 Ecopomjc instability wjrhjn various sectors of the fisbjna jndusu:y. and jn fishing communities 
caused by short and 1mpredictable fishjna sea50ns or pret:mprion wb.ich denies access to 
fisherie.5 resrn1rces. 

Economic instability caused by shon seasons and preemptions will not be significantly addre.s.sed by any of the 
alternatives contained herein. However, some economic stability in industry sectors, and even communities, may 
be achieved under a license Limitation alternative by virtue of defining the field of participants in the fisheries, 
and reducing the fleet to a level which lengthens the fishing seasons. Defining the players alone may provide 
stability to industry participants who now know where they stand in terms of present and future fishing privileges. 
Future discussions and development of more comprehensive programs, including IFQs, may be facilitated by 

adoption of an interim License Limitation program. 
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Problem #JO· 	 Inahmty to provide for a !ong-tean. stable fisheries-based emr-0my in small erooom;ca!Jy 
disadyantaged adjacent coastal communjtie.s. 

As part of the original inshore/offshore amendment and the sablefistvhalibut IFQ amendment, the Council has, 
through the allocation ofCDQs. addresserl this prob!= to a significant degree in the BSAI. The cum:nt License 
Llmit.arion proposal also contain options for additional set asides of CDQs for the same groups of communities 
involved in the existing CDQ program. Tue pollock: CDQ program established in 1992 is scheduled to sunset 
after 1995, unless rolled ova by Council action. Any additional set aisides established as part ofthis amendment 
would likely increase the benefits to these communities relative to Problem #10. This action could be taken by 
the Council independent of approving a License Llmit.arion program. Some ofthe License Limitation alternatives 
may actually diminish the prospects for some communities, not necessarily involved in CDQ programs. 

Problem #1 I· 	 Rajyctioo in ability to pmyide a quality product to consumers at a competitive price and thus 
majpta;n the rompetitiyeoess ofseafood produa.s from the EfZ off Alaska on !he world marls:et. 

Many of the problems associated with marketing l!SpCCts of the fisheries are a result of the race for fish and the 
a!'.lelldant inability offishermen and processors to tailor their operations to optimal markets. Neither continued 
status quo nor license limitation is expected to significantly change this situation. 

Problem #12· 	 Possjble impacts on marine mammals. seabinls and marine habitat 

As described in \he EA section of this document. none of the alternatives under consideration is expected to 
significantly affect mrrine mammals, seabirds, endangered species, or the marine or human environment Fishing 
practices under any of the Lice.use Limitation alternatives is likely to be similar in nature to current open access 
fisheries. However, any alternative which re:luces fishing capacity and the race for fish may have the effect. 
though not likely significant, of reducing potential impacts. Morrover, the Full Retention mandate proposed 
separately could complement any such positive effects by slowing down the race for fish and reducing catch of 
non-target or undesirable fish. The overall effect of such a program on total removals from the nutrient flow of 
the ecosystem is. however, undetermined. 

Problem #13· 	 Inabi!ity to achieve lonp-term SJist•inable eCllnpmjc benefits IQ the nation. 

As noted earlier, any ofthe potential erooomic benefits of a License Limitation program, even a fairly restrictive 
program, are likely to be short-lived. Long·term, sustainable economic benefits may be attributed to a License 
Limitation program only from the perspective that such a program is a necessary first step in a sequential 
decision-making process for the overall CRP initiative. The License Limitation program itself is not expected 
to provide these types of benefits. 

Problem # 14: 	 A complex en[orq:mrnt regime for fisbmru:n and manawement alike which jobjhjts achievement 
of the Council's comprehensive goals. 

Under the status quo (no action) alternative, the current enfoccernent regime will continue to be in place as 
modified by other action taken by the Council and NMFS. The Liceose Limitation alteroal:ives, even in the 
simplest form, have little or no capacity to reduce the complexity of this enforcement regime. Enforcement 
mechanisms under license Limitation will be similar to those under status quo. Some of the license Limitation 
alternatives do have the capacity to increase the complexity of the enforcement regime, particularly those that 
assign species specific licenses (see discussion in chapter 4). Ifcombined with other, concurrent actions such as 
the Harvest Priority Multiplier, the complexity would likely be further increased. For example, the multiplier 
concept would function in many ways like au expanded .vIP program, coupled with monitoring and enforcement 
ofspecific license endorsements. 

In addition to the 14 specific problems identified, the Council's Problem Statement refers to an "overriding 
concern to maintain the health of the marine ecosystem to ensure the long-term abundance of the ground.fish and 
crab reso=." To this end. there does not appear to be significant differences between the major altemarives 
under consideration: Sr.arus Quo and License Limitation. Under either alternative, fisheries would continue to 
be maria,,oed similarly, from the environmeatal perspective. Though there are proposals, such as Harvest Priority 
and Full Retention, which are aime:i at minimizing the coo,ystem impacts ofcommercial fisheries. these programs 
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could be implemented under either a License Lir;n,itatjpg Progr<lr!l or. under continued Status Quo. Many of the 
issues for which the CRP process was initiated involve ec:6noifilc allocations of the resoun:e. 

Other Applicable Laws 

Magnuson Act (Executive Order 12866) and NEPA requirements for actions contemplated by' the Council (and 
SOC) are ~in Chapter 3 and 5 respea:ive!y. v.iJo:e ~evaluate the expected economic and environmental 
consequences of the alternatives under consideration. Proposed action is also required to be consisti:llt With seven 
National Standards. and Section 303(b)(6) of the Magnuson Act. which outlines criteria for limited access 
programs .bY the Council. Additionally, a fisheries impact statement is required which addresses the potential 
impacts on participants in both affected, and adjacent, fisheries. 

Consj,tency with the National Standards 

A definitive evalwition of the proposed action's consistency with the National Standards is difficult to complete 
at this time due to the large array of alternatives under consideration. At this time, we Y;ill attempt a generic 
evaluation, which includes the range of potential license limitations program configurations. A supplement to 
this section will likely need to be completed at a point when the Council determines a Preferred Alternative; i.e., 
the specific form ofLicense Limitation it will be forwarding to the SOC. A preliminary evaluation for each 
National Standard is included below: 

National Standard 1 · 	 Cooservation and manarement measures sh all prevent oyerfishjng whiie achjeving. on 
a continuing basjs the Qptjm11m yield from each fisbezy for the US fishing jndusuy 

Optimum yield (OY) is defined as the amount of fish which will provide the greatest overall benefit to the Nation 
including maximum sustainable yield (MSY) as modified by any relevant ecoOOlllic, social. or ecological factors. 
Under either the status quo (No Action) or License Limitation alternative, the overall way in which the fisheries 
are managed will not change significantly. Annual TACs will still be specified as they are currently, and 
achievement of species TACs and PSC caps will be monitored by NMFS. Within the alternatives under 
consideration, there are, however, sub-alternatives which could effect the attainment of OY. For example, one 
option under consideration is to, in effect, prohibit directed fisheries for rockfish in the GOA, by not issuing 
licenses for that species. Arrowtooth flounder is also omitted from the list of species for which licenses would 
be issued (under this particular alternative), but arrowtootb is not a species of relevance in OY considerations 
at this time. 

In thecaseofrockfish in the GOA, the annual estimated value of this fishery is in the neighborhood of $14-$20 
million. an amount which represents potentially foregone value to the Nation if fisheries for rock:fish are 
prohibited. It is possible that some of these rockfish. and therefore some of the value, will still be captured as 
bycatch while prose.cuting other fisheries. However, it is possible that a substantial amount of these species 
·would remain uncaught, depending on how restrictive the allov.-able retention rates are set. The Council and SOC 
have recently implemeolfd an explicit stock rebuilding schedule for POP rockfish in the GOA. which recognizes 
surplus amounts of fish available for commercial harvest. Recent trends in the status of stocks for these species 
indicate an increased abundance aver levels seen in the last few years. Factoring in this increased abundance 
would increase the potential 'loss' of OY if licenses are not issued for this species. 

National Standard 2· 	 Conservation and manafernent measures shall be based upnn the best scjentific 
information available, 

In developing this analysis, numerous current data sources were utilized in order to obtain the best information 
available. Under implementation of any of the alternatives under consideration, the Council and Nlv1FS would 
continue to manage the fisheries using the best information available. 

CWO P.CURREN'l'L!QlMIT\IXX:'!D(ECSUM.OOC E-19 	 91171'14 Page 19 



National Standard 3: 	 To the extent pra:ticahle. an jndjyidJ1al stock pf fish shall be managed as a unit 
tbrouobout its range. and interrelated stocks pf fish shall he managed as a unit or jn 
close coordination 

Nothing contained in these proposed actions will alter the way in which fish stocks are managed relative to 
National Standard 3. Current management practice is consistent with !his standard. 

National Standar!I 4: 	 CMservation and management measures shalJ not difijminate -betWeen resjdeats of 
different states If it becomes nl'£essa:r:y to assjgn fisbjng privilege's among yaripus 
I! S. fishermen such allocation shall be: (!) fair and eg11itahle Ul all fisheunen. Q) 
reasonably calculated to promote conseryatipn. and (3) canied out jn such a manner 
that no particular jndjvidua! cor:pocatjqn or other entity acqpires an excessive share 
ofsuch privileges. 

The greatest test of equity in allocating fishing privileges is in determining which group of people are included 
and excluded. None of the alternatives included in this document base qualification on swe residency; rather, 
the primary test of inclusion rests with pamcipation history in the subject fisheries. Decisions still need to be 
made by the Council regarding who would receive licenses based mi participation history from amoog the 
following major groups: cuirent vessel owners, past vessel owners, and permit holders (skipper and crew 
members, for example). · 

In regards to Community Development Quotas ( CDQs) under consideration, these are not considered to 
differentiate between residents of different states because not all residents of any state are eligible to recei ··~ such 
alloca£ioos. Although tliey are re.stricred to western Alaska, a relatively small percentage of Alaskans will ; .:ceive 
the benefits of such allocations. Furthe:more, CDQ experiences to dale indicate tha:t the benefits of such a 
program accrue to vessels not directly included in the CDQ allocations, through cooperative fishery business 
arrangements. Many of the vessels participating in these arrangements are from states other than Alaska. 

The alternatives under consideration also contain provisions for limiting the amount offishing privileges which 
may be al.located. or subsequently acquired, by fishing eDtities. 

National Standard 5: 	 Conservation and manafement mea.sures shall where practicable. pmmgte efficient 
lltjljzation of fisbeiy resources. exce.pt that no such measure sba!! baye economic 
allocation as its sole p1n:pose 

Utilizatioo of the fisheries resources will Dot be directly affected by any of the alteroatives under consideration. 
License Llmitation will only ddine the eligible players of the game, but will not necessarily affect the utilization 
panems in the fisheries. If a full retention program is implemented in conjunction with either the License 
Limitation program or the status quo, this could result in more efficient utilization of the resource. Again, such 
a proposal is being developed and analyzed separately from this proposed amendment 

Though the reSults ofa License Limitation program will undoubtedly include economic allocations, the primary 
purpose of the proposal is to limit further entry in the fisheries and to provide a more stable operating 
environment for fishermen. Further, this program is seen as a potential bridge to further. market based 
management systems. As such, the program will define the field of players, making future development of 
broader CRP initiatives easier. 

National Standard 6· 	 Conserntioo and manai'emenc measures shall take jnto account and allow for 
yariatipns amooo and conrinwencjes in fisheries. fisheries resources and catches 

Though a License Limitation program would assign specific fishing privileges in North Pacific fisheries, 
tranSferability and use provisions being considered allow for a significant degree of flexibility for fishermen to 
respond to changes encountered in the fisheries in the future. 
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National Standard 7: 	 Conseryacion and manaremeot_rneasures ~hall. where practical. mipjmjze costs and 
ayojd unnecessazy duplication. · · '' • · · '' ·• · 

Compared to the status quo, implementation of a License Limitation program will result in an increase in 
administrative and enfcr= costs to the implementing agencies. These costs increase proportionately to the 
degree ofcomplexity of the program. For example, a program which assigns species-specific :fisheries licenses 
will require monitoring and enfoo::ement on a level comparable to an IFQ program (these issues are discussed in 
detail in Chapter4). This may be particularly true if coupled to some type of full retention/ulilization mandate. 
To the extent that this program is seen as a bridge to IFQs, for some interim time period, it-may result in 
U!lllecessarily high and duplicative cosrs, especially if the costs and infrastructures associated with an eventual 
IFQ program are different in nature. If, however, similar administrative and enforcement infrastructures are 
practicable: then duplication of costs may be mi.aimal. 

In a more immediate sense, costS associated with implementation ofa complex License Limitation program ·may 
be seen as unn=arily high and duplicative to the vessel morarorium passed by the Council. This is particularly 
true ifthe Llcense Limitation program is viewed as only an interim measure in a step-wist: CRP process, one of 
the stated intents of the moratorium- At the time of this writing, the resolution of the moratorium is still pending, 
stemming from the August 5 disapproval by the SOC..It is possible that the moratorium will be revised and 
resubmitted by the Council. 

Section 1n3 (blC6l 

Under Section 303 (b)(6) of the Magnuson Act, the Council and SOC are required to take into account the 
following factors when developing a limited access system: (A) present participation in the fisheries. (B) 
historical fishing practices in, and dependence on, the fisheries, (C) the economics of the fisheries, (D) the 
capability of fishing vessels used in the fisheries to engage in other fisheries, (E) the cultural and social 
framework of the fisheries, and (F) any otber relevant considerations. 

fuclude:d in the broad range of alternatives under consideration (within the overall license limitation concept) are 
various optiODS for qualification criteria covering a broad range of present and past participation. These options 
are evaluated for a wide range of fishery participants who depend on the fisheries, including current vessel 
o"'ners, past vessel owners, permit holders, and sldppers ~volved in the fisheries. 

Much of the document is devoted to examination of the basic economic principles and theory concerning limited 
entry, and in particular, license limitation. An even greater emphasis is placed on the distributional aspects of 
the various alternatives as they relate to past, current, and furure fishing privileges. 

Treatment of social and cultural concerns is described in Section 3.5. The Council and analysts have devoted 
considerable time and expense to ~turing the social context of the subject fisheries through community profiles, 
i.odustry secror profiles, and current and scheduled impact assessments on fishery participants. A more definitive 
assessment of the program's consistency with 303 (b)(6) will depend on selection of a Preferred Alternative by 
the Council. 

Section 103 Cal(9l 

Section 303 (a)(9) of the Magnuson Act requires thal. any plan or plan amendment submitted by the Council 
include a description of the potential impact of such plan (amendment) on the participants in the fisheries and 
on the participants in fisheries managed by adjacent C.ouncils. The intent of the proposed license limitation 
program is to stabilize the size and capitaliz.ar.ion of the fleet operating in Council-managed fisheries while 
allowing the industry and Council to further develop potential IFQ systems which more directly address the 
underlying problems facing the fisheries . As such, the license limitation alterative does not resolve the 
underlying problems ofexisting overcapitalization and excess effort in the fisheries. unless an effe..."tive buy·back 
program is developed but may prevent these problems from worsening while more comprehensive solutions are 
being developed The effectiveness of a license limitation program and the statns quo have been analyzed as to 
their respective abilities to achieve this objective. 
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Impacts to Participants jn Affocted Fisheries 

The license limitation alternative would deny access to new vessels, but would not restrict the entry of vessel 
owners or operators. Depending on the qualification window chosen, it is likely that any cmrent participants in 
th~ fisheries, or at least any participants through the Council's June 24, 1992, control date would qualify for a 
ve,,;sel license. Options for license designations would also restrict the ability of vessel owners to significantly 
increase the capacity of their vessels. As a result, fishermen are not denied the opportunity to enter the fishery, 
or to upgrade their vessels, so long as they draw from the existing capitaliw:i fleet ofqualifying vessels. Similar 
provisions would allow for the replacement of Jost or damaged vessels. Those vessels which have fished in the 
past, but not in recent years, could be denied access under some of the liceDSe limitation options. Similarly. 
vessels which have entered the fishery in the most recent year, or which may enter between now and 
implementation of a license program. could also be denied access. 

The oonsequences of still further capitalization of the fleet will contribute to existing conditions of instability and 
financial risk for the industry, and will likely aggravate allocation problems throughout the fishery. In the face 
of constant prices and cateh quotas over the next few years, additional vessels and effort portend declining 
average net returns, decreasing efficiency, and further reductions in season length. Associated problems 
attributed to overcapacity and exce~ effort including discard and bycau:h waste, high-grading, poor product 
quality, and unsafe operations are peq:ietua!ed under the starus quo alternative. Vessels remaining in the affected 
fisheries would likely be impacted positively, relative to status quo, open access, under a license limitation 
alremative. 

Impacts to Participants in Adjacent Fisheries 

Under a license limitation alternative, it is expected that some vessels and their owners who are restrieted from 
participating in Council-managed fisheries will tum elsewhere. The effect could be to increase pressure on a 
declining number of unrestricted fisheries, aggravating management problems in these areas. The entry rare of 
first-time participating vessels in tbe Alaska EEZ fisheries over the past 15 y= has averaged nearly 900 vessels 
per year. Under tbe proposed license limitation altematlve, some of these new entrants may simply redirect their 
vessel acquisition to the pool of available boats that qualify, particularly in the case of a new participant whose 
primary motivation is to fish the Alaska EEZ. Alternatively, new entrants also include fishermen whose 
motivation is to utilize an existing vessel, and open access fisheries are the solution. Under license limitation, 
they will likely redirect their efforts to other open access fisheries. 

Under the last scenario described above, the consequence of limited entry in one fishery is to transfer the 
overcapitalization problem to another. Potential new entrants denied entry into the Ala.ska EEZ fisheries have 
an increasingly small or number of open access alternatives available along the West coast. Within Alaska, many 
of the commercially important state-managed :fisheries such as salmon, sablefish, herring, and GOA crab are 
already operaring under a limited entry program, affording protection from an influx of vessels wiable to 
participate in the EEZ. The federally managed sablefish and halibut fued gear fisheries are scheduled to come 
under IFQ management in 1995. There are certain niche fisheries that could come under pressure, however, 
including minor groundfish species in Alaska state waters. or fisheries within the EEZ not presently covered by 
a Council or state ThfP. 

Outside Alaska, tbe availability of open access fisheries is being reduced significantly due to the recent imposition 
of limited entry in other areas, for example, the likely adoption of a vessel limited entry program in the Pacific 
Council groundfish FMP off the coast of Washington. Oregon and California. As a result, it appears unlikely 
that the limited entry alternatives proposed for the Alaska EEZ will le<ld to an unexpected surge in participation 
in these fisheries. To the cootrary, these alternatives may prevent a surge in unanticipated new entrants displaced 
from these adjacent fisheries. 

The combined impact of the limited entry management programs either in effect or being considered off the West 
coast may slow the unneeded flow of new capital and catching capacity into these fisheries. Capital investment 
shifted out of lhe commercial fishing industry can be redirected to countless other productive ventures in the 
economy. Le-5s forumate are those vessel owners who find themselves or their boats denied access to the 
fisheries. Owners of non-qualifying vessels may have the ability to purchase rights to operate in certain limited 
entzy fisheries, or sell their boats tO other fishermen wbo possess these rights. However, rewgnizing that the 
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industry is over,,,apitalized with a=s fishing capacity, .it is inevitable that owners of some excluded vessels will 
incur losses on their investment. · > •' ; : ·· '.n't........,~. · " · · 

Impacts on Small Entities (Regulatory Flexibility Act) 

The principal impact on small fishing enterprises due to tbis proposal 'Will be a limitation on the entry of new 
vessels. This may restrict the ability ofnew, small entities to enter the fisheiy. although access is not denied since 
there is expected to be some pool of eligible qualifying boats available to new entrants. Premiums may develop 
for certain types of vessels, owing to shortages of 1hese classes, which would increase the cost to prospective 
vessel o\\<ners. Alternatively, small fishing firms owning non-qualifying vessels may experience a decrease in 
the value of their investment to the arent that the vessel's opportunities have been limited. Based on projections 
from the moratorimn analysis, it is estimared that from 450-900 small vessels may enter the fisheries in any given 
year. 

The small vessel category has been documented to account for a proportionately small share of the total catch 
tonnage and revenues generated in the C.Ouncil-managed fisheries. Nonetheless, the incomes earned by small 
vessel owners may represent an important part of annual income ta the affected fishermen. Five lhousand dollars 
of income from a halibut fishery may be \itally important to these small fishing operations. Access to the fishery 
is not a trivial concern ta many of these small scale fishermen, to the extent that they have few alternative means 
outside of fishing for earning income. The impact of license limitation is to restrict the opi;x:irtunities of some 
small vessel owners. yet offer a stabilized economic environment for the majority of the affected small businesses. 
The benefits accrue from preventing a further erosion of per vessel net retmns and operating efficiency. 

Compliance costs for small business entities are expected to be minor, since the existing procedures for 
application and issuance of fislling permits will be used to verify participation. In summary, the proposed license 
limitation program is not expected to have a sigoificant impact on small business entities. The flexibility of open 
access will be reduced, J,XlSsibly limiting economic opportunities for some non-qualifying fishermen, but this 
should be offset by increased stability and financial security for the existing participants in the C.Ouncil-managed 
fisherie:;. 

Coastal Zone Management Act 

The alternatives in this proposed amendment are consiStent, to the maximmn extent practicable, wi::·l the 
provisions of the CZM.A of 1972 and would not conflict 'With State of Alaska laws or regulations. 

Administrative and Enforcement Costs 

The license limitation alternative poses several issues that will impact administrarive costs, including: (1) the 
determination of eligilJility~ (2) the appellate procedure; and (3) enforcement. Determining eligibility will req,uire 
the verification of a vessel's starus based on the participation criteria adopted. The vessel participation file 
generated as a part of this analysis may provide a basis for such a standard, but further refinement of the vessel 
file. and automation of the application process will initially require the work ofat least one technical analyst. 

The cost of operating an appeals board depends on the size of its membership, and the length and location of its 
meetings. The extent of appeals will also be affected by the qualifying criteria chosen by the Council; for 
example, a rniniroum landings requirement would add to the potential numbers of appeals when compared to a 
simple participation criteria. The cost and administrative req,uirements of the appellate procedure will be 
influenced, in large, by the eligibility criteria employed. Given the size of the fleet involved, and tbe lack of prior 
experience 'With such regulations, the appellate process might easily require the part time services of a two or 
three person staffduring the initial allocation period. 

The procedure for enforro:nent of the license limitation system is presumably no different than the present permit 
system. The issuance of a permit constitutes the right to operate in the affected fisheries, and vessels operating 
in these fisheries without permits would be violators. Careful screening of applicants in the initial issuance of 
permits is thus crucial to an effective enforcement program. However, to the extent that a license limitation 
system might lead to gre<iter violations, some change in permit procedures or increased enforcement personnel 
may be required. Enforcement cosrs may also be affected significantly be the narure of the license issued under 
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this alternative. A species-specific liceose. for example, may require much higher enforcemem effons than a 
general license which is good for all species. E.nforcement costs associated with the proposed alternatives Will 
likely represent the most significant costs to the implementing agencies. 

Administrative costs in general will be influenced by the qualification criteria adopted. Highly restrictive 
eligibility criteria, while supporting the goals of limited entry, may entail proportionately greater administrative 
costs. In this regard. the expected benefits tii be gaine<l lhrough specific license limitation provisions need to be 
weighed against the potential differences in administrative and enforcement costs. 
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LO INTRODUCTION 

The Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MFCMA) estahlished management authority 
over all living resources within the United States Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) from 3 to 200 nautical 
miles offshore. The MFC!YfA created eight Regional Fishery Management Councils, one of which is the 
North Pacific Fishery Management. Council (Council), to provide local and regional input into fisheries 
management The Council has authority over the fisheries of the EEZ of the Arctic Ocean, Bering and 
Chukchi Seas, and the Paci.fie Ocean seaward of Alaska. 

Two major functions of the Council include development and maintenance of fishery management plans for 
those fisheries under its authority in need of conservation and management There are nearly 50 important 
marine species in the waters off Alaska, although not all require Council attention either because they are 
managed by the State of Alaska or an international convention, or industry interest is insufficient to warrant 
a management plan. The Council has developed fishery management plans (FMPs) for Bering Sea/Aleutian 
Islands (BSAI) Groundfish, Gulf of Alaska (GOA) Groundfish, BSAI king and Tanner Crab, Southeast 
Alaska Troll Salmon, and Scallops. The Council also has authority under the 1982 North Pacific Halibut Act 
to develop regulations, including limiting access, for participants in the Alaska halibut fisheries. Council 
actions affecting halibut may augment, but cannot conflict with regulations adopted by the International 
Pacific Halibut Commission. 

A thorough analysis of proposed actions, covering the environmental, social, and economic aspects of the 
resource and the fishery participants is required of all FMPs. Fisheries regulations developed by the Council 
are required to meet numerous regulatory standards, and must be approved by the Secretary of Commerce 
(Secretary). Changes to existing FMPs may require formal amendments to the affected plans, including 
appropriate regulatory analysis. 

The action analyzed in this proposed amendment is the implementation of a license limitation system 
covering vessels in the designated crab and grouodfish fisheries under the Council's authority. Such action 
;yi!lrequire an amendment to the BSAI king and Tanner Crab FMP, the GOA Groundfish FMP, and the BSAI 
Groundfish F1fP. 

1.1 Action Contemplated 

This analysis addresses the Council's proposal for a License Limitation Program in the groi.indfish and crab 
fisheries off Alaska Action by the Council, and subsequent approval by the Secretary of Commerce 
(Secretary), would result in a limited entry system consisting of issuance of a limited number of lirenses to 
fish for groundfisb. and crab off Alaska This program may be a fu:st step toward a more comprehensive, 
market-based management program such as individual fishing quotas (IFQs). 

The goals adopted and actions taken by the Council must be framed within the general scope of the Magnuson 
Act. Under the Magnuson Act, license limitation is considered to be a form of limited a=ss management. 
Section 303(b)(6) of the Magnuson Act provides authority to limit access to a fishery" ... to achieve 
optimum yield if, in developing such a system, the Council and Secretary take into account: 

A. present participation in the fishery, 
B. historical fishing practices in, and dependence on, the fishery, 
C. the ecoo.omics of the fishery, 
D. the capability of fishing vessels used in.the fishery to engage in other fisheries, 
E. the cultural and social framework relevant to the fishery, and 
F. any other relevant considerations." 
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Other considerations bearing on the development of access control programs include the distribution of 
economic and social benefits, transferability of fishing privileges, enforcement and monitoring costs, and 
simplicity of the program which can enhance public understanding and compliance. 

The Magnuson Act (Section 3(21)) further defines "... The term 'optimum' .,.;th respect to the yield from a 
fishery, [as] the amount of fish-{A) which will provide the greatest overall benefit to the Nation, with 
particular reference to food production and recreational oppornmities; and (B) which is prescribed as such 
on the basis of the maximum sustainable yield from such fishery, as modified by any relevant economic, 
social, or ecological factor." 

1.2 	 Purpose and Need for Action 

V.'hen approving inshore-offshore allocations (Amendment 18123) in 1992, the Council made a commitment 
to develop and implement a "comprehensive and rational management program for the fisheries by January 
!, 1996," at v.fuch time, the inshore-offshore allocation and the attendant CD...! program for pollack would 
be scheduled to expire. The Comprehensive Rationalization Plan (CRP) would be a priority issue for Council 
consideration and would examine, initially, the following alternatives to the status quo: 

1. 	 Exclusive Registration: Require vessels to register to fish in a specific geographic area, while giving 
up the right to fish in other areas. 

2. 	 Seasonal Allocations: Divide the TACs of specific fisheries into seasons. 

3. 	 License Limitation: Allocate a limited number of licenses. Participation without a license would be 
prohibited. 

4. 	 Gear Allocation: Allocate a percentage ofthe TAC ofspecific fisheries to specific gear groups. 

5. 	 Continue Inshore-Offshore Allocations: Continue the Inshore-Offshore allocation which sunsets 
after 1995. 

6. 	 Community Development Quotas: Allocate some portion of the TAC of specified fisheries to 
disadvantaged communities. The communities could use their quotas 'l'.nen and how they saw fit 
within existing regulations. 

7. 	 Trip Limits: Limit the catch of a given species in a given trip to less than a specified amount. The 
number of trips would remain unlimited. 

8. 	 Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQs) for Prohibited Species: Allocate some percentage of the PSC cap 
to each vessel. Vessels reaching their quota would have to suspend operations in fisheries where the 
prohibited species occur. The quotas would be transferable. 

9. 	 Non-transferable IFQs for All·Species: ·Vessels would be allocated some percentage of the TAC of 
the various species. They could fish them when and how they desired., but once their quotas were 
met they would have to quit fishing. Transfers of quotas would not be permitted. 

10. 	 Transferable IFQs for All Species: Vessels would be allocated some percentage of the TAC of the 
various species. They could fish thero when and how they desired., but once their quot.as were met 
they would have to quit fishing. Transfers of quotas would be permitted. 
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. ' '. 
1 L 	 Auctions: Specified amounts of each species would be auctioned for a set number of years. This 

alternative is not currently allowed under the Magnuson Act 

The first meeting to specifically consider CRP was in November 1992. Experts in the field of limited entry 
were invited by the Council to describe the applicability of IFQs to groundfish and crab fisheries off Alaska. 
At that meeting, initial CRP proposals from industry also were reviewed by the Council. 

In December 1992, the Council approved a Problem Statement describing the need for and purpose of the 
CRP'initfative. The Problem Statement consists of two introductory paragraphs followed by 14 symptoms 
of the underlying problems they believed needed to be addressed: 

Problem Statement 

Expansion of the domestic fleet harvesting fish within the EEZ offAlaska, in excess of that 
needed to harvest the optimU01 yield efficiently, has made compliance with the Magnuson 
Act's National Standards and achievement of the Council's comprehensive goals, adopted 
December 7, l9S4, more difficult under current management regimes. In striving to acllleve 
its comprehensive goals, the Council is conunitted to: " ( l) assure the long-term health and 
productivity of fish stocks, and other living marine resources ofthe North Pacific and Bering 
Sea ecosystem, (2) support the stability, economic well-being and diversity of the seafood 
industry, and provide for the economic and social needs of the communities dependent upon 
that industry, and (3) efficiently manage the resources within its jurisdiction to reduce 
bycatch, minimize waste, and improve utilization of fish resources in order to provide the 
maximum benefit to the present and future generations of fishermen, associated fishing 
industry sectors, communities, consumers, and the nation as a whole." 

The Council's overriding concern is to maintain the health of the marine ecosystem to ensure . 
the long-term conservation and abundance of the groundfish and crab resources. In addition, 
the Council must address the competing and oftentimes conflicting needs of the domestic 
fisheries that have developed rapidly under open access, fisheries which have become over­
capitalized and mismatched to the finite fishery resources available. Symptomatic of the 
intense pressures within the over-capitalized groundfish and crab fisheries under the Council 
jurisdiction offAlaska are the following problems: 

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

2. 	 Allocation and preemption conflicts between and within industry sectors, such as 
with inshore and offshore components. 

3. 	 Pr=ption conflicts between gear types. 

4. 	 Gear conflicts within fisheries where there is overcrowding of fishing gear due to 
excessive participation and surplus fishing effort on limited grounds. 

5. 	 Dead-loss such as with ghost fishing by lost or discarded gear. 

6. 	 Bycatch loss of ground.fish, crab, herring, salmon, and other non-target species, 
including bycatch which is not landed for regulatory reasons. 

7. 	 Economic loss and "1aste associated \\1th discard mortality of target species 
harvested but not retained for economic reasons. 
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· 8. 	 Concerns regarding vessel and crew safety which are often compromised in the race 
for fish. 

9. 	 Economic instability within various sectors of the fishing industty, and in fishing 
communities caused by short and unpredictable fishing seasons, or preemption 
which denies access to fisheries resources. 

10. 	 Inability to provide for a long-term, stable fisheries based economy in small 
economically disadvantaged adjacent coastal communities. 

11. 	 Reduction in ability to provide a quality prcxluct to consumers at a competitive 
price, and thus maintain the competitiveness ·of seafocxl prcxlucts ·from the EEZ off 
Alaska on the world markeL 

12. 	 Possible impacts on marine mammals and seabirds, and marine habitat 

13. 	 Inability to achieve long-term sustainable economic benefits to the Nation. 

14. 	 A complex enforcement regimen for fishermen and management alike ·which 
inhibits the achievement ofthe Council's comprehensive goals. 

1.J 	 Management Background 

Afu:r developing the Problem Statement and identit)ing an initial list of porential management alternatives, 
the Council's energies became largely devoted to narrowing the alternatives down to those most viable in light 
of the problems facing the fisheries. At the January 1993 meeting, the Council staff presented the list of 
problems and the list of alternative solutions to poll the Council, industty, and public in .attendance with the 
intent of identifying their perceptions of the most viable alternatives. The results are shown in Table 1.1. 
For example, of the 47 respondents, 14 .felt that Exclusive Registration positively addressed Problem 1 
(Excess Harvesting Capacity), while 33 indicated it did not address the problem. 
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Table Ll Council, Industry and Public Poll Comparing Alternatives and Problems 

At that meeting, the Council staff presented their conclusions of the effectiveness of each of the alternatives: 

l. 	 Exclusive registration essentially ¥<ill divide the fishery into smaller races for fish. In the short term, 
exclusive registration could spread harvest and alleviate preemption, and could possibly address 
economic stability in fishing communities. Exclusive registration alternatives for Pacific cod and 
pollack fisheries were considered by the Council in 1992 and 1993, but never approved for 
Secretarial review. 

2. 	 Seasonal allocations could also lead to many shorter races for fish depending on the number of 
different season5. Dependhig on tlie primfily goals in the setting of the seasons they could reduce 
bycatcb or economic discards, alleviate vessel safety concerns, increase product quality and prices, 
address marine mammal concem5 and could protect stocks during biologically sensitive periods. 
Timing a season to address one symptom, however, would very likely exacerbate other symptoms. 

3. 	 License Limitation could alleviate excess capacity if the number of licenses was set to match the 
available resource. Licenses could be effective for species which do not operate under TACs such 
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as crab. Since the allocation of licenses is an "all or none" proposition, they could be very 
contentious. The Council studied and rejected license limitation for sab!efish and halibut. 

4. 	 Gear allocations could address many of the symptoms including roncerns over preemption, bycatch, 
gear loss, marine mammals and product quality. However, as with the allocation of Pacific cod in 
1993 and sablefish in 19&6, the allocation process is very contentious. As seen in the sablefish 
fishery, allocations can lead to multiple races for fish within the gear groups and, therefore, should 
be viewed as short-term solutions. 

5. 	 Continuing the inshore-offshore allocations could address the c:oncem over preemption across the 
two sectors, but does little to address preemption c:oncerns v.ithin each sector. It essentially creates 
two races for fish. 

6. 	 Community Development Quotas have proven very beneficial for the communities which received 
quotas under the inshore-offshore allocation. For the portion of the TAC set aside for these 
communities, the race for fish has been eliminated, and consequently the communities have reported 
improved quality and safety. CDQs improve the economic situation in the recipient c:ommunities, 
but reduce the amount of fish available to other fishers and likely intensify the race for tbe remaining 
TACs. 

7. 	 Trip Limits are generally viewed as forcing inefficiency on the fishing fleets. Unless the nwnber of 
trips is limited, there are no incentives to reduce capacity. Those sectors of the fleet best suited to 
fish under the trip limit will likely be provided with some additioll31 stability; other sectors, primarily 
those with greater capacity, will face increasing instability. If all cateh is counted against the trip 
limit, this alternative could reduce economic discards, however, the monitoring and enfor=ent 
costs ofsuch a system would be high. 

8. 	 Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQs) for prohibited species could alleviate excess capacity and 
preemption issues for those species for which PSC is a constraint Be<::ause lFQs. for PSCs will slow 
the race for fish they could result in reduced bycatch waste, improved vessel safety, higher product 
quality and prices and improved economic stability. In fisheries where PSC is not a constraint on 
the fishery, they \\ill .have little impact. 

9. 	 Non-transferable IFQs for all species could address most of the problems and symptoms identified 
by the Council, if the initial allocation were able to match the needs of each participant in the fleet. 
Given the great diversity with the industry, it is very likely that the initial allocation would be 
extremely contentious. Ifthe allocation did not match the needs of the fleet, there could be increased 
bycatch. discards, and unfished quotas. 

I0. 	 Transferable lFQs for all species appear to address all the identified problems with the possible 
exception of marine mammals and enforcement concerns. IFQs address the underlying problems 
caused by the common property nature of the resource and allows the market, rather than the 
government, to allocate resources to those who can use them most efficiently. IFQs are not a 
panacea, they are administratively complex and potentially very difficult to monitor.and enforce, and 
they are viewed as a windfall profit for initial recipients. For individual and communities wbo do 
not receive sufficient lFQs initially, it may lead to greater economic instability. 

11. 	 Auctions, which are really a mechanism for allocating IFQs, could address most of the Council's 
identified problems. They would also eliminate the appearance of a windfall profit. Auctions could 
create some initial instability because of the immediacy of the transition to market-based allocations. 
Auctions are not currently allowed by the Magnuson Act and could make it difficult for the Council 
to achieve social objectives. 
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As Table 1.1 shows, the Council and public clearly indicated that transferable IFQs could solve the greatest 
number of problems facing the fishing industry: The Council then identified IFQs as the primary alternative 
for analysis, but did not eliminate License Limitations from consideration. Much of the analytical effort 
during 1993 was directed at building models to demonstrate economic impacts and potential net changes in 
benefits accruing to the industry under various forms of IFQs. Through the April and June 1993 Council 
meetings much of the efforts of industry and the Council were directed at identifying the possible elements 
and options within an IFQ or License Limitation program, noting that the preponderance of analytical 
resources should be spent on IFQ development, and that License Limitation should be discussed only 
qualitatively. 

Although IFQs generally were viewed as the alternative with most potential for solving the greatest number 
of problems in the industry, an agreement as to who should receive the initial allocation of quotas and how 
much they, should receive did not appear likely in the near term. Without industry consensus, development 
of an IFQ program was severely hindered. Nor had any experience been gained from the sablefish and halibut 
IFQ system because of delays in implementation. In September 1993, the Council put License Limitation 
back into the CRP analysis, equal in consideration to _the IFQ alternative, and expanded the list of sub­
alternatives for analysis in both management systems. In December 1993, the Council tabled discussion of 
CRP until the January 1994 meeting. 

By January 1994, it was apparent that a comprehensive IFQ program likely would not be in place by the 
January 1, 1996 deadline set for CRP. This was because of the lack of industry consensus on the specific 
form of ail IFQ program, the time required for analysis of the various IFQ (and license limitation) options, 
the time required for Secretarial review if approved by the Council, and the time necessary for 
implementation of the program once approved by the Secretary. At the January 1994 meeting, the Council, 
at the suggestion of their Advisory Panel (AP), voted to expedite a license limitation system, with an IFQ 
program as a potential second step in an overall, comprehensive rationalization program. One argument for 
this approach was to stabilize the industry while developing a potential IFQ program, and to define the 
participants for future IFQ allocations. Another argument was to allow for a period of time to observe the 
results of sablefish/halibut IFQ program scheduled to go into effect in 1995. The Council staffwas instructed 
to dedicate the majority of their time to an analysis of the license limitation program and its various sub­
alternatives. 

The Council clearly had not ruled out IFQs, however, it appeared clear to them that they could not be 
implemented prior to 1996. Therefore, the license limitation program should be judged not only against the 
problems and symptom listed above, but also examined as a path potentially leading to the eventual allocation 
ofIFQs. 

1.4 Alternatives Considered 

1.4.1 Alternative 1: No Action 

The no action alternative leaves current regulations to manage the fisheries. This alternative also allows the 
Council to continue to examine limited entry alternatives including License Limitation or IFQs. Further, the 
no action alternative does not ·preclude the development of methods to improve the measurement and 
reporting of harvested fish on individual vessels (total weight measurement), the development of methods 
to improve the utilization of harvested fish (fall utilization), or action on the Inshore-Offshore allocation 
which is due to sunset December 31, 1995. Also under the no-action alternative, a myriad of other, more 
traditional, management tools could be employed by the Council in the future. 
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1.4.2 Alternative 2: License Limitation 

Limit the number of licenses (or vessels) operating in the groundfish and crab fisheries with the possibility 
that this would be a first step toward the goal of a comprehensive rationalization of the fisheries. The form 
of the License Limitation program is being deliberated by the industry and the CoUDciJ, and analyzed in this 
document. 

Groimdfisb Licen<es. The suite of Groundfish License elements and options is separated into two sets. The 
.fim set deals with those elements that affect the initial assignment of licenses; the .sw:m.d deals with elements 
that affect the ownership use and transfer of licenses. 

The following components .are defined for initial assignment of licenses: ·Nature of Licenses, License 
Recipients, License Designations, Qualifying Periods, Landings Requirements for General License 
Qualification, and Landings Requirements for Endorsement Qualification. These components are shov.n in 
bold text with their accompanying options listed below. In developing a prefei:red alternative for the initial 
assignment of groundfish licenses, the Council will need to choose~ option from each component set. 

The numbering scheme to the right of each option will allow alternatives and combinations of alternatives 
to be easily identified. This list of elements and options is derived from previous versions and presentations 
of the license alternative as shown in Appendix I. Only "decision items" are included in this format.. 
Analytical directions incorporated into various motions, such as, the direction to analyze the management and 
enforcement costs, are not included because the Council will not face a decision 'choice' on this issue. 
Management and enforcement costs are nonetheless studied and included in this document. 
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BS Af Fi<hm I icemes: GOA Fj;;h:ery I icm:;q: 

PoU<O<!:. Pacific Cod, All<a ~W:kere~ Y elfowfin Sole, Other Fl~ PoU<O<!:. P&eific Cod, D<cp W""" Flaxs, Shallow Water F1a<fish 
Rockt'ish "'-id ""'ixed Gear' Rode.sol .. 'TU1'bocJ AtkaM;:i.d:erel 

GROUNDFlSH LICENSES 
 
COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS A.FfEcTING INmAL ASSIGNMENT 
 

ANALYSIS FORMAT 
 

Numbering 
 
Nature ofLicens.. Scheme 
 
Single license for all species and areas . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . .. .. . . . . . . . .. . . . .. . l 00000 
 
Licenses for FMP areas (i.e., GOA and BSAI) ..................................................... 

............................................. 
............................ : ....... 

........................ 
........... : ........ 

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

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

200000 
 
Licenses for FMP sub-areas (i.e., EG, CG, WG, BS, AI) 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 
 
Licenses for Pollock, P.Cod, Flatfish, Rockfisb, and Other fisheries by FMP sub-areas 600000 
 
Licenses for fisheries (see box) by FMP sub-areas 700000 
 
Licenses for fisheries (see box) by the following areas: EG, CG, WG, BSA1 800000 
 

Llcense Recipient. 
 
CtnTentowners 10000 
 
Current owner, then owner at the time oflanding, then permit holders (no duplicate) 20000 
 
Current ov.ners, then permit holders (no duplicates) ................................................. 

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

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

30000 
 
Current ov.ners. owners at the time of landing, and permit holders (duplicates allowed) 40000 
 

License Designation• 
 
No restrictioos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... JO()() 
 
Catcher vessels & Catcherlprocessors . . . 2000 
 
Vessel length ................................................................................. 

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

.. . . . . . . . .. . . . .. . . .. . .. . . .. .. .. . . . . . . . . . 
................................................. .'.. . . . . . . . .. . 

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

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

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

........ , ........................................... , , . . 
.............................. 

3000 
 
Inshore & Offshore 4000 
 
Catcher vessels & Catcheriprocessors and vessel length 5000 
 
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and Inshore & Offi;hore . . 6000 
 
Inshore & Offshore and vessel length 7000 
 
Catcher vessels & Catcherlprocessors, Inshore & OfiShore, and vessel length 8000 
 

Qualifying Periods 
 
Jan. l, 1978-Dec.31, 1993 100 
 

Each of the three calendar years from 111190 • 6127192 & the 365 days prior to final action, 
 

Jun. 28, 1989 ·Jun. 27, 1992 200 
 
Jun. 28. 1989 ·date offinal action . . 300 
 
Jan. l, 1990-Dee.31, 1993 400 
 
The three years prior to the date of final action 500 
 
Jun. 28, 1989 - Jun. 27, 1992 & the three years prior to the date offinal action 600 
 

except for fixed gear P. cod use 6/23/91 • 6127192 rather than 111/90 • 6127192 ...................... 

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

..................................................... , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
.. . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. . . . . . .. . . .. . .. . . . . . . .. . .. .. . .. . . .. . .. .. . .. . . . . . . . .. . 

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

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

.. . . .. . .. . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . ............................ 
......... , .................................... , .................... 

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

................. , ......................................... 
.. . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . .. . . . .. . . . 

700 
 

Landing• Requiromeni. For C..nenll Llcense Qualification 
 
One landing 10 
 
Two landings 20 
 
5.000 pounds . . . . . 30 
 
10,000 pounds 40 
 
20,000 pounds 50 
 

Landing• Requi.remen!J for Endonement Qualification 
 
One landing in qualifying period ... ·.. : . .. . .. . .. . .. .. . . .. .. . .. . . .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . . . .. .. . .. .. . l 
 
Two landings in qualifying period . . . . . . . . 2 
 
Three lmdings in qualil}i.ng period 3 
 
Foudandings in qualifying period 4 
 
One landing in year priorto oouncil action 5 
 
Two landings in year prior to council action 6 
 
Three landings in year prior to council action 7 
 
Four landings in year prior to council action . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .................... 8 
 

http:qualil}i.ng
http:1990-Dee.31
http:1978-Dec.31


In addition to options affecting the assignment of licenses, the Cowicil has included options affecting the 
transferability @nership and use of licenses. These are independent from the initial assignment of licenses 
and includes Who May Purchase Licenses, Vessel/License Linkages, License Separability, Vessel 
Replacement and Upgrades, License O.mership Caps, Vessel License Use Caps, Vessel Designation Limits, 
Buy-back/Retirement Program, Skipper Program, Community Development Quotas, Community 
Development Licenses, and Other Provisions. 

In developing a preferred alternative, the Council will need to choose .Q.ll.i: element from each component set, 
with the exception of "Other Provisions," from which the Council may choose none, or arry number of the 
options listed. The numbering scheme used above is not employed for these components because of the 
independent nature of the components. 

GROUNDRSH LICENSES 
 
COMPONENTS AND. -rERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING THE OWNERSHJP, 
 

USE AND TRANSFER LICENSES 
 

Who May Purchaso Licenses 
l. 	 Licenses e<>uld be transferred only to 'per.;ons• defined under !itle46 U.S.C. 
2. 	 Licenses e<>uld be transferred to "pcrnons" with 76% or more U.S. own=hip, with 'grnndfa!hcr" rights for license 

r«:ipicnts with 75% or less U.S. ownership (TiUe 46 U.S.C.). 

Vessel/Lie<nse Linkages 
I. 	 Vessel must be transferred with license 
2. 	 Licenses may be transferred 1>illtout a vessel, i.e., licensca may be applied to vessels other than that to which the license 

initially was issued. 

Options Regarding the Separability of Sped,. and/or Alu Designatioru 
J. 	 Species and/or A= designations are not soparablc, and >holl remain as a oingle license with those initial designations. 
2. 	 Species and/or A= designations shall be tteated as separable licenses and may be transferred as such. 
3. 	 Species and/or Arco designations shall be rtgllltled as separable endorsemen!3 which require the owner to also own • 

general license before use or pun:h.ase. 

v,...1 ReplaCflllCnt and Upgrad'" 
l. 	 No restrictions on vessel replacement or upgrades, oxccpt that the vessel must meet the "Liccns.: Designations" defined 

by the initial allocation. 
2. 	 Vessel may not be replaced or upgraded. 
3. 	 Vessel may be rcpill=! or upgraded within the bounds of the 20% Rule as defined under the moratorium proposed rule. 

Lictnse Ownership Caps 
I. 	 No limit on the number ofliccnsos or cndorsements which may be owned by a "p=on." 
2. 	 No more than 5 area licenses per person v.ith grandfather provisions. 
3. 	 No more than 10 area licenses per per.;on ..,;th grandfather provisions. 
4. 	 No more than 15 area liccnsos per person with grandfathor provisions. 
5. 	 No more than 5 fishery/area endorsemen!3 per person with grandfather provisions. 
6. 	 No more than l 0 fishcryhm:a endorsemenl3 per person with grandf&lhor provisions. 
7. 	 No more than 15 fishery{area endorsements per pCT>On ,,.,;th grandfather provisions. 

Ves.se-1 License Use Caps 
!. 	 No limit on the number of licenses (or endor=nents) which may be used ona vessel. 
2. 	 No more than J area license (endorsement) may be used on a vessel in a given y.:ar. 
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 vc:s.scl in a given year. 
6. 	 No more than 5 ati::a licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given year. 

Vessel ll<signation Limits 
' 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 multipJc designations under the use restriction component m\1$(: choose one ofthe designations 

for use. 
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Buy-back/Retirement Program 
I. 	 No buy-back/reti=nent program. 
2. 	 Fractional license system. (Fractional licenses may be issu'ed to vessel owners at the time of landing and/or permit 

holders.) 
3. 	 Industry Funded Buy-back Program v.ith right of first refusal on all transfers of licenses. 

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

Community Development Quotas. 
I. 	 No CDQ allOCAtions 
2. 	 • 3%- ofany or all groundfish TACs for CI:Xls 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. 	 !O'Yo ofany or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision. 
5. 	 l 5'Yo of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision. 

Community Development Licenses. 
I. 	 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 I 0% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities. 
5. 	 Grant an additional 15o/ai non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities. 

Other Provisions (Choose any or none of the following) 
1. 	 Licenses represent a use privilege. The C-Ouncil may convert the license program to an IFQ program or otherwise alter or 

rescind the program without compensation to license holden. 
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 Systm> 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 andlor rents from the industry, including 

taxes and fees on the industry. 

11 	 September 17.1994 (9:57am) 



C1'.AB LlcENSES 
 

COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE Ei..EMENrs AFFECTING lNITIALASS!GNMENTS OF LICENSES 
 

Nature of Licenses 
Single li=se for all spectt::s and at= ............ , . , , , ................................... , .............. , . 10000 
Licenses for species (e.g .• C. cpilic, C. baudi, Red, Blue and Brown King Crab) ......... , .. , . , , ................... 20000 
tLieen= foreseh specieslarcaeombirullion ............. , , . , . , ............................................. 30000 

Lice0$e Recipients 
tCum:nto..,ncrs ..................................................................... , ................. !000 
 
Cum:nt owners and permit holders ............. , ... , , ...........•..................• , ...................... 2000 
 

License ~ignations 



No restrictions .......... ~ .... , , ........ , ............ , , , , , , .... , , ........... , ....... , ..................... 100 
 
Cau:her vessels & CatJ:her/processors ....................... , , , , .............. , , , ............................ 200 
 
Vessel length ........................................................................................... 300 
 
!Catcher vessels & Catt:her/processors and vc:ssel li:ngth ......... , .............................................. 400 
 

Qualifying Period 
Jan. I, 1978 ·Dec. 31, 1993 ............................................................................... 10 
!6128189 • 6127/92 (6129/80 - 6125/83 for D.R Red & 6129185 • 612511988 for Prib. Blue) ..... , ........................ 20 

Minimum landing. 
tNomi.nimum ............................................ ,, ................... ,., ............. . .. .. I 

! landing for Red & Blue King. 3 landings for Brown King, C. opilic, & C. bairdi ........................... . . . .... 2 

Crab Licenses. The components and alternative elements and options for a crab license limitation program 
are set forth below in the same format as for groundfish. These were developed concurrently with the 
ground.fish alternatives and are similar in some cases, but tailored to the specific nature of the crab fisheries. 
They are also divided into two sections: (1) those elements which affect the initial assignment of crab 
licenses, and are numbered, and (2) those elements and options which affect the 0'1<nership, use, and transfer 
of crab licenses. These elements and options are as follows: 

In addition to the elements affecting the initial assignment of licenses, alternatives exist which affect the 
ov.nership, use, and transfer of licenses once they have been issued. These are sho'1<n below. In developing 
a preferred alternative, the Council should choose one element from each component set (component beadings 
are shown in bold teJ;t.) 
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CRAB LICENSES 
 
COMPONENTS A.':D AL'!ERNAID"E Eu.\!£.'l'IS Afficrn.id 0WNIRsHIP, USE ANO 'TRA.'<SFER OF L!CE1''SES 
 

Who May Purchase Licenses 
I. 	 Li=iscs could be transferred only to "persons" defined under Titie 46 US,C, 
2. 	 Licenses oould be transferred to "persons' with 76% or more U.S. ov.ncrsojp, with "grandfather" rights for license 

recipients with 75% or less U.S. o"'nership (Tide 46 U.S.C,). 
3. 	 Licenses are non-transferable, 

Vessel/LiaDSe Linhges 
I. 	 Vessel must be transferred with license 
2, 	 Licenses may be tm.isferred without a vessel. i.e .. licenses may be applied to vessels other than that to which the license 

v.·as initially was issued. 

Options Regarding tho S.parsbility of Species and/or Atta Designations 
I. 	 Species and/or Arca designations""" not separable, and shall remain grouped as in the initial allocation. 
2. 	 Spcoies or Arca designations shall be ln:ated as separable licc:nses and may be transferred as such. 
3. 	 Spcoies or Arca designations shall be regarded as separable endorsements which require the o~er to also own a more 

general license befure us.e or purchase. 

Vessel Replacement and Upgrades 
L No restrictions on vessel replw:ement or upgriides, except that ll1e vessel must meet the "License Designations' defined 

by the initial allocation. 
2. 	 Vessel may not be rcplse<:d or upgraded. 
3. 	 Vessel may be replaced or upgi:>ded within the bounds of ll1c 2Qo/, Rule as defined under the moratorium proposed rule. 

Buy-back/RetirententProgram 
I. 	 No buy-back/retirement program. 
2. 	 Fractional license system. (Fractional licenses may be issued to permit holders,) 
3. 	 Industry Funded Buy·ba<:k Program with right offirst refusal on all transfers of licenses. 

Tw<rTiettd Skipper License Program 
l. 	 Do not implement a I w0<Tiered Skipper License Program, 
2. ·Implement a Tw<rTiered Skipper License Program. 

Community !l<'velopment Quo!ll. 
!. 	 No CDQ allocations. 
2. 	 Set aside 31}~ of crab fisheries '1.-ith GHLs for CPQs patterned after cwrent progi:am w/o sunset provi!ion. 
3. 	 Set aside 7.5% ofcrab fisheries w/GHLs for CDQs pat'.tme<! after cum:nt program w/o sunset pro.vision. 
4. Set aside !0% ofcrab fisheries w/GHLs for CDQs patt..-med after current program w/o sunset pro>ision. 
5, Set a.side l So/o ofcrab fisheries w/GHLs for CWs patterned after current program w/o sunset provi$\on. 

Community Development Lktnses. 
1. No Community Development Licenses. 
 
2, Grant an additional 3% non-tn.·1sferable liC<nscs ti:> CDQs communities. 
 
3. 	 Grant an additional 7.So/. non-transferable licenses to CDQs commurjties, 
4. 	 Grant an additional 10% noo-tnnsfeniblc licenses m CDQs rommunitics. 
5. 	 Grant an additional 15'/o non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities. 

Other Provisions (Choose any or none of the following) 
l. 	 Licenses represent a use privilege. The Council may convert the licaise program to an IFQ program or otherwise alter or 

rescind the program without C<>mpensation to license holders. 
2. 	 Sevae penalties may be invoked for failure to comply with conditions of the license. 
3. 	 Licenses may be suspended or revoked for multiple violations. 
4, 	 lmpiement a Skipper Reporting Syslem which requires groundlish license holders to report skipper names, address, and 

service r=irds 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~xclusive Arca will be proposed. 

Individual Tran.sfenble Pot Quota System 

In addition to the oomponents above, an Individual Transferable Pot Quota (lTPQ) Syslem Alternative has be<:n proposed in oon<:<:pt 
only. Under this option, t'i.e components affecting the initial assigrunent of crab licenses 'Will remain unchanged.. However. once 
it :s decided which persons qwtlify for which vessel size and processing designations., licenses would be linked to • limited number 
of pots. Pets could be transferred to meet individual ve:ssel 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 mon; det.ail ifadditional analysis 
of the ITPQ system is desired. 
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2.0 Current Status of Fisheries 

This Chapter describes the current fisheries for which License Limitation is being considered Detailed 
information only is available through 1992, but some additional information for 1993 are pro,~ded in Chapter 
3 where the alternatives are examined. The 1993 information is provided as a 'proxy' for the status quo 
situation; i.e., it allows the reviewer to compare the distributional aspects of license limitation alternatives 
vrith the current fisheries. Appendix II of this document also contains additional information on the current 
status of the fisheries for groundfisb and crab, more specific by vessel categories. The Appendix also 
contains the information over a three-year time series (1990-1992) which captures some of the trends of the 
fisheries. 

Afu:r describing the current fisheries, this chapter then presents a description of representative vessel and 
processor profiles in Section 2.2. These will be used later in the analysis to help describe the impacts of 
various license alternatives on sectors ofthe industry. 

The final section of this chapter, Section 2.3, presents a general discussion of fishery economics. This will 
aid the reader in understanding economic impact conclusions later in the document 

This Chapter is llQt intended to capture the potential effects of the 'Status Quo' or No Action Alternative. 
Rather, it is intl:Ilded to describe the CWT"'..nt situation in the fisheries, as a backdrop for either a No Action 
or License Limitation choice by the Council and Secretary of Commerce. Potential effects oftaking no action 
(rejecting a License Limitation alternative) are discussed further in Chapter 3. 

2.1 Current Fleet Description 

Summary statistics of the groundfish fisheries in the North Pacific are reported annually in the "Economic 
Status of the Groundfish Fisheries Off Alaska" (ESG). The document is prepared by analysts at the 
NMFS/A.laska Fisheiy Science Center and reports catches, vessels, gears, and prices for the fishery. Some 
of the more relevant information is reproduced below. 

The 1991 and 1992, GOA groundfish fisheries are swnmarized in Table 2.1 and show that just over 284,000 
mt of groundfish was harvested in 1992 compared to 276,000 mt in 1991, for a. 3% gain. This gain was 
shared evenly by all gear types. Longline vessels increased their harvest by 38%, pots remained roughly the 
same, and trawlers decreased by 1-2%. Only 82% of the overall TAC was harvested in 1991, but there was 
a 0. 8% overrun in 1992. 

Table 2.2 shows the 1991 and 1992 BSAI fisheries. Overall harvest decreased by nearly 160,000 mt or 7%. 
The longline fishery gained 25,400 mt or 26%. The catch by pot vessels more than doubled over the two 
years. Trawlers lost 192,000 mt or about 9%. Overall catch in the BSA1 was 0.12% less than the overall 
TAC in 1992. In 1991, the TAC was exceeded by over 155,000 mt, an overrun of nearly 8%. 

Table 2.3 shows the number of vessels landing groundfish by year and gear group and that pot vessels and 
trawlers are equally numerous. This table also shows that hook and line vessels are the most numerous of 
any gear group. The number of vessels in all gear groups increased significantly over the 7-year period. 

Table 2.4 combines the information in Tables 2.1- 2.3 to estimate the average catch per vessel by gear group 
for 1991 and 1992. It shows that the catch per vessel in the longline fleet is much snialler than the catch per 
vessel in the trawl fleeL Over all areas, however, only the longline fleet increased their catch per vessel from 
1991 to 1992. 

Table 2.5 shows the estimated ex-vessel value of the commercial fisheries off Alaska for shellfish, salmon, 
hemng, halibut and groundfisb. Groundfish ex-vessel values generally have increased the past ten years with 
a particularly big jump from 1991 to 1992. Salmon values were high in 1988, very low in 1991, and 
increased again in 1992. Crab values have been relatively stronger in recent years. Halibut values, though 
very high in 1991, fell by nearly half in 1992. Overall ex-vessel values have sho"'n a stec-:Y increase in the 
10-year period from 1982-1992. Since 1987, the overall value has shown fairly dramatic swings as shown 
by the nearly 33% increase between 1991 and 1992. 
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Table 2.6 combines Tables 2.3 and 2.5 to estimate the average.ex-vessel value per groundfish vessel for 1986­
1992. This is a crude measure of the ability of vessels to make payments on vessels and fixed costs. 

Table 2.7 shows the season lengths of the pollock fisheries by area for 1986-1992. The tendency toward 
shorter seasons shows that capacity is greater than is necessary to harvest the available resources, and that 
many vessels will be idle during the fishing year unless they can participate in other fisheries. In general, the 
groundfish fisheries in the last I 0 years have been the mainstay in a general upturn in the fishing industry off 
the coast of Alaska The large increases in numbers of vessels represent a significant increase in the amount 
of capital invested in fishing vessels. 
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Table 2. l Blend estimate of the Gulf of Alaska groundfish catch by species and target fishery, 1991-92 (metric tons). 

'l'argcl Fishery Pollock Sablefish 
Pndfic 

Cod 
Arrow­

tooUi 
Flnlfisb 

deep 
Flatfish 
slrnllow Rockfisb OUicr Totul 

1991 
Longline largo! 

Sabidish 
Pacific cod 
Rockfish 

Longline total 

I l 
32 

2 
44 

20,399 
24 
24 

20,448 

778 
7,324 

48 
8,!51 

1,093 
13 
5 

l,112 

85 
5 
8 

99 

32 
4 

21 
56 

1,339 
79 

525 
1,943 

706 
l 16 

9 
831 

24,442 
7598 

643 
32,683 

f'.ot !argot 
Pacific cod 
,Other 

Pot total 

95 

95 

10,487 
0 

10,488 

I 

I 

3 

3 

3 

3 

133 
1 

134 

10,72 l 
2 

10,723 

Trawl target 
Pollock 

13ottom 
Pelagic 

Sablefisb 
Pacific cod 
ArroW1ootli 
Flatfish 
Deep 
Shallow 

Rockfish 
Other 

Trawl Total 

13,966 
80,497 

9 
9,202 

382 

1,666 
194 

1,389 
77 

107,381 

212 
6 

64 
l ll 
85 

812 
50 

1.317 
22 

2,681 

993 
205 

9 
54,832 

103 

971 
186 
659 
271 

58,230 

1,315 
153 
73 

2,211 
1,595 

10,679 
327 

3,985 
120 

20,457 

815 
7 

64 
1,325 

336 

6,602 
216 
729 

41 
10,136 

699 
39 

4 
4,898 

23 

1,520 
568 
221 
235 

8,207 

244 
95 
29 

607 
367 

1,064 
74 

l 5,999 
372 

18,852 

142 
45 

3 
1,897 

42 

592 
56 

302 
3,071 
6,150 

18,387 
81.047 

255 
75,082 

2,933 

23,907 
1672 

24,601 
4,209 

232,092 

1991 Total 107 ,52 l 23,135 76,981 21,570 10,234 8,266 21,200 7,115 276,022 
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Table 2.1 Gulf of Alaska (continued) 

Tnrgct Fishery Pollock Sablcfish 
Pacific 

Cod 
AITO\V~ 

tooU1 
Flotfish 

deep 
Flatfish 
shallow Rockfish Other 

;
Total 

1992 
Longlinc target 
Sablefish 

. Pacific cod 
Flat shallow 
Rockfish 

: Other 
Longlinc total 

13 
60 

0 
l 

73 

20,477 
138 

0 
44 

8 
20,666 

510 
14,893 

1 
55 
7 

15,466 

1,266 
209 

3 
2 

1,479 

61 
3 

0 
0 

64 

3,181 
26 
3 
0 
0 

3,211 

1,707 
119 

739 
0 

2,565 

815 
619 

4 
3 

" 1,441 

28,029
16,066

4 
844 

22 
44,965 

Pot target 
 
Pacific cod 
 
Reddish 

:other 
Put tolal 

2 

2 

0 

0 

I0,009 
0 
I 

J0,009 

I 

I 

0 

0 

2 

2 

2 
I 

3 

174 

4 
178 

I0,190
1 
5 

10,195 

Trawl large! 
 
Pollock 
 

' 

Bollom 
 11,588 67 765 729 259 527 139 207 14,282
Pelagic 71,305 11 279 257 11 105 15 303 72,285

Sablelish 
Pacific cod 

13 
7,922 

9 
76 

2 
49,470 

15 
2,334 

2 
427 

0 
4,348 

1 
403 

3 
1,284 

42'
66,263 

Anowloolh 55 52 38 96 14 2 14 3 274 
Fl•lfish deep 
Flatfish shallow 

1,403 
709 

617 
123 

1,099 
1,113 

9,324 
1,650

6,394 
473 

1.257 
4,331 

999 
168 

"672
569 

21,764
9,131

Rockfish 545 1,717 580 4,176 418 132 18,780 508 26,855
Ot11cr 230 36 972 960 300 248 1,500 13,492 17,737

Trnwl Total 93,769 2,708 54.319 19.541 8,298 J0,950 22,018 17.038 228,640 

1992 Totul 93,851 23,376 80,120 21.021 8,363 14,162 24,926 18,657 284,477 

Source: NMFS Alusku Region blend estimates. 
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Table 2.2 Blend estimate oft11c Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands groundfish catch by species and target fishery. 1991-92 (metric tons). 

Pat;ific Arrow- Rock Yellow Flat Rock Atka
Target Fishery Pollock Sablefish Cod tooth S<>le Turbot fin 01her fish tnackcrel Other Total

1991 
Longline target 

Sablefish 8 2,528 283 196 0 l;JOO 26 279 0 125 4,Pacific cod 2,542 358 78,617 2,139 22 574 3 322 288 3 7,132 92,Arrowtoolh 3 5 I 0 0 
Turhot 6 0 I 12 I l 2 
Rockfish .. 9 2 I 3 3 13 0 
Other 0 25 I 0 35 Longli11e total . 2,584 2,905 79,697 2.)58 22 1,890 3 357 581 4 7.)86 97,

Pot target . 

Sablefish 0 0 0 
Pacific cod 3 0 6,673 l 0 0 39 I 2 2 224 6,Other 0 

Pot total 3 0 6,673 I 0 0 39 I 2 2 224 6,

Trawl target 
Pollock 

Bottom 327,528 28 21,908 7,792 2,58! 208 856 5,744 645 562 4,165 372,Pelagic 1,224,008 I 4,125 598 238 125 52 1,425 289 8 1,492 1,232,Sablefish 28 97 12 155 189 19 29 23 
Pacific cod 41,060 17 90,141 3,466 6,560 190 592 4,509 2,648 897 4,799 154,
Arrowtoo1h 171 30 25 1,463 2 403 0 126 99 2 113 2,Rock sole 20,040 8 6.365 712 36,283 I 7,231 6,157 88 I 2,830 79,
Turbot 221 257 115 1,995 9 5,060 0 152 l06 70 213 8,Ycllowfin so1e 8,062 I 3,994 175 9,665 0 104,596 13,410 29 I 3,802 143,Flatfish, other 3,112 2 957 602 1,235 9 4,276 4,027 19 891 15,
Rocklish 809 47 1,028 1,497 106 127 6 361 5,270 215 603 l0,i'\Jka m.ackcrcl 926 55 2,411 172 122 46 56 814 24,975 884 30,
Other 2 1 2 45 0 0 5 0 20 

Trawl Total 1,625,966 543 131,682 18,671 56,800 6.357 117,609 35,991 I0,035 26,732 19,834 2,050,

1991 Total 1,628,897 3,448 218,052 21,030 56,823 8,248 117,651 36,349 10,617 26,737 27,445 2,155,

 

745
002

8
23
30
61

787 

0
943

0
944 

016
962
551
879
434
715
196
735
129
069
459

76
222 

298 
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Table 2.2 Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (continued) 

Pacific Arrow~ Rock Yellow Flat Rock Alk•
Target l'ishery Pollock Sablelish Cod tooth sole Turbot fin Other fish , mackerel Other Total

;--­
1992 
Longline target 

Sablefish 1 1,807 139 268 1.445 6 304 146 4116
Pacific cod 3,188 179 100,903 1,655 28 516 91 275 838 57 11,166 118,957
Turbo! 0 28 12 4 75 0 4 Hl 134
Rockfish 0 I 2 0 I 0 4

Longline total 3,190 2,015 101,055 1,928 28 2,099 91 281 1,147 57 11,322 123,211 

Pot target 
' Sablefish 0 0 0 0 0 0 IPacific cod 7 13 13,680 3 2 9 24 I 3 12 669 14,423

Other 15 15
Potlolal 7 13 13,680 4 2 9 24 I 3 12 684 14,439 

Trawl target 
l'ollock 

Bottom 631,294 6 19,620 3,751 6,650 173 818 7,391 501 291 4,553 675,053
Pelagic 760,781 2 3,653 318 444 135 23 1,220 132 49 1,370 768,127

Sablcfoh 26 I 2 2 I 31
Pacific cod 16,679 10 47,885 2,865 3,502 81 217 2,487 1,176 3,073 3,007 81,042
Arrnwtoolh 127 I 24 JOB 13 JO 0 44 11 11 24 374
Rock sole IU,013 5,292 S26 26,094 0 6,636 4,845 0 8 1,974 55,448
Yi:llowfin sole 12,815 0 8,533 437 14,413 1 137,384 17,033 0 I . 7,915 198,533
Flatfish, other l,200 0 424 243 686 4 1,527 1.298 22 2 1.559 6,964
Rockfish 1,338 25 1.232 1,556 61 220 0 243 ll,936 2,164 552 19,328
Atka n1ackerc:I 683 5 3,404 205 44 34 0 39 3,494 44,358 193 52,460
Other 4 193 7 0 0 l 33 650 888

Trawl Total 1,434,995 75 90,261 10,017 51,907 661 146,664 34,601 17,314 . 49,957 21,797 1,858,248 

1992 Tota.I l,438,197 2,!04 205,175 11,950 51,938 2,768 146,781 34,884 18,464 50,035 33,808 1,996,104 

Source: NMFS Alaska Region bte11d e.slitnsles. 

,. 
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Table 2.3 Number of vessels that landed groundfish in the domestic fisheries off Alaska by area and 
gear, 1986-92. · 

G= 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

GulfofAlask> 

Hook& Line 965 1,671 1.529 l,352 1,610 l,842 1,904 
?ot 21 22 46 22 !03 167 234 
Trawl 61 113 122 135 174 215 234 
Other 7 24 15 3 34 11 16 

All 1,036 l,784 1,669 1,494 1,833 2.100 2,215 

Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands 

Hook&Line 60 121 110 78 105 196. 166 
Pot 9 ll 12 5 JO 41 73 
Trawl 45 74 IOI 129 135 169 191 
Other 4.. I 0 I 2 I 11 

All 111 204 220 209 248 391 402 

All Alaska 

Hook&Line 1,356 1,704 1,549 l,363 l,636 J,902 1,948 
Pot 24 31 51 26 111 204 285 
Trawl 80 153 184 205 225 262 296 
Other 15 25 15 4 35 12 23 

All l,449 l,859 l,749 1,576 1,914 2,227 2,341 

Note: Includes rnotherships. but does not include catcher boats delivering exclusively to mothcnhips. Totals c:xclllli• duplicxtion 
ifvessel used more than one gear type or fished in more than one area. 

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service groundfish fish ticket, weekly processor, and blend estimates data bases, 7600 Sand 
Point Way N .E.• BIN C 15700, Seattle, WA 981! 5--0il?O. 
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Table'2.4 Catch Statistics and Vessel Totals by Gear Type for the Fisheries Off Alaska. 
1991-1992. 

= 
 
Lor.g\ine 

I 
Clrch(mtl I 

32.683 

GULF OF ALASKA 

1991 1992 
Vessel Aver.u?e Carch lmt) 
 Carchimt) Vessel Avera11e Catch (mt) 

1.842 18 44.965 1.904 24

Pot 10,723 167 64 10.195 234 44 

Trawl 
TOTAL 

232.092 

I 276.022 
215 1.079 228.640 234 977 

2.100 13! 284.477 2.215 128 

BERING SEAJALEUT!AN ISLANDS 
1991 1992 

Clo::h(mtl Vessel Averasie Catch lmr) Catch(mt) Vessel Av<ra<e Catch (mt) = 
Longlir.e 97.787 196 499 123.21! 166 742 
Pot 6,944 41 169 14,439 73 198 
Trawl 2.050.222 169 12.13 l 1.858.248 191 9,729

TOTAL 2.155.2_9_8 391 5..51~ l.996.1041 402 4,965

ALL ALASKA 

1991 1992 
Gear C.atch(mt} Vessel Aver:12e Catch fmtl Catch(mt) V.s:rel Av=•e Caren !mtl 

L.ong!.ine 130,470 2.038 64 168,176 2.Q70 81 

Pot 17,667 208 85 24,634 307 80 
Trawl 2.282,314 384 5.94A 2.086,888 425 4,910 
TOTAL 2.430.45 l 2.227 1.091 2.279.698 2.341 974 

NOTE: 1. "TOTAL" will be less than sum of gear typeS because some vessels use mulitple gear types. 
2. Average catch is the catch per vessel for eac!:i gear group and area . 
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Table 2.5 Ex-vessel value of the catch in the commercial fisheries off Alaska by species group, 
1982-92 ($millions and percent.age of total). · 

1982 216.5 310.7 19.9 25.7 211.0 783.8 
1983 147.7 320.6 29.8 43.0 188.0 729.1 
1984 103.4 343.0 20.4 19.6 239.4 725.8 
1985 106.9 389.6 36.9 37.5 260.l 831.0 
19&6 183.0 404.1 38.4 70.l 268.6 964.2 
1987 215.2 473.0 41.7 76.3 336.7 1142.9 
1988 235.6 744.9 56.0 . 66.1 444.6 1547.l 
1989 279.2 506.7 18.7 84.4 4253 1314.3 
1990 355.l 546.7 24.0 86.9 474.9 1487.6 
1991 301.1 300.l 28.6 91.6 478.4 1199.8 
1992 335.l 544.5 . 27.0 48.o· 675.1 1629.7 

1982 27.6 39.6 2.5 3.3 26.9 100.0 
1983 20.3 44.0 4.1 5.9 25.8 100.0 
1984 14.2 47.3 2.8 2.7 33.0 100.0 
1985 12.9 46.9 4.4 4.5 31.3 100.0 
1986 19.0 41.9 4.0 7.3 27.9 100.0 
1987 18.8 41.4 3.6 6.7 29.5 100.0 
1988 15.2 48.2 3.6 4.3 28.7 100.0 
1989 21.2 38.6 1.4 6.4 32.4 100.0 
1990 23.9 36.8 1.6 5.8 31.9 100.0 
1991 25.l 25.0 2.4 7.6 39.9 100.0 
1992 20.6 33.4 1.7 2.9 41.4 100.0 

Year Shellfish Salmon Herring Halibut Groundfish Total 

V aluc ($ millions) 

Percentage of Total 

Note: The value added by at-sea processing is not included in these estimates of ex-vessel value. 
Includes joint venture and foreign groundfish catch. 

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service, Alaska Region; National Marine Fisheries Service office 
of the Pacific Marine Fisheries Commission, Pacific Fisheries Information Networ~ 7600 
Sand Point WayN.E., BIN Cl5700, Seattle, WA 98115-0070. 
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Table 2.6 Groundfish Ex-vessel Value and 
the Number of Vessels Fishing Off Alaska 

Ex-vessel Vessel Average Ex-Vessel 
Year Value Total Value. Per Vessel 

1986 268,600,000 l,449 185,369 
1987 336.700.000 1,859 181,119 
1988 444 ,600,000 1,749 254.202 
1989 425,300,000 1.576 269.860 
1990 474,900,000 1,914 248,119 
1991 478,400.000 2.227 214,818 
1992 675.100.000 2.341 288.381 

Table 2.7 Pollock Fishery Seasons 

Year 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

Year 
1991 

Ins. 1992 
Off. 1992 
InS. 1993 
Off. 1993 

Berin" Sea DAP Pollock Season Lengths 

Davs Onen Closed 
365 1/1/86 12/31/86 
365 111/87 12/31/87 
366 l/l/88 12/31/88 
365 1/1/89 12/31189 
180 111190 6130/90 

I A.Season B-Season 
Davs Onen Closed Onen Closed 

147 1/1/91 2/22191 6/1/91 9/4/91 
159 1/20/92 3/6/92 6/1/92 9122/92 

. 103 1/20/92.. 3/6/92 6/1/92 7/28/92 
i12 li20/93 3124/93 8/15/93 10/3/93 
71 1/20/93 2122193 8/15193 9/22/93 

~· " 
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Crab Fisheries off Alaska 

Current information on the StalllS of the crab fisheries off Alaska is contained in several sources, including 
'The Status of Living Marine Resources of Alaska, 1993,' the &onomic SAFE documents, the ADF&G 
Westward Region Shellfish Reports, and Appendix II of this document which details recent levels of 
participation in these fisheries. Some of the information contained in these documents is sl1Illlllllrized here 
for the major species of importance: red king crab, blue king crab, brown (golden) king crab, Tanner crab 
(bairdi), and snow crab (opilio). · 

King Crab 

Four stocks of red king crab are identified for management purposes in the BSA!: the Bristol Bay, Norton 
Sound, Dutch Harbor, and Adak stocks. All stocks are at low levels of abundance compared to historic levels 
exhibited in the 1970s. The major fisheries occur on the Bristol Bay stocks. Recent catch trends in Bristol 
Bay, show that the 1991 catch decreased by 16% from 1990 (9,236 mt to 7,792 mt), substantially below 
record high production of 59,000 mt in 1980. Current stock levels remain low, to the extent that a 1993 
fishery closure was considered, though later rejected when 1993 surveys indicated a stock level equal to that 
ofl992 and the fishery was opened with a GHL of 16.8 million pounds. Levels ofparticipation in this fishery 
recently have ranged from 246 vessels in 1990 to 290 vessels in 1991 through 1993. Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game announced on September 6, 1994, that the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery would remain 
closed for the 1994/1995 season because oflow abundance. 

The other king crab stocks have significantly lower stock and vessel participation levels than Bristol Bay, 
with the Adak red king crab catch at 371 mt in 1991, and from 9 to 12 vessels participating. The Dutch 
Harbor stock has been closed to fishing since 1982 due to low levels of abundance. The Norton Sound red 
king crab fishery is now an exclusive registration area. 

Blue king crab are primarily in two distinct stocks, the St. Matthew and Pribilof stocks, the latter of which 
is currently closed. Effort has increased significantly on the St. Matthew stock from 31 vessels in 1990 to 
174 in 1992. Jn 1993, however, only 92 vessels participated, likely due to low CPUEs encountered in recent 
seasons" The GHL for I 99 3 was 4 .4 million pounds, the largest since 1984. 

Brown king crab fisheries occur primarily in the Adak and Dutch Harbor areas with mo5t of the harvest in 
the Adak ar-..a. The Dutch Harbor fishery in 1993 had five vessels registered and caught about I million 
pounds. The Adak fishery had landings of2,382 mt and 2,837 mt in 1990 and 1991, respectively. Current 
GHLs are based on historic harvest levels. Effort bas been around 17 vessels for the past few years. 

Tanner and Snow Crab 

Tue primary Tanner (bairdi) crab fishery occurs on the Bering Sea stock which has been increasing from 1990 
through 1992, but decreased in 1993 to 50% of 1992 levels. The GHL in 1993 in the Bristol Bay area was 
19.7 million pounds and coincided with the red king crab fishery, with about 300 vessels participating. The 
final harvest for this fishery was 15.5 million pounds. 

Snow crab ( opilio) of the eastern Bering Sea are considered to be one stock, though the GHL for this fishery 
is broken down into an east.em and western subdistrict, with approximately half in each area. Traditionally 
high abundance levels, when compared to the other crab stocks, have decreased significantly. For example, 
the 1993 GHL was set at 105.8 million pounds, less than half of the 1992 level. This decreasing abundance 
level is expected to continue for a few more years, until larger year classes recruit to the fisheries. 

The numbers presented above are farrly descriptive of the groundfish and crab fisheries off the coast of 
Alaska. To facilitate a more detailed examination of the industry, the Council asked for the development of 
fishery profiles which would represent the industry. These are presented in the next section. 

2.2 Representative Vessel and Processor Profiles 

The representative vessel and processor profiles will be used to describe the fleet in terms ofvessel numbers, 
employment, catch, processed product, costs and revenues. The profiles divide the catching and processing 
sectors into 21 categories based on similarity in catching and processing characteristics. Development of 
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these profiles has been an arduous task, with econ9mists from NMFS and the Council devoting much time 
and energy. l)nfortunately, due to the accelerated proeess for the lieense program, complete profiles . are 
unavailable at this time. For 1992, information detailing the nwnbers of vessels in each category and the 
C"<tch and processed product is available and is presented below.1 

The 21 different categories have been defined as follows: 

THI =Trawler Harvester I. Trawlers> 125 feet 

These vessels also use pots. They are required to have 100% observer coverage since they are over 
125 feet Most will be required to have three licensed officers on board. They are primarily mid­
water trawl vessels with large auxiliary engines, and in general will have the capacity to deliver both 
onshore and offshore. Owners are typically not Alaska residents. 

2. TH2:,.. Trawler Harvester 2. Trawlers between 90 and 125 feet 

These vessels also use pots. They are required to have 30% observer coverage and only I licensed 
officer. They are primarily mid-water trawl vessels with large auxiliary engines, and in general will 
not have the capacity to deliver large amounts of fish onshore. Owners are typically not Alaska 
residents. 

3. TH3 =Trawler Harvester 3. Trawlers between 5& and 90 feet 

These vessels also use longline, and pots. They do not, in general, have large auxiliary engines and 
therefore are less capable as mid-water trawl vessels. They are more likely to use bottom trawl gear. 
Many of the owners of these vessels are located in Kodiak, while another large group is located in 
Washington and Oregon. · 

4. TH4 =Trawler harvester 4. Trawlers< 58 feet 

TheSe vessels also use longlines, pots, and seines. This class represents the vessels out of King Cove 
and Sand Point, involved in a wide range of fisheries. 

5. LHl = Longline Harvester l; Longliners > 5 8 feet 

These vessels are full-time longline vessels , and are principally composed of the schooner fleet from 
Seattle. Other longline vessels in this class hail from Kodiak and other Alaskan ports. 

6. LH2 = Longline Harvester 2; Longliners/limit seiners between 50 and 58 feet. 

This group is principally defined by the "Petersburg Fleet." They are very much involved in salmon 
fisheries and also in the sablefish and halibut fisheries. 

7. LH3 =Longline Harvester 3; Longliners < 50 feet 

This cat::gory is mainly representative of the "Sitka" fleet They also use trolls and jigs, and are 
involved in salmon fisheries as well as the demersal shelf rocldish fishery. 

8, PHI= Pot Harvester l; Pot vessels> 125 feet. 

These vessels are principally crab vessels: ·Because of their large size, they will generally be required 
to have three licensed officers on board. They are able to carry more pots than smaller vessels in 
many of the crab fisheries with pot caps. In r=t years, some of these vessels have fished Pacific 
cod \\1th pots. They may also use longlines and trawls. 

1 Though some infonnation on mothersbips and shore plants is available, it was not developed at this 
time because only harvesting vessels and catcher processors are included in the license alternative. 
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9. 	 PH2 =Pot Harvester 2; Pot vessels < 125 feet 
 

These are smaller crab vessels whii:h also use longlines and trawls. 
 

10. 	 TPl =Trawler Processor 1. 

These are large factory trawlers generally over 200', v.ith the ability to process sm:imi. fillets, and 
headed and gutted products. 

l 1. TP2 = Trawler Processor 2. 

These are large factory trawlers gc:nerally over 200', with the ability to process fillets, and headed and 
gutted products. 

12. 	 TP3 =Trawler Processor 3. 

These vessels can process headed and gutted products. They are usually less than 15O' and are not 
generally load-line stabi.liz.ed, and therefore are unable to upgrade their processing lines. 

13. 	 LP l =Longline Processor 1. 

Process their longline caught fish into headed and gutted product 

14. 	 PP!= Pot Processor 1. 

Pots are principle gear, may use others. Primarily, these vessels are crabbers with brine freezers. 
Some "'ill have the ability to switch to groundfish. processing headed gutted product. 

15. 	 MPl = Mothership Processor 1. 

Process Groundfish both near and off shore. They v.ill typically have surimi processing capacity. 
But there are a couple ofvessels in this class which only have filleting capacity. 

16. 	 MP2 =Mothership 2. 

Process crab both near and off shore. They have brine freezers but are not generally able to process 
groundfish. 

17. 	 SP!= Shore plants L 

All plants located in Dutch Harbor & Akutan including groundfish and crab plants. Some v.ill also 
process salmon, herring and other products. 

t6. SP2 =Shore plants 2. 

All groundfish and crab processing plants located on the Gulf-side of the Alaska Peninsula, including 
King Cove, Sand Point, and Chignik. 

19. 	 SP3 = Shore plants 3. 

All groundfish and crab shore plants located on Kodiak island. 

20. 	 SP4 =Shore plants 4. 

All groundfish and crab shore plants in Aleutians Islands and the Pribilofs. 

21. 	 SP5 =Shore plants 5. 

All shore plants whieh process ground.fish located eastward ofKodiak Island 
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The number of vessels and average length in each category are .shov.11 in Table 2.8 below by residence of the 
owner.' Larger vessels usually are owned by non-Alaskan residents. Alaskan residents show up primarily 
in the PH2, LH2 and LH3 classes, and the IB3 and TH4 classes. Only a few Alaskan residents own 
catcher/processors, and most of these are either longline processors or pot processors. 

Catches of the different species by the various categories were calculated based on a combination of fish· 
ticket data, weekly report data, and observer data. These catch data are in Table 2.9. 

2 Because of the indistinct nature of the categories, plai:ing vessels into categories is a difficult 
process and not entirely accurate. It is possible that some vessels have been mis-classified To that 
end, a document describing the vessel and processor classes v.ill be released under a separate cover 
for review by the industry. It is hoped that with industry review any vessel inappropriately classified 
will be brought to the attention of the staff. 
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Table 2.8 

OWNER RESIDENCE AND AVERAGH LENGTH OF HARVEST VESSELS 
NUMBER OP VESSELS OWNED BY 
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Table 2.9 
l992 CATCH OF GROUNDfllSH AND CRAB BY VESSEL CLASS 
 

BERING SENALEUTIAN ISLANDS AND GULP Of' Al . ,SKA COMBINED 
 
........ ............ ··~···
~ 

VESSEL CLASS 

LONGLINE llARVF.STl'R I 
LONtlLINE llARVESTER 2 
LONtlLINE llARVESTER 3 

LONGUN!l PROCESSOR l c---·-- ­
LONG LINH SUBTOTAL 

!'OT llARVf'5TER I 
POT l!ARVESTER 2 
l'OT PROCESSOR I 
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SPECIES TOTAL 
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6,681.056 1,749,.oiOO 4,J19,1tS l,7.'57,238 888,135 43,218 0 1.469 

27,347 69 2,833,060 4,691 634.343 0 0 0 
4).)02 19,947 t0,4ll,707 SH,329 1.249.m 0 0 0 

ll 9ll,li60 30.293,lll 114 695 ru-.~ 7 946.230 4.104.044 I 2211&4 16,95) 0 

IS 61S S6S 32062,Ml 112179 951 9166489 '1015 909 l 267 061 16951 1,469 

0 • J,178,365 0 • (,81),898 322,413 2,646,511 
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7,772.98! Ul,112 . S,lll,873 361,)69.669 7,169 •l0.341 30,651 0 

9,169,487 638,401 11,077,145 489,410,117 UU,9Sl 1.087,892 0 • 
:!U,128.346 211,637 66,131,615 155,055.148 855,41-6 275.289 6,102 • 

SSl,017 4'0 7,165,440 4,256,824 6,703 0 0 0 
32,824.403 21,631,902 1:5,216,4-12 l,l68,'.HI0,18l t,30<,652 0 0 • 
J16,(;il9,919 25,165,649 38,444,412 286,942,457 6,219,5!!6 0 0 0 

279 lll.627 140,210,816 SI 317 082 73 014 046 66 086 498 0 0 0 

C6278,8U 189,103 168 Z06 9U Dl8 2 540 849 454 74 672 0<55 1 8lll22 36 754 • 
451.233 :SOO 221 662 OSl 490.153.237 2 l98 815459 81 87J.4SO JS 775 ll67 2S60 446 7 175 969 

OPJLIO REil KING 

CRAil CRAB 

" 52.413 

0 0 
0 0 

4 619,989 ll5 111 
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Finally, for the main species of each group, the chartlets in Figures 2. la - 2.le show the distribution of catch 
within each category. With these figures, one can judge the relative performance of different vessels v.1thin 
the fleet. Note that confidentiality restrictions preclude reporting the catches of the highest performing 
vessels. Interpreting the figures is fairly straight-forward. For example, the first chartlet in Figure 2.la shows 
that 27 of the longline processors caught less than 3,000,000 lbs, and fewer than four caught less than 20,000 
lbs. Therefore, very few of these vessels would be disqualified with a minimum landings requirement, even 
as high as 20,000 pounds. The third chartlet in Figure 2. la describes the pot harvester 2 class and paints a 
different picture. For that class, 67 vessels caught less than 20,000 lbs. Approx.i.tnately 275 vessels caught 
less than 500,000 lbs. The most restrictive license alternatives under consideration would require landings 
of 20,000 lbs or more for qualification. These chartlets sbow how many vessels of each class would meet 
that requirement based on catches in 1992. 

30 September 17, 1994(9:57am) 



Figure 2. la 
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Figure 2.lb 
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Figure 2.lc 
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Figure 2.le 
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2.3 	 General Discussion of Fishery Economics 

The Magnuson Act, National Environmental Policy Act, and various executive orders including E.O. 12866 
require consideration of net benefits to the Nation of policy alternatives. "Net benefits" means different 
things to different groups. It is therefore important to define how this analysis will deal with the issue. 
Originally, cost/benefit analysis was used to examine the potential returns to an investor or entrepreneur of 
a given capital project Usually this involved an initial outlay of capital which generated a stream of returns 
for the life of the project For the project to be feasible from a financial perspective, the expected' stream of 
returns discounted' to its present value, would have to exceed the next best use (or opportunity cost) of the 
original capital outlay. 5 If the business had several different projects under consideration, then the alternative 
chosen was that which brought in the greatest expected return over the opportunity cost 

From its beginnings as a tool to analyze business opportunities, cost/benefit analysis has shifted into the 
public policy arena An entire branch of economics referred to as welfare economics, focuses on the impacts 
of social change including the economic implications of policy actions. Early examples of the use of cost­
benefit analyses in public policy were completed by the Army Corps of Engineers in their reports to Congress 
justifying the spending for construction of the hydro-electric and irrigation projects found throughout the 
Western States. From its earliest uses through today, critics of cost-benefit analysis abound. Some of the 
primary criticisms of the use of cost-benefit analysis in public policy are: 

1. 	 By its nature, public policy actions impact different individuals differently. If one person is made 
better off, and another person is made worse off, who is to judge whether or not to implement the 
policy.' 

2. 	 Many costs and benefits of any policy action occur outside of the market-place, and therefore cannot 
be measured on equal terms with market oriented goods and services. 

'Uncertainties are inherent in forecasting future streams ofreturns. To account for these uncertainties the 
"expected" return should be discounted by the probability that it would actually occur. For example, if there 
is a 50% probability of a$ I000 return and a 50% probability of a $200 loss, the expected return is $400. 

50% x $1000 + 50% x ($200) = $500 - $100 = $400. 

'Future returns are discounted because humans in general place more value on the present than in the 
future. The "correct" discount rate is a subject of great debate. For business ventures, discount rate will be 
assigned according to that business's own philosophy. If one business values current wealth over future 
wealth, a higher discount rate will be used. Businesses with relatively short "life-spans" "ill use higher 
discount rates than those with longer time horizons. 

'The usual approach to calculating the opportunity cost of capital is to assume the capital is invested 
in the bond or stock market for the same amount of time as the life of the project Alternatively, and the 
method used in this analysis, one can assume that the same investment was used to purchase a mortgage with 
the interest rate equal to the investor's required rate of return, over the lifetime of the original investment 

'1bree theoretical approaches deal with this problem: 1) A Pareto superior solution is one which 
leaves no individual worse off an.d at. least one individual better off. Pareto solutions are theoretically 
possible, but practically impossible in the public policy arena. 2) A Hicks-Kaldor superior solution is one 
in which individuals made better off by the solution could, in theory, fully compensate those made worse off, 
and still be better off themselves. It should be noted that actual compensation is not a requirement for a 
Hicks-Kaldor solution. Almost all public policy decisions fall into the realm of Hicks-Kaldor solutions. 3) 
The third approach holds that a social welfare function can be developed which accounts for the different 
levels of importance individuals or groups place on various goods and services affected by the policy. In 
theory, the gains of one individual or group of individuals can be compared against the losses of others. This 
approach though theoretical appealing, has not been successfully applied in practice, primarily because of 
the inability to find the "correct" social welfare function. 
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F.lguro 2.2 Conaumer And Producor Surplus 

Price 
Supply Curvo 

Conaumor Surplua. 

Quantity 

3. Discount rues vary from individual to individual, and therefore choosing one rate to represent 
"Societies" discount rate is inappropriate. · 

Welfare economists are the first to admit that the usefulness of cost-benefit analysis bas its limits in the public 
policy area While economists have theories and tools that take into account each of the criticisms above, 
practical application of these tools is often very difficult, time consuming, and often yield results which are, 
at best, rife with uncertainty. Therefore, an accepted practice is to attempt to quantify only those costs and 
benefits which are readily quantifiable, and to discuss in more qualitative terms those which are more difficult 
to assess. 

Two areas which economists are more equipped to discuss are the net benefits of a change on the consumers 
and producers of goods and services. Economists define net benefits in rigorous terms. Specifically, the net 
benefits of a policy change from the status quo are equal to the sum of the change in producer surplus and 
the change in consumer surplus resulting from the policy. Consumer surplus is defined as the difference 
between what consumers are willing to pay for a product or service and what they actually have to pay. This 
is represented in Figure 2.2 by the lined area above the price line, Pl, and below the demand curve. Gains 
in consumer surplus will occur as a result of a change in management regime ifconsumers end up paying less 
for the same quality product or paying the same for a better quality product Conversely, consumers of 
seafood will lose if there is a price increase and no gain in the quality of product they purchase. These 
changes may be estimated if reasonable data exist to construct demand curves for seafood products and their 
substitutes. Because of the complex international market for seafood, among other things, demand estimates 
are currently unavailable for groundfisb products. Further, the vast majority of the production of North 
Pacific groundfish is exported and therefore U.S. consumers are affected only indirectly. 

Producer surplus is 
defined as the sum of 
each producer's nee 
return or rent 
Producer surplus is 
shcw.n as the gray­
sbaded area in Figure 
2.2. Changes in 
producer surplus will 
occur when the cost of 
production changes, 
which in turn brings 
about a change in the 
supply curve, or if the 
demand changes. As 
an example, imagine an 
increase in the price of 
oil which increases the 
cost to supply products. 
Such a change is shown 
in Figure 2.3. The new 
supply curve bas 
shifted up and to the 

left. In the figure, this shift in the supply curve results in a change in producer surplus and a change in 
consumer surplus. Calculating the sum of these changes is the goal of cost-benefit analysis in the public 
policy arena. From the figures, it is easy to see that consumer surplus has been reduced by the dark]~.- shaded 
small triangular area plus the unshaded area between the price lines P 1 and P2. The change in producer 
surplus is more difficult to see in the figure. The unshaded area between the price lines represents a gain in 
producer surplus because every unit is now sold at a higher price. But the cross-hatched area to the right of 
the new supply curve and below the old price line represents a loss of producer surplus. Whether the gain 
(unshaded area) is offset by the loss (cross-hatched area) is an empirical question. The net change to 
producers and consumers combined is unambiguous, and is represented by the small darkly shaded area plus 
the cross-hatched area. 
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In TAC-regulated fisheries, as 
are found in the North Pacific 
fisheries managed by the 
Council, the economics of 
supply and demand are 
some\\nat different This is 
because the TAC strictly 
limits supply. Therefore, the 
supply curve turns vertical at 
the TAC. This is shown in 
Figure 2.4. This figure 
simplifies the situation 
somewhat, because it is 
probable that the portion of 
the supply curve left of the 
TAC line will not fall on the 
same path as the supply curve 
without a TAC. In other 
words, producers are likely to 
change their costs under a 
TAC regulated fishery. In 
addition, the price Pl, which 
under normal circumstances 
'"ill be in equilibrium where 
supply and demand intersect as shown, becomes indeterminate under a TAC regulated fishery; the price could 
fall anywhere between point A, the intersection of the TAC and the supply curve, or point B, the intersectioa 
of the TAC and the demand curve.' For convenience, we have chosea in this discussion to draw the price line 
where it would normally have 
fallen under a "normal" supply 
curve. Producer surplus is 
again represented by the cross­
hatched area, and consumer 
surplus is represented by the 
lined area Notice that both 
consumer and producer 
surplus is less than what 
would have occurred without 
a TAC.1 By increasing or 
decreasing the TAC, a policy 
decision, consumer and 
producer surplus will clearly 
change. 

While TAC increases or 
decreases impact consumer 
and producer surplus, other 
policy actions may impact 
surplus as well. Figure 2.5 
shows the impact on producer 
surplus of a cost increase. 
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'Exactly where the price falls is a fuaction of, among other things, the relative bargaining power of 
the consumer and the producer. In the case of catch delivered to a processor by catcher vessels, the producer 
is the catching vessel and the consumer is the processor. 

'This could lead to the conclusion that society is worse off with a TAC-limited fishery. However, 
the imposition of an overall TAC, because of the common property nature of fisheries, can prevent 
overfishing and preserve the long-run viability of the fishery resource. 
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This figure is analogous to Figure 2.3. The underlying.supply curve shifts upward and to the left. But if the 
TAC is unchanged, the supply curve becomes vetiical at the Same level of output No change in price is 
depicted, because price is indeterminate with a discontinuous supply curve, and at the existing pri~, 
producers would still be willing to supply the entire TAC to consumers. Consumer surplus is unchanged, but 
producer surplus, now represented by the dotted area, is clearly smaller. The cross-batched area represents 
the loss in producer surplus resulting from the cost increase. 

the scope of this analysis, however potential impacts on the ecosystem are discussed in Chapter 5 and should 
be considered in the final decision. Additionally, impacts on safety, bycatcb, and discard loss are not 
quantified in this analysis but should be considered qualitatively. Also, included in the net benefits equation 
are the costs to society of the decision making process,' the costs of implementing the program, and the cost 
of monitoring and enforcing the program. If the monitoring and enforcement program results in benefits to 
the resource, then these are also counted: Implementation, monitoring and enforcement costs of specific 
alternatives will be addressed later in this document 

It is imporumt to note
that in addition to 
changes affecting
seafood producers and
seafood consumers, the 
changes may impact
other marine resources, 
such as marine 
mammals and seabirds, 
and the marine 
ecosystem as a whole. 
The relatively new field 
of environmental 
economics tries to place 
values on these non­
market products and 
services, so that thev 
may be treated on the 
same terms as more 
traditional consumables. 
Placing values on the 
non-market goods and 
services in the marine 
environment is beyond 
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9Although there will be no formal attempt to quantify the decision making costs for the CRP, it should 
be noted that these can be substantial. 
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3.0 	 Regulatory Impact Review of the Alternatives 

After the brief introductory remarks below on the need for a regulatory review and evaluation, this chapter 
presents, in Section 3.1, an analysis of the no-action alternative. It draws first in Section 3.1.1 on results of 
the moratorium, and then in Section 3.1.2, projects the potential for vessel entry using a series of break-even 
analyses. Sections 3.1.3 - 3.1.5 offer discussion of inshore/offshore and full utilization, and then presents 
conclusions concerning the no-action alternative. With Section 3.2 begins the analysis of Alternative 2, 
License Limitation. 

Regulatorv Impact Review. Executive Order 12866, "Regulatory Planning and Review," was signed on 
September 30, 1993, and established guidelines for promulgating and reviewing regulations. While the 
executive order covers a wide variety of regulatory policy considerations, the benefits and costs of regulator 
actions are a prominent concern. Section 1 of the order deals with the regulatory philosophy and principles 
that are to guide agency development of regulations. The regulatory philosophy stresses that, in deciding 
whether and how to regulate; agencies should assess all costs and benefits of all regulatory alternatives. In 
choosing among regulatory approaches, the philosophy is to choose those approaches that maximize net 
benefits to society. 

The regulatory principles in E.O. 12866 emphasize careful identification of the problem to be addressed. The 
agency is to identify and assess alternatives to direct regulation, including economic incentives, such as user 
fees or marketable permits, to encourage the desired behavior. When an agency determines that a regulation 
is the best available method of achieving the regulatory objective, it shall design its regulations in the most 
cost-effective manner to achieve the regulatory objective. Each agency shall assess both the costs and 
benefits of the intended regulation and, recognizing that some costs and benefits are difficult to quantify, 
propose or adopt a regulation only upon a reasoned determination that the benefits of the intended regulation 
justify its costs. Each agency shall base its decisions on the best reasonably obtainable scientific, technical, 
economic, and other information concerning the need for, and consequences of, the intended regulation. 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) requires the preparation of a Regulatory Impact Review 
(RIR.) for all regulatory actions that either implement a new Fishery Management Plan (FMP) or significantly 
amend an existing plan. The RIR is part of the process of preparing and reviewing FMPs and provides a 
comprehensive review of the changes in net economic benefits to society associated with proposed regulatory 
actions. The analysis also provides a review of the problems and policy objectives prompting the regulatory 
proposals and an evaluation of the major alternatives that could be used to solve the problems. The purpose 
of the analysis is to ensure that the regulatory agency systematically and comprehensively considers all 
available alternatives so that public welfare can be enhanced in the most efficient and cost-effective way. The 
RIR addresses many of the items in the regulatory philosophy and principle ofE.0. 12866. 

E.O. 12866 requires that the Office ofManagement and Budget (OMB) review proposed regulatory programs 
that are considered to be significant A 'significant' regulatory action is one that is likely to: 

(1) 	 Have an annual effect on the economy of $100 million or more, or adversely affect in a 
material way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, the 
environment, public health or safety, or State, local, or tribal governments or co=unities. 

(2) 	 Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by 
another agency. 

(3) 	 Materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or 
the rights and obligations of recipients thereof, or 

(4) 	 Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out oflegal mandates, the President's priorities, or 
the principles set forth in this Executive Order. 

A regulatory program is 'economically significant' if it is likely to result in the effects described in item ( 1) 
above. The RIR is designed to provide information to determine whether the proposed regulation is likely 
to be 'economically significant' 
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3.1 Alternative 1: No Action ' •',.'. 

An examination of the no action alternative, often referred to as the status quo alternative, is re.:iuim:I by 
NEPA and other federal mandates Vvhen a governmental agency is contemplating a change in policy. The 
Council is examining license limitation for North Pacific groundfish and crab fisheries primarily as a step 
toward the implementation of a more comprehensive market-based system such as an individual quota 
system. The Council has also indicated its intent to revisit the inshoreloffshore allocation, and to examine 
alternatives to increase the .utilization and retention of harvested groundfish and crab. C-Omplicating the 
picture somewhat is the Secretary of Commeree's recent disapproval of the Council's planned moratoriwn. 
Given tJ:le. Council's stated intent, discussion of the no-action alternative assumes the follov.ing: 

• Do not enact a license limitation program. 
Revise and resubmit the moratorium. 
Continue studying IFQs. 

• Revisit the inshore/offshore allocation . 
. •· Examine alternatives to increase the utilization and retention of barvested groundfish and 

crab resources. 

Analysis of the no action alternative will focus Oil possible evolution of the groundfish and crab fisheries 
v.-ithout license limitation. The sections below recap the results of the moratorium analysis and summarize 
possible actions the Council could take under the existing analysis. A break-even analysis of the fleet is 
presented using cost data collected in the inshore/offshore analysis. Possible directions are discussed for the 
industry in the absence of license limitation. 

3.1.1 . Results of the Moratorium Analysis 

Tne Council adopted a 3-year moratorium on groundfish and crab fisheries in June 1992, to be implemented 
by Amendment 28 to the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Plan, Amendment 23 to the Bering Sea and Aleutian 
Ground.fish Plan, Amendment 4 to the Bering Sea and Aleutian Crab Plan, and regulatory changes to halibut 
management under the North Pacific Halibut Act of 1982. Though the Secretary of Commerce disapproved 
the Council's proposed moratoriwn on August 5, 1994, citing inconsistencies with the National Standards, 
the Council may decide to revise/resubmit it at their Septen;iber 1994 meeting. 

As proposed, vessels qualified for the moratorium if they landed fish between January 1, 1980 and February 
9, 1992. Other vessels could access the fisheries only through a transfer ofmoratoriwn rights. Vessels under 
125 ft could increase length by 20%, not to exceed 125 ft, but longer vessels could not increase length. 
Vessels could crossover from one moratorium fishery to another even if they had never participated in the 
other fishery during the qualifying years. Vessels under 26 ft in the Gulf of Alaska and under 32 ft in the 
Bering Sea and Aleutians were exempt from the moratorium. Vessels less than 125 ft built for the CDQ 
program also were exempt And last, all owners of sablefish and halibut IFQs will retain the option of using 
non-moratorium qualified vessels in the IFQ fisheries. Because of the crossover provisions, they potentially 
could sell their existing moratorium qualified vessels to be used in the groundfish and crab fisheries, replacing 
them v.1th non-qualified new vessels. 

The moratorium analysis estimated the size of the fleet that would qualify at about 13,500 vessels (NPThfC, 
1992). About 7,550 of those fished only for halibut to qualify. The Secretary, in disapproving the 
moratorium. suggested that halibut boats not be included in the moratorium because of the IFQ program, and 
thus not be able to crossover into the ground.fish and crab fisheries. This would reduce the moratoriwn fleet 
by 56% to about 6,000 vessels. 

Another approximately 4,000 vessels qualified for the moratorium because they !anded halibut and 
ground.fish, but data available for the moratorium analysis did not identify the groundfish species landed. 
Halibut is strictly a hook-and-line fishery, so it is likely that these vessels used the same gear type and 
harvested some combination of sablefish, Pacific cod and reddish for their groundfish component. Other 
data show t.liat probably half (2,000 of the 4,000 vessels) of those "groundfish" landings were only sabtefish. 
Tnerefore, we conclude that roughly 9,550 vessels (7,550 + 2,000) will comprise the initial sablefish and 
halibut IFQ fleet starting in 1995. Of the 13,500 moratorium qualified vessels, the above estimate leaves 
about 4,000 vessels (13,500 • 9,550 = 3,950) that qualify because they fished species other than sablefish and 
halibut In summary, the moratorium fleet would have about 4,000 vessels if halibut and sablefish IFQ 
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holders that did not participate in any other ground.fish fishery were disallowed. Conversely, there is the 
potential that under the current Council moratorium proposal, all of the those 9,550 vessel ov.ners could 
transfer their current vessels into the groundfish and crab fisheries, replacing them with new vessels for use 
solely in the IFQ fisheries. 

The moratorium analysis also showed that 12,499of13,507 moratorium qualified vessels were less th.an 60 
feet in length. In 1991, nearly 5,000 vessels participated in the ground.fish, crab, and halibut fisheries under 
the Council's jurisdiction. Approximately 4,250 or 85% ofthese vessels were less th.an 60 feet, but harvested 
only 6% of the total catch that year. This indicates that although the number of vessels which could have 
fished under the moratorium was potentially very large, the actual catching power of a great majority ofthose 
vessels was quite limited. 

At the other end of the spectrum, 353 vessels greater than 90 feet caught 87% of the total ground.fish ca!4:h 
in 1991. Clearly, the vast majority of the catching power of the :fleet is accounted for in these larger vessels. 

Under the proposed moratorium, 471 vessels over 90 feet would have qualified, including all vessels which 
fished in 1991. If the Council had chosen a shorter qualifying period, such as January 1, 1988, through 
February 9, 1992, only 417 vessels over 90 feet would have qualified. In other words, only 54 vessels of this 
length have "dropped" out of the fishecy since 1980, and 43 ofthese were less th.an 125 feet Only 12 vessels 
between 125 feet and 190 feet, and none greater th.an 190 feet, left the fishecy between January 1, 1980 and 
January l, 1988. 

The moratorium analysis also cites a break-even analysis developed for the groundfish trawl :fleet (Wiese and 
Burden 1991). In their approach, aggregate vessel capacity was estimated based on the calculated :fleet size 
that would break-even in terms of total revenues just covering total costs. For 1989, Wiese and Burden 
projected a break-even trawl :fleet of 138 vessels. The actual :fleet had 165 vessels, implying excess capacity 
of 2 7 vessels, 20 catchers and 7 factory trawlers. The break-even approach uses raw product prices, cost 
levels, and catch to assess capacity. Using asimilar approach, adjusted to 1991 conditions, projects a 1991 
break-even :fleet of 175 to 200 vessels, compared to an actual :fleet of approximately 250 vessels. The 
increase in break-even :fleet siz.e between 1989 and 1991 results from an increase in domestic pollock quota 
available to the fleet and higher pollock prices. While there are possible differences in the mix. of trawl 
vessels between 1989 and 1991, the conclusions are similar; there are 20 to 25 percent more trawl vessels in 
the groundfish fishery than can be justified' based on financial break-even criteria 

The moratorium analysis also examined the question of net national benefits. We have excerpted this entire 
section and included it as Appendix ill, because the findings apply directly to the license program as well as 
the moratorium. Included in the Appendix is a table examining the impacts of adding one additional vessel 
to several different sectors of the existing fleet ·The moratorium analysis concludes that there would have 
been few if any impacts on consumers, because total allowable catch, products produced, and product prices 
would not have been impacted. The economic forces which would impact producers will operate under the 
moratorium or status quo, leading the analysis to conclude that the moratorium would have little impact on 
producer surplus and, therefore, little impact on the net national benefits accruing to the fishery. 

Nearly three years have passed since the February 9, 1992 cut-off date for the moratorium. Using available 
data through April 4, 1994, we estimate that 394 non-qualified vessels have fished in Council fisheries. This 
is a significant decrease from the numbers of "new" vessels that normally entered each year before 1992. 
Many of these vessels were under 26 feet, some may have acquired "moratorium fishing" rights via a transfer, 
and many will only fish sablefish and halibut Table 3.1 shows that only 22 relevant vessels have entered 
Federally managed crab arid groundfish fisheries since the cut-off date set by in the Council's Moratorium. 
This number is derived by first ignoring those vessels which would be exempt anyway, and then also 
deducting those vessels attributable'!O the halibut fishecy (156) and those which operated only in State waters 
(13); i.e., 8 crab and 14 ground.fish vessels entered which would not otherwise qualify, for a total of 22. 
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Table 3.1 Vessels Entering Council Fisheries Between.February 9, 1992 and April 4, 1994. 
; .'. ' ~ '.\" ' .ii ,:.,,.· 

F~hery TotllJVesseh Non Exempt v.,...h (>26') 

Halibut 343 156 

Crab ll 8 

Groundlish (with Fedc:ral Permits) 14 14 
.. 

Groundlish (no Fedc:ral Permit but legal landings inside state 26 13 
wall:ts) 

All fisheries under the Council jurisdiction 394 191 

Figure 3.1 was developed for the moratorium analysis. It shows that very few vessels remain in the fishery 
after 3-4 years. Fully 63% of the vessels fished 3 years or less. Over 70% fished 4 years or less. 




Figure 3.1 Total Years Fished and Cummulative.Exit Over Time 
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Conclusions Regarding the Moratorium within the No-Action Alternative. 

The analysis of the moratorium indicates that there are 20 to 25 percent more trawl vessels in the grooodfish 
fishery than can be justified based on financial break-even criteria Table 3.1 above shows that very few 
vessels have entered the grooodfish and crab fisheries since February 9, 1992. It may be that the threat of 
the moratorium kept new vessels out of the industry, or, perhaps investors have decided their money is better 
spent elsewhere. Nonetheless, ooder the No-Action Alternative there does not appear to be any changes in 
the financial benefit ofentering the fishery, particularly if the moratorium is resubmitted for approval. 

3.1.2 Vessel Entry Under the No Action Alternative 

Even if the moratorium is not resubmitted and implemented, there is still some question Df whether vessels 
will continue to enter the groundfish and crab fisheries as they have in the past As discussed in Chapter 2 
vessels enter the fishery because their oV<ners perceive that it is a better use of their capital and effort than 
the next best alternative. The groundfish and crab fisheries are extremely diverse. Projecting vessel entry 
and the impacts of vessel entry is difficult because of the lack of current, accurate cost and revenue data to 
describe the fleet 

During the analysis of the inshore/offshore issue (Amendment 18/23 to the Groundfish FMPs), an OMB­
approved survey was conducted of the groundfish harvesting and processing vessels and plants. It asked for 
cost and performance data, on the Pacific cod and pollock fisheries, for all of 1989 and half of 1990. 
Although the survey was very lengthy and complicated and the response rate to the survey was low, it 
produced enough useful information to construct representative harvesting and processing vessels and plants 
for use in an economic impact assessment model. Although that information is dated and controversial , it 
is the best and most complete set of information available. 10 Using those data identified above, a "break­
even" analysis was undertaken with the fishing fleets as defined in the inshore/offshore analysis." Most 
break-even analyses attempt to determine how much catch a given vessel must have to remain a viable 
economic unit.12 In this case, rather than increasing the catch of a given vessel we increase or decrease, as 
necessary, the number of vessels in a given sector, holding the sector catch constant13 The "Break-even 
Fleet" includes the maximum number ofvessels in that sector while maintaining positive returns. 

The break-even analysis demonstrates the likelihood of additional vessels entering the groundfish fleet under 
the No Action alternative. Recognizing that the information contained in the inshore/offshore analysis is 

10 Under the CRP analysis, Representative Vessel and Processor Profiles are being constructed. 
However, for a variety of reasons including an aca:leration of the lio::nse alternative and the 
reluctance ofthe industry to provide this information, these profiles have not been completed. Until 
more reliable information is available, the inshore/offshore economic performance information will 
be used. 

1
' Since the analysis concentrated its efforts on poUock in the Bering Sea and Gulf and Pacific cod 

in the Gulf; data on vessels which were not directly involved with those species in those areas were 
not fully developed. Therefore this analysis does not include data on crab vessels, and vessels which 
concentrated their efforts on rockfish and flatfish. 

"Viable economic unit implies that all fixed, and variable costs .are being covered and the operation 
is generating a normal return on the owner's investment (i.e. it is also covering its opportunity costs) 
including depreciation and interest payments. The fact that these latter costs are included, 
differentiates break-even analyses from more traditional efficiency based analyses. 

"Holding the catch of a given sector constant is a simplifying assumption which would not hold in 
reality. Since we are simultaneously changing the size of each sector of the fleet, catch will shift to 
different sectors as a function of catching power. Predicting changes in catch by sector is a much 
more difficult problem requiring complex mathematical models, and is outside the scope of this 
analysis, and the available cost and revenue information. 
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some;i.ilat dated and controversial, five additional "break-even" fleets wen: estimated by (1) increasing ex· 
vessel and product prices by 10%, (2) increasing c:itclies'by 25%, (3) decreasing the assumed time horizon 
for return on investment, (4) increasing the desired return on investment, and (5) decre.'.!Sing the assumed 
initial vessel and permit purchase prices by 25%. If the potential number of vessels in the break-even fleet 
is less than the number allowed to participate under the moratoriu.m, or under a license limitation program, 
then the potential benefits ofeither program are greatly reduced 

Tables 3.2. 3.10 show the basis for and results of the break-even analyses. Table 3.2 defines the baseline 
cost and revenue parameters used at the vessel level. Table. 3.3 shows single vessel costs and revenues (all 
assumed to be linear) for eight different types of vessels. Unless noted, the vessels are assumed to be 
operating in the BSAI fishery. 

Table 3.4 shows the Modelled Fleet used for the inshore/offshore analysis. The number ofvessels was taken 
directly from Table 3.2a on pages 3-14, 15 of the final SEIS." This analysis, (as in.the inshore/offshore 
analysis) assumes that all vessels in a given class are identical and each has the same operating characteristics. 
Assuming a homogenous fleet with linear cost and production functions, the "Modelled Fleet" totals are 
estimated by multiplying the number ofvessels by the various cost and revenue parameters in Table 3.3. The 
"Modelled Fleet" as estimated here shows substantial net economic returns. For most of the vessel types 
depicted, vessels could be added to the sector while remaining economically viable. 

Table 3.5 shows the "Break-even Fleet" for the modelled vessels. The break-even fleet is calculated by 
adding vessels to each sector, while holding the catch, production , variable costs, and revenues constant for 
the entire sector. Adding additional vessels in this case implies adding additional fixed costs and opportunity 
costs to each sector. The "abnormal" profits in the fleet in the modelled case allow addition.al vessels to enter. 
Each vessel in each sector, including the newcomers, will still be able to cover all variable, fixed, and 
opportunity·costs, and would remain economically viable. As Table 3.5 shows, 75 additional vessels could 
break-even under the assumptions used in the inshore/offshore analysis. 

Tables 3.6-3. I 0 show the break-even fleets if=tain assumptions are changed, and demonstrate the sensitivity 
of the break-even analysis to different parameters. Table 3.6 calculates the break-even fleet under the 
assumption that ex-vessel prices and wholesale prices all rise by 10%, while catch, production, and all other 
costs remain constant. The 10% price increase allows 107 additional vessels beyond the "break-even fleet" 
in Table 3 .5 to enter the fishery as economically viable units. Whether or not this many vessels will enter the 
fishery with a 10% price increase will clearly depend on the vessel owner's assessment of price stability. If 
the owner or prospective investor sees the price hike as temporary they will be less likely to commit their 
funds to a fishing venture, esp~ially assuming a 15-year horizon for returns to investment. 

Table 3.7 shows the break-even fleet assuming that catches accruing to each sector increase by 25%. A 25% 
increase was chosen to match catch levels to a typical annual catch in the Bering Sea. The increase in catch 
results in a 25% increase in total revenues. However, catching and processing 25% more fish also increases 
variable harvesting and processing costs by 25%, so the net eff~t is significantly less than the effect of a 25% 
price increase, or even the 10% increase shown in Table 3.6. As seen in Table 3.7, 157 more vessels would 
break-even under this scenario than in the fleet modelled in Amendment 18/23, but only 82 more vessels than 
the break-even fleet. Investors would likely only commit their funding to more fishing vessels under this 

"Tue fleet modeled in the Inshore/Offshore analysis was a "modelled fleet" rather than the actual 
fl= in existence at the time. For analysis purposes, a "modelled fleet" is often more appropriate than 
a "snap-shot" of the actual fleet because of the use of "representative vessels," the dearth of detailed 
cost and operating infonnation for individual vessels, and the great amount of diversity within each 
sector. One example of this is shown in the freezer longliner fleet which was modelled only for the 
GOA. Since Pacific cod was not a part of the alternatives for the BSAI, these vessels were not 
included. As another example, the "purse seiner" and "crabber" classes developed in the 
inshore/offshore SEIS were used only to supply the various processors with sufficient raw product 
of crab, salmon, halibut, and herring. Since the inshore/off.shore amendment did not change the 
harvests ofthese vessels, the cost profiles used were immaterial and, therefore, not fully developed 
Therefore, these two classes were dropped from this break-even analysis. 
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scenario if there was a· high likelihood of catch levels remaining high over the life of the investment, assumed 
to be 15 years. 

We have assumed for simplicity that each vessel owner is in the fishing industry to make a reasonable return 
on the capital and labor they have invested in the fishery. We have assumed that the returns the vessel owner 
receives from the "lifestyle" of fishing do not enter into his or her business decisions. Under these 
assumptions, returns on an investment must equal or exceed returns that the same amount ofcapital or labor 
would make elsewhere, i.e., the opportunity cost of capital and labor. In calculating the net economic return 
on an investment, this opportunity cost is deducted from net revenue.· As a proxy for the amount of this 
investment we have used the estimated value of the vessel. 15 The opportunity cost is calculated assuming that, 
rather than purchasing the vessel, the investor could have purchased a mortgage for the same amount The 
returns to the lender on a mortgage depend on the amount of the loan, the interest rate (or return on 
investment), and the time allowed for repayment (the time horizon of the investment). We have assumed a 
l 0% rate of return over a 15-year time horizon. This is equivalent to assuming that the vessel owner 
borrowed the purchase price of the vessel, invested none of his or her own capital, and made payments to the 
bank. 

Table 3.8 shows the importance of our assUDlptions regarding initial investments and expected return to 
investments. In this scenario, the vessel value was reduced by 25%. In other words, the initial investment 
to enter the fishery decreases by that amount As a consequence, e~ted return to investment also 
decreases, and profit increases for eai:h new vessel "·x any given amount offish caught and processed. Table 
3.8 sho"''S that the break-even fleet would increase :;y 58 vessels under these assumptions. Note again that 
these conditions would have to hold for the time horizon of the investments. It should also be noted that a 
drop in vessel values does not impact new investors the same as vessel owners who purchased the vessel at 
higher prices. The expected return to the vessel owner should remain constant throughout the period he owns 
the vessel, unless additional capital is put into the vessel. If the sales price ofother vessels drops, it does not 
affect the price paid or the expected return. Also, if vessel prices drop, it is a good indicator of the return 
new investors in vessels are expecting and, therefore,, a good indicator the earlier investors may be heading 
for hard times. · 

Tables 3.9 and 3.10 show the impacts of the return on investment assumed for the fleet For all.scenarios up 
to this point, we have assUDled a 10% return over 15-years. Because of uru:ertainty and volatility in the 
fishery, it can be argued that a 15-year time horizon is too long. Table 3.9 calculates the fishery using the 
same 10% return on investment, but over 10 years. This bas the effect of increasing the opportunity cost of 
capital (or fixed costs if the vessel owner has borrowed money to .purehase the vessel). Increasing 
opportunity or fixed costs results in a smaller break-even fleet {42 fewer vessels) than in Table 3.5. A similar 
impact is seen in Table 3.10 which assumes investors will not risk their money in the highly uncertain fishing 
industry unless the return on investment is high. In this scenario, we assume a l :''(,return over a 15-year time 
horizon, which results in 53 fewer economically viable vessels than the "break-even" fleet shown in Table 
3.5. 

"The opportunity cost of the vessel owner's labor must also be deducted from net revenue. We have 
assumed that this is included in administrative salaries which are a component of fixl:d costs. 
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Table 3.2 Parameter Definitions Used in the B=k-Even Analysis ofinshore/Offshore Vessels 

Number oi V ossels 'Ibis is the number of vessels modeled in 03Ch particular Ulble. 

Harvesting: The next rows from catch to fixed cost refer to harvesting only. 

Catch Lbs. Total pounds of all species harvested by the vessel(s). 

Species (mt) 'Ibis is a breakdown ofthe catcli of the vessel(s) by species in metric toos. .... 

Ex-Vessel Vfilue Total ex-vessel value ofall species harvested by the vessel(s). 

Variable Cost Total variable cost ofharvesting ofall species by the vessel(s). 

FLxed Cost Total fixed cost allocated to harvesting. 

Processing: The next four rows refer to processing only and are only shown for catcher/processors. 
Shore-based and motheniliip processing are not included. 

Product Lbs. Total pounds of all products of all species produced. by the vessel(s). 

Variable Costs Variable processing costs of all production by the vessel(s). 

Fixed Costs Fixed costs allocated to the processing sector. 

Totals: The next two rows combine harvesting and processing costs and revenues. 

Total Income· Ex-vessel value ofdelivered fish p•. •· wholesale value ofprocessed product 

TotalE~ Fixed and variable harvesting costs plus fixed and variable processing costs. 

Net Revenue Total income minus total expenses. This does not include the opportunity cost of 
capital, depreciation or any interest payments which are captured in the estimate of 
opportunity costs 

Vessel Value The estimated purchase price ofthe vessel including harvesting and processing 
equipment. For the limit seiner class, this includes the value of salmon pem:rits. 

Opportunity Cost This is estimated as the next best opportunity for the vessel owner's investment in the 
vessel, equipment and pem:rits. We assume the owner could have purchased a mortgage 
ofthe same value with a 10% yield over a 15-yearperiod The value shown represents 
the annual payment which would accrue to such a mortgage. It should be noted that this 
amount represents the costs of interest and principle the owner would be paying if the 
vessel was purchased using borrowed funds. 

Net Economic Retu.-n Calculated by subtracting opportunity costs from net revenue. This is the amount of 
profit above 'normal profit' accruing to each class. Note that in this exercise it is 
always positive. In the "B=k-even' Tables 3.5-3.10 adding an additional vessel tc a 
given sector will turn this number negative for that sector. 

Incremental Vessels v. 'Ibis is number ofvessels added to (or subtracted from) the modelled fleet as shown in 
Modelled Fleet Table 3.3 for 03Ch particular scenario. 

Incremental Vessels v. 'Ibis is number of vessels added to (or subtracted from) the modelled fleet as shown in 
Break-even Fleet Table 3.4 for each particular scenario. 

-· .. - " 

47 Septem;.,,.17, 1994 (1222prn) 

http:Septem;.,,.17


00 " 
 

.a 
 
~ 
l\ 
·" 
"' ~ 
~ 
IJ 

13 
1 
 

' 
 

Table 3.3 

VesselTvne 
Number of Vessels 
Ha1Vesling: 
Pounds of Catch 

Pollock !mt) 
Pacific Cod (mt) 

Flalfish mt 
Rockfish mt 
Halibut mt 

Sablelish mt 
Kina Grat 

C. bairdi mt 
C. Ooi/io, mt1 

Total Catch mt 
Ex-Vessel Value 
Variable Cost 
Fixed Cost 
Processing: 
Pounds of Product 
Product Value 
Variable Costs 
Fixed Costs 

Total Income 
Total Exoenses 
Net Revenue 
Vessel Value 
Onnortunttv Cost 
Net Economic Return 

H&G FT Fillet FT Surlml Fl 
1 1 1 

9,006,297 33 666 086 93,373,316 
1 848 12 019 41,624 

726 2 471 741 
1 399 746 

15 10 
28 

96 

4,086 15 275 42 365 
$0 so $0 

$1.184,646 $2.339.586 $2.616.045 
$204 175 $362.100 $594.000 

3 577 107 7,506.558 15,123,557 
t4 223 433 $B 581 014 $14 949 708 
$1 739 461 $3 401,779 $5 564 102 

$380 000 $754.900 $1,469,000 

t4 223 433 $8,581.014 $14 949 708 
$3,508,282 $6,658 365 $10243147 

$715,151 $1,722 649 $4 706 561 
M.800.000 $9 500,000 $25.000,000 

$631.074 $1 249 001 $3,286,844 
$84,077 $473,648 $1,419,717 

Vessel Level Information 
Freezer At-sea Shorebased 

Lona liner Trawler Trawler Lonollner Combo Total 
1 1 1 1 1 8 

. 

1,803,994 34,327,950 17,867,857 352, 169 5.978 951 196 376 620 
2,385 7 533 2.167 67 577 

215 3.460 574 79 433 8 700 
21 560 2,726 
21 5 52 

466 30 15 539 
95 79 5 277 

17 17 
10 10 
66 66 

819 6 410 8,107 189 2 713 79 964 
$310.800 $2.694 403 $1.517 689 S278 134 $918,135 $5,719 161 
$605.057 $1.755.254 $932 314 S168 937 $743,628 $10,345 467 
$201.000 $343.500 $218 100 $26 825 $56,500 $2.006 200 

1 082,562 0 0 0 0 27.289,784 
$1 715,784 $0 $0 $0 $0 $29.469 939 

$475,876 $0 $0 so $0 $11,181.218 
$220.500 $0 $0 .so $0 $2,824.400 

$2 026 584 $2.694.403 $1,517,689 $278,134 $918.135 $35.189 100 
$1.502 433 $2 098 754 $1,150,414 $195,762 $800 128 $26 357.285 
. $524 151 $595 649 $367,275 S82,372 $118 007 m 831.815 
$3,000.000 $2 500 000 $2.750.000 $375.000 $600 000 $48 525,000 

$394.421 $328 684 $361.553 $49.303 $78,884 $6,379,765 
$129,730 $266,965 $5,722 $33,069 $39,123 $2,452,050 



Tabla J.4 

VesselTvna 
Number of Vessels 
Harvesting: 
Pounds of Calch 

Pollock lmt 
Pacific Cod lml 

Flallish lmt 
Aockfish lmt 
Halibut (mt) 

. Sablellsh lmt 
Kino Crat 

C. baitdi (mt 
c. Opilio (mtl 

Total Catch (mt 
Ex-Vessel Value 
Variable Casi 
Fixed Cost 
Processing: 
Pounds of Product 
Product Value 
Variable Costs 
Fixed Casis 

Total Income 
Total Exoensas 
Net Revenue 
Vessel Value 
Oooortunttv Cost 
Net Economic Return 

H&GFT Fiiiet FT Surlml FT 
14 20 12 

126.088, 158 673 321 720 1,120 479 792 
25 878 240.389 499.488 
10.161 49.423 8,696 
19 590 14.925 0 

215 205 0 
0 557 0 

1.365 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

57.209 305 500 508 385 
$0 $0 $0 

$16.585.044 $46 791 720 $31 392.540 
$2.858.450 $7.242 000 $7.128.000 

50,079 498 150,131 160 181.482 684 
$59.128.062 $171 620 280 $179 396 496 
$24.352,454 $68 035 580 $66 769 224 

$5.320.000 $15 098 000 $17.628 000 

$59.128,062 $171.620 280 $179,396.496 
$49,115,948 $137.167 300 $122.917.764 
$10 012 114 $34.452 980 $56.478,732 
$67.200.000 $190.000.000 $300.000,000 

$8.835,038 $24.980.018 $39,442 133 
$1.177,076 $9,472,962 $17,036,599 

Modeled Number ol Vessels 
Freezer At-sea Shorebased 

Lonallner Trawler Trawler Lonollne1 Combo Tota 
20 12 16 104 58 258 

36 079.880 411.935.400 321.621 426 36,625,576 346 779,158 3,072.931,110 
0 28.625 135.595 0 125.660 1 055.635 

4 308 41.516 10332 8 265 25,143 158,044 
420 6,716 0 0 0 41 652 
420 64 0 0 0 905 

9.316 0 0 3.146 659 13 878 
1.906 0 0 8 265 293 11.829 

0 0 0 0 960 960 
0 0 0 ' 0 609 "609 
0 0 ·o 0 • 3,817 3 817 

16.370 76.922 145.926 19.677 157 341 1,287329 
$6.216.000 $32.332.836 $27.318.402 $28.925936 $53.251 830 $148 045,004 

li12.101.140 $21.063.048 $16.781 .652 $17.569 448 ili43,130.424 $205 415;016' 
$4 020,000 $4.122,000 $3.925.800 $2.769.600 $3.277,000 $35 363.050 . 
21 651.240 0 0 0 0 403 344.582 

S.'l4 315.680 0 0 $0 so $444 460 510 
$9 517,520 .o 0 so $0 $168,674 778 
$4 410.000 0 0 $0 $0 $42 456 000 

$40 531 680 1.12 332.836 $27 318.402 t2a.92S.936 $53 251,830 $592.505.522 
$30.048 660 $25 185.048 $20 707.452 !l:.20,359 248 lU6 407,424 $451.908.844 
$10.483 020 $7.147.788 $6.610.950 $8.566.688 $6 844.406 $140 596,678 
$60.000 000 $30,000,000 $49 500,000 $39 000.000 $34 800.000 $770.500 000 

s1.aaa 427 !l:.'l 944 213 $6.507,952 $5.127.477 $4 575.287 $101.300 545 
$2,594,593 $3,203,575 $102,998 $3.439,211 $2,269,119 $39,296, 133 
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Tobie 3.5 

VesselType 
Number of Vessels 
Harvesting: 
Pounds of Catch 

Pollock {mt 

Pacific Cod (mt 
Flallish lmt 

Rocldish (mt 
Halibul imt 

Sablefish lmt 
Kinn Grat 

C. bairdi (mt1 

C. Oo//io fmt 
T olal Calch Imt 

Ex-Vessel Value 
Variable Cost 
Fixed CoSI 
Processirig: 
Pounds al Product 
Product Value 
Variable Costs 
Fixed Costs 

Total Income 
Total Expenses 
Net Revenue 
Vessel Value 
Onnnrtunitv Cost 
Not Economic Return 
locremenlal Vessels v. 
Modelled Fleet 
Table 3.4\ 

H&GFT 
14 

126.088.156 
25 876 
10 161 
19 590 

215 
0 

1.365 
0 
0 
0 

57.209 
$0 

$16.585.044 
$2 858 450 

50,079 498 
$59 128 062 
$24.352 454 
$5 320 000 

$59.128 062 
$49.115.948 
$10.012.114 
$67,200,000 

'l.Jl 835.038 
$1,177,076 

0 

Fiiiet FT Surlml FT 
24 15 

673,321. 720 1. 120,479, 792 
240,309 499.486 

49.423 8.896 
14.925 0 

205 0 
557 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

305 500 508.385 
$0 so 

$46,791.720 $31,392 540 
$8,690,400 $8.910.000 

150.131,160 181 .482.684 
$171 620 280 $179 396 496 
$68 035 580 $66 769 2.24 
$18,117,600 $22 035.000 

$171 620 280 $179 ,396 496 
$141635300 $129,1()6,764 

$29,984 980 !:50.289.732 
$228 000 000 S375.000.000 

$29.976,021 $49.302,666 
$8,959 $987,066 

4 3 

Break Even Number of Vessels 
Freezer At-see Shorebesed 

Lonallner Trawler Trawler Lanallne Combo 'Tota 
23 16 18 149 74 333 

36,079,880 411.935400 321.621.426 36.625,576 346.n9.158 3.072,931.110 
0 28 625 135 595 0 125 660 1,055,635 

4.308 41 516 10.332 8.265 25,143 158 044 
420 6.716 0 0 0 41652 
420 64 0 0 0 905 

9316 0 0 3,146 859 13.878 
1906 0 0 8,265 293 11 829 

0 0 0 0 960 960 
0 0 0 0 609 609 
0 0 0 0 3.817 3 817 

16,370 76 92.2 145,926 19,677 157.341 1.287.329 
$6,216,000 !t."12 332 836 $27,318,402 $28,925,936 $53.251.830 $148.045.004 

$12,101 140 $21063048 $16 781,652 $17.569 448 $43 130.424 $205.415.016 
$4 623.000 $5 496.000 !t.1 925.800 $3 996.925 t.4 181;000 $42 681,575 

21.651.240 0 0 0 0 403 344,582 
$34 315 680 so $0 $0 $0 $4.44 460 518 

$9,517 520 so so $0 $0 $160.674 778 
$5 071 500 $0 so $0 $0 $50 544 100 

uo.531.seo $32 332.836 $27,318,402 $28.925,936 $53.251.830 $592.505 522 
$31,313,160 $26 559.048 $20,707.452 $21566373 ~7.311.424 $467.315.469 

$9,218.520 S5n3 788 $6 610 950 $7.359.563 SS,940 406 $125,190,053 
$69.000.000 $4Q 000 000 $49.500 000 $55.875.000 $44 400.000 $928.975 000 

$9.071,691 $5,258 951 $6 507 952 $7,346.097 $5.837.436 $122.135.852 
$146,829 $514,837 $102,998 $13,466 $102,970 $3 054.201 

3 4 0 45 16 75 
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Tobie 3.6 

VesselT~l!e 
Number of Vessels 
Harvesting: 
Pounds ol Catch 

Pollock (mt) 
Pacific Cod (mt 

Flatfish !mt 
Rockllsh (mt) 
Halibut jml) 

Sablelish (mt) 
Kina Cral 

C. baildi fmt 
c. £Jnilio fmt. 

Total Catch !ml 
Ex.Vessel Value 
Variable Cost 
Fixed Cost 
Processing; 
Pounds of Product 
Proouct Value 
Variable Costs 
Fixed Costs 

Total Income 
To1al Expenses 
Nat Revenue 
Vessel Value 
Onnortunitv Cos! 
Net Economic Return 
Incremental Vessels v. 
Modelled Fleet 
Tabla 3.4) 
lncromontal Vessels v. 
Break-even Fleet 
Table 3.5) 

H&G FT Fiiiet FT 
19 31 

126,088. 158 673.321.720 
25 878 240,389 
10.161 49,423 
19 590 14925 

215 205 
0 557 

1.365 0 
0 0 
0 Q 

0 0 
57.209 305.500 

$0 $0 
$16 585.044 $46.791.720 
$3.879 325 $11.225.100 

50.079.4911 150.131.160 
$65.040.868 $188.782.308 
$24.352.454 $68.035.580 
$7.220.000 $23 401.900 

$65.040.868 $188.782 308 
$52.036.823 $149.454.300 
$13 004 045 $39 328 OOB 
$91200000 $294 500 000 
$11990408 $30 719 027 

$1,013,637 $608,981 

5 11 

5 7 

Break Even Vessels Wllh 10% Increase In Ex-Vessel and Product Prices 
Freezei Al-sea Shorebased 

Surlml F Lonallner Tmwle1 Trawler Lonollne Combo Tola 
18 20· 21 22 167 114 440 

1.120.479 792 36.079.680 4 t 1.935.400 321.621.426 36 625.576 346.779.158 3.072.931 110 
499.488 0 26 625 135.595 0 125.660 1.055 635 

8 896 4308 41 516 10332 8.265 25.143 158.044 
0 420 6.716 0 0 0 41.652 
0 420 64 0 0 0 905 
0 9316 0 0 3146 859 13 878 
0 1906 0 0 8265 293 11 829 
0 0 0 0 0 960 960 
0 0 0 0 0 609 609 
0 0 0 0 0 3.817 3.817 

508.385 16370 76922 145926 19677 157.341 1 287.329 
so S6837600 C:'l5 566 120 $30 050242 $31.818.530 $58.577.013 $162.849 504 

$31.392.540 !12101.140 !21.063.048 $16 781.652 ,s17 569 448 ii3.130.424 $205.415.016 
$10.692.000 $5628.000 $7 213.500 c:..i 798.200 $5 016 275 $6 441.000 $54.893.400 

-

181.482.684 21.651.240 0 0 
r 

0 0 403 344582 
$197.336.146 ~17.747.248 $0 $0 so $0 c:..iaa 906 570 

$66,769 224 $9 517.520 so so $0 $0 $168.674.778 
$26.442.000 $6174.000 $0 $0 $0 . fo $53 237.900 

$197.336.146 tu 584.848 ~15.566.120 $30 050.242 '-31 816.530 $58577.013 $651 756.074 
$135.295.764 S33 420.660 526 276 548 $21.579.852 ~22 585.723 c:A9.571 424 c:.d92.221.094 

$62 040 382 $11.164188 S7 289 572 c:A 470.390 $9.232.807 $9.005.589 $159.534.oeo 
$450 000.000 .ta.4 000 000 $52 500 000 560.500 000 !t10.125 ooo ioo.1100.000 '$1.171.225.000 
$59.163 200 t11 043 797 $6 902 373 S7.954.164 tg 219 599 t.Q 992 806 ~153,985,374 

$2,an 102 $120.391 $307.198 $516.227 $13.208 $12,783 $5 549 606 

6 8 9 4 83 56 182 

3 5 5 4 38 40 107 
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fable J.7 

VesselTvne 
Number of Vessels 
Harvesllng: 
Pounds ol Catch 

Pollock ml 
Pacilic Cod mt 

Flatfish ml 
Rockfish mt 
Halibut {mt 

Sablallsh {mt 

Klno Crat 
C. bairdi (mt 
C. Dnilio f1m 

Total Catch mt 
Ex-Vessel Value 
Variable Cost 
Fixed Cost 
Processing: 
Pounds of Product 
Product Value 
Variable Costs 
Fixed Costs 

To1al Income 
Total Expenses 
Net Revenue 
Vessel Value 
Om"'rtun~v Cost 
Net Economic Return 
Incremental Vessels 11. 

Modelled Fleet 
Tabla 3.4l 
lncramenlal Vessels 11 . 

Break-even Fleet 
Tabla ::l.5l 

H&GFT Fiilet FT 
18 30 

157,610.198 641.652 150 
32.347 300 486 
12.701 61,779 
24,487 18 657 

269 256 
0 697 

1,707 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

71.511 361.875 
$0 $0 

$20.731.305 $58 489.650 
$3.675,150 $10.663.000 

62,599,373 167,663,950 
$73,910 076 $214,525,350 
$30 440.568 $85.044 475 

$6.840.000 $22.647.000 

173.910,078 $214,525 350 
$61 687.023 $177.044.125 
$12 223.055 $37 .461.225 
!:!!6 400.000 $285.000.000 
!tl 1.359,334 $37,470.026 

$663,721 $11,199 

4 10 

4 6 

Brook Even Vessels Wilh 25% Increase In Total Catch 
{Also lncreose$ lolol oroducHon. vodabfe cost. and rsvenue.) 

Freezer Al-sea Shorebased 
Surlml Fl Long!lner Trawler Trawle Lonallne! Combo Tota 

18 28 20 22 186 93 415 

1 400 599.740 45.099,850 514 919 250 402.026.783 45.781.970 433 473.948 3.641.163 888 
624.361 0 35 762 169.493 0 157,075 1.319 543 

11.120 5385 51 895 12.915 10332 31.428 197,555 
0 525 8.396 0 0 .0 52.065 
0 525 80 0 0 0 1.131 
0 11,645 0 0 3.933 1.074 17.346 
0 2382 0 0 10.332 367 14 787 
0 0 0 0 0 1 200 1 200 
0 0 0 0 0 761 761 
0 0 0 0 0 4 771 '4 771 

635 481 20 463 96.152 182 406 24,596 196,676 1.609 161 
$0 $7.770 000 ~o 416 045 S.14.146 003 $36.157 420 $66.564, 788 $185.056 255 

$39 240 675 $15,126 425 $26328 810 $20.977.065 $21.961 810 $53.913 030 $256.768.no 
$10.692 000 $5 628,000 $6,870.000 t4 798,200 t4 989.450 $5.254 500 :t52 770.300 

226 853 355 27 064 050 0 0 0 .0 504.180.728 
$224 245 620 t.12 894 600 so $0 $0 $0 $555.575.648 

$83.461 530 $11,896 900 $0 so so $0 $210.643.473 
$26.442 000 $6,174 000 $0 so $0 $0 :1:62,103.000 

$224 245 620 50.664 600 uo 416 045 $34.148 003 <l:..'l6.157 420 $66.564,768 $740.631.903 
$159.636.205 ;_16.825.325 533,198.810 $25 775.265 $26.951.260 $59167 530 $582 485,543 
$64.409.415 11.839.275 $7.217.235 $8.372.736 $9.206.160 $7.397 258 $156 146.360 

$450.000.000 $64.000,000 550.000.000 $60 500.000 $69.750.000 $55 BOO 000 $1 141 450.000 
$59,163,200 $11.043,797 :£6.573,689. $7,954164 $9.170.296 $7.336.237 i1501070.743 

$5,246,215 $795,478 $643,546 $416,574 $35,664 $61,021 $6.075.617 

-
6 B 8 4 82 35 157 

3 5 4 4 37 19 82 
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Tobie 3.8 

VesselTvoe 
Number of Vessels 
Harvesting: 
Pounds of Catch 

Pollock (mt 
Pacilic Cod (ml 

Flatfish {mt) 
Rockfish /mt 
Halibut lmt 

Sableflsh lmt 
Kina Cral 

C. bairdi (mt) 

C. Ooilio (mt' 
Total Catch lmt 

Ex-Vessel Value 
Variable Cost 
Fixed Cost 
Processing: 
Pounds of Product 
Product Value 
Variable Costs 
Fixed Costs 

Total Income 
Total Expenses 
Nel Revenue 
Vessel Value 
Oooortunilv Cost 
Nel Economic Relum 

Incremental Vessels v. 
Modelled Fleet 
Table 3.4) 

lncremenlal Vessels v. 
Break-even Fleet 
Table 3.5) 

H&G FT Fiiiet FT 
17 27 

126088158 673.321 720 
25 878 240 389 
10,161 49,423 
19,590 14,925 

215 205 
0 557 

1 365 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

57.209 305.500 
$0 $0 

$16,585.044 $46 791.720 
:i;:i 470.975 $9,776,700 

50,079,498 150,131,160 
$59.128.062 $171 620 280 
$24.352.454 $68 035 580 

$6.460.000 $20 382 300 

$59.128 062 $171 620 280 
$50 868.473 $144 986 300 

$8.259.589 $26 633 980 
$61.200.000 $192.375 000 

$8 046 195 $25,292,268 
$213,394 $1,341,712 

3 7 

3 3 

Break Even Vessels With A 25% Decrease In Vessel Values 
11.e. o 25% reducllon In vessel "'"Or!unllv costs) 

Freezer At-sea Shorebased 
Surlml Fl Lonallne Trawler Trawler Lonallne1 Combo Tota 

17 26 19 21 177 87 391 

1 120 479 792 36.079.880 411 935 400 321.621,426 36.625.576 346.779.158 3 072.931.110 
499,488 0 28 625 135.595 0 125.660 1.055 635 

8,896 4 308 41,516 10,332 8 265 25 143 158 044 
0 420 6.716 0 0 i 0 41.652 
0 420 64 0 0 ; 0 905 
0 9 316 0 0 3 146 859 13,878 
0 1 906 0 0 8,265 293 11,829 
0 0 0 0 0 960 960 
0 0 0 0 0 609 609 
0 0 0 0 0 3 817 3.817 

508 385 16.370 76.922 145 926 19,677 157.341 1,287,329 
$0 $6.216.000 $32 332.836 $27 318 402 $28.925 936 $53,251,830 $148,045,004 

$31 392 540 $12.101.140 $21 063,048 $16.781 652 $17.569 448 $43.130,424 $205,415,016 
$10 098 000 $5,226,000 $6 526,500 $4 580 100 $4.748.025 $4.915.500 $49 341.800 

"'·' 
181,482 684 21,651,240 0 0 0 0 403 344.582 

$179 396 496 $34.315.680 $0 $0 $0 $0 $444 460 518 
$66.769 224 $9.517.520 $0 $0 $0 $0 $168,674 778 
$24.973 000 $5,733,000 $0 $0 so $0 $57 548,300 

. 

$179.396 498 ~o 531.680 $32.332 836 $27 ,318.402 $28,925,936 $53 251.830 $592 505 522 
$133.232 764 $32 577.660 $27 589 548 $21.361.752 $22 317,473 $48.045,924 $480 979 894 

$46.163 732 $7 954 020 $4.743 268 $5.956.650 $6.608.463 $5 205 906 $111,525 628 
$318.750,000 $58 500 000 $35,625,000 $43.312.500 Mg 781.250 $39 150 000 $798 693,750 

$41,907,266 $7,691,216 ti 683.753 $5 694 458 $6 544 929 $5.147.198 $105.007.284 
$4,256,466 $262,804 $59,535 $262, 192 $63 534 $58,708 $6.518.344 

5 6 7 3 73 29 133 

2 3 3 3 28 13 58 
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Table 3.9 

VesselT)l(!8 
Number of Vessels 
Harvesting: 
Pounds of Calch 

Pollock (ml 
Pacific Cod Im! 

Flatfish ml 
Rocktish ml 
Halibut ml 

Sabletish Im! 
Kina Crat 

C. baildi !mt! 
C. Oni/io !mt) 

Total Catch ml' 
Ex-Vessel Value 
Variable Cost 
Fixed Cost 
Processing: 
Pounds of Product 
Product Value 
Variable Costs 
Fixed Costs 

Total Income 
Total Eimenses 
Nat Revenue 
Vessel Value 
000<1rtunhv Cost 
Nat Economic Return 
Incremental Vessels v. 
Modelled Fleet 
Tabla 3.41 
Incremental Vessels v. 
Break-even Fleet 
Tabla 3.5\ 

Break Even Vessels Wllh A 5 Year Reducflon In the Investment nme Horizon 
(I.e. a 10% return over a 10 vear Derlod) 

Freezer At-sea Shorebased 
H&GFT Flllel FT Surlml FT Lonollner Trawler Trawler Lonallne1 Combn Total 

13 21 13 20 15 15 129 65 291 

126 088.158 673.321 720 1.120 479.792 36 079 880 411 935,400 321,621.426 36 625 576 346,779,158 3,072,931,110 
25.878 240 389 499.488 0 26 625 135.595 0 125,660 1,055,635 
10 161 49423 8.696 4 308 41 516 10.332 8265 25,143 158,044 
19 590 14925 0 420 6.716 0 0 0 41 652 

215 205 0 420 64 0 0 0 905 
0 557 0 9,316 0 0 3.146 859 13.078 

1 365 0 0 1.906 0 0 8265 293 11.829 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 960 960 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 609 609 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 817 3,817 

57,209 305.500 506 305 16 370 76.922 145.926 19677 157 341 1.287.329 
$0 $0 $0 $6 216,000 $32,332,836 $27.318.402 $28,925.936 $53.251.630 $146 045.004 

$16,565 044 $46,791.720 $31,392 540 $12.101,140 $21,063 048 $16,781.652 $17 ,569.446 $43.130.424 $205 415.016 
$2 654.275 $7.604.100 $7.722000 $4.020,000 $5,152 500 $3 271.500 $3 460.425 ~1672.500 S.'17.557.300 

50,079.498 150131,160 161,402 684 21.651.240 0 0 0 0 403 344.582 
$59,128.062 $171 620 280 $179 396.496 lt.14.315.680 0 $0 $0 $0 $444 460,516 
lt24 352.454 $68 035 580 $66 769.224 $9.517.520 0 $0 $0 $0 $168 674,778 

$4,940 000 $15 852 900 $19 097.000 :&4 410.000 0 $0 $0 $0 $44 299.900 

$59,128,062 $171,620,200 $179 396.496 ~o 531.660 $32.332 836 $27 ,310.402 11:28 925.936 $53 251 830 $592,505,522 
$40,531 773 $138 284 300 $124 980 764 "30 048 660 $26.215.546 $20 053152 e21 029 873 ~6.802924 t455 946 994 
$10,596 269 S33 335,980 $54 415 732 $10 483.020 $6.117.288 $7 265 250 $7 896 063 $6 448 906 $136 558.526 
$62,400 000 •$199 500 000 $325 000 000 $60 000.000 S.'17.500.000 $41250000 $40.375 000 S.'19.000 000 ltA13 025, 000 
$10155313 $32 467 706 $52 092.253 $9,764.724 $6.102.952 $6.713 248 $7 872.608 $6 347 070 $132 316 075 

$440,976 $868 274 $1,523,479 $718 296 $14,336 $552,002 $23,255 $101,636 $4 242 453 

111 1 1 0 3 {3 25 7 33 

(1' {3' (2) 13 11 13 120 19' 142 
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Tobie 3.10 

VesselTvoe 
Number of Vessels 
Harvesting: 
Piiunds of Catch 

Pollock (mt 
Pacific Cod (mt 

Flatfish lmt 
Rocklish lmt 
Halibut !mt 

Sablelish (mt 

Kina Crah 
C. bairdi (mt) 

C. Ooilio lmtl 

Total Catch lmt 
Ex-Vessel Value 
Variable Cost 
Fixed Cos1 
Processing: 
Pounds of Product 
Product Value 
Variable Costs 
Fixed Cos1s 

Total Income 
Total Elmenses 
Net Revenue 
Vessel Value 
Onnnrtunttv Cos1 
Net Economic Return 

Incremental Vessels v. 
Modelled Fleet 
Table 3.4\ 
Incremental Vessels v . 
Break-even Fleet 
Table 3.5\ 

H&G Fl Fiiiet FT 

12 20 

126.088 158 673,321,720 
25,878 240,389 
10,161 49 423 
19 590 14 925 

215 205 
0 557 

1 365 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

57 209 305.500 
$0 $0 

$16 585 044 $46,791,720 
$2 450 100 $7,242,000 

50 079 498 150,131,160 
$59,128 062 $171,620,280 
$24,352,454 $68,035 580 

$4,560 000 $15 098.000 

!59.128 062 $171.620.280 
$47.947 598 $137,167.300 
$11.180 464 $34,452.980 
$57,600 000 $190 000,000 
$9,850,582 $32,493,240 
$1,329,882 $1,959,740 

12' 0 

(2 (41 

Break Even Vessels With A 5'4 Increase In the Return on Investment 
O.e. a 15'4 return over a 15 year time horizon) 

Freezer At-sea Shorebased 
Surlml FT lonallne1 Trawle1 Trawle1 Lon11llne1 Combo Tote 

12 20 14 15 124 63 280 

1,120,479,792 36 079 880 411,935,400 321,621,426 36,625,576 346 779 158 3,072,931.110 
499 488 0 28,625 135,595 0 125 660 1,055,635 

8 896 4,308 41 516 10,332 8 265 25,143 158 044 
0 420 6 716 0 0 0 41 652 
0 420 64 0 0 

. 
: 0 905 

0 9,316 0 0 3 146 859 13 878 
0 1,906 0 0 8 265 293 11,829 
0 0 0 0 0 960 960 
0 0 0 0 0 609 609 
0 0 0 0 0 3 817 3,817 

508,385 16 370 76.922 145.926 19.677 157 341 1,287,329 
so $6 216 000 $32,332,836 $27 318 402 $28 925,936 $53,251,830 $148 045,004 

$31,392.540 $12,101140 $21 063,048 $16 781 652 $17 569,448 $43,130,424 $205,415,016 
$7,128.000 S4 020 000 S4 809,000 $3 271 500 $3,326,300 :li;J 559 500 $35 806,400 

i 
181 ,482.684 21,651 240 0 0 0 0 403 ,344,582 

$179 396.496 $34,315 680 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $444 460,518 
$66 769 224 $9.517.520 $0 $0 $0 ' $0 $168 674 778 
$17.628.000 :t4 410 000 so $0 $0 $0 $41 696 000 

$179,396 496 $40,531 680 $32 332,836 $27 318 402 $28 925 936 $53,251,830 $592 505 522 
$122 917.764 $30,048 660 $25 872,048 $20,053 152 $20 895 748 :MB,689,924 $451,592 194 

$56 478 732 $10,483 020 $6,460,788 $7 265 250 :Ml 030 188 $6,561,906 $140 913 328 
$300 000 000 $60,000 000 !L~5 000,000 $41250000 $46 500 000 :li37,800,000 $768 150 000 

$51 305116 $10 261,023 $5 985,597 $7,054,453 $7,952,293 $6,464,445 $131 366 749 
$5173,616 $221.997 $475 191 $210.797 ' $77,895 $97,461 $9 546,579 

0 0 2 (3 20 5 22 

(3 (3' (21 (31 (25' (11 (53 
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Table 3.11 Summary of Break-even Aoalyses 

Break-even 
8 »llWtltillDSLilili: Nuwb~• af:Vessi:ls 

3.4 Modelled inshore/offshore fleet 258 

3.5 Break-even inshore/offshore fleet 333 
c,... 

IIlcrease price by 10%3.6 440 

3.7 Increase catch by 25% 415 

3.8 Decrease vessel value by 25% 391 

Reduce investment horizon by 5 years3.9 291 

3.10 Increase required investment return by 5% 280 

Conclusion from the Break-Even Analysis 

Table 3.11 summarizes the break-even analysis. It is clear that the fleet as modelled in the inshoreloffihore 
amendment {258 vessels) was relatively close to being fully capitalized. It is ·within 182 vessels of the break­
even fleet shown for a 10% price rise which gives the largest break-even threshold. These break-even fleets 
mu.st be contrasted to the current fleet which, in 1993, consisted of 435 vessels over 60' LOA and an 
additional 1,245 vessels less than 60' LOA. The Council indicates in their Problem Stateuient that many of 
the problems prevalent in the fishery are occurring because of the existence of this overcapitalized fleet A 
fully or overcapitalized fleet will provide few opportunities for grOl'ith and new investment Even if a 
moratorium or license program capped the fleet at its existing level, each existing vessel owner would attempt 
to maximize returns to the investments they have already made by trying to increase their share of the harvest 
To increase harvest shares, they will need to invest in capital or labor on their existing vessels. Because the 
overall TAC is unlikely to increase in the short-nm, this results in higher costs for the entire fleet without a 
consequent increase in total revenue. Unless the race for fish caused by the common-property nature of the 
fishery is eliminated, vessel 0\\1lers will continue to make decisions which seem economically rational for 
themselves, but detrimental and irrational .for the fisheries, and nation, as a whole. Neither the moratorium 
as approved by the Council, nor the license limitation alternatives appear to be able to eliminate the common 
property aspects of the fishery. Paradoxically, the no-action alternative may allow resolution of.the problems 
fadng the fishery sooner than if license limitation were implemented, because the time and administrative 
burden associated with implementation of a license program will likely delay progress on more 
comprehensive solutions. However, ifpotential fishery participants are expecting an eventual IFQ allocation, 
this may provide an incentive to enter the fisheries despite the economic irrationality of such a decision. This 
is one danger of the No Action alternative, unless the moratorium is resubmitted and approved. 

3.L.3 Inshore/Offshore Allocation under the NO.Action Alternativ~ 

The Inshore/Offshore Allocation sunsets on December 31, 1995. A new analvsis of the continuation of 
inshore/offshore allocation is scheduled !O jiegin in October 1994, regardless of the action the Council takes 
on the license limitation program. The No-Action Alternative does not appear to impact the Counc.il's ability 
to take further action on the Inshore/Offshore Allocation. 

3.1.4 Discards, Full Utilization, and Full Retention under the No-Action Alternative 

The issue of discards and nti!ization in the groundfish fisheries in the North Pacific has recently dra\\11 

national attention: The Council has asked it.S analysts to prepare a document analyzing various programs 
which might lead to more complete utilization of the fishery resources which are harves-.ed. Additionally, 
because the State of Alaska has proposed that the license limitation program be linked to a full-retention 
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mandate, this section is included in the no-action alternative .. The discussion will outline the issues around 
the "discard problem" in the North Pacific and briefly discuss whether the No-Action Alternative \I.ill 
preclude action leading to an acceptable solution. 

Discards occur in the ground.fish fisheries primarily for two reasons, regulatory and economic. An example 
of regulatory discards is the discard of halibut in the Pacific cod longline fishery. Regulations prohibit the 
retention ofhalibut in a hook-and-line fishery except during the open season for halibut. In the last few years, 
halibut openings have been 24 hours or Jess, while the Pacific cod fishery is open over a period of several 
months. Because halibut and Pacific cod are often on the same grounds, halibut are caught and, subsequently, 
must J>e discarded by regulation. An example of economic discard is found in the arrowtooth flounder 
fishery. Because the flesh of arrowtooth flounder is prone to tum to mush during preparation, there is little 
or no market, and most arrowtooth flounder are discarded 

To determioe whether discards will he reduced under the no-action alternative, the. question must be viewed 
from both the economic and regulatory perspective. From the regulatory perspective, the relevant question 
is: Will the no-action alternative help or hinder the development of regulations which might decrease the 
likelihood of discards? From the economic perspective, the relevant question is: Does the no-action 
alternative help or hinder the development ofeconomic incentives to increase retention? 

The Regulatory Perspective. Regulatory discards are those discards which occur because vessels are 
prohibited from keeping them by regulation. Primary examples are discards of halibut, salmon, and crab in 
the ground.fish fisheries. Vessels participating in groundfish fisheries are prohibited from keeping catches 
of these highly valuable species. Regulatory discards also occur when the allowable harvest of one species 
is completed, but the harvesting activity for another species continues. If there is bycatch of the first 
incidental to the harvest of the second, then vessels may be required to discard those species. In most cases, 
h':vfFS attempts to manage closures such that discards are not mandatory, however this is not always possible. 

The directed fishing standards (DFS) are the primary tool for regulating bycatch of species for which the 
allowable harvest is close to being met. \\/hen the harvest of a given species approaches a predetermioed 
level, say 85% of the TAC, NMFS closes this fishery to directing fishing. It is at this point that the DFS are 
implemented. In order to discourage discards, vessels are allowed to keep a set amount of "bycatch" species 
in the other fisheries which remain open for directed fishing. If a vessel catches more of a given species than 
is allowed by the DFS, then it must discard some of the bycatch species to remain legal.· Under the no-action 
alternative, this system will continue to exist and it is likely that discards will continue. An analysis of full. 
utilization alternatives is currently being undertaken by NMFS, and could be implemented under a separate 
amendment to the Ground.fish plans, independent ofthe Council's ultimate decision on license limitation. 

The Economic Perspective. Economic discards will occur whenever the revenue resulting from the net 
retention of the fish exceeds the net revenue achieved if the fish is discarded With discards, the revenue 
difference is often found in the time saved from not having to deal "'~th discarded fish. In this sense, 
economic discards may occur even if there are markets for the discard species. Discards of male rock sole 
in the rocksole fishery, and of rocldlsh in the directed halibut fishery, are two examples. Time is critical in 
fisheries where participants race to catch the available quota. Vessels that can catch fish fastest can control 
more of the product. Often this results in catching capacity exceeding processing capacity. This is the case 
for catcher-vessels delivering to shore-plants and motherships and for most ca!cher/processors, particularly 
trawler processors. When the catching capacity exceeds processing capacity and there is a race for fish, most 
of the conditions that result in economic discards are present Finally, for economic discards to occur, the 
normal catch composition must have fish of a certain species, size, or sex which, if processed, would result 
in less overall revenue. 15 

In general, three conditions lead to economic discards: (1) There is a race for fish. (2) Catching capacity 
exceeds processing capacity on individual vessels as well as in the fleet overall. (3) The composition of the 
catch consists of fish of different relative value. Policy actions which reduce the likelihood that at least one 
of the necessary conditions for economic discards will occur, have the best chance for success, Mandate full 

16ln this discussion it is implied that there are markets for the fish which are being discarded. Some 
fish of course cannot be sold at any price. Fishers and processors will tend to discard these fish even 
when the first of the two conditions are solved. 
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retention or utilization may reduce economic discards. It would tend to force catching capa.:ity do""n, in 
order to match it to processing capacity, thereby slowing the race for fish. Other actions such as an IFQ 
system may also reduce the occurrence of discards. Either of these could be implemented without first 
implementing a license limitation program. The No-Action Alternative does not appear to preclude the 
Council from taking action on the discard issue. 

3.1.5 Conclusions Regarding The No-Action Alternative 

If the moratoriwn is resubmitted and no action is taken on license limitation, the fleet could draw from a pool 
of up to about 13,500 qualified vessels. If the Council revises the moratorium to eliminate the halibut and 
sablefisb. longline vessels associated with the IFQ fishery, then the moratorium fleet could draw from 4,000 
vessels. Under the No-Action alternative, the economic incentives for these vessels to re-enter the fleet are 
unchanged. This potential fleet still is much larger than tbe 1600 to 1700 vessels that participated in 1993. 
Regardless of the size of the fleet, because most of the catching power is tied up in fev.'el' than 500 vessels, 
the problems of excess capacity that contribute to the problems listed in the problem statement still will exist. 

The break..:ven analyses conducted for the inshore-offshore and moratoriwn analyses demonstrate this 
avercapitalization. The moratoriwn analysis showed there were 20-25% more trawl vessels in the groundfish 
fishery than could be justified by the economics. Break.;:ven analyses that were based on the fleet as 
modelled in the inshore-offshore analysis, and tested for sensitivity by varying input variables such as ex­
vessel prices, product prices, catches, amortization schedule, desired return on investment,, and vessel and 
permit purchase price, showed that the break..:ven fleet varies between 280 and 440 vessels. This contrasts 
to the current 1993 fleet of 435 vessels over 60 ft and 1,245 vessels less than 60 ft. 

Despite the poor economic picture generated by the above break -<:Ven analyses, the industry may continue 
to invest capital in the fishery in an attempt to garner a greater share of the harvest This eould happen 
particularly ifpotential fishery participants expect an eventual IFQ allocation based on recent catch histories. 
This is the downside of the no-action alternative. And this could happen whether or not a moratorium is 
implemented. The downside of not resubmitting same form of moratorium is that the industry may perceive 
the next few years to be one last chance to get in "under the wire" regardless of cost,, to establish some 
standing in the fishery. An advantage of pursuing the no action alternative is that if all efforts are dropped 
on license limitation, more attention could be directed more expediently to developing a mare comprehensive 
solution ta the overcapitalization problem. 

As far as other ancillary issues such as inshore-offshore allocations, CDQs, and measures directed at waste 
and bycatch reductions, these all are possible under the no action alternative and most likely will be 
considered, with or without license limitation. 
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3.2 Alternative 2: License Limitation 

3.2.1 Introduction and General Discussion of License Limitation 

Section 3 .2.1. l discusses license limitation programs in general, emphasizing similar programs in existence 
around the world and their successes and failures. Section 3.2.1.2 deals with potential fleet reduction 
mechanisms, and Section 3.2. 1.3 examines the basic economics of license limitation programs and their 
ability to address problems related to overcapacity. Detailed examination of the Council's license limitation 
alternatives is in Section 3.2.2. 

3.2.1.1 Limited Entry and Effort Control: Issues and Examples 

Controlling Effort along Unlimited Margins 

Limited· entry programs have been used to limit different features of fisheries, including the number of 
persons, vessels, or units of gear, indices of fishing capacity, and in some cases, a combination of these. In 
general, however, these measures are not capable of completely preventing increases in fishing effort because 
a fleet may bypass the intent of the restrictions and expand effort in other ways. This is called capital 
stuffing.11 

The State of Alaska's limited entry program on salmon,. herring, and certain other species, limits the number 
ofpersons who may operate gear. The salmon program run by the Canadian federal government in the waters 
off British Columbia initially limited the number of separate vessels." The St.aU:: of Florid.a has started a 
program in which individual lobster traps are subjected to limited licensing. The Australian federal 
government limits an index of fishing capacity in a prawn trawl fishery off of its northern coast This index 
is based on measures of "under deck volume" and horsepower. 

Some programs have limited more than one feature. For example, in the Australian northern prawn fishery, 
the limit on the fishing capacity index is accompanied by a limit on the number of vessels allowed in the 
fishery. · As a practical matt.er, any system which combines a limited number of permit holders with a 
regulation fixing the amount of gear each permit holder may use, limits both persons and gear. 

Each of these approaches to limited entry, however, leaves ways for fishermen to expand their fishing effort 
Restrictions on persons, for example, can be undermined if persons are free to increase the number of gear 
units they use. Limits on the number of vessels may be bypassed by changing the size and shape of the 
vessels, the technology in use, the amount of gear used, or the number of crew. Restrictions on persons or 
vessels may also be bypassed by the introduction of supplementary units such as tenders, spotter planes, or 
additional skiffs. 19 Gear restrictions can be bypassed by upgrading the capacity of vessels or gear, or by 
cheating and fishing excess gear. Practical measurement problems mean that any index of fishing capacity 
will necessarily be a crude approximation to capacity and will miss ways in which the limited inputs can be 
supplemented. The index in use in the Northern Australia prawn fishery has been circumvented by the 
introduction of"...satellite navigators, Kort nozzles, coloured echo sounders, sonar, and new trawling gear ..." 
(Haynes and Pascoe, 1988: 7). 

Although limited entry cannot control effort perfe.:tly, there are important reasons to believe that it can be 
a helpful element in fisheries management Even if fishermen completely compete away the resource rents 

11"Capital stuffing" refers to the increased capital investment associated with each unit of the limited 
inputs. Capital stuffing is only one of the ways by which effort and fishing costs inay be increased under 
limited entry. 

"This program very quickly substituted a limit on the net tons allowed in the fleet for the limit on 
vessels (Wilen, 1988: 251). 

190ne of the most spectacular examples of the use of supplementary inputs was the use of helicopters 
to move drift gillnet vessels between open are:is in the British Columbia herring sac roe drift gillnet fishery 
(Wilen, 1988: 254). 
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in the fishery, as they would be expected to do under open access, limited entry may slow do\\n this process.'° 
The present value of the rents preserved in the short run may be valuable and.worth the wst of the program. · 

Beyond this, however, theoretical analyses suggests that, under plausible conditions, limited entry can 
 
increase or preserve fishery rents, even in the long run. Anderson (1985: 413-417)21 showed that, when all 
 
fishermen were alike, a limited fishery could generate more rents than an unregulated, open access fishery. 
 
Limited entry would reduce costs as some vessels were taken from the fishery; these e-0sts would be offset 
 
somewhat as the remaining vessels expanded their effort to compete for the rents that had been generated 
 
However, as long as there were limits to the fleet's ability to substitute other costly input.5 for the restricted 
 
input, limited entry could generate net benefits that could be sustained in the Jong run. In a fishery in which 
 
fishermen differed, perhaps due to differences in skill, Anderson found a somewhat more romplex situation. 
 
Nevertheless, Anderson found that in this case, as well, a limited fishery entry could often generate more rents 
 
than an unregulated, open access fishery, even in the long run. 
 

The assumption that inputs are not perfectly substitutable for one another is usually a reasonable one. At one 
extreme, inputs may be used in fixed proportions. To some extent, this may be the case under the Alaska 
limited entry program. In Alaska, gear operators are limited and the gear that they may operate is highly 
regulated. In some fleets, there may be little or no srope for the fleet to substitute increased gear inputs and 
offset the limit on the number of gear operators. Although there may be more potential for substitution 
between other inputs, few inputs are perfect substitutes for one another. 

Campbell and Lindner (1990: 66) have extended Anderson's analysis and pointed out additional conditions 
that may be associated with the rent-generating capacity oflimited entry. They reiterate Anderson's argument 
about the importance of input substitutability. The more easily the fleet may substitute unlimited for limited 
inputs, all other things being equal, the less capacity aJ'rogram has to generate rents. They also note the 
importance of the "input intensity" for the limited input The more intensively the fishery uses the restricted 
input compared to other inputs, the greater the capacity of limited entry to generate rents. They note that high 
input intensity implies that the restricted inputs would be a "significant proportion of total factor cost• 
Finally, they suggest that the rent generating capacity ofthe program will be greater "if the economic pressure 
to exploit the fish. stock is not too great" 

These theoretical arguments that limited entry can help preserve rents are given some support in many limited 
fisheries by the existence of positive prices for limited entry licenses.n Permit prices should reflect the net 
present value of the future rents expected from permit ownership by the marginal fisherman, the fisherman 
who just finds it worthwhile to enter the fishery. The present value of this "resource rent"" would be zero 
in an unregulated, common property fishery. The present value would also be zero in a limited fishery, if 
effort in the fishery were not effectively constrained. 

Permit prices have been positive, and even large, in many limited fisheries. Wilen (1988: 253) found that 
almost 20 years after the start of the British Columbia limited entry program in salmon, licenses were trading 

"'Rents are the payments to the fishing operations greater than are necessary to keep the fishing 
operations in the fishery. They are an excess over the profits that are customary to an operation engaged in 
an activity of similar risk. Rents accruing to the superior skill of some fishermen may continue to exist under 
open access. 

21 Anderson discusses a program that actually reduces the number of operations active in the fishery. 
The same analysis would apply to a program that prevents an influx of operations that might otherwise occur. 

22The term "input intensity" is taken from Ferguson (1969:100). 

"Positive permit prices are not proof of rentS generated by limited entry. There may, for example, 
be no rents in the present, but the fishermen may expect rents in the future. However, persistent positive 
limited license or permit prices are generally considered strongly suggestive of the presence of rents from 
limitation. · · -- · · · · · 

24As opposed to the "ability" rent earned by fishermen who are better than the marginal fisherman. 

60 Scptemb<r t7, 1994 - !2:23pm 



-< . I 

at about C$ 7,000 for each net ton. He noted that roe herring seine licenses lease.i for C$5 00,000 while 
herring sac roe gillnet licenses leased for CS80,000: Almost 20 years after the start of the Alaska limited 
entry program, many licenses in the original limited fisheries still trade for high pri=. Some dramatic 
examples from early 1994 include the Cook Inlet salmon seine permit at $134,500, the Alaska Peninsula 
salmon drift gillnet permit at $391,900, the Bristol Bay drift gillnet permit at $171,100, and the Kodiak set 
net permit at $107,600 (Tingley, 1994:2-3). Alaska salmon permit prices have tended to drop from highs 
reached in the late eighties and early nineties. Tov.nsend cites numerous examples of limited fisheries "ith 
positive permit prices. 

Both Anderson, and Campbell and Lindner note that under reasonable conditions, limited entry is likely to 
be a "second best solution." That is, the same amount of effort could be produced in a fishery at lower cost 
using alternative fleet structures. (Anderson, 1985:415; Campbell and Lindner, 1990:65) However, there 
may be many situations in which the available choices include limited entry, but do not include some of the 
solutions that could generate the higher rents. Many attractive management so!Utions may be ruled out by 
the biology of the fishery, the technical problems associated with enforcement, budgetary considerations, or 
the necessities of political compromise. 

The implication of the discussion so far, then, is that limited entry may not be able to constrain effort very 
well because fishermen can substitute unlimited inputs for the limited inputs, thereby driving up their fishing 
effectiveness and their costs. Nevertheless, theoretical and empirical evidence suggests that it is possible to 
generate positive rents in a fishery using limited entry. In most cases, however, there are fleet configurations 
that would generate even higher rents than a fleet under limited entry. 

The history of the British Columbia salmon limited entry system shows how effort ean expand under limited 
entry. The eommereial salmon fishery in British Columbia began during the nineteenth century. Since the 
fish were valuable and could be exploited at relatively low cost, exress effort soon posed problems. These 
problems led to a short lived limited entry program on the Fraser River as early as 1&89. Excess effort 
continued to be a problem after this program ended in 1892. (Fraser, 1977:1-2). 

At about the time the fishery was limited· in 1969, it was .estimated that as much as half of the gear in the 
fishery could be taken out "without appreciable re.iuction in effective fishing capaeity. "15 Returns in the 
fishery were small just before the fishery was limited. With the costs of social subsidies, the net social benefit 
from the fishery was probably negative. u . 

At the start of the program, the British Columbia salmon fishing fleet was composed of seiners, gillnetters, 
and trollers. The criteria used to determine who would receive a limited license gave all operators, meeting 
certain cateh thresholds, a permanent vessel license. 5,870 vessels received these "A" licenses. 1,062 vessels 
that had been fished at levels below the thresholds were given "B" vessel licenses .. Initially, vessels with "B" 
licenses could not be replaced. In 1970, the "B" licenses were given a 10-year expiration date. The licenses 
were homogenous and did not distinguish between gear types. The capaeity initially licensed into the fleet 
was greater than was needed to harvest the available resource. In fact, it was greater than the capacity that 
had been used in either of the preceding two years (Fraser, 1979: 757). 

The number of vessels operating in this fishery has decreased under the program. 361 vessel licenses were 
removed in a buy-hack program in the early seventies, and a further 26 were bought back in 1981 (Fraser, 
1980: 7; Burlington and Associations, 1981: 15)." The temporary permits have expired In addition, the 

15A conclusion reached by Crutchfield and Pontecorvo as summarized by Pearse and Wilen 
(1979:765). Presumably this means the capacity could be removed v.ithout affecting the ability of the fleet 
to harvest the available fish. 

25From a cost-benefit perspective, and ignoring other social issues. (Pearse and Wilen, 1979: 765). 

"The buy-baek programs are discussed in section 3.2.1.5. 
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number of separate vessels has been reducai by the practiee of p}nmiding of lieenses prior to 1980. This 
is the practiee of combining licenses from smaller boats to int:n:xluee a larger vessel to the fishery."' 

However, v.nile the number of vessels has been reduced, the actual effort and capital used in the fishery 
appear to have increased Vessels increased in size and physical capaeity during this period. By 1977, the 
average horsepower had increased by 47% in the gillnet fleet, 43% in the seine fleet, and 36% in the troll 
fleet Average vessel lengths had increased by 6% in the gillnet fleet, 10% in the seine fleet, and 11% in the 
troll fleet. Average net tonnages had increased 24% in the gillnet fleet, 11 % in the seine fleet, and 17% in 
the troll fleet Fraser suggests that real capital invested in the fishery had increased by 49"/o by 1977, and had 
continued to increase through 1979 (Fraser, 1979: 757). Pearse and Wilen provide estimat.es showing that 
the value of the capital w· ·sted in vessels and gear (not inlieenses) rose from about $81million1971 dollars 
in 1969 to about $200 nu......on in 1977 (Pearse and Wilen, 1979: 767). 

While there was an overall decline in the overall number of vessels, the number of vessels licensed to use 
seine gear actually rose. 370 vessels were licensed for seine gear in 1969 and 514 were lieensed by 1977 
(Fraser, 1979: 761). The seiners tend to be the larger vessels in the fleet The numbers ofboats fishing more 
than one of the available gear types rose as well.. The number ofvessels licensed to use more than ooe gear 
rose from 1,171 in 1969 to 1,923 in 1977. Fraser notes that the vessels fishing with more than ooe gear type 
tend to be more highly capitalized than other vessels (Fraser, 1979: 757,761). 

Managers have had to make many adjustments to the program rules in order to constrain effort increases. 
Wilen described this process with the vivid metaphor of managers "chasing" fishing effort The initial 
limitation measure in British Columbia in 1969 was a limit on the number ofseparate salmon vessels allowed 
in the fishery. Fishermen were allowed to rep[aee vessels with larger ones. Almost immcrliately, 76 vessels 
with a combined 186 net tons were replaeed by vessels with a combined 596 net tons (Wilen, 1988: 251). 

ln response in 1970, managers added a net ton for net ton replacement rule. This eff~tive!y replaeed the limit 
on the number of vessels with a limit on fleet net tonnage. Vessels over 15 net tons are surveyed in Canada 
by law, so there were good figures on vessel net tonnage for these vessels. Most of the fleet, however, was 
composed of vessels under 15 net tons. For these vessels, the Canadians adopted a schedule relating net 
tonnage to vessel length. These rules, however, were not enough to constrain effort increases through 
upgrading so, in 1972, the Canadians added a rule limiting the length of a replacement vessel to the length 
ofthevesselitreplaeed(Fraser, 1977: 31; Wilen, 1988: 251). 

In subsequent years, managers continued to add restrictions to the program in an effort to constrain effort 
increases. In 1977, the praetice of replaeing two or more vessels by a single vessel over 50 feet was 
prohibited. In the same year, the conversion of gillnet or troll vessels into seine vessels was also prohibited. 
In 1980, the practice ofpyramiding two or more vessels into a single vessel was finally prohibited in all cases 
(Wilen, 1988: 251). 

Despite the history of effort increases, there are reasons to believe the program may have generated rents for 
the fishermen. Seine vessels are also used in the roe herring seine fishery and, to some extent, increasing 
capitalization in the herring fishery might lead to larger vessels in the salmon fishery without implying 
salmon overcapit.alization (Fraser, 1979: 758). As noted earlier, license prices have been fairly high. ln 1979, 
Fraser cited these as "a strong indication of some relative success." (Fraser, 1979: 758) Pearse and Wilen 
estimated that up to 1979, the effort increases bad been slower than they would have been in the absence of 
limited entry. Prior to the program, capital in the fleet had been growing at an average rate of 5.7% a year, 
while aft.er the program from 1969 to 1977, it grew at an average rate of 3.7% a year. This change did not 
appear to be related to changes in gross revenues, which grew at about the same average rate before and after 
limitation. There was evidence that limited entry had constrained the growth of capital in the fleet somewhat 
ln 1989, Wilen cited the positive market prices for the limited entry tonnage licenses in the salmon fishery 
as evidence that rents were being generated (Wilen, 1988: 253). 

"There were also reductions in the amount·of labor used in the fishery, but neither Fraser or Pearse 
and Wilen believe these were sufficient to offset the increased effort and costs associated with greater 
capitalization discussed in the next paragraphs (Fraser, 1979: 757; Pearse and Wilen, 1979: 767). 
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Flei!t Heterogeneity 

Prior to the limitation of effort, fishermen may pursue different fishing srrategies. If so, their levels of effort 
and output may differ considerably. For example, some fishermen may be "life style" fuhermen using the 
fishery to obtain a small amount of cash to supplement a subsistence lifestyle. These fishermen may compete 
in the fishery with other, capital intensive, higher volume, fuhing operations. These tv.·o different types of 
fishermen may have very different.Jevels of production in the fishery. 

Differences in strategies may also be caused by differences in diversification. Some operations in a fishery 
may have historically specializ.ed in the harvest of a particular species. Other operations may have been more 
diversified, fishing the target species as well as others. Specialization may also be associated with gear use. 
Pot fishermen may have targeted a particular groundfish species while trawl fishermen may have targeted a 
complex of groundfish species. Different market strategies may also drive differences in fishing activity. 
Some fishermen may be moving small volumes of high quality fish to fresh markets while others may be 
moving larger volumes of lower quality-fuh to processed markets. 

Faced with these differences in fishing strategies, and consequent differences in effective effort and 
production., managers must decide how to define the limited entry permits. Considerable rare must be !liken 
in defining the relevant fishery and the limited entry permits. 

A classic example of the problems raised by heterogeneity of fishing strategies is provided by Alaska's 
limitation of entry into the Alaska Peninsula salmon seine, drift gillnet, and set gillnet fisheries in the mid­
seventies. These fisheries were among the first limited under Alaska's limited entry law. In the early 
seventies, fishermen in the Alaska Peninsula area fished for salmon using a variety of different gear strategies. 
Some fished seine gear, some drift gillnet gear and some set gillnet gear. Most fishermen fished a 
combination of the gear types. 

At this time, the state tended to define a separate permit for each gear type. It thus defined three permit types, 
purse seine, drift gillnet, and set gillnet The number of permits for each gear type was based on the highest 
number ofunits of that gear to have recorded even one landing in any of the four years prior to 1973. 

Because most participants fished a combinatioo of these gears prior to limitation, opting to fish different gears 
at different times, this meant that some fishing operations were included in the determination of the number 
of permits for more than one of the fisheries defined for limitation purposes. It also meant that many 
participants were able to qualify and rereive permits for two or more gear types. 

After limitation, when conditions in the fisheries had improved and permit prices had risen., the opportunity 
costs of holding one or more permits idle for portions of a salmon season rose considerably. As a result, 
persons with more than· one permit tended to concentrate their efforts on one gear type and sell off their 
excess permits to new participants who could use them on a full-time basis. At initial issuance, 235 
individuals received 392 permits in the Alaska-Peninsula salmon fisheries. By year-end 1988, 36 l different 
individuals owned the remaining 390 permits. 

Under Alaska's program, the number of permits issued in a fishery depends upon the definition of the fishery. 
For example, if Alaska had limited a Peninsula-Aleutian salmon fishery (any legal gear type), the number of 
permits to be issued for that combined gear type fishery would have been less than the sum of the number 
issued in the three gear specific sub-fisheries which were actually limited. Fewer total permits would have 
been issued. 

However, a single combined gear type fishery also might have resulted in post-limitation increases in effort 
The number of permits in a combined fishery would likely have been greater (given the rule used to set the 
number of permits to issue) than the number actually issued in any of the three individual fisheries. Thus, 
for exampk the number of vessels which could use seine gear would have been greater under a combined 
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fishery permit than the munber "'illch can use seine gear today. Defining a single combined gear type fishery 
may have created as many ways for effort to expand after limitation as creating three separate fisheries."' 

More recently in the Southeastern Alaska king and Tanner crab fisheries, the state opted to take a new 
approach to dealing v.ith the fishery definition problem. At the time, the main fisheries segregated for 
management purposes were the Tanner crab fishery, red king crab fishery, and the brmra king crab fishery. 
Blue king crab was mostly caught incidentally in the red king crab fishery. An examination of the data 
revealed that. while some participants concentrated on only one of these species, most had fished and landed 
two or more of the species. 

The system adopted and defined three fisheries: red/blue king crab pot fishery, brown king crab pot fishery, 
and Tanner crab pot fishery. In each case, the number of permits to issue was based upon the highest number 
of units ofgear fished in the last season completed prior to the qualification date. 

However, to avoid post-limitation increases in participation similar to those occurring in the Peninsula­
AJeutian salmon fisheries, the state adopted regulations to issue a single non-severable, integrated resource 
permit to those who qualify for a use privilege in more than one of these three fisheries. An integrated 
resource permit conveys whateVer combination of use privileges (in these three fisheries) for which the 
applicant qualifies. The holder cannot sell the use privileges separately from the combined permit, the 
integrated permit must be sold mth all the use privileges embodied in it. 

The permit options adopted in the Southeastern Alaska king and Tanner crab fisheries will reduce the number 
of perm.its issued relative to what would have been issued under a three fishery option mthout non-severable 
integrated perm.its. It should also help prevent post-limitation increases in participation levels.30 

· 

Even more recently, the Pacific Fisheries Management Council used a similar approach in its limitation in 
the west coast groundfish fishery. West coast groundfish are harvested with a variety of gears and strategies. 
Bottom trawls are used to harvest Dover sole, arrowtooth flounder, thornyheads i sablefish; midwater 
trawls are used for Pacific whiting and mdow rockfish; pots are used for sablefisi:., ionglines are used for 
sablefish, rocldish, and ling cod; set nets are used to harvest rockfish, white croaker, and halibut off of 
California. Factory trawlers have not been active in this fishery to date (PFMC, 1992: 5-41 to 5-61). 

Limited entry was imposed on this fishery, effective Janwuy 1994. Fishermen were given a standard limited 
entry license which was endorsed for the different gears they were entitled to use. There were separate 
endorsements for pot, long line, and trawl gear. No distinction was made for the different types of trawl gear 
in use. A fishermen was issued one or more of the endorsements depending on his participation with the 
different gear types during a qualifying, or window period. Endorsements cannot be separated from the 
perm.it to which they are attached. A fisherman who wants to diversify into new gear types must buy a new 
permit with the gear endorsement desired, or can sell the permit he holds and buy a new permit containing 
the desired gear endorsements. 31 

Even if fishery definition issues are not important, or once they have been decided, issues are still raised by 
the differences among the fishermen within a defined fishery. Ifall fishermen are given perm.its that provide 

29This discussion of the Peninsula-Aleutians salmon limitation follows Schelle and Muse (!989:1&­
21). 

' 
0This discussion of the Southeast Alaska crab limitation follows Schelle and Muse (1989:21-22). 

31 Four classes of endorsements were issued for each gear type. "A" endorsements went to vessels 
meeting minimum landings requirements for the gear during the landings window. "Provisional A" 
endorsements went to vessels under construction during the window. "B" endorsements went to vessels that 
operated, but didn't meet landings minimums during the window (these expire after a short period). 
"Designated species B" elidorsemeilts are meant for veSsels to be used to harvest currently under-utilized 
species. (PFMC, 1992: 2-5). The licenses also carried a vessel length endorsement.· This is discussed later 
in this section. 
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of fishery attributes and the types of design considerations which might affect the net ewnomic benefits of 
a license limited entry program. 

Anderson (1985a) demonstrated theoretical conditions where a license limitation program can result in 
efficiency gains. Campbell and Linder ( 1990) found that efficiency gains from a license limitation program 
were possible as long as non-restricted inputs could not be substiruted easily for restricted inputs, and as long 

· as restricted inputs are a significant proportion of the total cost of fishing effort. 

Wilen (1988b) noted that the creation of rents in a limited fishery may depend upon fishing technology and 
the interaction between fishermen and regulators. He also argued that in many limited fisheries, constraints 
on the unit of gear are probably the most binding restriction which discourages an individual from upgrading 
their vessel to increase fishing capacity. 

Wilen suggested that the appearance of economic rents, as evidenced by limited entry license values, are 
probably more dependent upon fixing the number of units of gear rather than fixing the munber of units of 
vessel capital. If the terminal gear was sufficiently constrained, he felt that it would be relatively fruitless to 
expand vessel fishing capacity beyond a certain point although additional rent dissipation could occur through 
excessive in-season movement, searching, and etc. 

Hannesson (1988) concluded that limited entry programs may be better than their reputation and should not 
be dismissed outright. He also suggested that if the substitutability of components of fishing power is not 
great, then a limited entry program might be successful. 

The political economy of many limitations tends to support the initial issuance of a greater than optimal 
number of units of gear in the fishery (To\\nsend 1992). Political considerations may sometimes lead to the 
initial issuance of more licenses, rather than less, to reduce the number of peroons opposing the program. 
Increasing the number of licenses initially allocated may also increase the number of persons who cannot be 
excluded without compensation. 

If a limited entry program can control the number of units of gear in a fishery and adequately contain the 
growth of fishing capacity of each individual operation, then it might be possible to generate increases in 
ec~nomic benefits from further fleet reductions. Nevertheless, many programs have never attempted fleet 
reductions and the fleet reduction programs which have been tried have bad mixed results at best 

Buy-back programs are often "voluntary," meaning that a license holder does not have to surrender a_ license 
(and sometimes vessel and gear) unless the holder considers the compensation offered as adequate. However, 
license holders are sometimes ta.xed to provide the underlying funding for the buy-back program. 

In such circumstances, license holders who want to remain in the fishery would want the present value of the 
increase in their net benefits to exceed the present value oftheir buy-back taxes. Ifa buy-back program could 
achieve this, both those exiting the fishery and those remaining in the fisbeiy would be made better off or at 
least no worse off. 

Whether or not a buy-back program can achieve such a result may depend upon the nature of the fishery and 
the rules of the program. In some cases, a significant portion of the licensed fishing capacity may already 
be idled and large quantities of use-privileges may need to be purchased before the remaining active fleet 
obtains benefits from additional catch. 

The dedsion rules of the buy-back program may impact the cost of removing fishing capacity. Some 
programs remove vessel and gear as well as the underlying license. In some cases, the vessel is resold with 
restrictions that it can no longer be used in certain fisheries. In other cases, the vessel may be destroyed. 
While these actions may help to protect the vessel values of the remaining license holders, the rules may 
result in a drain in buy-back funds and hence the purchase of less fishing capacity than would a buy-back 
program which purchases the underlying license only.36 

"'Sometimes the destruction of a vessel purchased or the resale of the vessel with restrictions on its 
(continued...) 
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Programs which purchase and resell vessels and/or gear can also drain buy-back funds for other reasons: A 
substantial portico of real administrative costs can become tied up in the tasks involved in purchasing and 
disposing of the vessels. Vessel and equipment appraisals, negotiation of purchases, storage of the purchased 
equipment, maintenance of the purchased equipment, and sale commissions for resales are some of the types 
of administrative tasks which need to be done, but Vlirich consume available funding. 

Resale values are reduced by placing restrictions on the future use of the vessel and can be lower if an 
inordinate number of vessels are placed upon the mll!ket at the same time. Spreading the sales out over time 
may require longer storage periods and increase the probability !hat the vessel will deteriorate in storage if 
not maintained properly. 'This may also increase storage and maintenance costs and/or reduce resale value. 

The removal offishing capacity through buy-back programs may also be hampered by the expectations which 
such programs may generate. Ifa buy-back program is expected to increase the future net benefits and license 
values of the remaining fleet, some license holders who might otherwise opt to sell to someone in the absence 
of the program may opt to hold onto their license in the hope of obtaining a higher price in the near future. 
'This problem may not be large if there is a signllicant risk of "missing out altogether" by waiting. 

Persons interested in designing buy-back programs to achieve the largest reduction in fishing capacity, given 
the available funding, may have to consider many factors in deciding upon the best procedures and decision 
rules to follow. Such decisions may be more difficult, the more complex the licensing scheme and the more 
diverse the vessels in the fleet. 

'This section provides a few illustrative examples of attempts to reduce fleet sizes .through buy-back programs. 
The examples help to illustrate the types of issues and problems which may arise and provide some 
information on what was accomplished under the program. 'This section also describes two other approaches 
to reducing fleet sizes. The two other approaches are area licensing and fractional licensing. 

The information in this section has been drawn from existing literature. No attempt has been made to provide 
updates on programs beyond the information provided in the literature cited 

3.2.1.2.1 Buy-back Programs: Issues and Examples 

The Nonye~an Purse Seine fishery Buy-back Program 

Hannesson (1986) provided an example of a fleet reduction program in the Norwegian purse seine fishery. 
The fleet consisted of vessels which varied widely in size from 9Q feet or less to 200 feet or more. The fleet 
targeted pelagic species such as capelin, herring, mackerel, and blue whiting. 

Hannesson indicated that the power block was introduced in the early 1960s and that this had greatly 
increased the fishing capacity of the vessels. Harvests of the pelagic species increased rapidly over the 1963­
1967 period and the Atlanto-Scandio herring stock was brought to near collapse. 

A ban on the intrcxluction ofnew purse seine vessels was intrcxluced in 1970. 'This stopped the growth in the 
number of the larger vessels. However, total fishing capacity continued to grow. Owners of smaller vessels 
had been permitted to replace them with larger vessels up to 6,000 bectoliters (hl) of cargo capacity, Other 
vessels were also modified to increase their fishing capacity. 

In 1973, a formal license limitation program was introduced. The license allowed a particular person to 
operate a particular vessel of a given cargo capacity. The goal was to limit fishing capacity through 
restricting cargo capacity .. However, vessels could be replaced or altered and eventually licenses could be 
transferred between persons or vessels with the approval of the Ministry ofFisheries. 

(...continued) 
 
use have been justified as a means to prevent "spill-over effects" into other overcapitalized fisheries which 
 
aren't covered by the buy-back program. See Section 3.2.l.4 for a discussion of how limited entry on a 
 
piecemeal basis may result in spill-over effects into unlimited fisheries. 
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Hannesson noted that the fishing capacity of a ve<;sel could still be increased through alterations and better 
equipment Similarly, increases in fishing capacity eowd .oi:ciir upon vessel replacement Moreover, small 
vessels were exempt from the licensing system. As a result of this, there was a growth in fishing capacity 
under the licensing restrictions. 

In 1979, the government began a buy-back "grant" program to reduce fishing capacity. The program was 
operated by a fisherman's bank created by the· government Hannesson reports that the program halted the 
growth in cargo capacity and led to an 18% decline over the 1979-1984 time period. He indicau:s that this 
was less than the capacity reduction needed to orn:ximize economic rent in the fishery. 

Grants were given in return for destruction of the vessel, subsidizing the sale of a vessel to foreign buyers, 
and for subsidizing the sale of the vessel to a domestic buyer who was converting it to another purpose. The 
limited license was eliminated with the grant transaction. 

The amount of the grant was determined by set rules, and owners could voluntarily decide if they wanted to 
participate. As the program evolved, the maximum potential amounts of the grants were increased to draw 
out more volunteers. Increases occurred in August 1979, November 1979, July 1980, and July 1982. The 
July !982 guidelines apparently brought in new factors to be considered in the awarding ofgrants. 

Hannesson indicates that the program appeared to be pulling out the cheapest licenses first, but it was unclear 
if the tendering process was best He notes that the successive increases might cause fishermen to adapt their 
expectations and wait for the grant amounts to be increased further. He also notes that the procedure draws 
out the process over time. 

Did the grant buy-back scheme produce net economic benefits? Hannesson asked the question in the 
following two ways: 

(!) Did the retirement of licenses so improve incomes for the remaining vessels that they could 
have paid for the cost of the licenses and still be left with a net gain? 

. (2) Did the cost savings achieved by the retirement of vessels outweigh the amount paid for 
retirement? 

Based upon available data and some seemingly reasonable assumptions, Hannesson concluded that the answer 
to both questions was yes, and the present value of the benefits from the buy-back program appeared to 
outweigh the costs. 

The British Columbia Salmon Buv-back Progr;ims 

The British Columbia salmon limited entry program was discussed in the previous section on limited entry 
programs. This section briefly describes two buy-back programs that were used in the British Columbia 
salmon fisheries. The information for the description comes from Campbell (1973), Pearse (1982), Fraser 
(1980), and Schelle and Muse (1984). 

The first buy-back program began in 1971 funded by an increase in fees on Class A licenses, and by the resale 
of vessels purchased. A buy-back committee of industry members was charged with program development 
and program implementation. 

The program ran on a "first-(X)me, first-served" basis. No fleet reduction target was established and no 
attempt was made to balance expenditures across gear groups. License holders could submit non-binding 
applications to the program. They were offered an appraised value for the vessel and license, plus a 5% 
bonus. The costs ofthe bonus and the resale of the vessel were absorbed by the program. · 

The vessels that were purchased were stripped of their license and resold with the stipulation that the vessel 
could not be used in any fishery on the west coast of Canada. The reasons given for the stipulation were to 
avoid spill-over effects into other Canadian overcapitalized fisheries and to prevent the remainder of the fleet 
from upgrading more easily by purchasing an auctioned vessel. 

Tbe use-restriction probably also helped maintain the market value of vessels remaining in the salmon fleets. 
However, the stipulation helped to drain buy-bai:k funds as the average resale value of the vessels (excluding 
commissions) represented approximately 43% of the vessel and license purchase price. Other factors which 
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may have contributed to lower resale values were deterioration in storage and the auctioning of large 
quantities ofvessels at one time (Schelle and Muse, 1984). 

This buy-back program was terminated in 1974. The buy-back "fixed" annual license fee had remained 
unchanged while the number of Class A licenses fell Thus, buy-back revenues from licensing fell. More 
importantly, improved salmon runs and higher ex-vessel prices in 1973 led to a considerable increase in 
license values. Thus, vessel and license asking prices were rising and few operations could be purchased with 
the available funds. As a result the program was terminated 

When the program was terminatlld, 361 vessels had been retired representing approximately 6% of the 
licensed Class A Fleet Vessel and license purchases had cost about six million Canadian dollars. A large 
portion of the program's administrative costs were resale commissions. Resale commissions averaged 8.5% 
of the resale value. 

For the most part, a "first-come, first served" decision rule was used to decide which vessels to purchase. The 
question arises as to whether or not a different decision rule would have resulted in a greater reduction in 
fishing capacity (or current production) than the rule chosen, given the same level ofbuy-back revenues. 

Since the salmon licenses were restricted in terms of net tons, one might suggest ranking the offers by their 
cost per net ton. However, the use-restriction placed upon the vessel upon resale complicates matters, as 
vessels may have varying percentage declines in their res.ale values beeause of the new use-restriction. Under 
the buy-back program, appraisals were based upon the current uses of the vessel. Vessels were purchased 
based upon the appraisals and later resold v.itb restrictions on the use ofthe vessel. 

Declines in resale value due to the use restrictions will depend upon the other alternative potential uses for 
the vessel. Thus, if the goal was to remove the maximum amount of fishing capacity, it is not entirely clear 
what decision rules would have maximized the "bang for tbe buck" given the constraints ofthe first buy-back 
program. 

A second and smaller buy-back program was implemented.in the British Columbia salmon fisheries in 1981. 
An industry committee and some government representatives implemented the program. The funding of 
approximately 2.9 million Canadian dollars came from federal sources and needed to be spent before the 
fiscal year ended in March 198 L In tbe short time available, approximately 2.5 million Canadian dollars 
were spent · 

Applications were taken from mid-February to March L Despite a $100 application fee, 351 applications 
were received. There was time to complete appraisals on l l l vessels and offers to buy were made to 32 
fisbermen. The offers were accepted by 26 fishermen. The vessels, which were purchased for about 25 
million Canadian dollars, were resold at auction for $(C)660,000. Pearse (1982) indicated that the vessels 
had deteriorated after a long period of storage and had been auctioned into a weak market The money from 
vessel resales went into the Canadian government's general fund. 

The buy-back committee apparently had a great deal of discretion in making their decisions on which vessels 
to purchase. Purchasing the maximum fishing capacity with the funds available, purchasing a balanced fleet 
mix (in value terms) at a low cost per ton, and "equity considerations" such as the health and age of the vessel 
ov.ner" were some of the criteria used in the decision-making process. 

The committee also had some discretion with respect to offer prices. While vessel appraisals were used, the 
committee could modify their offer prices based upon the siz.e and age of the vessel and personal knowledge 
of the vessels by individual co~ttee members. 

The Australian Northern Prav.n Fishery Buy-back Program 

Wesney (1988) reported on the evolution of a license !imitation program in the Australian Northern Prawn 
Fishery (NPF). According to Wesney, the catch in the fishery varied widely on an annual basis, but averaged 
about 9500 tons and was usually worth from $100 to $150 million in export value which made it Australia's 
largest export earner. Several species of prav.ns were involved. 
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The fleet consists of trawlers from 19m to 23m in length, many of v.hlch are "st.ate of the art" freezer boats. 
The fleet was limited in 1977 to 292 licenses and had a restrictive vessel replacement policy. Despite limited 
entry and the vessel replacement policy, fishing capacity continued to increase. 

Smaller vessels which were less than 2lm or less than 150 gross construction tons could be replaced with 
vessels up to those limits. Larger vessels could be replaced as long as they did not exceed their original 
length and gross construction ton measurements. 

Wesney indicated that other increases in vessel size (non-eonstrained dimensions) could not be enforced. 
Th.is factor, coupled with technological innovations in boat design, construction, and engine power led to 
increases in fishing capacity upon replacement Improvements in navigational aids, fish-finding aids, fishing 
gear, and equipment also played a role. 

In the early I 980's, the profitability of the fleet was in decline for these and other reasons. An IFQ quota 
management program was not considered to be feasible. The availability of banana prawns, a key portion 
of the prawn resources, ·was highly variable and unpredictable from year to year. As a result, it was not 
practical to set an annual quota and stick to it 

The fishery harvested several species of prawns worth different market prices, v.hlch also made an IFQ 
program less feasible. Additionally, there were several aspects of the fishery which might make IFQ 
enforcement a difficult endeavor. 

Instead, fishery managers decided to go to a more elaborate program of input controls coupled with a fleet 
reduction program. A "boat unit" measurement was defined as a proxy for a unit of fishing capacity. A 
vessel's total boat units were derived by adding together the vessel's under-deck-volume and the 
manufacturer's specified maximum continuous kilowatts brake power of the vessel's engine. 

In 1984, when the program began, there were 131,769 "boat units" called "Class A" units assigned to the fleet 
of292 vessels. The number of these units could decline but could not increase. The original right to a limited 
entry.endorsement was assigned as a "Clais B" unit There were 292 of these. The number of Class B units 
could also decline but could not increase. 

To decrease the number of both Class A and Class B units in the fishery, industry proposed a buy-back 
program called the "Voluntary Adjustment Scheme" (VAS). The VAS that was established was managed 
under an agreement ,..-jth the Australian government and the NPF Trading Corporation, LTD. A buy-back 
trust fund was established and funded by an annual levy on all NPF fishermen. 

Wesney indicated that the annual levy on an average-sized trawler of 400 Class A units was about $18,000 
and that the levy on all boats was bringing in about 3.8 million Australian dollars. A govemment-<:reated 
National Fishery Adjustment Scheme organization also loaned 3 million dollars to the NPF trust fund to assist 
the VAS. Th.is loan has to be repaid by the levies on fishermen. ' 

The goal of the VAS was to reduce the Class A units from 131,769 to 70,000 by 1993. Fishermen wishing 
to exit the fishery could sell their units to the buy-back. authority. While the vessel owner is responsible for 
disposing of the boat, apparently the NPF Trading Corporation is responsible for helping to negotiate the sale 
of the boat to foreign buyers where there is a mark.et for the trawlers used in the fishery. 

In addition, anyone who wanted to replace a vessel must surrender one Class B license and the number of 
Class A units by which the replacement vessel exre::ds 375. The replacement rules and VAS began in 1985.. 
Other management measures included in the management mix were permanent closures of prawn nursery 
grounds, seasonal closures to optimize prawn size, and closures to prevent exploitation during critical 
recruitment periods. 

In 1986, gear restrictions and other measures were introduced in response to evidence that the tiger prawns 
were being overfished. Further conservation measures were taken in 198 8. In addition, greater emphasis was 
placed upon the VAS system. 

Wesney provided informati9n as of March 1988 on progress under the VAS and vessel replacement 
programs. The number of Class B units bad been reduced from 292 to 254 and the number of Class A units 
had declined from 131,769 to 114,091 
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Wesney was optimistic about the success of the program He noted that the program had the suppon of 
industry even though the average trawler was paying an annual levy of $(A) 18,000 toward the VAS fleet 
reduction. 1987 was a profitable year for fishermen and Wesney felt that they would soon be receiving 
dividends from their buy-back investment Most of the idle capacity and some operational units had been 
removed from the fleet. 

Wesney noted, however, that the market price of Class A units had risen to $(A)450 to $(A)650 from 
approximately S(A)120 at the start of the program. This suggests that removing additional units might 
bee-Orne increasingly expensive. 

Joseph Haynes and Sean Pascoe (1988) were less optimistic about the long-term outcome of the VAS. Using 
a mathematical programming model, they analyzed several different management policies and scenarios for 
the fishery. They concluded that under sole ownership, the optimum siz.e of the fleet would be much smaller 
than that which VAS had targeted as a goal They also saw few benefits to the vessel replacement policy and 
thought that it was actually retarding consolidation. 

The model simulation of the VAS did achieve positive rents under middle and high price scenarios (hut not 
the low price scenario) if the cost of financing the VAS were ignored They felt that the VAS would have 
a better chaoce of success if the levy were placed on effort rather than Class A units. The authors noted that 
the VAS might be beneficial from society's viewpoint This might occur if an ongoing positive rent can be 
generated, resources which leave the fishery can earn positive returns elsewhere, and resources which remain 
in the fishery can accrue greater returns than they did previously. 

Haynes and Pascoe noted that their analysis assumed that fishing power per Class A unit would remain 
constant. However, there were likely many ways that fishing capacity could increase per Class A unit over 
time as substitution of inputs occur. Thus, the authors felt that the positive rent result from the simulations 
ofthe VAS policy should be viewed with caution. 

Washington's Salmon Fishery Buy-back Programs 

Buy-back programs in the Washington state salmon fisheries occurred in the late seventies and early eighties 
(Jelvik 1986, Schelle and Muse 1984). Reduced allocations to non-Indian commercial fisheries due to the 
Boldt court decision and subsequent court decisions played a large role in limited entry and buy-back funding 
decisions. 

In 1974, the State of Washington enacted a three-year moratorium on new salmon fishery licenses and permits 
in commercial salmon fisheries. The moratorium had been under consideration for several years but the court 
case helped motivate the action. Licenses were issued to owners of vessels which had landed salmon from 
January 1970 through May 1974, and also to some vessels which had been under construction. The licenses 
were transferable and not tied to the vessel. 

In 1977, the moratorium was extended until 1980 and charter boats were placed under the system. After 
1979, the commercial license moratorium was made permanent and vessels had to land fish in the previous 
year to continue to be licensed. 

In 1975, Washington implemented legislation to implement a gear reduction program and received a grant 
from the Economic Development Administration (EDA) of which $2, 700,000 was eventually used for gear 
reduction programs. 

Washington's first buy-back program began in January 1976. The vessel, gear, and license were all purchased 
under the program. Applicants were handled on a first come-first served basis. The state offered to purchase 
the license for a fixed nominal fee, the vessel and equipment for appraised value, and nets according to a fixed 
schedule. The vessels purchased were to be resold with the provision that the vessel could not be used in 
Washington State. 

No attempt was made to allocate buy-back funds among different fleets to achieve a balanced reduction across 
fleets. The first buy-back program purchased 253 vessels of which 244 were Puget Sound gillnetters. There 
were substantial administrative costs associated with the purchase, maintenaoce, storage, and resale of vessels 
and equipment On average, only about 42% of the vessel's purchase price was recovered upon resale. Many 
of the vessels deteriorated in storage prior to resale and a few sunk at the docks. 
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The separation ofelectronic equipment from the yessels appeared to lower the resale value ofboth vessel and 
equipment In some cases, both the vessel and electronic gear were damaged during the separation. Resale 
values were also lower because of the stipulation that the vessel could not be used in a Wasb.ington fishery, 
and may have been lowered by the practice of auctioning the vessels 30 to 50 at a time. 

A federal audit of the program over the June 1976 through June 1979 time period indicated that marginally 
productive operations rather than serious fishermen were being removed The program manager indicated 
that this part of the program had not been vei:y successful at reducing fisb.ing effort He felt that the program 
had been successful in removing non-producing licenses but had resulted iri little impact on the amount of 
gear fished 

In the Spring of 1979, with about $800,000 left to spend, the program was changed. Applications for the new 
(second) program were taken for a two-week period. The applicant could apply for one of two options. 

Under the first option, the applicant could sell the license to the program at its estimated 1978 market value. 
Under the second option, the applicant could opt to sell vessel, license, and gear. Persons selecting the first 
option would be taken before those selecting the second option. 

Under the second option, the program offered to pay for the license and gear in accordance with a schedule, 
where the payment for the license was less than under the first option. Again, the vessel price was based upon 
appraisals. 

This part of the buy-back program saw the first extension of the program to the fisheries outside of Puget 
Sound. This included gillnet fisheries in Willapa and Grays Harbor as well as the ocean troll fishery. Again, 
there was no attempt to target a portion of the funds to a particular gear group. This portion of the program 
was dominated by purchases from trollers. 

A third buy-back program began in late 1980 based upon a Congressional appropriation to purchase licenses 
only. Under the program, the state offered to pay. a fixed fee equal to the estimated market value of the 
license ·calculated from recent transfers. A $500 bonus was offered if the application was received before a 
given date. 

Under this phase of the program, not enough money was available to purchase licenses from all of the 
applicants. To decide which offers to accept, applicants were ranked by the length of time they held their 
license. Enough money was available to purchase licenses that had been held for five or more years. 
Licenses were purchased from 198 of325 applicants. 

A fourth program began in October 1981, again using federal funding. Under this part of the program, only 
fishermen who held their licenses prior to December 1980 were able to apply. The fourth program offered 
two options both of which avoided the actual purchase and resale ofvessels. 

Under the first option, the state would purchase the license only at the state's estimated market value from 
the previous year. Under the second option, the state would purchase both the license and a promise not to 
use the vessel in Wasb.ington's commercial salmon fisheries for 10 years. The restrictions placed upon the 
future use of a vessel were purchased at 30% ofthe vessel's appraised value. 

The fourth program was the first one which tried to achieve a balance across the different fisheries by 
allocating a portion of the buy-back funds to each fishery. Through December 1983, 141 licenses had been 
purchased under the first option and an additional 170 licenses and vessel restrictions had been purchased · 
under the second option at a total cost of$6,180,333. The purchases were distributed over all fisheries. 

Oregon's Columbia Rjyer Drift Gillnet Bey-back Program 

Oregon implemented a moratorium on new licenses in the Columbia river drift gillnet fishery in 1980. 
Approximately 572 permits were issued under liberal grandfathering rules (Schelle and Muse 1984). In 1981, 
the moratorium was made permanent and the permits were made transferable. 

In 1981, the U.S. Congress made provisions for the purchase of vessels and permits from Columbia River 
drift gillnet fishermen impacted by the Belloni court decision in 1977. Based upon experiences elsewhere, 
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a "permit-only" buy-back program was implemented in 1983. Thus, the real costs associated with purchase 
and resale of vessels and equipment were avoided. 

The mechanics of the buy-back program were fairly simple. Permit holders could submit "offers to sell" 
during an application period The administrator would then rank the offers to sell in ascending order and pick 
a "cut-off" point Offers at or below the cut-off point would then be accepted. 

The first application period OCCWTed in approximately a one month period in mid-1983. Thirty-five offers 
to sell were received and a cut-off point of $5500 \\'as picked . Twenty-five permits were purchased at an 
average cost of$3600, which was above the previous year's estimated market value. 

A second application period was held in early 1984. Sixty-five applications were received and a cut-off point 
of $5450 was picked Thirty-one permits were purchased at an average cost of $4900. There appeared to be 
some evidence of strategic behavior during the serond application, as many offers to sell were near or at the 
cut-off point from the first application period. 

3.2.1.2.2 Other Fleet Reduction Methods 

Area Licensing 

MacGillivray (1986) reported on an another method of achieving fleet reductions that has been used in the 
British Columbia roe herring fisheries. The method was called "Area Licensing" and represents a possible 
alternative to buy-back programs for reducing fleet sizes in overcrowded limited fisheries. 

The hectic roe herring fishery was first limited in 1974. However, the numbers of licenses granted made the 
fishery very difficult to manage. Moreover, additional investments by license holders after limitation led to 
further increases in the fishing power of individual operations. 

In 1979, herring populations declined and the likelihood that the vast majority of the fleet would be 
concentrated at each opening increased This caused cone.ems about the manager's ability to control the 
harvest Prior to the 1981 fishery, a number of new management options were discussed with industry 
groups. These included not opening the fishery, individual vessel quotas, vessel pooling, and area licensing. 
The majority of the industry groups favored area licensing. 

Prior to the 1981 season, a seine or gillnet roe herring license allowed a vessel to participate in all open areas 
in the waters off British Columbia. Beginning with the 1981 season, each license holder was required to 
choose one of the three herring areas to fish in for the year. Safeguards had been put into the system in case 
too many fishermen applied for a particular area. These were not needed however as an adequate distribution 
across areas occurred by giving all fishermen a license for their preferred area. 

In 1982, the program was changed to allow for fleet consolidation through "multiple licensing." Again, each 
fisherman was allocated a license for a single area only. However, by leasing a license for a different area 
from another fisherman, a license bolder could use his vessel in more than one area. In this "multiple 
licensing" process, some fleet consolidation could occur and total harvesting costs could be reduced. 

The original goal of area licensing had heen to make the fishery more manageable by reducing the 
concentration ofgear at any particular opening. With the "multiple-licensing" regulation introduced in 1982, 
the area licensing program also became a means to reduce fishing costs through consolidation of licenses onto 
a single vessel. 

As the result of this area licensing scheme, MacGillivray reported that the number of vessels participating 
in the British Columbia roe herring fishery declined by approximately 30% over the 1982 through 1985 time 
period The number of vessels fishing in multiple areas increased in each of these years as consolidation 
occurred through private contracting. 

Presumably, both license holders who opted not to fish and leased out their licenses, and persons who leased 
a license to fish in an additional area were made better off by this consolidation. MacGillivray provided 
survey and hearsay evidence suggesting that real cost savings bad occurred through the consolidation process. 
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vessels in the hypothetical redfin fishery. A total of $30,000 of profit is being generated per year per vessel, 
and $ 1.5 million for the fleet as a wnole. . 

Now assume that one additional vessel enters the redfin fisherv42 as shown in Scenario 2. Under the same 
TACs, product priccs, and costs, the profit or producer surplus'iiccruing to =h vessel and to the entire fleet 
is cut. This is because the new vessel's fixed costs added to the total fleet cost of prosecuting the fishery, 
while the fleet revenue stayed the same. Each of the original 50 vessels are still profitable, however ,the 
extra profits they were earning have been have been cut in half" Because there are profits in the redfin 
fishery, even with '5 l vessels, additional entrants are a possibility. If another vessel enters the red.fin fishery 
the fleet profits fall to zero as seen in Scenario 3. Each vessel is still economically viable, as they have 
coveroc their fixed, variable, and opportunity costs, but no extra profits are to ':>e had. If the 53rd vessel 
started fishing (Scenario 4) none of the vessels can cover all of their fixed and opportunity costs, and 
depending on their ability to withstand losses, one or more vessels will eventually leave the fishery. In the 
process, profits to the fleet will be negative. Scenarios 5-8 show that in order for the red.fin fleet to break­
even with 53 vessels, variable costs would have to decrease or revenues increase by $7.50/mt, the TAC would 
have to increase by 1,923 mt (the break-even catch level with 52 vessels), or opportunity and fixed costs fall 
by over $14,000. 

' 
2For simplicity, we assume that the new vessel already exists, and incurs no cost in changing over 

to the redfin fishery. Any change-over cost would of course lessen the profit earned by that vessel and the 
fleet as a whole. 

"Tue fact that per vessel profits were reduced by over 50 percent is a result of the numbers used for 
this example. In actuality, the per vessel decrease in profits will vary depending the relative variable and 
fixed costs and revenue. 
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Table 3 12 

Scenario 1 

Total 
Harve81 

Statuo Quo Starting Point 
Ead1 Vessai 2.000 
Fleet 100.000 

No.ot 
Voas~&J 

1 
50 

Hypo!heticsl Redlin Fiohory 
Ex·V-al Total Variabl<o 

Priea Rsvenue C...ta 
.. 

$750 $1,500,000 $720,000 
$750 $75.000.000 $36,000,000 

Opportul\lty & 
Flxod C...ta 

$750,000 
$37,500.000 

Totaf C...t 

$1,470.000 
$7:3.500.000 

Total Ren 

$30,00C 
$1.500.00< 

Scenario 2 Stab.IS QUO With Entry Of Ono Addltlonal V-1 
EacnV.....i 1,961 1 $750 $1.470,588 $705,882 $750,000 $1,4$5,882 $14,706 
Fleet 100.000 51 $750 $75.000.000 $36.000.000 $38.250.000 $74,250,000 $750.000 

Scenario 3 Stab.IS Quo With Entry at Two Addltlonal v ......u. 
EachVessal 1,92:! 1 $750 $1,442.308 $692,308 $750.000 $1,442.308 ($0-Fleet 100.000 52 $750 $75.000.000 $36,000,000 $39.000.000 $75.000.000 

Scenario 4 Status Quo With Entry al Three Additional v_.la 
EachVessal 1,887 1 $750 $1,415,094 $679,245 $750.000 $1.429.245 ($14.151 
Fleet 100,000 53 $750 $75.000.000 $36.000,000 $39,750,000 $75,750,000 IS750,000 

Scenarios Slatua Quo With Variable Cost Doct"""" ot $7.50/ml Md Entry Of Tino Additional v ......lll 
Each Vessai 1,887 1 $750 $1,415,094 $665,094 $750,000 $1,415,094 S< 
Fleet 100.000 53 $750 $75.000,000 :s:lS.250.000 $39.750.000 $75,000.000 "' Scenario 6 	 Sla!Ua Qua Wl1I! Fixed Coal o-- al $14150.94Nnsel end Entry Of nu- Addl1!onel V­
EaehVOS&>I 1,887 1 $750.00 $1,415,094 $679,245 $735,849 $1,415,094 S< 
Fleet 100.000 53 $750.00 $75,000,000 $36,000,000 $39,000,000 $75,000.000 "' 

Scenario 7 	 Slab.IS Quo WithTAC lnaaaae ot 1,923ml and Entry al lbrea Addlllonal V-.hl 
EaehVOS&>I 1,9Z! 1 $750.00 $1,442.308 $692.308 $750,000 $1,442,308 SC .,.Flee! 101,9Zl 53 $750.00 $76,442.308 $36,592.308 $39.750.000 $76.442.308 

Scenario 8 Siatua ouo With Prloo lne.toue a! $7.51limt end Entry ot Throo Additional v-1a 
EaehVessai 1,887 1 $757.50 $1,42:9.245 $679,245 $750,000 $1,42:9,245 :;:
Fleet 100.000 53 $757.50 $75,750,000 $36.000.000 $39 750,000 $75.750.000 

Scenatlo9 	 50 Voaaol UoonM UmltatJon: ,;rem 
EaehVessa! 2.000 1 $750 $1,500,000 $720,000 $750,000 $1,470,000 $30,00: 
Fleet 100,000 50 $750 $75.000.000 $36.000.000 $37,500.000 $73,500,000 $1,500.""' 

Scenario 10 50 Vea&el Ucense Umllallon Program Wl111 Prieo ln<nllSO at $7.51liml 
EaohVessal 2.000 1 $757.50 $1,515,000 $720,000 $750.200 '$1,480,2'l0 $34.SOC 
Fleet 100.000 50 $157.50 $75,750,000 $36.000.000 $3.8,010,000 $74.010.000 $1,740.0Q( 

Scenario 11 50 v ....1U""nse Um!lation Progrem Wl1hTAC !naeaao of 1,!!Zlmt 
EachVessel 2.038 1 $750 $1,528,846 $733.846 $750,000 $1,483,646 $45,00: 
Floo! 101.SZ! 50 $750 $76.442.308 $36.692.308 $37,500.000 $74.192.:308 $2.250.00< 

~nano 12 SO VOllUWM UcenM Umttation Program With Varlabl• Coot O.C:re.-o ot ST.50/mt 
Each Vessel 2,000 1 $755 $1,510,000 $705,000 $750,000 $1,455,000 $55,00C 
Fleet 100.000 50 $755 $75.500,000 $35.250.000 $37.500.000 $72.750,000 $2.750.00< 

Scenario 13 SO Vea&el Uce""" Um!tatlon Progrem With Flxod Cost DOC<...,.. ol $14150.94/V.....I 
EaehVesse! 2.000 1 $750 $1,500,000 $720,000 $735,849 $1,4$5,849 $44, 151 
Fleet 100.000 50 $150 $75,000.000 $36,000.000 $36,792.453 sn.792.453 $2.207.54' 

Scenarlo 14 Ucenae UmltaUon With 2 Ucenses and Entry Of One Addltlonal V ...... l 
EachVessei 1,961 1 $750 $1,470.588 $705,882 $750,000 $1,455,882 $14,70E 
Fleet 100.000 51 $750 $75,000,000 $36.000.000 $38 250.000 $74.250.000 $750."" 

Scenario 15 	 lJcoN>o Um!tatlon Wl1h 52 U"°"""" and Entry of Two Addtuonal Vooaolo 
EaehV- 1,9Zl 1 $750 $1,442.308 $692.308 $750,000 $1.442.308 ($0 
Floor 100,000 52 $750 $75.000.000 $36,000.000 $39.000.000 $75,000.000 ($0 

Scenario 16 	 Single Ve.asel lmprovotMnt Und&r Statua Quo or Ucanao Umttatlon 
lmj)(t:JVed vessa 2.196 1 $750 $1,647,000 $790,560 $780,000 $1.570,560 $76.44C 

97,804 49 $750 $73,353,000 $35,209.­ $0 $35,209.­ $38, 143,56C 
Fltl6t 100.000 ... 50. $750 $75.000,000 $36,000,000. $780,000 $36. 7!!0,000 $38,220,00C
Other 1/-

Scenario 17 	 Atl Vessel.a Make lrrtprovomonta lnaU:Slng Axed Costa by s::J0,000 Under Statue Quo or UeoMO Umlbrtlon 
EaehV- 2.000 I $750 $1,500,000 $720,000 $780,000 $1,500,000 SC 
Floo! . 2.000 50 $750 $75,000.000 $36. 000.000 $39.000.000 $75.000.000 ~ 
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Obviously, the redfin fishery is an example built u:i,sho':' the.impacts of vessel entry in an open access fishery. 
In reality we know that costs, catch, and :iev~ilues vary ~idely across fishing fleets. Under any given 
scenario, it is likely that one or more vessels v,ill earn positive profits. It is also very likely that with eaCh 
additional vessel average fleet variable costs will increase due to crowding on the grounds, and the more 
intense race for the remaining fish. It also seems obvious that limiting the number of vessels allowed to fish 
would be an effective way to ensure that the remaining fleet remains profitable. 

Suppose that a license limitation program had been in place in the hypothetical redfin fishery prior to the 
entrance of the 5 lst vessel. Further, assume that there were only 50 licenses and that each of the existing 
vessels had a license. The 5 lst vessel would not he allowed to enter the fishery unless the owner was willing 
to purchase a license from an existing vessel. Scenario 9 shows the 50 license situation with no changes to 
costs or revenues. Scenarios 10-13 show the impacts of the license program under the same changes to costs 
an revenues. Under each of these scenarios, the existence of the license limitation program preserved the 
profits in the fishery and society was most likely better off, at least in the short run. 

Now suppose the license program made 52 licenses available, then the license limitation program would have 
had no impact on the eventual entrance of the Slst and 52nd vessels (Scenario 14 & 15) and net benefits to 
society due to the policy change to a license limitation regime would he negligible. In the absence of the 
changes in costs or revenues discussed in Scenarios 5-8, the 53rd vessel Ellllld not have entered the fishery 
under the status quo, and i;QJJld not have entered under the license program. The license program with 5 2 
licenses did not constrain the status quo entrance into the fishery and therefore it b.as little if any net benefit 
to the nation. 

If however, there existed the possibility of price or TAC increases or of cost decreases then a license 
limitation program would have barred the 53rd vessel from entering the fishery even though profits were to 
be had. Therefore, it can he argued that in the absolute sense license limitation can provide some benefits 
to the nation even if the impacts are not immediately felt. It should he noted, however, that these benefits are 
lessened by the fact that there is uncertainty whether there would he changes in costs or revenues and when 
they actually occurred. If, for example, a TAC increase occurred ten years into the future, the actual benefits 
in today's do!lars would be nil. 

Clearly, the prospect of "profits" today and into the future in a given fishery is the determinant of entry and 
exit of vessels into that fishery. On the surface, it appears that the extent to which a license program 
constrains entry into a fishery, determines the program's impact It was exactly this logic which prompted 
many experiments with license limitation; experiments which as history has sho\'<n have largely failed. 

The specter of increased profits in the future, and the likely increase of vessels into the fleet as a result, b.as 
prompted the Council to approach license limitation. The likelihood of increased profits under open access 
is a function of the likelihood of increased prices and/or lower costs. It appears however, that the Council 
is heading down the path tbward Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQs), a market driven alternative to the current 
race for fish. Because IFQs are likely to bring about increased profits to the recipients, the incentive to enter 
the fleet now is high. It was the fear of speculative entry which brought the Council to the MoratoriUill, and 
it appears that the same threat is leading the Council toward a limited entry program. Following their action 
on the Moratorium, the Council approved the following notice to the public, which was published in the 
Federal Register on June 21, 1993 [Federal Register, 1993). 

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (O:nmcil) intends to develop a 
comprehensive rationalization plan (CRP) for the management of fisheries in the Council's 
area of authority. The Council has adopted and publicized a rontrol date of June 24, 1992, 
after which any person or fishing vessel that enters ihe groundfish, halibut, or crab fisheries 
under the Council's management authority will not he assured of future access to those 
fishery resources if a CRP plan is implemented that limits the number of participants or 
vessels in those fisheries. The Council has also published possible eligibility criteria for 
access to the groundfish, halibut, and/or crab resources. The Council is not prevented from 
selecting any other date for eligibility in these fisheries or another method of rontrolling 
fishing effort from being proposed and implemented. The Council's intention in announcing 
this control date is to notify the public that speculative entry into those fisheries after the 
control date .will not assure rontinued access to those fishery resources if a limited access 
system is implemented. 
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Most license programs have failed however, even those that constrained entry, because they did not eliminate 
the principle cause of over-upitalization: common property "'ilich leads to a race for the resource. This last 
statement is the centerpiece of the Council's problem statement and bears further examination. 

Gordon [1954] in his seminal work describes the "The Economic Theoi:y of the Common Property Resource." 
In fisheries, because no individual has control over a given amount of the resource and because the capture 
of more of the resource leads in theoi:y to greater returns to each individual, each fisher will have incentives 
to fish as hard and as fast as possible. f.n unregulated fisheries, this leads to overfishing and depletion of the 
stocks. f.n fisheries where the total harvest is limited, these incentives lead to shorter seasons and greater costs 
to harvest the allowable cateb. One of the most cost efficient ways to increase one's harvest share in a 
regulated fishei:y is to use an additional vessel. Other ways to increase one's share include, increasing the 
catching power of existing vessels, increasing the actual fishing time per day, and improving one's ability to 
find the fish. 

-
In Scenario 1 of the hypothetical redfin fishei:y, there were 50 vessels each catching 2,000 mt and each 
earning profits of $30,000. Evenlllally, each independent fishing company will come to the realization that 
more profits could be earned if its vessel's catch could improve relative to the other vessels. Scenario 16 
assumes that one company discovers a technological improvement which allows its vessel to catch l 0% more 
fish per day than in the past To utilize this improvement, the vessel lllllSt increase its annual fixed cost by 
$30,000. By catching 10% more fish per day, the improved vessel increases it total profit to over $76,000 
but, because the TAC is reached sooner and the average catch for the other vessel decreases, the profit 
accruing to each of the other vessels falls to $28,000. Overall, the fleet spends $30,000 more to catch the 
same amount of fish, and to generatt $30,000 less in producer surplus. This is a loss in the net benefits to 
society accruing from the redfin fishery. 

There will be incentives to make the kind of improvements as sho"'n above under either open access or 
license limitation."' Assuming vessels were available at prices equal to their earning potential in the fishei:y,'' 
it is likely that before long each vessel will have incorporau:d the technological change. This will result in 
each vessel's catch returning to 2,000 mt but since each vessel ,,.,;n have to increase its fixed cost by $30,000 
per year, each vessel and the fleet as a whole will be earning zero profits. This will also result in a shorter 
fishing season, raising safety and other concerns. This is shown in Scenario 17. In the end, the result is the 
same under either open access or under license limitation: Overall catcll and revenues "'ill not improve but 
fleet expenditures will increase to the point were all profits are dissipated. 

3.2.1.4 Conclusions Regarding License Limitation Programs in General 

From the examples, it is clear that there may be some gains in profits earned by the industry in the short-run 
..-ith the implementation of a license limitation program... Those gains will only come about if the number 
of licenses is set such that it constrains entry into the fishery. It is also likely that capital stuffing will occur, 
even under a license program which constrains entry. Capital stuffing is the "Cateh 22" of license limitation 
programs. f.n order to be effective, a license limitation program must constrain the number of vessels in the 

"'It is also possible that the license limitation program will make feasible capital improvements which 
under open access were not feasible. Assume the fishing company has the know-how to double its vessel's 
catch per year by investing in improvements in the engines, fish-finding electronics, nets, and crew quarters. 
Further assume the improvements are an all or noth\ng investment The improvements, beside doubling the 
catch and revenue, increase the vessels average variable costs by $145/mt to $505/mt,-and increase annual 
fixed costs by $250,000 per year to $1,000,000. Under open access with 50 vessels in the fishery, the 
investment is not feasible; the company would do better by bringing in an additional vessel. 

"Assume however that a license limitation program with 50 licenses was in place. At this point the 
investment appears feasible. 

"'!t should be noted that the benefits described above dci not include the costs of administering, 
implementing, monitoring, and enforcing the license program. These oosts will further diminish the net 
benefits to the nation of a license program. 
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Qualitative Attributes 

lni:tial Fleet 
Size 

Potential 
Increased 
Capacity Mobility Complexity Enforcement 

Nature of Liceu• .. 
(l00,000-800,000) 

Neutral except 
700,000& 

800,000 
Major Major- -­ .. 

Major 
. . . 

Major .. ­

The Nature of Licenses has a major impact on the potential for increased capadty, on fleet mobility, on the 
complexity of the program, and on enforcement. The Nature ofLicenses does not impact the initial fleet size, 
except in tb.e last two of the eight defined qualifying periods. Therefore in the discussions of each 
component, we will dwell mainly on the four qualitative attributes most impacted 

A Single License for All Fisheries and Areas (Option 100,000). This element would issue a single 
'umbrella' license for each qualifying vessel as depicted in Figure 3 .2. It would allow the vessel to fish in any 
area for any species available under the current FMP. Thus, this option "'ill not limit vessel mobility or the 
ability to enter new fisheries. This alternative appears 
to be the simplest ofthe eight to regulate, and in-season 
management would differ little from the current regime F1cuRE 3. 2 

which requires all vessels fishing for groundfish in the 
EEZ to have a federal permit. The major difference 
between this alternative and tb.e status quo is that the 
number of licenses will be strictly limited. Whether a 
license program of this nature will be effective or bring 
about net benefits to the Nation will depend on other 
components of the license program, particularly the 
number of licenses issued, and any restrictions on their 
use. 

Assigning single umbrella licenses may be the easiest 
of the eight alternatives because of the 'once and for all' 
characteristic of the qualifying scheme. The same is 
true for monitoring and enforcement Enforcement will 
be based on the ability of the license holder to prove 
that they have a license, rather than having to prove, 
under several other alternatives, that they have a 
directed fishery on a specific species. Tracking 
transfers will be critical. NMFS officials maintain that a transferred license will not be fi.shable unless it is 
first approved by the Regional Director. Implementation, monitoring, and enforcement of the license 
alternatives are discussed further in Section 4.0. 

Licenses for FMP Areas: GOA a.nd BSAI (Option 200,000). This element would issue licenses granting 
FMP area-specific fishing privileges for all species in the GOA or BSA1 groundfish plans. Licenses for FMP 
areas would be given to vessels. which participated. in fisheries during the qualifying period and met the 
landings requirements. This option restricts. in a limited manner, the mobility of the fleet and its ability to 
expand operations. If a vessel fished in both areas it would be given licenses for both areas. This could be 
treated as an endorsement under a North Pacific-wide umbrella license as depicted in Figure 3.3a, or under 
stand alone 'umbrella' licenses as in Figure 3.3b. The actual number of licenses allocated remains the same 
under either approach. There are, however, serious implications on transferability and Jong-term effectiveness 
of the program. A system with an umbrella license to which endorsements are attached (Figure 3.3a) will 
result in far fewer licenses available for transfer than a system with separate licenses at more discrete levels 
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(Figure 3.3b). The downside of having more area licenses is that more vessels and capacity may enter the 
fisheries as shown in Figure 3.3b. 

In terms of management and regulation, F?vfl' licenses are very similar to an exclusive registration regime 
except that the number of participants in any area is strictly limited. The Council passed an exclusive 
registration program for Pacific rod in April, 1993, but voted to rescind that action nm months later 
[NPFMC, 1993], reasoning that single species exclusive registration was too complicated to manage and 
enforce and perhaps created more problems than it was worth. According to NMFS enforcement officials, 
area licenses will not reqnire much more enforcement effort than a single umbrella license. Each vessel 
operating in an area will have to prove their license includes that area. Vessels.which are found operating 
without the appropriate license ""ill be subject to penalties. As in a single umbrella license, a license tracking 

FIGURE 3:3e
FIGURE 3.3A 

NORTH PACIFIC /MBRELLA LICENSE 

sysu:m is necessary. From the perspective of the initial assignment process, area licenses represent 
significantly more work, though probably not proportional to the number of areas. 1 From the monitoring 
perspective the important issues of transferability and separability once again arise. 

Licenses for FMP Sub-Areas: EG, CG, WG, BS, and AI (Option 300,000). This element is like the 
previous element, but FMP areas are further sub-divided into sub-areas. There are four possible 
configurations: Figure 3.4a shows an additional layer to the FMP area endorsement configuration. Figure 
3.4b shows a configuration with separate licenses for each FMP sub-area. Figure 3.4c drops the middle 
layer-FMP area endorsements, and Figure 3.4d &ops the North Pacific umbrella and creates separare FMP 
umbrellas with sub-area endorsements. 

'Though there are two areas it wilJ·be unlikely that there v.ill be twice as much implementation work. 
If there were three areas the work would not be three time as great, but could conceivably be greater by 
twice that of a single license. 
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FICURE 3.46 

The fleet will be more restricted in mobility by FMP sub-area licenses than a single license for all areas 
(option 100,000) or an umbrella license ·with endorsements for FMP areas (option 200,000). This last point 
may be illustrated by an example. A vessel that fished only in the Aleutian Islands during the qualifying 
period would receive a license to fish anywhere wider option l 00,000. It would be allowed to fish anywhere 
in the Bering Sea or the Aleutian Islands under option 200,000, but would only be allowed to fish in the 
Aleutian Islands under option 300,000. 

F!CURE: 3.4DFICURE 3.4C 

..._a. ~ .,_. w e..a.i:Od i-w 

..._ NM NM '- Miii 

[ .......... £--..~~~ 

The choice of umbrella/endorsements configurations (Figures 3.4a-3.4d) affects the long-term restrictiveness 
of the license program after transfers have begun. The fewer the number of umbrellas created, the more 
restricted the fleet mobility. For example, a vessel with a history in both the Bering Sea and Central Gulfsub­
areas would receive a single North Pacific umbrella license with Bering Sea and Central Gulf endorsements 
if the system was configured as in Figures 3.4a, or 3 .4c, but would receive two umbrella licenses if the system 
was set up as in Figures 3.4b, or 3.4d. If licenses were freely transferable, then additional vessels could enter 
the fisheries. 
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Table 3 13 

Fisherv Licenses S~es/SPCCies Gtouos within each Fi:sberv License 

Pollock Pollock 

Pa.:iJlc cod Pacific cod 

Paoi.fic Ocean Pm:b. Thomybeads. Other Red Rockfisb, Pe"'i;ic Rockiisb, Northern. Slwpchin. Sbortra.l:er, 
Rockfisb Rougbeye, Other Rockfisb 

Flatfish Rock Sole. Yellowfin Sole. Flath...:! Sole. Deep Waler Flats. Rex sole, a.-w.I Turbo~ Am:>wtootb, 
Other Flatfish, Shallow W at.r Flatfisb 

Other Species Atka Mad:orel, Sablcfisb. Squid. All Other Species 

The allocation process will be somewhat more complicated if there are a greater number of endors=ent 
layers. Monitoring of transfers will also be somewhat more complex if there are more layers. There would 
be no reason to assume that the monitoring of catch will be any different under this option than under any of 
the previous options or under the current regulations. Enforcement should not vary significantly with the 
number of layers particularly with regard to FMP area or sub-area endorsements; regardless of the number 
of layers, a vessel will have to prove that it bas a license for the area in which it is operating. 

Licenses for Pollock, Pacific Cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other Fisheries (Option 400,000). In January 
1994, the Council discussed an alternative which would issue licenses by "species." . In consultation with 
NMFS fishery managers and enforcement officers, it was determined that lic.enses by individual species 
would be extremely difficult to manage, monitor, and enforce. For example, petrale sole, Dover sole, 
yellowfin sole, starry flounder, arrowtooth flounder, flathead sole, Alaska plaice, and various other flatfish 
could be caught while fishing for rock sole. Without a license for any of the ·additional species,. a fisher 
would be required to throw them back, exacerbating the discard problem. Therefore, it \\'U determined that 
a license by fishery was probably more what the Council intended. Five fisheries (PollOck, Pacific cod, 
Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other) were defined by Council and NMFS personnel on the basis of directed fishing 
definitions and on the availability ofcatch data which consistently track the various species over time.' 

Under Option 400,000 (and options 500,000 and 600,000), all species managed under the groundfish plans 
(with the exception ofDemersal ShelfRockfish in the S.E. Outside management area, currently managed by 
the State ofAlaska, and sablefish caught with fixed gear IFQs), would fall under one of the licensed fisheries. 
Licenses would give the holder the right to fish in the specified fishery and to catch and retain any species 
and amount of bycatcb as allowed by each of the definitions created for each fishery. These definitions would 
need to be determined, perhaps along lines similar to the directed fishing standards that already are in current 
regulations. Table 3.13 shows which species would fall under the different fishery licenses. Potential Fishery 
Definitions are discussed separately in a section that follows. It should be noted that more specific fishery 
definitions are included under the options 700,000 and 800,000, which were added in June. It should also 
be noted that the Council could, if it chose, specify more or fewer fisheries to be included. This of course 
would require additional analysis. 

A fishery-specific license system potentially could be quite restrictive in terms of mobility and future 
expansion of capacity depending on the numbers of layers and qualifiers. For example, it would prohibit 
vessels which had only fished pollock·from eotering the flatfish fishery and vice-versa If separate fishery 
licenses were issued without a North Pacific Umbrella license then the number of active vessels potentially 
could increase. As with FMP area licenses, there are two choices on the number of layers to include in the 

'The Council document entitled "Potential Elements and Options of Individual Fishing Quotas or 
License Limitation Programs in the North Pacific Groundfisb and Crab Fisheries," dated June 15, 1993, 
details the reported species over time. 
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system. Figure 3.5a depicts fishery endorsement;; under a North Pacific umbrella li=es, while Figure 3.Sb 
shows a single layer of fishery licenses. 
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Implement:ltion and administration of fishery licenses will not be significantly more difficult than area 
licenses, particularly if the number of defined licenses remains small. However, it may be difficult to 
deu:rmine ifa vessel' qualified in a particular year for a specific fishery beeause species reporting has changed 
over time. Enforcement of fishery-specific licenses will mean year-round monitoring of individual vessels 
to determine v.nether they are fishing "ithin the bounds of their licenses. Retained catch standards for each 
of the fisheries licenses would have to be determined and enforced on the individual license holder throughout 
the year. Recent Council consideration of Directed Fishing Standards acknowledged the problems with 
enforcing those standards. According to NMFS enforcement officers, fishery licenses have the potential to 
be as difficult and costly to enforce as would an JFQ system., perhaps even more difficult because more 
enforcement would be required at-sea and in-season. It is clear that monitoring and enforcement will be very 
expensive to be effective. Unless the license program reduces the number of vessels participating from that 
under the status quo, there will be little increased benefits to offset increased costs. Table 3.14 briefly 
compares potential enforcement aspects of umbrella or area licenses, fishery licenses, and IFQs. 
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Table 3.14 

Area or UmbrelJa Licenses Fishery Licenses IFQs 

~Seasoa Enforcement Acti ..ities 

Ea.ch vessel will be· issued a license 
stating areas of legal operation. 

Each vessel 'i\ill be issued a license 
stating the .fisheries in which the vessel 
may participate. The license may also 
show the species for which the vessel 
docs not have a license and the amounts 
on a percentage basis of those non­
liceosed species it may retain without 
violation. 

Ead1 IFQ =ipieot will be issued 
doc:umentatioo. showing the species and 
the absolute amount of each it may retain 
from a given area for the year. 

At-sea Monitoring and Enforcement 

Vessels observed operating in the EEZ 
will be checked against license rolls. 
Vessels in violation will be subject to 

penalties. No boardings will be oecessary 
to check for compliance. 

All as to left. Io addition, vessels may be 
boarded to see whether the retained 
species on board are-within-die """VCSSCl's 
licenses. Vessel compliance with the 
license may vary Crom tow to tow, 
therefore rules regarding the timeliness 
for compliance may have to be developed. 

Same as umbrella licenses. In additioa 
vessels may be boarded to sec whether 
retained species and amounts a.re within 
remaining IFQ amounts. Determ.ining 
violatioas is absolute; oocc a vessel 
exceeds its quota there is no way to come 
ba<k within compliance. 

Mooitoring of Carob Reporting 

All cau:b reports will be mooitored. Any 
catch reported from areas not "Within the 
vessel licenses 'Will be subject to 

penalties. 

Catch reports will be mooitorcd for 
license viola.tioos. Rules will have to be 
developed determining which reports to 
use and the level of aggregation to chock 
for violations; tow records., trip records. 
weel:ly reports. annual totals. 

Catch reports will Lmmcdiatcly show 
violations. Once an·· excess of a given 
species is rcporti:d the vessel is in 
violation. Rule determining the 
appropriate reports to use for determining 
IFQ cau:b will have to be developed. 

Potential Target Fishery Definitions 

NM:FS now uses two types of "Target" fishery definitions: (1) Directed Fishing Standards, which are used 
to ensure tbat vessels do not fish for target species which are approaching or bave exceeded tbe annual harvest 
quota (TAC), and (2) Observer ProgramNessel Incentive Program target fishery definitions, witb which tbe 
NM:FS determines level of observer coverage, and compliance to VIP standards. 

The Directed Fishing Standards (DFS) are geared to prohibit vesseis from "targeting" a species which has 
been closed to fishing. Because DFS are used to prevent bycatch in excess oftbe "unavoidable bycatch rate," 
they are defined in the negative. A vessel is not in violation unless it exceeds an applicable directed fishing 
standard for a species which is closed to fishing. It is technically incorrect to apply DFS for any spedes 
which is open at tbe time. For example, a vessel which is actually targeting on pollock while the pollock 
season is open, will never be "Directed Fishing" for pollock. Thus, using tbe DFS to define fishery licenses 
would mean that the DFS would be applied only to those species for which the vessel did not possess a 
license. In order to discuss the implications of this further, it will be necessary to ·describe the current DFS 
full)'. These are shown in tbe table on tbe next page. The DFS, following the recent regulatory amendment, 
are defined the same regardless of FMP area or gear witb tbe exception that some species or species groups 
are defined specific to the different FMPs.. 
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Gulf of Alaska Directed Fishin<r Standard 

Pollock P. cod 
Deepwater 

flatfish 
Rex 
sole 

Flathead 
sole 

Shallow 
water 

flatfish 
Acro;v 
tooth 

Sable 
fish 

Aggregated 
rockfish 

DSR 
Southeast 
Outside 

Atka 
maclcerel 

Other 
species 

Pollock na 20 20 20 20 20 35 1 5 10 20 20 

P. cod 20 na 20 20 20 20 35 1 5 10 20 20 

Deeo flatfish 20 20 na 20 20 20 35 15 15 J 20 20 

Rex sole 20 20 20 na 20 20 35 15 15 I 20 20 

F!at11ead sole 20 20 20 20 na 20 35 15 15 I 20 20 

Shallow flatfish 20 20 20 20 20 na 35 1 5 10 20 20 

ArrO\,tOOth () 0 0 0 0 0 na 0 0 0 0 0 

Sablefish 20 20 20 20 20 20 35 na 15 l 20 20 

Rockfish' 20 20 20 20 20 20 35 15 15 I 20 20 

DSR S.E. Outside 20 20 20 20 20 20 35 15 15 na 20 20 

Al\;a mackerel 20 20 20 20 20 20 35 I 5 10 oa 20 

Other soecies 20 20 20 20 20 20 35 I 5 10 20 na 

Aggregated non-
l!Ioundfish soecies 20 20 20 20 20 20 35 I 5 I 20 20 

Table 3.15 Current Dire::ted Fishing Standards 

Berin11: Sea and .AJeutian Islands Directed Fishin£ Standards 

P. Atka Arrow Yellowfi.u Other Rock Grt=laod Aggregated Other 
Pollock cod mackerel tooth sole flatfish sole turbot Sablciish rocldish Squid S'"'yet:les 

Pollock na 20 20 35 20 20 20 I I 5 20 20 
P. cod 20 na 20 35 20 20 20 I l 5 20 20 

Atka mackerel 20 20 na 35 20 20 20 l I 5 20 20 
Arro1><tooth 0 0 0 na 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

YFS 20 20 20 35 na 35 35 l I 5 20 20 
Ot'!er flatfish 20 20 ·20 35 35 na 35 - 1 -· 1.. 5 20 20 
Rock.sole ·­ 20 20 20 35 35 35 na 1 l 5 20 20 

Greenland turbot 20 20 20 35 20 20 20 na 15 15 20 20 
Sablefish 20 20 20 35 20 10 -20 35 n• 15 20 20 

Rockfish' 20 20 20 35 20 20 20 35 15 15 20 20 
Scuid 20 20 20 35 20 20 20 l l 5 na 20 

Ofaer 20 20 20 35 20 20 20 l l 5 20 na 

-­

To determine whether a vessel is in violation, i.e., it is 'directed fishing' for a closed species, d.i'ide the amount of the particular 
closed species into the total amount of aU species which are.currently open, i.e., if species Wand X are closed and species Y and Z 
are open then the bycatch % ofX is checked against the DFS ofX as follows: Bycatch% ofX = Xmt + (Ymt + Zmt). Note that the 
catch of Wis immaterial to the consideration ofthe bvcatch of X. 

'Includes other rockfish.. other red rockfish-Bering Sea, Pacific ocean perch, sharpchio/northem­
AJeutian Islands, and shorrraker/rougheye-Aleutian Islands. 

'Includes Pacific ocean perch, shortraker/rougheye, other rockfish., northern rockfish, pelagic 
rocldish, and thornyheads. 

97 Sopt=ibo: 17. 1994 (7:42pm) 



Table 3.16 

Fishery License 
S!alldards (FLS) 

Pollock ~20'Y.. Pacific Cod >20"/o Rocldisb ~20-/. Fladish ~35•,4 Other ~O*/o 

Di=u:d Fishillg Stoodards for Spoci<S Groups Within Fishery Li= 

Reddish DFS 

Flatfish DFS 

POP ~ 1s•1. Thoncyh=is> l5% 

Shortralm/Rougheye ~15% 

R. Sole ~20o/. YF.Sole ~204/, 

Pelagic 

Sbarpcbin 

Flathead 

>IS% 

::: 1s•.1t 

~200/t 

Other Red Ro<ldish 

NQftb= :t LS'/. 

o.w..... >20-/o 

Other 

s.w..... 

~13% 

;.?; is•" 
>20-/o 

0. Turbot ~35% Arrm\."tooth ~35% Rex sole 20"/o Other Flat. 20•;. 

Other Species DFS Atka Mack.>20% Sablefish ~15% Squid >20"/o AllOth= >20% 

Table 3.17 

Pollock lOlmt P.Cod 20mt POP Smt Thornyheads Smt 0.Ro<ldisb Smt I 0,Red R'fish Smt 

Rock Sole 20mt Squid 20mt Rex sole 15mt Total 196mt 

As noted earlier, DFS are only applied to species which are closed to fishing. As an example, assume fishing 
is closed for flathead sole, and that the Coast Guard has boarded a vessel-with the follO\'<ing catch on board: 
Pollock 40 mt, D.W. Flatfish 40 mt, Flathead sole 20 mt, Rex sole 21 mt. The vessel is not in violation 
because its bycatch percentage of flathead sole is below the DFS at 19.9°!. (i.e., 20 + [4o+4o+21]). Ifthe rex 
sole fishery were also closed then the vessel would be in violation for both flathead and rex sole because the 
basis for determining bycatch has changed; flathf'.'!d sole is 25% of the open species (i.e., 20 + [4o+40]) and 
n:x sole is 26% of the open fisheries, both of which exceed the 20% DFS for those species. The Coast Guard 
would determine that the vessel was engaged in directed fishing for both flathead sole and rex sole and could 
cite the vesset 

Directed Fishing Standards species categories are more specific than the five fisheries license definitions used 
in this altemative. These would need to be aligned. One approach would be to create Fishery License 
Standards (FLS) which would aggregate species or species-groups used in the-DFS·-to match- the fishery 
licenses. Pollock and Pacific cod would remain defined as in the DFS, i.e., at 20%. All flatfish species 
including arrowtooth and turbots could be grouped together, as could all rockfish species including POP and 
thomyheads. The remaining species including sablefish, Atka mackerel, and squid would fall into the Other 
Fishery License. Flatfish, rock:fish, and other species· FL'S could be set independently, but for discussion are 
assumed to be 20%. The FLS would limit the percentage amount of all species within that license group that 
may be retained by non-licensed vessels. Additionally, aay catch of individual species within the fishery 
group could not exceed the DFS for that particular species, unless the vessel held a license for that fishery. 
Note that some adjustments of the DFS would have to occur. Such a license system is shown in Table 3.16. 

To understand how such a system might work, let's examine a potential scenario whereby a vessel has a 
license for the pollock fishery. Further assume that the vessel has just been boarded and it has been 
discovered that the vessel has a rota! of 171 mt of fish on board composed of the various species shown in 
Table 3.17 below. The vessel would not be cited in this case, because it has not exceeded the DFS for aay 
individual species nor has it exceeded the FLS, even though its retained catch of pollock was just 52% of its 
total catch. 

The example demonstrates a prominent characteristic of the license standard we have defined: it will always 
be the case that any vessel with a single fishery license (with the exception of a flatfish license) will not be 
required to have more than 51.5% of its total retained catch in its license category. (For a vessel with only 
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Table 3.18 

Tar2et 

Allowable Bycatch as a Percent ofthe Target 

Bycatch 
Pollock P.Cod Rockfish Flatfish 0. Soccies Total 

Target as a 
% of Total 

Catch 
Pollock 100.00'/o 15.00'/o 5.00'/o 5.00% 5.00'/o 30.00'/o 76.9% 

P.Cod 20.00'/o 100.00% 5.00% 20.00'/o 20.00% 65.00% 60.6% 
Rockfish 10.00% 10.00% 100.00% I0.00% 20.00% 50.00% 66.7% 

Flatfish I0.00'/o I0.00% 10.00% 100.00% 20.00% 50.00% 66.7% 

0. Soedes l0.1Xl% 10.00% 10.00% 10.00% 100.00% 40.00% 71.4% 

Note the allowable bvcatch rates are defined in terms of the amonnt ofthe tar.et Sl)ecies on bean!. 

.. 
 

a flatfish license the requirement climbs to 56%.) It s!Jould.be noted that the actual percentage (51.5%) is a 
function of the allowable retention for non-licensed species. In general, the minimwn allowable catch of the 
licensed species will never be required to be greater than a fixed percent of the total catch. That percentage 
will be equal to J.;. [100%+.Enon-licensed %], in this case 1+195% = 5L5%. If the FLS were tightened to 
l 0% for all fishery licenses, then single license vessels would have to ensure that the licensed species made 
up at least 71.4% (i.e., J+ 140%) of the total retained catch on hoard 

For vessels with multiple licenses, the same FLS would apply. For example, if a vessel bad both a pollock 
license and a Pacific cod license, then it would be able to retain as much pollock and Pacific cod as it wished 
as long as the season remained open. With regard to retained catch of non-licensed species, the same 
formulas would hold. Specifically, the DFS would apply to all non-licensed species and the retained catch 
of each non-licensed Fishery group (flatfish, rockfish, and other species) would have to remain below the 
FLS. The vessel depicted above would be able to retain an additional-6 mt-{using·20% as the FLS, with 35% 
for flatfish of non-licensed species), 2 mt from each group, as long as the DFS were not exceeded In 
general, it will always be true that vessels with multiple licenses will need a greater percentage of licensed 
species on hoard The vessel with both pollock and Pacific cod licenses would now need at least 57.1% of 
its total retained catch to be pollock or Pacific cod This would increase to 76.9% ifFLS were set at HY'!.. 

It should be pointed out that DFS would still be invoked for licensed operators when a particular species was 
closed For example, if sablefish closes to directed fishing, then the only vessels directly affected would be 
those with licenses for the Other Species fishery. For these vessels, retained sablefish could no longer exceed 
a set percentage of the total of their catch of licensed species. Finally, it should be noted that the Regional 
Director v1ould maintain the authority to declare any species a "prohibited" species during the season. 

Oneproble: .. ~ith using FLS as a standard for licenses is that DFS for a given bycatch species vary depending 
on tbe target species. For example, the allowable bycatch of sablefisll in the pollack: arul Pacific cod fislleries 
is set at 1%, while in the rocldisll fisheries it is 15%. For.tbe FLS to worlc as outlined, bycatch allowances 
under DFS would have to be set consistently for eacll directed fishery. Iftbis is something the Council would 
rather not do, then an alternative exists as defined below. 

A Defined Target System for Fishery Licenses 

An alternative way to define fishery licenses would be to specify acceptable bycatch rates of each non· 
licensed species (or Fishery Group) for each License type in a Defined Target System (DTS). This would 
allow more specificity when setting allowable bycatch rates. A hypothetical example of such a system is 
shown in the table below. 

The difference between the DTS and the FLStDFS system is the specificity in defining bycatch rates. The 
DTS requires bycatch rates for each target fishery. Under the FLS/DFS, bycatcll rates were set uniformly for 
all fisheries. Obviously, there are pros and ccns for each system. Primarily, there is a tradeoff between 
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complexity and precision. With the benefit of added precision under the DIS comes greater complexity for 
fishers, regulators, and enforc-."'lllent officers. This same complexity was cited as the primary reason for 
redefining DFS in 1994. [DFS EA/RfR, 1994]. 

Discards, Full Utilization, and Full Retention under Fishery Licenses 

The State of Alaska has proposed linking the license limitation program to a full-retention mandate. This 
section "ill discuss discard issues as outlined in Section 3. 1.4 and their relationship to fishery licenses. 

As Section 3. 1.4 notes, there are three causes of economic discards: (I) there is a race for fish, perhaps 
resulting from imposing TAC or PSC limits, or from behavioral characteristics of particular species; (2) 
catching capacity exceeds proc.."Ssing capacity; and (3) the catch consists of fish of.different relative value. 
License limitation does not appear to address any of the three causal-factors consistently,....:Jberefore, license 
limitation with or without fishery endorsements cannot be expected to significantly reduce economic discards. 

As discussed above, fishery endorsements will require some system of directed fishing standards on 
individual vessels. This will undoubtedly mean greater amounts of regulatory discards if the vessel is to 
remain legal. It has been that proposed full-retention be mandated as part of the license limitation program. 
Under a system of fishery licenses and fishery license standards of the type discussed above, it would be 
virtually impossible to remain within the bounds of both the license and the full-retention mandate unless: 
(I ) each vessel was licensed to participate in every fishery, or (2) fishing patterns and practices changed 
dramatically from those under the status quo. If the first scenario were true, there would be no point in having 
fishery endorsements. The second scenario is one of the results intended by the proposers of the full-retention 
mandate, which is being analyzed fully on a separate track. 

General Licenses with Endorsements for Each Fishery and FMP Area (Option 500,000). This 
alternative combines the concepts of FMP area endorsements and fishery endorsements. Recipients would 
be allowed to participate in a given fishery within an FMP area only if they qualified in that FMP for that 
particular fishery. As discussed above, fishery licenses will have to be defined either using the FLS/DFS 
system or the DIS. If the Council wished to specify different allowable bycau:h rates byFMP, either the FLS 
or the DTS could be used. Again, the trade-off between precision and complexity should be noted. 

As with previous elements .,.;thin this component, there are several ways to configure the system. Figmc 3.6a 
depicts a three layer system .,.;th a North Pacific Umbrella License, an FMP area general license, and FMP 
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specific fishery endorsements. Alternatively, Figure 3.6b, depicts FMP specific fishery licenses without any 
additional layers. Figure 3 .6e drops the middle layer of endorsements creating FMP specific fishery 
endorsements under a North Pacific umbrella license. Finally, Figure 3.6d shows a system which drops the 
North Pacific umbrella, and creates FMP umbrella licenses with FMP specific fishery endorsements. As with 
earlier elements, the configuration of the license system in terms of the number of layers does not really 
impact the number of licenses issued, but rather the transferability and the potential number of vessels that 
may enter the fisheries in the future. These issues will be discussed in more detail in Section 3.2.2. 7. 

Assuming a multi-layered system under a North Pacific umbrella license, FMP specific fishery licenses will 
be . more restrictive in terms of mobililty and future expansion of fleet mobility than any of the previous 
options. They will also be more complicated in terms of implementation, monitoring, and enforcement than 
any of the previous alternative elements. It is the fishery-specific nature of the li=e which adds the greatest 
amount of complexity. 
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General Licenses with Endorsements for Each Fishery and FMP Sub-Areas (Option 600,000). This 
alternative has greater potential to restrict mobility of the fleet and future expansion of capacity than any 
previous alternative. Given the dynamics of fish populations and seafood markets, this may not necessarily 
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be a positive attribute. It also would be most difficult and expensive to implement, monitor, and enforce. 
Configurations 700,000 and 800,000 restrict mobility and flexibility even more because their licenses are 
more specific. 

As '.1-ith the other elements, the number oflayers embedded in the system is an imponant variable, particularly 
'.1-ith regard to transferability and ultimately the number of vessels that may enter the fishery following 
implementation. Figure 3.7a depicts a four-layer system with a North Pacific Umbrella License, FMP area 
endorsements, sub-area endorsements and finally sub-area specific fishery endorsements. Alternatively, 
Figure 3.7b uses only sub-area specific fishery licenses. Figure 3. 7c depicts a system which drops the layer 
of sub-area endorsements while keeping the sub-area specific fishery endorsements. Figure 3.7d drops the 
FMP endorsements keeping the North Pacific umbrella licenses, sub-area endorsements, and sub-area specific 
fishery endorsements. Figure 3.7e drops the North Pacific Umbrella, 'l'lhile keeping the FMP umbrella license 
'.1-ith sub-area endorsements and sub-area specific fishery·endorsements. -Figure 3.7f drops the-sub-area layer 
from the previous configuration. Finally, Figure 3.7g uses a sub-area umbrella license '.1-ith sub-area specific 
fishery endorsements. 
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Table 3.20 

Fisheries For Which Liccuscs wwld be ls.su«i Uader License Naturo OpriO<lS 700.000 and S00.000 

Bcriru.t Sea and Aleutian fsland Fisbc:rv Licenses: GOA FisbCTV Llcen= 

Pollock Pacific Cod Atka Mackerel Pollock Pacific Cod 

Other Fl•tfisb Rod:fish Squid (AU Ge.ts) Deep wab:r Flats Shallow Wau:r Flats. 

Tuibou . Arro~th Sablefish Ad.:a Mackerel Tu:bots/Arro~th 

Ycilo'l'.iin Sole Rocksole Rocldisn Flath-1 Sole 

Licenses for Specified Fisheries by FMP Sub­
Areas (Option 700,000). This element is very 
similar to the previous element, including the 
depictions in Figures 3.7a-g showing the different 
potential layers of endorsements. The main 
difference is that fisheries are defined more 
precisely than in tbe earlier options. Additionally, 
several fisheries currently managed under the 
Ground.fish FM:.Ps would not be included under the 
license system. Table 3 .19 below shows the 
fisheiy defined under this element 

Table 3.19 

Fisheries For V.'hlch Li= wool<! be Issued Unde< License Nawn: Options 700.000 and 800,000 

Bering; Sea and AJeutian Island Fishcrv LiCC1l.SCS GOA Fisborv Llo=s 

Pollock Pacific Cod Atka Macken:! Yellowfin Sole Pollock Pacific Cod 
. 

Other Flalfish Roclcfish Squid (Foccd Gear) Rocksole Deep Wau:r Flals Shallow Wau:r 
Flatfish 

Turl>ots AtkaMa<kerel 

Conspicuously absent are: ( 1) arrowtooth flounder fisheries in bo!h FMP areas, (2) roclcfish, flathead sole, 
and turbot fisheries in the GQA, and (3) the sablefish trawl fishery in !he Bering Sea. Also, the BSAI squid 
fishery is changed from being non-gear specific (open to both trawliog and fixed gear) to a fixed gear only 
fishery. These omissions have several ramifications. First, reducing the number of licensed fisheries will 
tend to reduce the complexity of the program. Adding the fisheries bai::k in would result in the licensed 
fisheries shown in Table 3 .20. 

This system would be more restrictive to fleet mobility and flexibility than a more general fisheiy license 
system particularly if species endorsements were required. In that cas;:, fewer vessels would have the right 
to pursue a species than under the more general system. Ano!her drawbai::k with a more specific species 
license would come in the development of standards for allowable bycatch under the different licenses, (see 
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the discussion on FLS and DTS above) and complexities in the regulations and enfor=cnt of the system. 

Second, if the species omitted were to =.ain under open access, they probably will be harvested by both 
licensed and non-licensed vessels. If the fisheries are in fact over-capitalized, leaving some fisheries open 
will do little to protect them which could lead to additional problems. In the case of the arrowtooth fishery, 
under -utilization has been caused by the lack of markets and by high bycatcli rates of halibut If this fishery 
were the only opportunity. for non-licensed vessels then it would be likely that they would fish rather 
indiscriminately with regard to halibut bycatch. This could cause both the unlicensed arrowtooth fishery and 
other licensed fisheries to be closed early. 

Potential benefits of eliminating the arrowtooth fisheries could be found in the potential elimination ofhalibut 
bycatch for a fishery with a low economic return per halibut caught- Potential benefits of eliminating the 
flathead sole fishery may be ·along the same lines. Potential benefits-efeliminating the BSA! trawl sablefish 
fishery are somewhat difficult to find, unless it is making more sablefish available to the fixed gear IFQ 
fishery. In that case, a more appropriate approach may be to amend of the BSAl FMP to change the 
trawl/fixed gear allocation ofsablefish. 

Potential benefits of converting the BSAl squid fishery to fixed-gear only are also difficult to assess. 
Currently, the fixed gear take of squid is less than 0.3% of the total squid harvest in an average year. 
Additionally, the squid TAC has not been fully taken. The restriction proposed would guarantee future access 
to fixed gear fishers. The following section discusses more fully some of the potential benefits and costs of 
eliminating these fisheries, with particular emphasis on the Gulfrockfish fisheries. 

Exclusion of Sehastes Rockfish, Flathead Sole, and Arrowtooth Flounder in the GOA 

The economic ramifications ofexcluding Sebastes rockfish, flathead sole, and arrowtooth flounder in the Gulf 
of Alaska are summarized in the following discussion. Information and considerations leading to these 
conclusions are presented more fully in Appendix Vl A larger fleet fishes on rockfish (includes Pacific 
ocean perch, shortraker/rougheye, other slope, Northern, pelagic shelf, and thomyheads fOI' pW'poses of this 
discussion) in the Gulf of Alaska than on either flathead sole or arrowtooth flounder. the rockfish fleet in 
1993 had 22 catcher/processors (15 trawlers and 7 longliners) and about 212 shore-based catcher vessels. 
The shore-based fleet included 164 longliners, 5 trawlers, and 43 vessels using other gear. 

The following catch statistics refer only to catch totals associated with vessels which harvested rockfish, 
flathead sole, and arrowtooth flounder in the Gulf for the 1993 period. Catcher processors caught over 88% 
of the rockfish and 24% of the demersal shelf rockfish harvested in 1993. One hundred percent of the 
flathead sole and over 80% of Paci.fie cod, pollock, and shallow water flatfish were harvested by shore-based 
catcher vessels. The rockfish fishery in the Gulf contributes 36% of the weight and ex-vessel value of the 
catcher-processor fishery, but only 1% of the ex-vessel value for shore-based vessels. Trnwlers account for 
87% of the catcher processor harvest and 58% of their ex-vessel value, and pollock and rockfish are their 
primary species. Catcher/processor longliners mainly target Pacific cod and sablefish. The longline fishery 
for rockfish amounted to less than I% of the total harvest or ex-vessel revenue in the Gulf ofAlaska. 

The shore based catch was dominated by trawlers also. They took 88% of the harvest and 54% of the value, 
with pollock and Pacific cod being their primary targets. Shore-based longliners depended heavily on 
sablefish; rockfish were a minimal part of the harvest or ex-vessel revenue. 

Nearly all of the harvest is taken by 15 vessels and 9 companies. Of the 237 vessels that participated in the 
rockfish fishery in 1993, 15 accounted for 99% of the total catch, with the top four vessels capturing 51 % of 
the total catch. Nine companies accounted for 98% of the total catch and the top four garnered 80%. These 
companies and vessels will have to curtail their fisheries if rockfish is eliminated as directed fisheries. The 
oct wholesale value of the rockfish catch totals about $14 million. Sebastes bycatch adds another $2.6 million 
to that net wholesale value. 
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Some bycatch of rockfish will be taken even ifoot provided for with a specific license in the GOA. Because 
rockfish is such a valuable species, it is possibie that a significant number of all vessels operating in the GOA 
might 'top oil' with rockfish while prosecuting other directed groundfish fisheries. With the =t 15% 
directed fishing standard, and using 1994 TACs, as much as 30,000 mt ofrockfish eould be taken as bycatch, 
far exceeding actual TACs available for rockfish. This, although theoretically possible, is highly unlikely 
given the halibut bycatch rates in other fisheries where rock:fish are found 

Other Considerations 

An alternative to deleting subject species from licenses would be to issue licenses for them, but make them 
bycatch ouly at the appropriate allowable retention rate. The rationale for this approach would be to avoid 
contentious allocational decisions in the future, if it is determined that.directed fishing could resume on these 
species. For example, ifproblems are overcome with arrowtooth flounder flesh consistency, or 1fit becomes 
a viable surimi base, there may be incentive for fishermen and fisheries managers to begin directed fishing 
on these species. lf licenses are issued up front, as part of the current CRP process, the field of players in 
these fisheries will already be determined, thereby simplifying the transition. This is simply an alternative 
approach if the Council determines that directed fishing on these species is not a desirable practice at this 
time. 

An additional factor, when considering deletion of these species from directed fishing, is the potential impact 
on halibut bycatch in the GOA. Directed rockfish fisheries have, in the past, accounted for a significant 
portion of the overall 2,000 mt halibut PSC cap in the GOA. From 1990 through 1993, the amount ofhalibut 
bycatch mortality has been 768 mt, 789 mt, 486 mt, and 266 mt respectively. The lower rates in 1993 may 
be a result of a combination of factors including the delay of the directed rockfish fisheries until July !, lower 
amounts of effort on these species, and lower overall T ACs for these species. In any event. there are potential 
haliJ>ut bycatch mortality savings associated with the ~limination of directed :fisheries for rockfish. These 
savings may impact the extent to which other fisheries are fully prosecuted, depending upon the extent to 
which the halibut PSC cap is a eonstraining factor for the other fisheries. It should be noted however that the 
next best opportunity for the displaced vessels may be deepwater flatfish, which also has a high bycatch of 
halibut If more effort is put into these or other flatfish fisheries then any savings of halibut bycatcli may be 
lost 

If it is assumed that species not specified in the license program will no longer have directed fishing, then we 
can conclude that th.is element will be Jess likely to lead to increased overall utilization of the fishery 
resources. For the species included in the program, the increased specificity of the fishery definitions will 
make it the most restrictive of the elements examined The precision which makes this a restrictive program 
also leads to a very complex system for fishers, administrators, and enforcement officers. 

A final issue worth mentioning is the proposal to make squid fisheries in the BSAl a fixed gear only fishery. 
Currently, the TAC for squid is 3, 110 mt, with ouly 224 mt taken through mid-August of this year. All 224 
mt was taken by trawl gear and virtually all of it was discarded. In 1993, 683 mt was takm from an available 
DAP apportionment of 1,700 mt AgiUn, this was all taken by trawl gear and most (approximately 85%) was 
discarded. Although designation of this fishery to fixed gear only would not appear to impose hardships or 
significant costs on the trawl fleet, such designation has no apparent benefits either, unless fixed gear fisheries 
are developed which target on, and retain, these squid. 
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Licenses for specified fisheries by the following areas: EG, CG, WG, BSAI (Option 800,000). 

This element differs from the previous element only by the area definitions used Rather than divide the 
BSAI in to sub-areas, the FMP area remains intact, and the endorsements are BSAI specific. This option with 
four layers of endorsements is shown in Figure 3.8. The same configuration variants as under the previous 
two elements are possible. 

In terms of mobility, this alternative is slightly less restrictive than the previous element; all vessels which 
qualified to fish in the Bering Sea would also be allowed to fish in the Aleutian Islands. In terms of overall 
complexity, this element would require a different system ofregulations foe the BSAl and the GOA. Because 
of this, it is likely that the system would be more complex foe fishers, regulators and enforcement officers 
than the previous element. · 

Nature of Licenses Conclusions From The Distributional Tables 

The options under Nature of Licenses generally do not influence the i.nitial size of the fleet, though they do 
have significant ramifications on how big the fleet might be in the long run ifmany different types of licenses 
are issued initially. Table 3.21 shows how many vessels would receive licenses under variations of the three 
reference configurations. The table draws on the separate tables for each configuration in the Groundfish 
Table Appendix (bound separately). The numbers of vessels that would receive licenses under any variant 
of the current or universal reference configuration would be 1,679 and 2,954, respectively. This underscores 
the point that it is the seven options under the Qualifying Period component which significantly influence the 
initial numbers of licenses, not the Natiire of Licenses component (Noui that changes in Qualifying Period 
options are reflected in changes in the third number from the right in each configuration number; influences 
of the Qualifying Period 011 initial fleet size ·will be discussed in Section 3.2.2.4). 

The Explicit coo.figuration presents an exception to the general rule that initial fleet size is not influenced by 
the Nature of Licenses options. Table 3.21 shows that initial fleet size varies from l,501 to l,536 depending 
on the Nature of Licenses option chosen. This is caused by an interplay between the area/fisheries spedficity 
of the licenses and the more selective qualifying period schemes within the State of Alaska's proposal. The 
qualifying criteria would be that a vessel had to land in each of the three calendar years from 1/1/90 to 
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6127192 and 365 days prior to final Council action, except for fixed gear Pacific cod which would use 6123/91 
to 6/27/92 (Option 700 as depicted in Table 3.i3 ln Section 3.2.2.4). Because this for= a higher level of 
performance to meet the standards, slightly fim·er vessels would qualify. Under these multiple qualifyiiig 
period criteria, more vessels may qualify initially if the Council broadens the scope or "umbrella" of the 
license. As an example, assume a vessel fished for pollock in the Bering Sea in 1990, and the Central Gulf 
in 1991 and 1992. The vessel qualifies under options 100,000 and 400,000 because it participated in each 
calendar year in the pollack fishery. It would not qualify under any of the other options. 

Changing the nature of the licenses from a single umbrella license (option 100,000) to more highly specified 
licerees, constrains the mobility of the licensed fleet and the ability to expand in the future into areas and 
fisheries different from those used during the qualifying period. Option l 00,000 allows each recipient to 
participate in any area for any fishery. It most closely reflects the mobility that vessels would have under the 
moratorium. The second option restricts the recipient-and-fisheries -v.ithin specific -FMP areas. Each 
successive option through option 600,000 further "pigeon holes" the recipient. The last three options are 
highly specific, identifying the areas a vessel may fish and upon which fisheries it may target 

In order to compare the different options one needs a consistent parameter; For example, directly comparing 
the number of licenses issued under option 100,000 and option 600,000 might lead the reader to an incorrect 
conclusioIL Referring to the set of "current" tables (in the Groundfish Table Appendix), under option 100,000 
(configuration l 15XI I) there are l,679 licenses, and under option 600,000 (configuration 6l5Xl1) there are 
5,475 licenses. A direct comparison of the two numbers might lead the reader to say that the former was more 
limiting than the latter. This is not the case because under a single license the vessel may fish anywhere. 
Since there are 5 sub-areas and at least 5 fisheries in each area, this gives the recipient, at least theoretically, 
25 fishery/subarea possibilities. Multiplying the number of opportunities by the number of licenses results 
in a total of 41,975 fishing opportunities. Under option 600,000 the number of fishing opportunities are 
strictly defined by the nature of the license, and as seen in the table (615Xll), only 5,475 opportunities were 
used in the current fishery. Thus issuing licenses for sub-area fisheries is much more limiting in terms of the 
number of opportunities each vessel has open to it, affecting fleet mobility and the ability of the fleet to 
expand in the future. While, it may be argued that a vessel does not need any new opportunities, the 
dynamics offish populations and markets suggest otherwise. · 

The table below surnmari.= the impacts on fleet mobility by estimating fishing opportunities as the nature 
of license changes, using the current, universal and explicit reference configurations. Fishing opportunities 
are defined as the potential or actual number of fishery/sub-area combinations which are possible wider each 
of the configurations sho"1l, using the kind of calculations made above. From the table it is clear that as one 
rolls down through the options for the nature of licenses, the number of opportunities decreases. The right· 
most column shows the pem:nt reduction from the total available opportunities shown in the first row of each 
section. Under each of the configuration sets (current, universal, and explicit) the reduction percentages are 
remarkably consistent Since each of the sets varies ooly by the qualifying period one can be reasonably sure 
that changing the qualifying period does not impact the general trend in the reduction of fishing opportunities 
as one tightens the definition of the nature of the license. 
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Table 3.21 
Potential Fishing Opportunities 

Confiouration Vessels FMP Areas Sub-areas Fisheries Reduction % 

Current 
115X11 1,679 3,358 8,395 41,975 1oo•A 

215X11 1,679 1,916 5,404 27,020 64% 

315X11 1,679 1,916 2,229 11, 145 27% 

415X11 1,679 3,358 8,395 19,355 46% 

515X11 1,679 1,916 5,404 12,301 29% 

615X11 1,679 1,916 2,229 - 5,475 13% 

715X11 1,679 1,916 2,229 ·4,001­ 10% 
615X11 1,679 1,916 #NIA .5.177 12% 

Universal 
115211 2,954 .. -5,!J08 .14,770 .73,850 100% 
215211 2,954 3,518 9,777 48,885 66% 
315211 2.9.54 3,518 4,352 21,760 29% 
415211 2,954 5,908 14,770 33,085 45% 
515211 2,954 3,518 9,777 22,354 30% 
615211 2,954 3,518 4,352 10,114 14% 
715211 2,954 3,518 4,352 7,638 10% 

815211 2,954 3,518 #NIA 9,681 13% 

Explicit 
., ........ .. f157f1 1;536 ... . 3,012· . 7,680 38,400 100% 

215711 1,527 1,727 4,788 23,940 62% 

315711 1,501 #NIA 3,520 17,600 . 46% 

415711 1,536 3,072 7,680 16,660 43% 

515711 1,527 #NIA 7,635 9,907 26% 

615711 1,501 #NIA 1,900 3,942 10% 

715711 1,501 #NIA 1,900 3,658 10% 
815711 1.502 #NIA #NIA 4.851 13% 

Notes: 	 BOLD numbers are taken directly from the tables in the back of the section. 
II'AIJCIZED numbers are calculated using adjacent cells and #'s ofavailable opportunities. 
BOLD ITAIJCIZED numbers are calculated directly from the tables in the back of the section. 

Summary of Qualitative and Quantitative Assessments of the Nature of Licenses Alternatives. 

For each of the eight elements, we have discussed the relative impacts on the potential for initial fleet siz.e, 
potential for expansion of capacity, !lJobility, administrative complexity, and enforcement. The table and 
chart show ordinal values, using a 20 point scale, placed on ea.ch of these four attributes for each of the 
different nature of license elements. Since the Nature of Licenses is neutral on the initial fleet size, no scores 
"'ill be issued at this juncture. Scores "'ill have the following meanings: 

Attribute Meaning or High Scores 
Initial Fleet Size .......................................... Greater initial fleet siz.e 
Potential for Increased Capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Greater potential for increased capacity 
Mobility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Greater mobility for fishers 
Complexity .............................. Greater administrative complexity and cost 
Enforcement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Great.er enforceability/lower costs 
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Option Identifier 

Option# Fleet Siu Potential Capacity , Mobility Complexity Enforceability 

100,000 Neutral 15 20 1 18 
200,000 Neutral 10 13 2 17 

300,000 Neutral 4 6 3 16 

400,000 Neutral 7 9 14 8 

500,000 Neutral 5 6 14 7 

600,000 Neutral 2 3 15 6 
700,000 Neutral 2 2 18 1 

800.000 Neutral 2 3 19 I 
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3.2.2.2 License Recipients 

In January 1994 the Council specified three groups of potential license recipients: current vessel owners, 
vessel o"ners at the time of landings, and permit ho!de.-s. These are overlapping sets of recipients as shov.n 
below in Figure 3.9. 

For an owner-operated vessel which has not changed ownership during the qualifying period, all throe sets 
of recipients may be the same individual. Many larger vessels that have changed hands will have different 
owners than the permit holders and the vessel owner at the time of landings may also he different; thus the 
three sets do not overlap. The Council stated its preference that at minimum, it wanted the current owner to 
receive a permit. The Council also noted that they may want to give licenses to one or two of the groups, but 
not necessarily all three. This introduces a precedential aspect into initial issuance. And, finally, there is the 
issue of whether to give out multiple licenses that are based on the activities of a single vessels, i.e., the case 
where none of the sets overlap and licenses would be issued to individuals in each set for a particular vessel. 

To give the Council a range of choices (and precedence) regarding license recipients and whether they would 
receive one or multiple licenses, the analysis will examine four alternatives: 
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Initial . Pountial 
Fleet Increased 
Size Caoacitv EnforcementMobilltv Comole:titv 

Llcen:te Recipient& Major Major NeutralNeutral Major 
(l0,000-40,000) 

l. 	 AUocate only to cum:nt o-wners of qualifying vessels, . , ,, __,,·<· . k• '··-'\r '·..•'I 

2. 	 Allocate first to currcot owners., then to qualifying vessel O\'lrncn at the time of landll:g. and then to perm.it 
holders. but no more than one Ii~ per recipient for ili¢ same vessel. 

3. 	 AllOC4le first to cum:nt owners. then to p<:n:nit holders, tmd tbcu to qualifying landing owners. but ::tO 

more than one license per recipient for the same: vessel. 

4, Allocate to all current owners of qualifyiog vessels., to all qualifying owners: a.t the: time of landing even 
if they have r=ived licenses as cum:nt owners.: tmd to ail qualifying permit holders,,_ if they received 

. licenses as curm:it or landings o-wner::. Recipients may receive more than one liccnsc iot the same vesset 

Below, the four options are shown in the "analysis" format with their nwnbering scheme. Under options 
20,000 and 30,000 the Council may choose to exclude the third group, and under option 40,000 the Council 
could choose from among the three, alone or in combination. 

License Recipients 
Allocate only to current owners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,000 
Allocate to current owners, then owners at the time oilanding, then permit holders (no- . . . . 20,000 
Allocate to current owners, then permit holders, then O\\ners at the time of landing(""'"•""' ...,.;i • • • • 30,000 
Allocate to all current o\\ners, owners at the time oflanding, and all permit holders (nom'P"'' '"""> . . . 40,000 

It is asswned that licenses issued to these different groups will entitle the recipients to identical privileges. 
Further, licenses are asswned to be freely transferable across groups. Issuing licenses to these different 
groups may be viewed as a potentially effective way of developing a market driven method to reduce fleet 
size if the Council develops a "fractioaal" license scheme. This was discussed in Section 3.2.l.3.l on 
potential "buy·back" plans and is discussed again below. 

Assessment of Options 

Choosing who to issue the license to, current owners, qualifying owners, and/or permit holders will s.et the 
number of licenses to start the program and will influence bow fleet capacity expands· over time after the 
program commences. As noted earlier, we think the major impacts of choice of recipient will be on initial 
fleet size, expansion of capacity, and complexity of the program. The choice recipient alone will not have 
much effect on mobility or enforcement 

These as~ts are discussed more fully below, and the qualitative analysis is summarized at the end by 
assigning a relative score for each alternative. 

Allocations to Current Owners vs Owners at Time of Landing. The Council awarded QS to ov.ners of 
vessels at the time of landing in the sablefish and halibut IFQ program. An alternative being considered for 
the license program would issue licenses only to current vessel owners.1 Qualifying calculations would be 
based on all landings made by that particular vessel during the qualifying years regardless of the vessel O\\ner 
at the time of landing. Using current vessel ov.ners would make the analysis and implementation much easier 

1lssuing licenses to current vessel ov.ners can be viewed as nearly S)nOU)mous to issuing licenses to vessels. 
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because staff would oot be faced with the task of matching catch records to o\>nership record Additionally, 
 
issuing licenses to current vessel owners would eliminate the process of applicants having to document vessel 
 
ov.nership in the past This is anticipated to be a time consuming and rostly effort for the sablefish and 
 
halibut IFQ program. Finally, many in industry have noted that some recent sales of vessels presume that 
 
some form of limited entry based on catch history will be forthcoming. Therefore, clauses are being inserted 
 
into sales contracts retaining all catch rights with the seller. 
 

vessel Catch Data. Most catch data identifies the harvesting vessel. 2 Calculating the landings of a vessel 
 
usually is· easy, though sometimes vessel identifiers may be mis-keyed and catch will be attributed to the 
 
-..Tong vessel. Vessel owner information is in different files and can be matched to catch vessels using a 
 
common vessel identification number. Problems occur more with data accuracy than ability to merge the 
 
data. 
 

Ownership lnfoonation. Title tracking systems, such as for automobiles and real estate, do not exist for 
 
vessels. Recently, the State of Alaska and NMFS have required fishing vessels to beregistered or permitted. 
 
Both documents ask for o-..nership but neither require proof ofownership. Therefore, the information is not 
 
completely reliable. Additionally, all vessels over 5 net tons are required by the U.S. Coast Gtiard to be 
 
documented. This documentation includes the owner of the vessel, and the U.S. Coast Guard does not 
 
recognize a person as a vessel O\\ner until the documentation has been changed. The Coast Guard believes 
 
that, given adequate time and inoney, it can construct a record ofvessel o"'nership for most vessels over time. 
 
Though this work is not in progress, its importance is being recognized. 
 

Copfjdentialjty Restrictions. Current Federal and State of Alaska law prohibits the release of "confidential" 
 
data to persons other than those who actually submitted the data. Since 1978, catch data have been reported 
 
in three basic forms: ADF&:G fish tickets, NMFS weekly processor reports, and observer reports of joint 
 
venture harvesting activities. The State. of Alaska officially recognizes the Commercial Fisheries Entry 
 
Commission (CFEC). permit holder .specified on the fish-ticket as the submitter of those data. NMFS has 
 
recogniied the vessel ov.ner as Jjsted in the Federal Fishing Permit as the submitter of weekly processor 
 
reports and joint venture records. 
 

The State of Alaska Attorney General has found that releasing ADF&G fish-ticket information to the vessel 
 
owners at the time of landing (without a signed waiver of the permit holder) would be a violation of 
 
confidentiality laws. If the vessel owner at the time of landing cannot have access, then it is unlikely that an 
 
entirely unrelated person (if the vessel has been subsequently sold) would be given access to that information. 
 
Under a license program, confidential information may not have to be released to verify landings, though this 
 
issue remains unresolved. There have been requests because of the sablefish and halibut IFQ program and 
 
the Moratorium to revisit State confidentiality regulations. Attorneys for NOAA and mfFS are currently 
 
debating this issue for weekly processor and joint venture reports. Data have been released in the past to 
 
vessel o"'ners at the time oflanding and, therefore, they may have legal access to catch records. It is much 
 
less likely that current ov.ners would gain access to confidential data while the vessel was owned by another 
 
person. Clearly, it would be easiest, in terms of the administration of the application and allocation process, 
 
to issue quotas to the officially recognized submitter ofthe data. i.e., the permit holders. 
 

Transferring Catch Histories. If contracts transferring catch histories to current vessel owners exist, and the 
 
contracts are found to be valid, .courts of law may issue orders compelling previous owners and/or permit 
 
holders to release that data to the current o"'ner or to transfer quota once allocated. If the contracts are valid, 
 
then it may also be presumed that documentation of vessel ownership for the period existed, partially 
 
mitigating problems with allocating quotas to other than current vessel owners. 
 

'The exceptions to this are found in vessels delivering to at-sea processors whether delivering to domestic or foreign 
proc....ossors. 
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Who @ns the catch bjstoiy? Most of the industry recommendations to the Council have advocated allocation 
to current vessel owners. The rationale for this recommendation seems to rest, at least partially, in the 
premise that current vessel owners are the ones v.ith the investment and stake in the fisheries 'today', and that 
they are dependent on the fisheries in that they require landings of fish to maintain the operations they have 
established by virtue of that vessel ownership. This premise certainly makes sense on the surface. Further 
support for this alternative lies in the fact that the application, appeals, and allocation of licenses will be much 
simpler and straightforward under this alternative. Records of catch are tied to vessels more directly than to 
vessel ov.ners; r=rds of vessel ownership through time are much more difficult to reconstruct as previously 
noted in this paper. Allocations based on catch history of a given vessel will go to 'one entity' rather than 
several, and the qualified entity will be much easier to ascertain. This logic ignores, for the moment, potential 
confidentiality problems. 

Allocating to current ov.ners ·presumes that fish landings are associated.more.with a.vessel than a vessel 
owner; previous owners of a given vessel are excluded from allocations based on that vessel's historical 
performance. This presumption is consistent with the fishing privileges which were created under the 
Council's moratorium; i.e., rights to continue fishing are vessel specific and depend on the past performance 
of that vessel. Fundamental differences, however, are that1he moratorium Tights would have remained with 
a vessel (not vessel o·wner) unless otherwise specified in legal contract 

It can be argued that the default assumption should be the opposite. Based upon the Council's 
sablefishlhalibut program, licenses should be allocated to vessel owners at the time of!andjng not mx:essarily 
to current vessel ov.ners. That program implied that catch history is tied to the vessel owner, not to the vessel 
itself In fact, in instances wbere vessels have been traded, the catch history credit will remain with the vessel 
owner unless specified differently under private, legal contract. It is likely that some groundfish and crab 
vessel transactions have been conducted based on that assumption. 

The precedence in the sablefishlhalibut program, does not .preclude the Council from structuring a different 
allocation mechanism for groundfish and crab licenses. These are very different fisheries subject to a very 
different range of considerations. In making this decision, the Council should consider additional factors and 
be cognizant ofthe impacts to affected persons ofeither alternative. 

A!locatinr to current yessel owners -Wbo wins and wbo loses? Jflic.enses are allocated to only current vessel 
O\..uers, and those ov.ners receive the entire catch history of the vessel upon which to base their licenses and 
eventually QS if they are implemented, then those vessel ov.ners are obviously the 'winners' in the context 
of a win/lose scenario. To the extent that the landings ov.ner is no longer in the fishery, it could be argued 
that he neither wins nor loses, but perhaps forgoes a windfall profit However, not all landings owners have 
exited the fishery. The most obvious example of a 'loser' under this alternative is someone who has a long 
catch history with a given vessel, bas recently sold that vessel, and continued fishing with a new vessel. In 
this example, the person with a long history in the fishery will lose that catch history and perhaps not receive 
certain licenses, and eventually may lose QS if an IFQ program is implemented. The pe:rson acquiring the 
vessel with the long catch history may be a new participant in the fisheries, which means that a person with 
little historical participation comes out a 'winner', while a person with a long history of participation may 
ccme out a 'loser' in the allocation process. 

The Magnuson Act requires Councils to take into account historical participation when considering limited 
entry programs. It also mandates considerarion of current participation and dependence on the fisheries. This 
issue creates somewhat of a dilemma in reconciling these mandates. It n=ls to be pointed out that the 
example above is very simplistic and does not take into account other possible nuances. For example, the 
person that sold the vessel (and its catch history under this alternative) may not necessarily end up a loser, 
if that person happened to acquire a 'new' vessel which had its o"n catch history, particularly if that catch 
history was greater than the owner's previous vessel. Under that scenario, he comes out a 'winner' under this 
alternative. The possibilities are further complicated by the foci that some vessel transactions in recent years 
have involved explicit transfers (or explicit retention) of catch history by one party or another. 
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In order to quantify the number of affected persons, either adversely or positively affected, it would be 
 
necessary to (1) track the ovmerslrip of all vessels through time with catch associated to various owners, {2} 
 
have knowledge of the specifics of all contracts which either transfer or retain specific catch histories as part 
 
of the vessel transaction, (3) ascertain v.nether a given owner is still involved in the fisheries or not, and (4) 
 
make comparisons ofe.ach potential qualified recipient to what they would receive under the other alternative, 
 
(allocation based on ov.nership at time of landings). This information is unavailable at this point, and it is 
 
likely that some of this information will never be available to analysts on this project. It is therefore 
 
impossible to estimate impacts in the context of v.iiether someone is still in the fisheries or not, after having 
 
sold a vessel. 
 

Allocating to landjngs owners - Wbo wins and who loses? Another alternative is to allOcate to the person 
who owned the vessel at the time qualifying ground.fish (crab) landings were made. In ten:ns of winners and 
losers, a person will be·unaffected ifhelshe has been the only Ownet' throughout-the qualification history of 
the vessel.· In cases where vessel ovmers have exited the fishery, but still fit in the qualification window, 
licenses will be awarded to persons who are no longer active in the fishery. These persons would certainly 
be categorized as winners in the sense of windfall profits if they chose to sell the licenses. 

Enforcement Considerations-Are vessels or persons licensed? The NMFS enforcement office has voiced 
concerns over v.iiether ~ns or vessels will be licensed. In their view, licensing persons creates a much 
more difficult enforcement situation, and potentially allows more vessels to engage in fishing activity. 
Consider the following example, v.iiereby a person is licensed for groundfisb on a 60' -124' vessel. Under the 
status quo there is a certain amount of down time for every vessel, especially among shore based vessels. It 
is feasible that persons holding licenses will be able to change vessels once the landing is made, go back out, 
fish and make another landing, and switch back to the original vessel. This will essentially allow two vessels 
to fish under one license. If licenses have a value on the market, persons with more than one qualifying 
vessel may choose to sell one of their licenses and use the remaining license on both vessels. This is really 
a form oft.lie "capital stuffing" issue that looms·on the horizon ofany license limitation program. 

This particular problem could be handled by issuing the licenses to persons with an endorsement which states 
that it can only be used on a given vessel. In order to change vessels, the license holdi:r would have to go 
through the normal transfer procedures, and would be required to await an official recognition of the transfer 
before changing vessels. For licenses issued to permit holders or to ovmers of vessels at the time oflanding, 
the application process would most likely require them to specify the name of the vessel on which the license 
would be fished. If the license holder does not have a vessel in mind, the license will be issued but it will not 
be valid until it was·officially linked to a vessel in a NMFS-approved action. 

Qualitative Discussion of Specific Options Included in the Analysis. 

Allocate Only to Current Owners (Option l 0,000). Under this option, a license for each qualifying vessel 
will be issued to its current owner. The number of licenses issued to current ov;ners of qualifying vessels will 
equal the number of qualifying vessels. Therefore, this alternative will be the most effective in limiting fleet 
size over e.ach of the qualifying periods. It should be noted that the current owner of a fishing vessel which 
qualified in the past, may not currently be involved in fishing. If, for example, an investor purchases a large 
fishing vessel and converts it into a pleasure cruiser, and the vessel qualifies, the current owner will receive 
a fishing license, and if the license has value, the license recipient will receive a windfall . .Similarly, current 
vessel ov.uers may be banks or other non-fishing institutions which have repossessed a vessel in default 

The application and allocation process for issuing licenses to current vessel ov.ners only, will be the easiest 
of the four alternatives because current records are more easily obtained than past records. Since fewer 
licenses will be issued in this alternative, monitoring and enforcement also v.ill be the least costly. This 
option has little impact on enforcement issues. 

114 Scpt=iber 17, 1994 (9:54pm) 



Allocate to Current Owners, Then Owners at the Time of Landing, and Then Permit Holders (No 
 
Duplication) (Option 20,000). Under this alternative, licenses would he issued to the current owners of 
 
qualifying vessels. This option then would allocate licenses to vessel owners \\Do did not n::ccive licenses 
 
as current vessel O\\ners, but who owned a qualif}ing vessel during the qualifying period. A Jandjp!j!i owner 
 
will receive po more than ope Jjcep<e Car one suite of endorsements if they are issued) regardless of the 
 
number of vessels owned during the qualifying period,' This is because it is presumed that landings owners 
 
are included as an option because they may not receive licenses as a current owner of a vessel. Under this 
 
option, the Council could also choose to allocate licenses to any permit holders who would not have n::ccived 
 
licenses as current or landings owners. In order to qualify, all landings recorded in the permit holder's name 
 
during the qualifying period, regardless of the vessel or vessels on which the landing was made, will he added 
 
together. If the landings meet the qualification criteria then the permit bolder will he issued a single license 
 
for sujte of endor:;eroepts if issued), regardless of the number of vessels used during the qualifying period. 
 
In the Groundfish Tables Appendix, the tables concerning Option 20000;·show-the-total lice:nses.jgsued ifthey 
 
are allocated to current owners and landings owners without duplication as option A. The total resulting from 
 
adding in permit holders who are neither current O\\ners or landings owners is shown as option B. 
 

Questions ofwho should be the "rightful" recipient aside, it is c1e;ir" !hat allocating to both the current owners 
 
and to landings owners will increase the number of licenses issued and, therefore, make it less likely that the 
 
license program will constrain the size of the fleet. Adding permit holders will further increase the number 
 
of licenses. On the other band, an allocation to owners at the time of landing (or permit holders) can be 
 
viewed as a way to aclmowledge the stake these persons may have in the fishery.' 
 

The convoluted nature of ownership patterns in the fishery is less of an issue under license allocations than 
 
under an allocation of IFQs. This is because the question is not bow much was landed but rather was a 
 
landing made. Therefore implementation problems under this altemative will not be intractable though they 
 
are expected to be significantly greater than under an allocation to current owners only. If it is assumed that 
 
licenses result in the same privileges regardless of the recipient, then monitoring and enforcement will be 
 
affected only by the number of additional license recipients. This assumption of equal privileges for all three 
 
types need not be the case, however. It would be possible to use this element to create a fractional license 
 
program as is discussed below. · 
 

Frartional Licenses as a Market Driven Method to Reduce the Fleet. Many license limitation programs 
 
are initiated with the idea that the fleet can be reduced via a buy-back program. Whether industry or the 
 
government pays for the buy-back program, few, if any, successful programs have been established An 
 
alternative to the buy-back programs is the concept of fractional or stackable licenses. The Pacific Fishery 
 
Management Council under Amendment 6 to their groundfisb program has instituted a stackable program 
 
whereby a large vessel which did not n::ccive licenses in the initial allocation may purchase a given number 
 
of small vessel licenses and obtain a license enabling it to enter the fishery. The same concept may be used 
 
with respect to current vessel owners, vessel O\\ners at the time oflanding, and permit holders. 
 

Assume that the license program issued licenses under a three-year qualifying window to current owners, 
 
landings owners, and permit holders. Under this scenario, unless every qualifying vessel fished in the current 
 
year, there would be more licenses issued to current vessel owners than currently fish. Additionally, since 
 
owners at the time of landing, and permit holders also receive licenses there will most certainly be more 
 

3lf a cur.rent o\\ner qualifies for pollock in the Central Gulf, and had qualifying landings for pollack in the Berin1 
Sea and Aleutian Islands as "-ell as the Central Gulf as a landings owner, then under option 20,000, three endorsement! 
would be issued. Under option 40,000, fow endorsements would be issued, one for activities as a current O\\ner and tbre< 
for activities as a landings owner. 

'This option (as well' as option 30,000, and 40,000) could be viewed as a starting point for a fractional licens< 
program. 
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licenses available than the current number of vessels. Because the license program does not constrain the 
current fleet, its effectiveness will be limited 

Now suppose that each current vessel ov.ner was issued a certificate worth IO license points, each owner at 
 
the time of landing was issued a certificate worth 6 points, and each permit holder was issued a certificate 
 
worth 3 points. If there was a regulation requiring that at least 15 points ace needed in order to use the license 
 
on a vessel, then a market for license points would be created, and the number of effective licenses would 
 
decrease. If further reductions in the number of licenses were desired, the Council could stipulate that 20 
 
points might be required If the Council wished to implement an orderly fleet reduction process, they could 
 
stipulate' apoint schedule over 'a period of years. Suppose the Council wished to cut in half the number of 
 
vessels allowed to fish over a six-year period Also, assume the point system above resulted in an allocation 
 
of 20,000 points. If, in the first year, I 0 points were required to fish then conceivably 2,000 vessels would 
 
be allowed to participate. ·If, over the next five years, 12 points,-14 points, 16-points,-!8 points, and finally 
 
20 points were required to fish, then the fleet could be reduced to a maxmrum of l,000 vessels. 
 

Unless there was a perfect market for points it would be very unlikely that the license point buyers and sellers 
 
would be able to match up. To facilitate the llevelopment <if the market, a sophisticated transfer monitoring 
 
system would have to be implemented However, it is likely that this could be funded by a transfer fee. 
 
Further, it might be advisable to allow single points to be traded For example, a permit holder might sell one 
 
point to one person and two poin'ts io another. 
 

Allocate to Current Ov.ners, Then Permit Holders, and Then Ov.ners at the Time of Landing (No 
 
Duplication) (Option 30,000). Under this alternative, licenses would be issued to the current owners of 
 
qualifying vessels. This option would also alloeate licenses to permit holders who would not receive licenses 
 
as curreot· vessel owners. In order to qualify, all landings recorded in the permit holder's name during the 
 
qualifying period, regardless of the vessel or vessels on which the landing was made, will be added together. 
 
If the landings meet the qualification· criteria then the permit holder will be issued a single license regardless 
 
of the number of vessels used during the qualifying period Under this option, the Council could also choose 
 
to allocate licenses to qualifying landings owners if they have not received licenses as current ov.ner11 of 
 
qualifying vessels or as permit holders. This option differs from the previous option in the order of 
 
precedence. This option explicitly allows the Council to allocate licenses to qualifying permit holders, 
 
.,.,;thout the neressity of first allocating to "past" vessel owners.' In the Ground.fish Tables Appendix, the 
 
tables concerning Option 30000; show the total licenses issued if they are allocated to curreot owners and 
 
permit holders without duplication as option A. The total resulting from adding in landings owners who are 
 
neither current owners or landings oWners is sho.,.,n as option B. 
 

Two types of permit holders exist in the ground.fish fisheries: Co=ercial Fishing Entry Commission 
 
(CFEC) permit holders, and Federal Ground.fish Permit holders. Federal Ground.fish Permits are required by 
 
the NMFS for vessels operating in the ground.fish fisheries in the EEZ off Alaska However, unlike CFEC 
 
permits, the vessel owner is the permit bolder. Issuing licenses to Federal Ground.fish Permit holders is 
 
therefore the equivalent of issuing licenses to vessel owners a1 the time of the landing. Therefore, it is 
 
assumed that by "permit holders" the Council meant CFEC permit holders, rather than Federal Ground.fish 
 
Permit holders. 
 

The CFEC issues permits to all fishing vessel skippers participating in fisheries off the Coast ofAlaska For 
 
vessels making deliveries to shore based processing facilities, the permit holder is required to present a 
 
current permit card. The permit number is entered on the fish-ticket and the landing becomes official. The 
 
permit holder is considered the "submitter-" of the fish-ticket data, and therefore the only person, outside of 
 
governmental agencies, who is allowed access to the "confidential data" on the record In most cases, the 
 

'This option also yields different results than option 20,000 if the Council were to choose to develop a fractional 
licensing program. In that case it is presumed that different points would be awarded to licenses if they were allocated as 
"past" owners or as permit holders, and therefore the order of the allocation process becomes a factor. 
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permit holder is the skipper of the vessel, but any person on board with a valid permit may make the landing 
under their name, Since 1990, vessels making deliveries to motherships outside suw: waters have not been 
mi.uire<l to submit fish tickets, although in most cases the skipper of the vessel will hold a valid CFEC permit 
Offshore deliveries are monitored by observers and by the Weekly Processing Reports submitted, not by the 
delivery vessel but by the processors, Therefore few, if any, offshore deliveries will qualify a permit holder 
for a license. The same holds true for skippers and other CFEC permit holders on catcher/processors, Since 
these vessels are not required to submit fish tickets few CFEC permit holders will qualify from the catcher 
processor fleet Therefore, an allocation to permit holders may be viewed as an unequitable allocation 
particularly by skippers of vessels operating offshore, who, although they participated in the fisheries and 
most likely had CFEC permits, were not required to submit catch data under their name, 

Alloate to All Current Owners, All Owners at the Time or Landing, And/Or All Permit Holders 
(Duplication Allowed) {Option 40,000). Under this alternative, licenses-would be allocated to current 
owners for each qualified vessel Additiorutlly, this option would allow the Council to allocate additional 
licenses to all landings owners. In this case most current owners would be both current ov.ners and owners 
at the time of landings, and therefore could receive additional licenses. This option could also be used to 
allocate licenses to permit holders. Any qualifying permit holder would receive a license regardless of 
whether that person would also receive a license as a current or landings owner. All cum:nt and landings 
owners who were also permit holders could qualify for additional licenses. In the Groundfish Tables 
Appendix, the tables concerning Option 40000, the license totals for three sub-options are shown. Option 
A shows the sum Current and Landings Owners. Option B show the total licenses issued if they are allocated 
to both current oy,ners and permit holders. Finally, Option C sum all current owners, landings owners and 
permit holders. 

This option would issue licenses to each owner or permit holder during the qualifying period. Obviously, 
the number of licenses recipients is greatest under this alternative, This alternative will impact the initial 
allocation of licenses as well as the monitoring and enforcement because of the sheer numbers of recipients. 
However, since almost every ov.ner or skipper, past or present. could receive a license there will be less 
contention in the allocation process and perhaps fewer appeals and court battles. This option could be seen 
as an equitable measure of participation iffractional licenses were to be created 

The three figures below depict the different options under the "License Recipients" using a hypothetical 
distribution of vessels, owners, and permit holders, and a simple umbrella license program. Figure 3. !0a 
shows this hypothetical distribution. In this example "landings o\\ner" refers to the ov.ners at the time 
landings were made. Only included are those vessels, owners and permit holders who would qualify for a 
license under the hypothetical system. The number of current owners is less than the number of vessels, some 
owners are assumed to O\\n more than one vessel. Figure 3.!0b shows the number of licenses allocated under 
each of the options. 

Figure 3. lOc shows the number of different persons who would receive licenses. Comparing this figure to 
the previous, the reader can see the impact of individuals who receive multiple licenses. The number of 
vessels and the number of current owners that receive licenses remains the same under each option. This is 
because under each option, the allocation to current ov.ners of qualifying vessels is included. The important 
features to glean from these figures are the number of additional licenses that are created under the various 
options, and who would receive them. 
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FIGURE .3, I 0A 

Hypothetical Distribution of Participation 
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FIOUF<E 3. I Oc 

Hypothetical Number of Different Persons 
Under Each Option For "License Recipients• 
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Conclusions Regarding License Recipients. 

Issuing licenses to current O\\ners only will yield the smallest initial fleet of the four alternatives for this 
component, and produce the most effective license program in terms of addressing overcapitalization. Issuing 
licenses to additional permit holders and/or ov.11ers at time of landings will increase the pool of licenses and 
degrade the effectiveness of the license program. AII'j licenses that were not strictly attached to a particular 
vessel could be applied to a new vessel, thus allowing for significant expansion of the fleet. 

Allocation to permit holders is also complicated by the fact that since !990, catcher processors have not been 
required to submit fish-tickets, which is the best source for permit holder data. If the Council desires to issue 
some form of license to other than current owners, and also desires to constrain fleet size, then consideration 
'should be given to a fractional license scheme and also identifying licenses very closely with individual 
vessels. 

The Tables Appendix contains tables describing the license recipient options. These allow us to estimate bow 
the license pool, and presumably the fleet could expand if more than just current owners are issued licenses. 
Table 3.22 below draws on the Universal reference configuration to show trends seen under all three 
configurations. Table 3.22 summarizes the total numbers of licenses that would be issued under the four 
options, by region, vessel size class, and catcher or processor designation. The total IlllIIlber of current 
ov.11ers is 2,954, of which 2,185 are from Alaska and 769 are from other areas. Issuing licenses to unique 
landings owners as in 20000 (option A) increases the total number of licenses by 15% to 3,385. Issuing 
licenses to unique permit holders and landings ov.11ers increases the license pool to 4684 licenses for option 
20000 and 4436 for option 30000. This is a 59% gain in the number of licenses. Issuing licenses to all three 
groups and allowing duplication as shown in 40000 option C, the pool of licenses jumps to just over 9000 

119 Septmib<r 17, 1994 (9:54pm 



because, a current O\\ner might r=ive one license for being current owner, another for having past landings, 
and-ath.ird for being a permit holder. 

.. ,._ ' .. . . '~· .. 
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Table3.22 

CV 
<so·! 60· 124'1 

!0000 

Licenses (a) 1,940 !l9 

20000 fonlion A) 

llce"'6s (b) 2,176 186 

Pttccnl Inercue (bf&)· I !2% 17% 

01i.n1>e in Uce.ruc' lb-a} 236 27 

20000 (option C) and 30000 op1ion Cl I 
licenses (c) 2,6!6 381 

PC!r'~n:I lncrcue{c/a)·l Jl% 143% 

ChN111"C in Licenses (c-•l 676 228 

30000 (ootion Al 

llcensas (d) 2,519 370 

Peretti lntrtUC {d/A}·1 30% IJJ'll. 

t.~ ...... e in Lke:ru.et (d·•) 519 211 

-'0000 footion r'1 

licenses (e) l,7ll 637 

Paccnt lnercu.c (c/a)·I 196% 301% 

Olange in Lk:«uet (e-a) 3,793 478 

A Comparison of Ucenses Issued lo Recipients Under the Universal Core Based on,. 
June 28, 1969 - June 27, 1992, Catch Hlslorv. 

Curronl Owne~s Stale al Residence 
Alaska Non-Alaska Total 

CV CV 
125'+ Total CP Total <li(l'f 60·124'1 125'+ Total CP Total <60'1 60·124'1 125'+ Totnl CP Tolnl 

6 2.!0l 80 2,!SS 401 216 4l 662 107 769 2,341 l7S l! 2,767 !87 2,9l4 

8 2.370 92 2,462 4l2 WI 50 170 Ill 923 2,618 454 li 3.140 24l 3,38l 

33% 13% ll% 13% 13% 24% ll 'ii> !6% 43% 20% !2% 21% 14% 13% ) I '.t !l% 

2 165 !2 277 l! l2 l 108 46 ll4 187 79 7 )7) l8 43! 

19 l,022 149 3,171 ll2 483 JO) l,138 l7l l,lll 3,168 870 122 4,160 524 4,684 

217% 44% 86% 45% 38% 124% 129% 72% 250% 97% 3l% 132% 139% 50% 180% l9% 

ll 917 69 986 Ill 167 58 476 268 744 827 495 71 I l9J 337 1,730 

18 2,907 141 l,048 lll 441 98 l,Ol4 334 1,38! 3,034 811 116 3,%1 415 4.436 

200% ltt% 76% 39% 28% I04% 118% 59% 212% 80% 30% 116'11. 127% 43% 154'11. l0% 

12 802 61 863 114 225 l3 392 227 619 693 436 65 1,194 288 I 482 

30 6,400 280 6,6JIO 1,022 699 142 l,863 470 2,333 6,7ll !,336 172 8,263 7l0 9,013 

400% 204% 2l0% 206% Ill% 224% 216% 181% 339% 2113% 189% 2l6% 237% 199% 301% 20l% 

24 4,29l 200 4,49l 621 483 97 1,201 363 l,564 4,414 961 121 l,496 563 6,0l9-

1 
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Option# F1eet Size Potential Capacity l\Iobility Complexity Enforceability 

10,000 2 2 Neutral 2 Neutral 

20,000a 7 7 Neutral 12 Neutral 

20,000b 8 8 Neutral 15 Neutral 

30,000a 6 . ,..... 6 Neutral 6 Neutral 

30,000b 9 9 Neutral 15 Neutral 

40,000a 6 6 Neutral 12 Neutral 
40,000b:. 12 12 Neutral 6 Neutral 

40.000c 18 18 Neutral l5 Neutral 

The relative rankings of the options ·are shown in the table and ~hart below.. 

All classes of vessels show increased license numbers moving from option I 0,000 to 40,000, though some 
have a more pronounced increase than others. For example, the Alaska fleet increases from 2185 licenses 
under option I 0,000 to 6680 for the most mag1ianimous option 40,000. The gain of 4495 licenses is 
distributed as a gain of 200 catcher processors, 3 800 small catcher vessels less than 60 ft, and less..-r gains in 
other categories. For non-Alaska licenses, 1564 are gained including 363 catcher processors. 

The prominent e-0nclusion is that any choice other than limiting license distribution solely to current vessel 
owners "'ill rapidly and significantly degrade the effectiveness of the license program to address the 
overcapacity problem. In addition, the complexity of the program will increase significantly both in 
implementation and administration if ·significantly more records have to be matched and more licenses and 
transfers have to be tracked. 
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Initial 
Fleet Size 

Potential 
Increased 
Capacity. Mobility Comple:x.ity Enforcement 

Llcensu Designations 
(1,000-8,000) 

Neutral Major Major Minor Minor 

3.2.2.3 License Designations 

In January 1994, the Council identified three types of use restrictions, other than those dictated by the n.ature 
of the licenses, which could be placed on the licenses as designations. These included: (!)designation of 
licenses for use on catcher vessels (CV) and catcher/processors (CP), (2) designation of licenses for use on 
vessels of a given length class, and (3) designation of licenses for use on inshore or offshore delivery vessels. 
Upon reviewing the record and interpreting the Council's intent, any combination of these appears to be 
within the scope of the Council's alternatives. Th.erefore, this analysis examines the eight different 
combinations of use restrictions which result from the Councils alternatives: 

No Restrictions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,000 
Catcher Vessel and Catcher/Processor Designations .............. , ......·..... ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,000 
Vessel Length Class Designations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,000 
Inshore and Offshore Designations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,000 
CV - CP and Vessel Length Class Designations ............................................ 5,000 
CV - CP and Inshore-Offshore Designations . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,000 
Inshore-Offshore and Vessel Length Class Designations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,000 
CV - CP, Inshore-Offshore, and Vessel Length Class Designations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,000 

Under the current management regime, there are no restrictions on the lengths of vessels, processing 
capabilities, nor on delivery mode, except those institut;:d under Inshore-Offshore for Pacific cod in the Gulf 
and pollack in both FMPs. The Council's action on inshore-Offshore included a sunset date of December 31, 
1995. Further, the Council indica!ed that action under the CRP would replace the inshore--0ffshore allocation. 
Therefore for purposes of analysis, it is assumed that under the license program no restriction on delivery of 
pollack or Pacific cod to inshore or to offshore facilities will ex.isl 

Assessment of Options 

The eight options under license designations will not affect the initial fleet size, per se, but ....ill have far 
reaching ramifications on the uses of the licenses, i.e., the mobility of the fleet, and the potential to increase 
capacity. A variety of designations and use restrictions will have some impact on complexity of 
implementation and administration of the program, and enforcement could be more time consuming and 
complicated ifa plethora of use restrictions are imposed. The discussion that follows leads to the conclusion 
that license designations will have major impacts on the potential for increased capacity and fleet mobility, 
more minor impacts on complexity and enforcement, and for the most part is neutral in determining the initial 
fleet size. 

No Restrictions (Option 1,000). Under this alternative, there would be no restrictions on the use of licenses 
other than those dictatl:d by the nature of the licenses, {fishexy, area, etc). Any license could be used to fish 
on any vessel regardless of length, processing capabilities, or the location of the delivery. It is at least 
theoretically possible, though highly unlikely, that every licensed vessel could be replai:OO. by a vessel of 
much greater length and processing capacity. As noted earlier, wider the current over-<:apitalized fishexy, 
there appears to be few incentives to pour additional capital into the fishery. Unless the license program 
constrains the fleet to a size smaller than would be expected wider the status quo, a license program without 
restrictions would not be likely to bring about a rush of new investment into the fishing fleet lf the license 
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program constrains the fleet, then the lack of restrictions v.ill allow vessels to more easily engage in "capiw 
stuffing,• by lengthening vessels, adding processing capacity, or even by employing spotter planes and search 
vessels. 

Catcher Vessels - Catcher/Processor Designations (Option 2,000). Under this alternative, licenses would 
be issued with designations of either catcher vessel (CV) or catcher processor (CP). A single designation per 
vessel would be based on the vessel's activity during the qualifying years on hierarchical criteria. If the vessel 
operated as a CP during the qualifying period, then it would be designated a CP. This will hold even ifit also 
acted as a delivery vessel at some point during the period. We have assumed for purposes of analysis, that 
if a vessel acted as a CP in an)' area or in any fishery during the qualifying period, then the CP designation 
will hold for all areas and fisheries. In other words, a vessel will receive a single designation v.irich will hold 
for all fisheries and areas. A CP license will allow the licensee to operate the vessel either as a CP or as a CV 
delivering fish to other processors. If the vessel did not act as CP, then it-would-be designated as a CV. CV 
licenses would allow the holder to act only as a delivery vessel. 

This alternative will put a cap on the number of CPs in the fleet. Catcher vessels would not be allowed to add 
processing equipment to their vessel and use it without fust acquiring a license with a CP designation. If the 
license program constrains the size of the fleet, then it would be likely that this restriction would be an 
effective means to curtail on~ form of "capital stuffing." 

Implementation effects of this restriction will most likely not cause much additional work. The definition 
of processing used by the NMFS is fairly well defined and, therefore, there should not be that many questions 
of whether· a vessel acted as a CP or not. Enforcement and monitoring would be no more difficult than under 
the status quo, since CP must notify NMFS of their intentions. Implementation issues could be complicated 
if the Council chose to make designations based on the different areas and fisheries included under nature of 
the licenses. Enforcement would also he much more difficult ifmultiple designations on a given license were 
included. Thi~caveat also holds for any of the other suggested restrictions. 

Vessel Length Oa.ss Designations (Option 3,000). The Council specified three potential length designations 
for licenses; from O' to 59', from 60' to 124', and from 125' and greater. A license with a sii.e class designation 
would allow any vessel within that length class to operate. It should be emphasized that the Council specified 
that the vessel length designation was only to apply to catcher vessels, with catcher/processors designated as 
such. To give the Council flexibility to use the vessel length designation only, without creating a separate 
catcher/processor class, both cateber vessels and catcher/processors will be assigned length designations. 
Vessel length cla.Ss designations will allow licerise recipients to increase the length of their vessel within that 
class or to transfer licenses to larger vessels within the class. Although a length class designation is more 
restrictive than nothing, it would not prevent length increases within classes. 

If the license system constrains the fleet to a nwnber of vessels that is less than would have otherwise 
participated under the status quo, then it can be expected that there will be incentives to increase the catching 
power of each licensed vessel; the "Catch 22" of license programs. One way to increase catching power is 
to lengthen the vessel, which allows great.er deck space, greater hold space, and presumably would allow the 
use of larger or additional engines. All these will add to the catching, delivery, and processing capability of 
the fleel Additiooal capital adde<:l to an already eyer-capitalized fleet will cause any gains in net benefits 
resulting from the imposition ()fa .license limitation program to he dissipated. The vessel classes, as specified 
here, will do little to prevent many vessels from expansion and, therefore, are considered ineffective 
restrictions on the overall catching power of the fleel In terms of implementation, enforcement, and 
monitoring, systems will have to be put into place which will deal with this restriction. 

Inshore-Offshore Designations (Option 4,000). The Council asked that vessels be designated inshore or 
offshore acrording to the vessel's activity in 1993. Strictly speaking, the inshore-offshore allocation included 
only pollack and Pacific cod and, therefore, only vessels which made landings of pollack and/or Pacific cod 
would be designated. Additionally, any vessel which did not participate in the fishery in 1993 would not 
receive a designation. With these issues in JD.ind, it was determined that the Council's intent could be met by 
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designating all catcher/processors as "offshore,"° and designating catcher vessels either as inshore or offshore 
 
based on their activity in the most recent year of participation in any spe<:ies. If a vessel .made a delivery. of 
 
any groundfish species to an offshore processor, then the vessel was designated as "offshore." It is assumed, 
 
for purposes of analysis, that any vessel, including any cau:her/pr~"'Ssor .,..;th an "offshore" designation will 
 
be allowed to deliver to processors operating on shore or inside State waters. 
 

In effect, this method of assignment will create an upper limit on the number of vessels which may operate 
 
as offshore delivery vessels, while leaving fewer restrictions on the number of vessels which may deliver 
 
inshore. It is also assumed that the Council could, if it wished, change the assignment methodology. It is also 
 
conceivable that this .restriction may provide an ultimate limit on the number of vessels \\illch may operate 
 
as offshore mothership processors, since the number of offshore delivery vessels would be strictly limited. 
 
However, since catcher/processors would be designated as offshore, they could team with motherships and 
 
most likely provide enough raw product for both processing facilities. 
 

An alternative method for assigning inshore-offshore designation would involve a much more complex 
 
algorithm which would make the assignment based on deliveries on a sp<:Gies by species basis. Under this 
 
methodology, it is conceivable that vessels may have both inshore and offshore designations for any particular 
 
species. This methodology would be very difficult to analy7.e and present and would if approved cn:ate a 
 
tremendous administrative burden. For these reasons, the simpler assignment method was used in this 
 
document. 
 

Regardless of the assignment methodology, the designation does not guarantee that any amount of fish will 
 
be delivered to one sector or another. Therefore, the inshore-offshore use restriction cannot be viewed as an 
 
effective alternative to the inshore-offshore allocation, which is scheduled to sunset at the end of 1995. Also, 
 
catcher vessels which receive an offshore designation would not be prohibited from converting to catcher 
 
processors. 
 

Implementation of this restriction, as analyzed, should not prove very difficult, assuming the definitions of 
 
the designation are clearly stated, and they are applied equally to all license recipients. If the assignment is 
 
defined such that some vessels do not receive designations, then a lengthy appeals and litigation process is 
 
possible. Enforcement of the inshore-offshore designations will be somewhat complex particularly if the 
 
vessel may have more than one designation. 
 

CV - CP and Vessel Length Designations (Option 5,000). This alternative combines the vessel length 
 
designation and the catcher vessel-catcher/processor designations. This alternative was specifically defined 
 
at the Council's January meeting. Vessels designated as catcher vessels would also have length class 
 
restrictions. Vessels designated as catcher/processors would not be restricted by the length classes.' This 
 
alternative would prevent catcher vessels from converting into catcher processors or transferring licenses to 
 
them, and would also provide some of restriction in length increases catcher vessel less than 125' could 
 
undertake by reconstruction or transfer. Large vessels would be unrestricted in terms of length, as would 
 
catcher processors. Implementation, monitoring, and enforcement costs of this alternative will be greater than 
 
either of the two alone, but will not likely be significant overall. 
 

CV - CP and Inshore - Offshore Designations (Option 6,000). This combination of alternatives will 
 
eliminate the possibility that catcher vessels designated as offshore convert to catcher processors or transfer 
 
their licenses to catcher processors. All other issues raised under the discussion of the Inshore-offshore 
 
designation and CV/CP designation will still apply. 
 

6Since it is assumed that the inshore-offshore allocation as currently exists will be superseded by any license program, 
the current definition which allows for "inshore catcher/processors" will no longer ex.isl 

'Designating vessel length restrictions for catcher/processors could be considered within the scope of the analysis, since 
vessel lengr.h class designations were examined "'ithout a CV/CP split 
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Inshore -Offshore and Vessel Length Oass Designations (Option 7,000). This alternative will provide 
more restrictions on capacity increases than either of the two alone. It will not however prevent catcher 
vessels from converting or transferring license to catcher/processors. Administratively, this alternative will 
have th.e same problems as either of the two alone. 

CV - CP, Inshore-Offshore, and Vessel Length Designations (Option 8,000). This alternative combines 
all three of the different designations. It is possible that it will provide some added restrictions against vessels 
delivering to offshore mothersh.ips, than the CV/CP/vessel length alternative. The difficulties in the 
determination of inshore and offshore categories and the costs involved in the process may not make it worth 
the trouble. This is especially true if the number of vessels which would have been granted offshore 
designations is much greater than are currently operating. 

Conclusions Regarding License Designations. 

Use restrictions do not establish initial fleet size, but they do act to confine the fleet from moving into and 
out of the different sectors and operating modes. For example, any vessel classified as a catcher vessel could 
act only as a delivery vessel, whereas catcher processors could act as that or as a catcher boat This will limit 
the number of catcher processors, but not the number of catchers. Length restrictions will control somewhat 
the upward movement of the fleet to larger and larger vessels. This movement occurs in any fishery where 
larger capacity and more horsepower tiiight gain a larger share of the harvest. The three length classifications 
may or may not be effective in controlling this. For example, as shown in the moratorium analysis, the 
catching power of a 124-foot trawler is an order of magnitude greater than a 61-foot longliner. Yet th.is kind 
of upgrade would be allowed even under the most restrictive of the use designations, unless the 20% upgrade 
limitation is adopted along with the length classification scheme. 

There is additional discussion of the issue of vessel size and capacity upgrade in Section 3.2.2. 7. The key 
point emphasized there is that overlaying limits on upgrade, such as the 20% moratorium rule, combined with 
vessel length license designations will restrict the pool of licenses available for purchase by O\>ners ofvessels 
of any given length, particularly larger vessels. If the Council chooses a very explicit license system with 
many different sub-area-fishery licenses, considerable constraints will be placed on owriers of vessels when 
attempting to purchase a license that will allow them to operate with their vessel. For example, vessels less 
than 125 ft could purchase licenses originally issued to vessels no less than 83% of their length. Conversely, 
vessels at the top oftheir range, at 59 ft or 124 ft, could only purchase licenses of vessels ofan equal or lessor 
length. The owner of the longest vessel receiving licenses in the initial allocation "ill be unable to purchase 
any additional licenses: ' 

Complexity of implementation and administration, and enforcement "ill increase if a variety of license 
designations are used, however th.is is believed to be minor. NMFS has developed tracking systems for 
inshore and offshore fisheries for 1992 through 1995 and considerable experience has been gained. Vessel 
length categories are used already for the· observer program, and NMFS did not have an implementational 
problem with length and upgrade provisions of the proposed moratorium, so there is no reason to believe that 
such provisions imbedded in a license program could not be handled properly. 

ln the Ground.fish Tables Appendix, Configurations l llXI l-118Xll show how the 1993 fleet would be 
partitioned under the eight options of the License Designation Component. There are 1,679 vessels, including 
1215 Alaska vessels and 464 non-Aiaska vessels that fished in 1993. The Alaska component can be further 
broken out into 1167 catcher vessels, most being under 60 ft, and 48 catcher processors. The non-Alaska fleet 
bad 371 catchers and 93 catcher processors. Most of the non-Alaska catcher vessels are below 125 ft in 
length but the distribution is split more evenly between the over 60 ft and under 60 ft categories, in contrast 
to the more numerous smaller vessels in the Alaska fleeL 

Regarding inshore-offshore, the Alaska fleet in I 993 had 1140 vessels in the inshore fishery aod 75 offshore, 
while the non-Alaska fleet had 267 inshore and 197 offshore. As shown in Table ll7Xl I, both the Alaska 
and non-Alaska inshore fleets bave more smaller vessels fishing in the inshore fleet than offshore. For 
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Option II Flee! Size Potential Capacity Mobility Complerity Enfol'ttJlhility 

1.000 Neutral 20 2(l 0 20 
2,000 Neutral 15 13 2 15 
3,000 Neutral 16 15 3 15 

4,000 Neutral 19 15 7 7 

5,000 Neutral 12 10 5 15 

6,000 Neutral 14 11 9 4 

7,000 Neutral 15 12 10 4 

8.000 Neutral 11 7 12 3 

Qua!ltatlve Ratings of "License Oeslgnatlon• optlons 

-+-Fleet Size 

-o- Potential Capacity 

-tr-Mobility 

..._,..._.Complexity 

_,._Enforceability 

1,000 l,000 3,DCO 4,COO 5,000 8,000 1,000 a,ooo 

Option Identifier 

example, the Alaska inshore fleet had 113 9 vessels under 125 ft inshore, but only 23 vessels of that size 
designation in the offshore fleet Of the non-residence fleet, 257 or 96% of the catcher vessels working the 
inshore fisheries are under 125 ft. The non-resident fleet has twice as many catcher processors as the Alaska 
fleet Only one inshore-offshore designations was assigned to each vessel: if a vessel participated in any 
offshore fishery in the most recent year of participation then it was assigned an offshore designation. 

The table and figure below summarizes how the eight options under the License Designation component 
influence the five qualitative attributes. 
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3.2.2.4 Qualifying Period 

In January 1994, the Council specified three alternative periods in which a vessel or person could qualify for 
a license. These three options were: 

(A) Jan. 1. 1978 - Dec. 31, 1993, 
(B) Jan. 1.1990-Dec. 31.1993, 
(C) 'the three year period bcfon; June 24, !992 aod/or the three year period before the datc of final Council a<:tion. 

The "and/or" clause in Option .C may be interpreted to give four more alternatives as follow: 

(Cl) Jun. 28. 1989 -Juo. 27, 1992, (the three year period prior"' June 24, !992).' 
 
(C2) the three year period prior"' the datc of final Cowicil action. 
 
(C3) a qualifying hmdirig in both periods from JW1. 28, 1989 -Jun. 27, 1992. and th~ tht<:e yoan prior"' the dam oftinal 
 

aetion.11 and 
(C4) JWl. 28, 1989 - da!C of final action.10 

In June 1994, an additional alternative was added by the Council. This alternative, proposed by the State of 
Alaska, requires a vessel to have made landings in each of the three calendar years from 1/1/90 through 
6/27/92, as well as during the 365-day period prior to the Council's final action on the license alternative in 
order to qualify for an umbrella or.area license. Additionally, any vessel which made qualifying landings of 
Pacific cod using fixed gear during the period from 6/23/91 - 6/27/92, as well as a Pacific cod landing during 
the 365 day period prior to the Council's final action on the license alternative would qualify for an umbrella 
or area license. 

In all, there are seven alternative qualifying periods, four of which are indeterminate at this time. These are 
shown below and in Figure 3. l I with the numbering scheme used in this analysis. 

Qualifying Penods • · 
Jan. !, 1978. Dec. 31, 1993 ............................................................. 100 
Jun. 28, 1989. Jun. 27, 1992 ............................................................ 200 
Jun. 28, 1989 - date offinal action ........................................................ 300 
Jan. I, 1990 - Dec. 31, 1993 ............................................................. 400 
The three years prior to the date of final action . .. .. .. . .. . .. .. .. . . .. . . . .. .. . . . . .. .. . .. . . .. . .. . 500 
Jun. 28, 1989 ·Jun. 27, !992 & the three years prior to the date offinal 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 111/90 • 6/27 /92 .......... , . . . 700 
 

The four alternative ,Jalifying periods which end on the date of final Council action are not possible to 
analyze in an absolute sense, since there is usually over a year's delay in the availability of reliable fish-ticket 
data. For example, the 1993 fish-ticket data were not made available for this analysis until June 1994. 
Therefore, any analysis of these alternatives will be somewhat speculative in nature. There will be no 
reasonable way of estimating how many qualifiers there are until the Council has made its final decision. 
Nonetheless, for each of the qualification periods assumptions are made and a description of the impacts is 
provided. These alternatives respond to Magnuson Act requirements that "current participation" 

'Dates were rounded to include entire weeks, since much ofthe ca!ch is reported on a weekly basis. 
 

"This is the interpretation of"and" in the "and/or" clause. 
 

"'This is the interpretation of "or" in the and/or" clause. Note also that if the date offinal Council action is later than June 
 
24, 1995, this singie qualifying period will become two discontinuous periods. 
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Figure 3.11 
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be considered in developing limited access programs. For discussion purposes, we've assumed that final 
action is in January 1995 and the three years prw:.ding are 1992, 1993 and 1994. 
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Table 3.23 

V=cl l (aoombination traw!er11ongliner) V=cl 2 (• trawla pmc=r) 

Central Gulf Western Gulf Central Gulf Western Gulf 

Period Pollock P.Cod Pollock P. cod Pollock P.Cod Pollock P.cod 

Ifl 19().I213 I190 TRW IRW FG 

l/l/91.&'2219 I TRW TRW TRW FG 

61'...3191-12131191 TRW FG FG FG 

l/l/92.&27192 - TRW FG FG -ffi FG FG 

365 daJ"' prior to TRW FG FG FG FG FG
Council action 

TRW- trawl geor FG fixed geor ­

Vessel I will quallfy. for an area endorsement for Central Gulf only. It does not qualify for an area 
 
endorsement in tbe Western Gulf because it did not fish in that.area during 365 days prior to CoWlcil action. 
 
Because its CG qualification was met with tbe P. cod fixed gear criteria, it 1'till be eligible to qualify for only 
 
a P. cod endorsemeot. Vessel 2 will qualify for area endorsements for both Central Gulf and the Wes tern 
 
Gulf. It will be eligible for a P. cod endorsement in both areas, and may qualify for a pollock endorsement 
 
in the Western Gulf, because it met the general criteria for that area It will not be eligible for a pollack 
 
endorsement in the CG . 
 

. ~. '. ,,,., 

The example above demonstrates the complicated nature of this qualifying period, as well as some of its 
 
impacts. Because of the requirement for three years of consecutive participation in a given sub-area, any 
 
vessel which has moved from area to area is less likely to qualify. The ability to move frOm area to area, and 
 
from fishery to fishery, is claimed by many in the industry as one the primary reasons they are able to stay 
 
in business. If the fishing in one area or for one species is bad in a given year, tben they can change areas, 
 
gears, or targets. This qualification system would in effect penalize those that took advantage of their 
 
mobility. 
 

On the other hand because of this period restrictiveness relatively few vessels may qualify. Therefore, it has 
 
the greatest potential to produce an effective license program. This is because license programs need to limit 
 
the fleet's capiu;ity to a level which is below tbe capiu;ity ofthe existing fleet in order to be effective. Because 
 
of its restrictiveness, this option ~ill likely be the easiest to enforce, when compared to other qualifying 
 
period options using the same configuration. 
 

Conclusions Regarding Qualifying Periods. 

The Council has seven alternative qualifying pefiods to choose from. Eiu;h one reflects a slightly different 
 
approach to recognizing participation in the fisheries. Opti.on 100 reiu;hes back over 16 years almost to the 
 
start of the Magnuson Act, and certainly predating very much development of the domestic groundfish fleet 
 
Option 500 in contrast recognizes landings only in the three years before final Council action, assumed to 
 
include 1992-1994 for illustrative purposes in this analysis. Option 700 goes back further, but iu;tually places 
 
greatest emphasis on most recent participation because a fisherman must have landed in 1994" (equivalent 
 

"The tables in the Groundfish Tables Appendix do not reflect the requirement of participation the year prior to 
Council final action. 
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here to 365 days before final Council action in January 1995). Thus option 700 is more restrictive than 
Option 500 in ternJS of recognizing very recent participation. 

Concerning the Cowicil's control date of June 24, 1992 which was set when making a final decision on the 
proposed moratorium, options 200, 600, and 700 v.-ould not issue licenses to speculative vessels that first 
landed after the control date. All the other options would allow speculators to receive licenses if they met 
requirements of other components on the license system. They would not be left out because of the Council's 
choice of qualifying period alone. 

As far as effectiveness of a license program in addressing overcapitalization, the options that allow more 
vessels will be least effective. More vessels will lead to more enforcement problems and added complexity 
in implementing and administering the program. 

Configurations 115111-115711 and 715111-715711 in the Ground.fish Tables Appendix contain detailed 
breakouts of the Alaska and non-Alaska fleets under the seven different qual.if}i.ng period options for the 
Universal and Explicit reference configurations. Table 3.24 summarizes numbers ofvessels for the Universal 
configuration for all seven options and compares them to1993 participation from the current configuration. 
The first row of numbers in the table describes the fleet as in 1993 (configuration 115Xll). For each option 
100-700, the tables shows the total number of vessels which would qualify. The difference between the 
option and the current configuration is displayed in the next row in terms ofpercentage, and in the below that 
in terms of numbers. For example, there were 1,679 vessels of all types in 1993. Option 100 would yield 
6,202 vessels, 4,523 more and 269% more vessels than fished in 1993. Option 700 would reduce the number 
ofvessels by 178 to 1,501 total compared to the l,679 vessels that fished in 1993. The fleet under option 700 
would be 11 % smaller than the 1993 fleet 

The results presented show that not all fleet sectors gain or Jose in the same relative proportion. Returning 
to Option 700 as illustrative, there is a net loss of 178 vessels compared to the 1993 fleet size. The net change 
for Alaska residents w-as a loss of 124, and for non-Alaska, a loss of 54 vessels. The net change for both 
fleets was similar, each lost about 10-13% of their vessels. Within Alaska, however, there was a loss of 13 l 
small catcher vessels, a loss of one catcher processor, and a gain of eight catchers over 60 ft. States other than 
Alaska Jost 53 small catchers, 14 cati;:her processors, and gained 13 catchers over 60 ft. These results are 
preliminary however because the final year of the qualifying period is yet to be determined and applied. It 
is very likely that the numbers of qualifying vessels under this option will decrease for all sectors. 
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Option# F!e<ot Size Potential Capacity Mobility Complexity Enlorcu.bility 

100 20 Neutral Neutral 7 Neutral 

200 II Neutral Neutral 2 Neutral 

300 JO Neutral Neutral 8 Neutrni 

400 9 Neutral Neutral I Neutral 

500 6 ·Neutral Neutral 6 Neutral 

600 6 Neutral Neutral 10 Neutral 

700 3 Neutral· Neutral 15 Neutral 

. Quali1alive Ratings of "Qualifying Period" Options 
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Option Identifier 

Overall, the qualifying period options most iI "uence the initial size of the fleet, and as more vessels are 
allowed in, and more records have to be searcheu, complexity ofprogram implementation and administration 
also will increase. Though the qualifying period component influences complexity, that effect is minor 
compared to the major influences of the Council's eventual choice of options for Nature of License and 
License Recipients. The boxes below summarize qualitatively the expected impacts of the options under 
qualifying period on the program attributes of initial fleet size and complexity. 
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Initial Fl•et . 
Siu 

Potential 
Iru:rea....i 
Capacity Mobility Conipt.nty Enforcement 

Landings Requlttments C..n•ral 
License Qualification (10-50) 

MAjor Neutral Neutral Minor Neutral 

3.2.2.5 Landings Requirements For ~era! Lit:ense Qualification 

The Council has defined five alternative minimum landings requirements for qualification for general or 
umbrella licenses. These are shomi below with the option identifiers: 

One Landing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . IO 
Two landings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 
5>000 pounds ... -. ~ ..................................................... , . , ............. 30 
10,000 pounds .............................................................. ' ..... ' ...... 40 
20,000 pounds .......................................................... ' . ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 

This component has a major impact on the initial size of the fleet The initial fleet siz.e impacts the potential 
for increased capacity, fleet ·mobility, and enforcement,· however, the-elements-in this component do not 
directly influence these attributes, and therefore are considered neutral. The administrative complexity is 
impacted bv these elements, though this impact is considered minor. In the discussion of this component any 
references ..; restrictiveness apply directly to the initial fleet siz.e. 

These options may be applied to any of the "Nature of License" configurations, however implicit in all of the 
alternatives, is the assumption that these standards will be applied to general licenses, and optionally applied 
to the lower level endorsements .. The working assumption used in the analysis applies the .General Licenses 
Qualification Standard (GLQS) to all general and area licenses or endorsements. A secondary standard, the 
Endorsement Qualification Standard (EQS) was applied to fishery endorsements, where applicable. This 
should not preclude the Council from using an alternate application of the GLQS or EQS. Table 3.25 below 
describes how the qualification standards could be applied to the various options under the nature of the 
licenses. 
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Table 3 25 

Natun of Llc<nse Alternatives Applicatioll.'J ·eir General Llcen5e Qualif1CAtion SW!dards (GLQS) & 
Endo......,.,nt Qualification Standards (EQS) 

Single licenses for 
(Option 100,000) 

all spccics and ...,,,.,.. Only GLQS are n:Jevant 

Licenses for FMP areas. (Option 200,000) GLQS may be applied din:<Uy to FMP endorsements. A less restrictive 
program would apply GLQS to the North Pacific Umbn:lla license and the 
EQS to FMP endorsements. 

Li=isos for FMP sub a.n:as. (Option 300,000) GLQS may be applied directly to FMP sub-111<8. endorsements. A less 
restrictive program would apply GLQS to the North Pacific Umbrella license, 
or to FMP general licenses, and the EQS to FMP sub-111<8. endorsements. 

LicenS<S for Fisheries. (Option 400,000) GLQS may be applied di=tfy to fisherY-°'1dorscmcn!s. A less restrictive 
program would apply GLQS to the North Piu:ific Umbrella license, and the 
EQS to Fishery endorsements. 

Genm.I licenses for FMP amos and 
endorsements for fisheries. (Option 500,000) 

GLQS may .be applied .dim::Uy to fishery endo=ments. A less restrictive': 
program would apply GLQS to the North Pacific Umbrella license, and to 
FMP general licenses, and the EQS to fishery endorsemen!s. 

General licenses for FMP sub-an:as and 
endorsements for fisheries (Option 600,000) 

GLQS may be applied directly ID fishery endo=mcn!s. A less restrictive 
program would apply GLQS to the North Pacific Umbrella license, and to 
FMP sub-area general licenses, and the EQS to fishery endorsements. 

Genm.I liccn= for sub-ari::as and 
fishery li=ses (Option 700,ooO). 

~ Sameasobove. 

General licenses for EG, CG, WG, RSAI and 
~fishery li=scs (Option 800,000). 

Same as above. 

2 

No Minimum (Option 10). This standard requires only that a landiog be made during the qu.alif)iag period. 
The discussion below outlines possible criteria for defining a landiog. Additionally, there are specific 
assumptions and caveats used in this analysis. These are described in Appendix IV. 

I. 	 Inshore Catcher vessel Landings. An inshore landiog will be proven ifthere is a fish· ticket reporting 
the delivery of groundfish with a valid ADF&G number and perrnit identifying the delivery vessel, 
and the processor identified as shore·based, or as operating in state waters. 

Domestic Catcher Vessel Otfabore Landjnus. 

a. 	 From 1978-1983. A landing will be proven with a fish-ticket on which ground.fish species 
are reported, and the processor is kno"n to have been operating in the EEZ off Alaska. 

b. 	 From 1984-1989. The delivery vessel must have possessed· a federal ground.fish permit A 
landing will be proven by submission of a valid fish.ticket with reported groundfish catch 
and proof that delivery was to a processor operating in the EEZ under a federal perrnit 

c. 	 After 1989. The delivery vessel will have to have bad a federal ground.fish perrnit It will 
have had to report to the N!viFS Observer Program that offshore operations were taking 
place, and the vessel must have been reported by the mothership on Federal Logbooks. 

3. 	 Joint venture Catcher \Fessel Offshore Landin rs. 

a. 	 From 1978-1983. Vessel must have been identified on NMFS existing records showing the 
names ofjoint-Yenture Yessels operating in the EEZ off Alaska under a Federally Permitted 
joint-venture. 
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b. 	 From 1984-1990. Th.e delivery vessel will have to have had a federal ground.fish p<:rmiL 
It will have had to repon to the NMFS Observer Program that it was participating in joint· 
venture operations, and the vessel must have been reported by the foreign mothersbip on 

. Federal Logbooks. 

4. 	 C;rtcher[processors 

a. 	 From 1978-1983. The vessel must have submitted valid fish-tickets with groundfish 
reported. The delivery vessel must have been identified on the fish-ticket by a valid ADF&G 
number and the processor must be identified on the fish ticket as being the same vessel. 

b. 	 · From 1984-1985. The vessel must have possessed a federal ground.fish p<:rmiL 
Additionally,·the -vessel must have filed an "Intent-to Operate::-.form with ADF&G. The 
vessel must have submitted valid fish-tickets with groundfish reported. The delivery vessel 
must have been identified on the fish-ticket by a valid ADF&G number and the processor 
must be identified on the fish ticket as being the same vessel. 

c. 	 From 1986-1989. The vessel must have possessed a federal groundfish permit and the vessel 
must have filed an.''lntent to Operate" form with ADF&G. Jn addition to these requirements, 
2llll of the following must have been submitted 

i. 	 The delivery vessel must have been identified on the fish-ticket by a valid ADF&G 
number and the processor must be identified on the fish-ticket as being the same 

. vessel. 

ii. 	 A "weekly processor . report" documenting that processing of groundfish was 
0ccuiring, musi have been submi14d to NMFS. 

d. 	 From 1990 forward. The vessel must have possessed a federal groundfish p<:rmit and the 
vessel must have filed an "Intent to Operate" form with ADF&G. Jn addition to these 
requirements, a "weekly processor report" documenting that processing of groundfish was 
occurring must have been submitted to NMFS. 

Two Landings (Option 20) ..This standard requires that two qualified landings were submitted during the 
qualifying period. If the qu.alifying period is divided into parts requiring participation in each part, then this 
option "'ill mean that participation is defined as two landings in each part. Jn the cases v.iiere fish-tickets 
denote a landing, two different fish-tickets with different fish-ticket numbers must have been submitted In 
cases where the landing is identified by weekly reports, submissions in a single week of activity in two FMP 
areas, or submissii>n of reports in two different weeks will suffice. Jn cases where the landing is denoted by 
activity on a Federal Logbook, two entries showing deliveries must have been made. 

Requiring two landings to be made during the qu.alifying period (or pan thereof) will eliminate many 
"incidental" qualifiers who may have made a single landing of groundfish species only as bycatch in some 
non-groundfish fishery. ·For example, salmon·trollers may land rockfish on a groundfish fish ticket. If this 
landing is of a species and area managed by the Council, then the landing could qualify the vessel for a 
license. Requiring two landings "'ill eliminate many of these fishers, while letting in participants who were 
more actively involved in the groundfish fisheries. 

A Minimum of 5,000 Pounds (Option 30). This standard requires that a minimum of 5,000 pounds ;vere 
landed in qualified landings during the qualifying period. This alternative will have the effect of eliminating 
almost all incidental participants. Jn most cases, landings of groundfish in non-ground.fish fisheries will not 
total more than 5,000 lbs. This requirement may also have the effect of eliminating those participants who 
made speculative landings of some minimum amount. 
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Table 3.26 

Landings Numbers of Vessel in Initial Fleet 
Requirements 

Options Current Universal Explicit 

10 1679 2954 1501 

20 1417 2435 1344 

30 816 1492 939 

40 727 1280 833 

50 631 1110 745 

This alternative will likely prove quite restrictive when compared to the earlier alternatives. Since 
enforceability is directly tied to the number of licensed vessels, this alternative will be ranked higher in 
enforceability. This alternative is however much· more complex in terms of administration and 
implenwntation. This is because proving a landing of ground.fish is relatively straight forward compared to 
proving a given amount was landed over a period of time. Any appeals process increases in orders of 
magnitude if amounts oflandings are required versus simply a landing. 

A Minimum of 10,000 Pounds (Option 40). This standard requires that a minimum of l 0,000 pounds were 
landed in qualified landings during the qualifying period This option is clearly more restrictive and, 
therefore, more enforceable than a 5,00Q pound requirement In terms of complexity, this option is not 
significantly more complex than the previous option. 

A Minimum 20,000 Pounds'(Option 50). This standard -requires that ii minimum of 20,000 pounds were 
landed in qualified landings during the qualifying period This option is the most restrictive of the 
alternatives, however it is not significantly more complex than either of the previous two. 

Conclusions from the Assessment of General License"Qualification Alternatives. 

Table 3.26 draws on the distributional tables in the Ground.fish Tables Appendix to show the impacts of the 
different GQLS. Requiring at least two landings (option 20) pares 262 vessels from the current fleet, 519 
from the universal fleet, and. 157 from the explicit fleet Almost all of these reductions come from the small 
Alaskan-<lWlled vessels. As pointed out in the qualitative discussion, many of the vessels in the flet:t are 
accidental participants, landing the odd rockfish or Pacific cod in their salmon, halibut and sablefish fisheries. 
It is unlikely that, given bycatch allowances, these vessels would be impacted in any real way. They 
presumably would still be allowed to land incidental catches of ground.fish with or without a license. They 
would however be prevented from entering into directed fishing for ground.fish. This reduction in fleet size 
therefore represents a significant reduction in the potential capacity of the flet:t A smaller relative impact 
is se<:n in the endorsement reductions under the explicit configuration, ': xause many of the 'accidental' 
qualifiers will be eliminated by the qualifying period which requires landings in multiple periods. 

Requiring 5,000 pounds (option 30) reduces the fleet under every configuration by an even greater amount 
Again the reduction is centered on the small vessel flet:t v.ith an equal impact (relatively speaking) on o"'ners 
from all states. In the universal configuration, the reduction brings the initial fleet size dov.n to a level below 
the size of the fleet which participated in 1993. It is conceivable that this option starts to eliminate vessels 
which were actually targetiog on some species of groundfish. Requiring 10,000 or 20,000 pounds has a 
relatively smaller impact, although again the reductions are seen in the small vessel fleet. 
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The following table draws on Figures 2.la-2.le in Section 2.2 to show the numbers of vessels for each of the 
vessel profiles that would not meet the 20,000 pound limit (based on l 992). 

Table 3.27 

NumbororV....lswith 
VtsSelClas:i Catclics Under 20,000 Pounds in 1992 

Longline Proc=or I 24 

PoUwvester l 24 

Pot~2 67 

Trawler Harvester 3 24 

Trawler Harvester 4 none 

Trawler Processor l none 

Trawler Processor 2 none 

Trawlc:r Processor 3 none 

Pot Processor 1 24 

Trawler Hatvi:stc:r J. none 

Trawler Hatvi:stc:r 2 24 

Longlinc Harvester I 72 

Longline HMvcst.er 2 104 

I.ongline Harvester 3 838 

In terms of complexity, GLQS specified in terms of landings are much easier to implement This is because 
proof of a landing (or two landings) is· easier to document than proving a given amount was landed. 
Additionally, because a 5,000 pound requirement will eliminate fewer vessels than a 10,000 or 20,000 lbs 
requirement, potentially resulting in fewer appeals, the more stringent requirements are scored as slightly 
more complex. 

Option# Fleet Size Potential Capacity Mobility Complexity Enf o rce.llbility 
10 20 Neutral Neutral l Neutral 
20 15 Neutral Neutral 3 Neutral 
30 13 Neutral Neutral 10 Neutral 
40 7 Neutral Neutral 11 Neutral 
50 2 Neutral Neutral 12 Neutral 
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3..2.2.7 Alternative Ownership, Transfer, and Use Provisions of Groundfish Licenses 

In addition to options affecting the assignment of licenses, the Council has included options affecting the 
transferability, ownership, and use of licenses, independent of the initial assignments. The options are shown 
below. In developing its preferred alternative, the Council will need to choose one element from each 
component set, ·with the exception of "Other Provisions," from which the Council may choose any number. 
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COMP01''E1'iTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS AF:FECrlNG TEE 0Wl'"ERSHJP, USE AND TRANSFER OF LICENSES 

Who May Pu.rclu1.., Lbll!leS 
 

L Li= could be 1n!nsfcm:d only to "persons" defined under Title 46 U$.C. 
 
2. 	 Llcenscs could be transfcm:d Ix> "pcrsons" with 76% or mor<: U.S. ownership, with "grandfather" rights 
 

for license o:cipicnts with 75% or less U.S. ownenhip (fitle 46 U.S.C.). 
 

Vessel/Lb...,. Linkages .. ·· ... 

l. 	 Vessel must be transfcm:d 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 Ana D<signations 

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

2. 	 Specios and/or Area designations shall be treated as separable licenses and may be transfcm:d as such. 
3. 	 Species and/or Area designations shall be r<gardcd as separable endorsements which require the owner 
 

Ix> also own ~ general license befo"' use or purohase. 
 

Ves..I Replacement and Upgrades 

I. 	 No restrictions on vessel replacement or upgrades, except tha: the vessel must meet the "Use 
 
· Restrictions" (License Designations) defined by the initial allooation. 
 

2. 	 Vessel may not be replaced or upgraded. 
3. 	 Vessel may be repla<cd or upgraded within the bounds of the 20% Rule defined in the moratorium 
 

·-
proposed rule. 
 

Lbnse Ownership Caps 
I. 	 No limit on the number oflicenses or endorsements which may be o"'ned by a "person.• 
2. 	 No more than 5 area licenses per person with gnndfathcr provisions. 
3. 	 No more than 10 at.a licenses per pcrson with gnndfathcr provls;ons. 

4. 	 No more than 15 """ licenses per person with grandfather provisions. 
5. 	 No more than 5 fishery/area endorsements pct penon with grandfather provisions. 

6. 	 No more than 10 fisherylarea endorsements per person with grandfather provisions. 
7. 	 No more than 15 fishery/""' endorsements per person with grandf•thc< provisions. 

Vessel License Use Caps 
l. 	 No limit on the number oflicenses (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 \lsed 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 a.n::a licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vt::ssei in a given year. 

6. 	 No more than S 11.TQ licenses (end.orsemi:nts) may be used on a vessel in a given year. 

Vess<! D<signztioo Limit> · 
1. 	 A vessel 'h'hich 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 quolifies. 
 

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

Buy-back!Retirement P,,,gram 
 

L No buy-back/n:tirement program. 
 
2. 	 Fractional license 3)"Sft:rn. {Fractional fiecnses may be issued to Ye$Sel O'-"'netS at the time of iandlng 

and/or permit holders.) 
 
3, Industrv Funded Buv..ba.ck Pro1lram "'ith ri2ht of first n:fusaJ on all transfers of licenses. 
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Two-Tier<d Skipper Li«.,.. Program 
I. Do not implcrnrnt a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program. 
2. Implement a Tw<>-Tiered Skipper License Program. 

Community Devel<>pment Quotas. 

L No CDQ allocations 
2. 3% ofany 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 curtcnt program wio sunset provision. 
4. 10% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned Aller Cum'!l! program w/o sunset provision. 
5. 15% ofany or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after cummt program w/o sunset provision. 

Communily Devel<>pment Li«nses. - ---· ·· - · - · 

I. No Community Development Licenses. 

2. Grant an additional 3% non-transfc:rable licenses to CDQs communities. 
3. Grant an additional 7.5% non-transferable lice:nsc:s to CDQs communities. 
4. Grant an additional 10% non-transferable licenses to·CDQs communities. 
S. Grant an additional 15% non-transferable licenses to CDQs corrununiti... 

Other Provisions (Choose any or none of the following) 
I. Licenses represent• 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 at revoked for multiple- violations. 
4. Implement a Skipper Reporting System which requires groundfish license holders to report skipper 

names.. address~ and SC!Vice records to h'MFS. 

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

­

Who May Purchase Licenses. Two alternatives exist which would limit the purchase ofliceru;es. 
1. 	 Licenses could be transferred only to "persons" defined under Title 46. 
2. 	 Licenses could be transferred to "persons" with 76% or more U.S. ownership, v.ith "grandfather" 

rights for license recipients with 75% or less U.S. ownership. 

Both alternatives have their roots in Federal Statutes. Option I is considered the status quo. It defines a 
person as any individual who is a citizen of the United States or any corporation, partnership, association, or 
other entity (whether or not organized under the laws of any state) which meets the requirements set forth in 
46 U.S.C. which requires that U.S. ownership interests must be 50% or more for vessels harvesting fish in 
the EEZ. Option 2 would change the status quo by referencing 46 U.S.C. (the Shipping Act of 1916), which 
would require that U.S. ownership interests must be at least 75%. 

Few data exist to document ownership levels in the fisheries. There have been two recent studies of 
ov.nership, one conducted by the State of Alaska, another by the U.S. G.A.0. These studies were cited in 
the Inshore/Offshore Allocation analysis and discussed in the Secret.my of Commerce's November 23, 1992, 
letter to the Council accepting its revised Amendment 18. In this letter, the SOC stated ... 

The malysis also evaluated the extent of foreign O'W!lership in each sector. but I have not based my decision on the 
degree of foreign OUl!leTSh.ip because the data is incomplete and the conclusions are coujc::ctural. lo terms of the 
natiooal interest. there is littJc di.ffcrcnc.e beti;vcoen a vcss.c::I or processing plant o""1:1¢d in •.vbple or in part by foreign 
interests and a vessel or plant that WU extensively fu.l.a.nccd by loans received front foreign sources. In bot.h cases. 
a significnot portion of the funds received from the s.afe: of fish products~ beocfit foreign interests. AlthougZJ 
some data is available oo. foreign ov.nership in both sectors., the records arc not complete and there is almost no data 
oo the extent of foreign fin.a.ncing of U.S.-Q"-'lled vessels or facilities. Additiooally, dat.a. concerning corporate taxes 
paid by both sectors. reinvestment of profits in the United States.. and effects on the balB.DCC of trade Ul fisheries 
products have not been analyzed. 

!47 	 Scpte-rnbcr 18, I 994 (2:57pm) 

http:OUl!leTSh.ip
http:Secret.my


Given the little data on ownership, an analysis of the impacts of this alternative is not possible. The Council 
has requested that NOAA General Counsel research the proposal to use Option 2. Since Option I is the status 
quo, it does not increase the restrictiveness of a license program, nor will additional administrative or 
enforcement costs be incurred. Option 2 could prove to be more restrictive. However, since there may be 
no reasonable way to administer or enforce the alternative, it may not be practicable. 

Vessel/License Link.ages. Two options exist for li.oking licenses to vessels. They directly affect how 
licenses mav be transferred after the initial allocation. 
I. 	 V~sel inust be transferred "'ith 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. 

OJ:ition I. This option, in effect,ereates non·transferable·licenses. Only vessels-would-be-#ansferable, and 
only those with.licenses could participate in the fisheries. This option also implicitly assumes that there is 
a one·to-one link between the number of licenses issued and the number of vessels. If licenses were issued 
to permit holders or to landings owners then there could be more than one license for a given vessel. As 
noted in Section 3.2.2.2, licenses issued to permit ho1ders or to landings owners would not be linked to 
vessels in the initial allocation. This could be "fixed" by requiring all permit holders or landings ·owners to 
assign the license to a vessel at the time of the allocation. · 

Assuming now that each license is assigned to a given vessel, this option would mean that no new vessels 
would enter the fishery following the initial allocation of licenses. If a vessel is destroyed or sinks then the 
license would go with it. The end result of this option is an eventual aging of the fleet, a more restrictive 
license program, and probable reduction in the amount ofnew capital coming into the industry. It would also 
have serious repercussions with regard to vessel safety and efficiency. Also, this option is somewhat 
redundant if a vessel length designation is included. If the vessel and lirense are linked, then the affect of 
the vessel length: designation is reduced to a restriction on. vessel reconstruction or upgrade. If the Council 
wishes to make licenses completely non-transferable, then a license recipient who sells a qualifying vessel 
"'ill no longer be able to use the license. This was proposed as an option in the crab license limitation 
program. 

Option 2 would allow licenses to trade independently of vessels. This option would allow more flexibility 
for vessel 0"1lers and license holders to tune their operations. The vessel length and CV /CP designations in 
Section 3.2.2.3 would be the primary restrictions to increases in harYesting and at-sea processing capacity. 
It also leaves open the possibility for a much less restrictive program, particularly if transfers are easily and 
quickly completed and approved. 

As an example of the possibilities available under the second option. imagine a shore-based catcher vessel 
O'-'ner with two vessels and only one license. If licenses may be transferred freely across vessels then the 
owner could effectively double the use ()f his license by transferring the license to one vessel as soon as the 
second had completed its trip. While one vessel is in port being re,supplied and possibly maintained, the 
second vessel is using the license. 

Neither option appears fully s1iited to meet the needS of the license program. It has been suggested that 
licenses should be assigned to vessels for a fixed period of time, e.g., a month, quarter, year, etc. If a transfer 
of the license to another vessel were desired, then that transfer could only be effected at the end of the 
assignment period. This kind of restriction would prevent the enforcement problems of freely transferable 
licenses, while allowing vessel owners to tune their operations. lf a more restrictive program is desired, 
particularly in terms of vessel upgrades or changes in vessel length, then these could/should be added as 
options in the vessel designation section. The following section contains options which could directly affect 
the transfer ofli~. 

Options Regarding the Separability of Species and/or Area Designations. Three options are available 
and assume that licenses and vessels are not linked. If they are linked then these alternatives are moot These 
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options are also closely linked to the Nature of Licenses options of Section 3.2.2.1, particularly \\lth regard 
to the various configurations shown by the "umbrella" figures. If a single umbrella license for all species 
and areas is created without any lower level endorsements (i.e., all configurations with element # 100,000), 
then these options are irrelevant. 

l. 	 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 Aiea designations shall be regarded as separable endorsements which require the 
O\\ner to also own a general license before use or purchase. 

Qptjon 1 is the most restrictive. -It is akin to the IFQ block proposal·fil..that licenses, once issued to an o\\ner, 
must be traded as a block. As an example, a vessel owner rereives licenses for pollock and Pacific cod in the 
Bering Sea, and a pollock license in the Aleutian Islands. To round out his license portfolio, the O\\ner 
would like to have a Pacific cod license for the Aleutian Islands. Several alternatives exist for the vessel 
O\\ner: 

Find a person whose sole endorsement was for Pacific cod in the Aleutian Islands and purchase that 
license. ., 

2. 	 Find a person who has the portfolio he desires, i.e., pollock and Pacific cod in both the Bering Sea 
and Aleutian Islands. Purchase that portfolio, and hope he can find a buyer for his original portfolio. 

3. 	 Find a person whose portfolio contains Pacific cod in the Aleutian Islands, along with other species 
or areas. Purchase that portfolio and continue operations with redundant licenses. 

If licenses are to be transferable then this alternative is extreme:.. :estrictive because few transactions would 
be likely and there is no possibility for expansion of the fleet In fact, because of the possibility that vessel 
o"ners may stack licenses in order to get the portfolio they desire, it could result in fewer vessels in the long 
run than the number of liceoses allocated. 

Option 2. This option makes licenses completely separable from any more general or umbrella license. This 
option corresponds to Figures 3.3b, 3.4b, 3.5b, 3.6b, and 3.7b in section 3.2.2.1, where each endorsement was 
self-contained under its own umbrella. Figure 3.7b is reproduced to the right. Under this option, the potential 
to greatly expand the fleet exists. In the initial allocation, each recipient would rereive a separate license for 
a given fishery or area. If the recipient desired, he could assign or transfer each of his licenses to different 
vessels. This option does allow fishers to tune the licenses they hold to their needs, but in so doing, it allows 
the numbers of vessels to expand by orders ofmagnitude. 

Option 3. This option would mean that at least two types of
licenses would be created, a general or umbrella license lllll1 
more specific separable endorsements. This option is more 
restrictive than Option 2 in that the ultimate number of 
vessels in the fishery can never exceed the number of 
umbrella licenses allocated. This option allows vessels to 
tune their license holding to match their operations. The 
Council may create up to four layers of endorsements as 
discussed in the Nature of License in Section 3.2.2.1. If the 
Council creates four layers of licenses and endorsements as 
reproduced in Figure 3.7a, then the middle layers are treated 
as beth general licenses and endorsements. 

As an example of how this system would work, retwn to the 
fisher above who was allocated endorsements for pollock 
and Pacific cod in the Bering Sea and pollack in the 

FIGURE 3.7A
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FIGURE 3. 70 

NORTH PACIFIC UMBRELLA LICENSE 
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Aleutian Islands. In the initial allocation, he would receive the following: (1) an umbrella license for 
groundfish in the North Pacific, (2) an FMP umbrella license for ground.fish in the BSAI, (3) sub-area 
umbrella licenses for both the Bering Sea and the Aleutian Islands, and (4) two pollock endorsements (one 
for the BS and one for the Al), and one Pacific cod endorsement for the BS. If he wished to obtain an 
endorsement for P. cod in the Aleutian Islands, then it would simply be a matter of finding a person willing 
to sell such an endorsement If he wished to enter the Central Gulf Pacific cod fishery, it would be more 
difficult He would have to purchase a GOA umbrella license, a Central Gulf umbrella license, and finally 
a P. cod endorsement specific to the CG. Clearly, there is room for flexibility in this configuration, but the 
requirements for multiple umbrella still make the system fairly restrictive by limiting total vessels to the 
number originally qualifying. 

F1ouRE 3. 7e 

·-
If the . Council · wished to lessen the 

··-restrictiveness, while-still keeping the ultimate 
number of vessels limited to the number 
originally qualifying, then it would maintain 
the North Pacific umbrella and drop one of the 
middle· layers of endorsements. For example, 
the Council could implement a system as 
shown in Figures 3.7c or 3.7d Under a system 
configured like Figure 3.7c, v.:hich drops the 
sub-area layer of endorsements but still 
maintains sub-area specific fishery liceoses, the 
fisher in the example above would be allowed 
to purchase the AI P. cod as before, but if she 
wanted to get intc the CG Pacific cod fishery, 
then she would have tc purchase a GOA 
umbrella license, but would not have the 
additional cost of purchasing a Central Gulf 
umbrella . A system designed as in Figure 3.7d 

would likely be a bit less restrictive than under 3.7c. This is b~ause a GOA license would likely be more 
costly than a Central Gulf license, as it would confer a wider scope of fishing possibilities. 
FlGURE 3. 7C 
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Another approach to simplify the system would be to eliminate Ulllbrellas from the top dov.n. Rather than 
having a North Pacific Ulllbrella, using a FMP umbrella.or a Sub-area umbreUa as the highest level would 
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make it easier for fishers to match their licenses ID their needs. Unfortunately, this would ultimately allow 
many more vessels ID operate. 

In summary, it appears that separable endorsements will add ID the flexibility of the program. If the North 
Pacific Umbrella is maintained as a part of the system then the number of vessels in the fleet would be 
constrained to the number of vessels qualifying at the time nf allocation. The number of layers ID place 
between the North Pacific Umbrella and the lowest level ofendorsements is a tradeoffbetween flexibility and 
restrictiveness. 

Ves.sel Replacement and Upgrades. Three options regarding vessel upgrades and repl=rnents have been 
proposed. These restrictions are assumed to be coupled with the option for Vessel Length Class Designations 
in the Components for Initial Allocation. 

I. 	 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 as defined under the 

moratorium proposed rule. 

These options are very difficult to inteipret unless they are strictly defined. In analyzing these options, we 
have made the following assumptions: 

Assumption 1: The words 'upgrade and transfer and replace' are interchangeable in the 
context of these options. 

Assumption 2: There are no limits on using licenses on a vessel if the license was initially 
allocated ID a vessel of a longer LOA. (Except ihat the vessel classes, ifcreated, will apply). 

(@tion I. This option does not impose additional restrictions on vessel replacements or upgrades other than 
those in the license designations described in Section 3.2.2.3. This would be the least restrictive of the 
options in this section. Transfers of licenses to other vessels and upgrades of vessel lengths would have to 
remain within the length designation if they are imposed. Assuming vessel length designations are imposed, 
three separate markets would develop for licenses, one for each length category. 

Option 2. This option is the most restrictive and implies that vessels and licenses are linked, vi.illch 
effectively eliminates all transfers of licenses. It also negates the need ID have any of the license designations 
described in Section 3.2.2.3, with the possible exception of the inshore/offshore designation. 

(@tion 3. This option refines the vessel length designation in the Use Restriction Component assigned in the 
initial allocation of licenses, by overlaying the "20% Rule" as approved by the Council in their Moratorium 
action. This rule would have allowed vessels ID be replaced or upgraded as long as the replacement vessel 
or the upgrade did not increase the length of the vessels to a length greater than 120% of the original length 
of the qualifying vessel or 125 feet, whichever is less. Vessels 125 feet or greater would not be able to 
increase in length or to be replaced by a vessel with a greater LOA. The 20% rule takes on a slightly different 
implications when applied to vessel licenses, aad when integrated with the vessel length classes under the 
"Use Restriction" component 

The effects of this overlay are most easily seen by using an example. Assume that the owner of a 48' vessel 
who was initially awarded a Central Gulf P. cod license would like to upgrade her operations by purchasing 
an endorsement for pollack. If the 20% Rule is overlaid on the vessel class designation, she could purchase 
Central Gulf pollack endorsements which were initially allocated to vessels between 40' and 59' LOA. 
Purchasing an endorsement which was initially allocated to a 39' foot vessel would violate the 20% rule 
(39'x 120o/.=46.&'). Purchasing a license which was initially allocated to a 60' foot vessel violates the vessel 
class designations. 
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If, rather than pursuing pollock, she decided to upgrade her operations by buying a longer vessel for her P. 
cod fishery, she could purchase a vessel no longer than 58' (48'xJ20o/o=57.6', which would round up to 58'), 
and still use the endorsement she was initially allocated. 

From· the example, it is clear that the effect of this overlay will be to restrict the pool of licenses available for 
purchase by owners of vessels of any given length. An owner of a vessel which is less than 60 feet LOA may 
only purchase licenses which are in the same length category (0-60 ft). Further, this vessel ov.ner may not 
purchase a license initially allocated to a vessel which was less than 83.3 % of the purchaser's vessel length 
(this is back calculated from the 20% upgrade restriction as follows I+ 120o/o=83.3%). Owners ofvessels less 
than 125' LOA may only purchase licenses which were initially allocated to vessels in the 60-124' vessel 
class. Further, they are restricted from using a license which was initially allocated to a vessel less than 83% 
of the LOA of their vessel. Owners of vessels 125 feet LOA and greater may not purchase licenses which 
were originally allocated to any yesse! with a shorter LOA, including.those-Within the length category. 

Effectively, this option places greater limits on the ability of vesse1s in the upper ranges of each vessel class 
to purchase licenses. Owners of vessels of 59' and 124' LOA may only purchase licenses of vessels of an 
equal or lessor length. The owner of the longest·vessel-receiving licenses in the initial allocation will be 
unable to purchase any additional licenses. The owner of the second longest vessel would only be able to 
purchase licenses from the longest vessel.- Each progressively shorter vessel will have a slightly larger pool 
from which to purchase licenses. 

This option is clearly more restrictive than the vessel class designations alone. It is also more restrictive for 
some vessels than for other vessels. The option is also quite complex administratively. This is because the 
length of the original qualifying vessel will have to be attached to the license and v.ill have to be tracked over 
time. 

This option could be .appliCd t(,' vesse!S and transfers even if the three vessel class designations were not 
implemented, The assumption would be that any owner of a vessel could purchase licenses originally issued 
to a vessel of the purchaser's vessel length or longer. Vessels less than 125' could purchase licenses originally 
issued to vessels no less than 83% of their length. This option would be nearly as restrictive as with the 
overlay. Also, this option could be used in conjunction with the CV /CP use restriction or a combination of 
CV/CP and vessel length classes. However, it should be noted that by assumption catcher processors are 
excluded from the vessel length classes. When CV/CP and vessel length classes are combined, CPs are 
effectively in a length class by .themselves. 

License Ownership Caps. There are seven options which could limit the number of area or fishery 
endorsements owned by a person, presumably including persons who own more than one vessel. These 
options are only relevant if a license limitation program with at least one layer of endorsements under an 
umbrella is developed. In all cases, it is assumed that persons who r=ive endorsements in excess of a cap 
would be 'grandfathered', i.e., the endorsements could be used as issued, however no further endorsements 
could be purchased. The options are as follows: 

I. No limit on the number of licenses or endorsements which may be owned by a "person." 
2. No more than 5 area licenses per·persoD"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 .,..-jth 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 .,..;th grandfather provisions. 

The impacts of these ownership caps are directly related to the specific configuration to which they are 
applied. If the o-'ner5hip of FMP endorsements (2 endorsements could represent a full complement) is 
limited, then a limit of 5 endorsements may be rather unrestrictive, even for a person who o"ns two to three 
vessels.. If ownership of sub-area endorsements (5 endor5ements could represent a full complement) is 
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restricted, then a limit of 5 could be very restrictive, particularly to persons who O"-n more than one vessel. 
Whether a given fishery endorsement ownership limit is restrictive or not will depend on the number of 
fisheries defined (if any) for each area Under element 400,000 of the Nature of Licenses, five fishery area 
endorsements are defined. Under option 600,000, 25 different fishery area endorsements are defined. 
Finally, under option 700,000, a total of 33 different fishery area endorsements are defined. A limit of 15 
fishery endorsements is more restrictive when there are 33 possible license types than in a system with 5 
license types. 

Vessel License Use Caps. These options would restrict the number of areas in which a vessel cauld fish in 
a given year. It is assumed that vessels which are initially allocated area endorsements in excess of any use 
cap would be 'grandfathered', in that they could fish any area in which they were allocated licenses, but would 
not be allowed to use additional endorsements. The Council could choose to alter this assumption. 

!. '· 	 No limit on the number of licenses (or endorsements) which may be used on a vessel. 
2. 	 No more than I 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. 

The effects of these options will depend on the area definition to which they are applied. If the Council 
chooses a license system employing FMP endorsement but not sub-area endorsements, then the use limit will 
not be restrictive unless it is set at one area per vessel. Asswning these limits would apply to sub-area 
endorsements, a limit of five would not restrict the vessel in the least A limit of one would be akin to a 
"super-exclusive" registration and could be quite restrictive. 

Vessel Designation Limits. These options affect licenses. which might qualify for multiple designations in 
the initial allocation. 

L 	 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. 

As detailed in Section 3.2.2.3, the methodology used for the assignment of license designations would create 
a single designation for each vessel which would hold for all fisheries and areas. A license was designated 
for use as a CP if, during its most recent year of participation, the vessel operated as a CP. Similarly a vessel 
was designated as offshore if it made an offshore delivery during its most recent year of participation. The 
options above would only apply if the Council chose to use a different methodology, which could result in 
the assignment of multiple designations for a single vesseL Of the two options above, the first would be less 
restrictive. 

Discussion of Other General Issues. The following issues are discussed elsewhere in the text but are 
included here because the Council will need to make decisions on these points. 

Buy-back/Retirement Program. (Section 3.2.1.2) 

L 	 No buy-back/retirement program. 
2. 	 Fractional license system. (Fractional licenses may be issued to vessel owners at the time oflanding 

and/or permit holders.) 
3. 	 Industry Funded Buy-back Program with right of first refusal on all transfers of licenses. 
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Two-Tiered Skipper License Program. (Section 3.4) 

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

Community Development Quotas. (Section 3.3.2) 

1. 	 No CDQ allocations. 
2. 	 3% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after curn::nt program w/o sunset provision. 
3. 	 7.5% of any or all groundfish TA Cs for CDQs patterned after cum:nt 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=rrent.program w/o sunset provision. 

Community Development Licenses. {Section 3,3.3) 

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) 

!. 	 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 faillll'e to comply with conditions ofthe license. 
3. 	 Licenses may be·suspended or revoked for multiple violations. 
4. 	 Implement a Skipper Reporting System which requires groundfish license hold= 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. 

3.2.2.8 	 Economic and Social Impacts of Reference Configurations 

This section will compare the current, universal, and explicit reference configurations in terms of potential 
economic and social impacts. We will discuss how the distribution of licenses under each of these particular 
configurations affect vessel owners in Alaska, Washington, and Oregon, including some discussion of 
regional impacts in Alaska. We will also categorize the vessels which would receive licenses under each 
configuration into the 14 vessel classes discussed in Section 2.2. These discussions will be followed by an 
examination of the 1993 groundfish fishery, overlaying the catch of vessels which would receive licenses 
under the universa! and explicit configurations. 

Distribution of Licenses Under the Various Configurations. 

The distribution of licenses to vessels owners from various states under the current, universal, and explicit 
reference configurations is a function of the qualifying period used in the configurations. These were 
discussed in Section 3.2.2.4 and summarized in Table 3.24. The full tables showing these distributions are 
found in the Groundfisb. Table Appendix. The distributional impacts of these three configurations are 
reiterated below. 

Current Configuration: The current reference configuration, whicb is actually a snapshot of the 1993 fishery 
is shown on page 7 of the Groundfish Tables Appendix. In 1993 a total of 1,679 vessels participated in the 
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groundfish fisheries in the North Pacillc. Of these 1,215 were vessels owned by Alaskans and 464 were 
o"'ned by residents of other states mainly Washington and Oregon. The Alaskan owned vessels were 
principally small vessels less than 60' LOA. Only 153 vessels were 60' or longer and 52 of these were CPs. 
Vessels owned by residents of other states were more evenly distributed across the vessel classes, including 
109 CPs. 

llnjyersal Configuration: The "Universal" reference alternative allocates a single umbrella license good for 
all species and areas to current vessel o"'ners who made a single landing between June. 28, 1989, a.ad June 
27, 1992. This configuration is very similar to the current configuration, differing only by the years included. 
Under this configuration, 2,185 Alaskans would receive licenses, the great majority of whom operate small 
CVs. Eighty Alaskan-owned CPs would receive licenses. Relatively few of the vessel Owners from other 
states are in the smallest CV class, and of the 769 vessels owned by.residents.of other states, 107 would be 
designated as CPs. A total of 2,954 vessels qualify overall, 1;275 more than fished in .J.993. 

Explicit Configuration: Table 715711 on page 48 of the Ground.fish Tables Appendix, shows the maximum 
number oi endorsements which could be issued under the 'EXPLICIT' reference configuration. The actual 
number of endorsements issued is likely to be lower because the1inal year in the qualifying period is not yet 
set. However, because the 1993 fishery has no relevance to the actual qualifying period set forth in the 
alternative and more recent data are not available, we have chosen not to include the final qualillcation year 
in these tables. This is an important point, and should not be overlooked. The actual number ofendorsements 
will most likely be fewer than are shown here, especially given the patterns of vessels moving in a.ad out of 
the fisheries. 

The caveats above not withstanding, a total of 1,501 vessels would receive endorsements for the species 
defined in the alternative. This compares to the 2,954 which would qualify under the Universal reference 
alternative and the 1,679 vessels which fished in 1993, however the 1,50 l qualifying vessels UDder the 
explicit configuration are strictly limited to those areas in which they have an area umbrella license, and the 
targets for which they hold an endorsement. This was discussed in the summary table in Section 3.2.2. l. 

Closer examination of the table shows that well over halfof the vessels "'irich receive endorsements are small 
Alaska.a owned vessels, the vast majority of which would receive only Pacillc cod endorsements. Also 
evident in the table is the consistency of the catcher processors UDder this alternative. The numbers ofspecies 
endorsements tend to be much more evenly distributed across the species in a given area for CPs. The 
number of Pacillc cod endorsements exceeds the number of other endorsements in every case, but this is to 
be expected, given the differential qualification requirements. 

Alaskans who receive endorsements in the Aleutian Islands are limited to CV s with P .cod endorsements and 
CPs. Of the 80 species endorsements going to CVs in the Al, 58 are for Pacific cod. That leaves only 22 
endorsements available for the rest of the CV fleet, all of which would be from other states. Endorsements 
to Alaskan CPs are fairly evenly distributed among the 13 vessels participating in the area, although 7 vessels 
are clearly more diversified. CPs from other states also received a fairly even distribution of species 
endorsements, with the exception of Pacific cod. The fact that there are no squid endorsements issued means 
that squid would be a bycati;h only species in the Al. 

In the Bering Sea, the picture is much different A total of 1,490 endorsements would be issued to 375 
vessels. Of these, 251 would go to Alaskan vessel o"'ners and 1,239 to owners from other states. Again 
Pacific cod dominates Alaskan endorsements. Ninety of the remaining 143 endorsements will go to Alaskan 
owned CPs, leaving 53 endorsements spread among the remaining 89 CVs. Pollock endorsements, the major 
species in the BS, will go to only 8 Alaskan based catcher vessels. Vessels from other states receive most 
of the endorsements issued in the BS. With the exception of Pacillc cod, these are fairly evenly distributed 
among both the catcher vessels and the CPs. It appears that every vessel receiving a Bering Sea general 
license (with the exception of one Alaskan CP) will receive a Pacific cod endorsement. A total of 10 squid 
endorsements will be issu~ which if the TAC were to increase or more reliable methods of harvesting were 
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found, then these few vessels would have a potential windfall, even if the squid fishery is converted to a fi.xed 
gear only fishery. 

The Gulf fisheries include many more licenses for Alaskans. In the Central Gulf, while Pacific cod 
endorsements would outnumber all other species endorsements 543 to 187, the diversity across the other 
species is much more pronounced. In most cases, the number of endorsements going ID Alaskans in the 
Central Gulf would outnumber the endorsements going to o"ners from oth«r states. Very few endorsements 
would be issued in the largest CV class. This could cause difficulties for those vessels, particularly if they 
"~shed to match .their endorsements and their operations. There are 36 vessels in the Central Gulf which 
would receive area endorsements, but which would not receive any species endorsement The reason for this 
is found in the ~ies included in the program. Since no endorsements would be issued for roc:kfish, flathead 
sole, and arrowtooth in the GOA, fishers who made landings .of only these species could qualify for an area 
license but would not receive any--species -<:ndorsements, The-area-endorsements would not be entirely 
without value, because they would only have to purchase a Central Gulf species endorsement to be allowed 
to fish. 

In the Eastern Gulf, only 13 of the 428 endorsements would be for species other than Pacific cod Persons 
receiving these endorsements would be guaranteed a large share of any open fisheries in the area. In the 
Eastern Gulf there were 36 vessels which would receive area umbrella licenses, but which would not r=ive 
any species endorsements. Many' of these were fonnerly rocldish vessels. 

In the Western Gulf, there are 19 Alaskan owned CV endorsements for ~ies other than Pacific cod A total 
of 66 endorsements, other than P.cod, will be issued to vessel O\\ners from other states. CPs from all states 
are fairly well diversified by species. In the Western Gulf there were 3 vessels which would receive area 
umbrella licenses, but which would not receive any species endorsements. 

Overall, it appears that Alaskan vessels .will be in the maj<?rity of those receiving endorsements in the GOA. 
It also appears that most of these vessels will receive only P.cod endorsements. Few of the endorsements for 
other species would go to Alaskans; most of the non-P.cod endorsements which go to Alaskans are found in 
the Central Gulf Fishers from other states receive a much more diverse set of endorsements. Most of these 
are in the 60'-124' and CP classes. CPs from other states are well represented in all areas with the exception 
of the Eastern Gulf. The table shows clearly the patterns of participation in the fisheries. Ignoring Pacific 
cod for a moment, the 3-year participation requirement weeds out many more interim participants. If an 
additional year of participation is added for both Pacific cod and the remaining species, (i.e., the 365 days 
prior to the Council's final action), then this alternative has the potential to reduce the fleet tremendously, 
creating an effective license program. This reduction however. could prove very disruptive for the fleet, and 
could be very divisive within fishing communities themselves. In effect, the winners, those that receive 
licenses, "ill be able to catch the fish nonnally caught by the losers, those that do not receive licenses. 

Differential Impacts on Vessel Types 

The universal and explicit configuration have differential impacts on vessels of different types. This is 
because of the participation patterns exhibited by each category of vessel. Vessels which would r=ive 
licenses under the two reference configurations, as well as the vessels which participated in 1993 under the 
current configuration were classified using the same definitions as were used in Section 2.2. These are 
repeated below. · · 

I. 	 TH I =Trawler Harvester 1 Trawlers> 125 feet. These vessels also use pots. They are required to 
have 100% observer coverage since they are over 125 feet Most will be required to have three 
licensed officers on board They are primarily mid-water trawl vessels with large auxiliary engines, 
and in general will have the capacity to deliver both onshore and offshore. O\\ners are typically not 
Alaska residents. 
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2. 	 TH2 = Trawler Harvester 2. Trawlers between 90 and I 25 feet These vessels also use pots. Ibey 
are required to have 30% observer coverage and only I licensed offi=. Ibey are primarily mid­
water trawl vessels with large au.xiliary engines, and in general will not have the capacity to deliver 

. large amounts of fish onshore. Owners are typically not Alaska residents. 

3. 	 TH3 =Trawler Harvester 3 Trawlers between 58 end 90 feet These vessels also use longline, and 
pots. Ibey do not, in general, have large auxiliary engines and therefore are less capable as mid­
water trawl vessels. They are more likely to use bottom trawl gear. Many of the owners of these 
Yessels are located in Kodiak, while another large group is located in Washington and Oregon. 

4. 	 TH4 = Trawler harvester 4 Trawlers < 58 feet These vessels also use longlines, pots, and seines. 
This class represents the vessels out of King Cove and Sand Point, involved in a wide range of 
fisheries. 

5. 	 LHJ = Lon<>line Harvester I· Longliners > 58 feet These vessels are full-time longline vessels , and 
are principally composed of the schooner fleet from Seattle. Other longline vessels in this class hail 
from Kodiak and other Alaskan ports. 

6. 	 LH2 = Longliner Harvester '.>· Longljoersmrnjt seiners between 50 and 58 feet This group is 
principally defined by the "Petersburg Fleet" They are very much involved in salmon fisheries and 
also in the sablefish and halibut fisheries. 

7. 	 LH3 = Lono!joe Harvester 3· Loni:Jjners < 50 feet This category is mainly representative of the 
"Sitka" fleet They also use troUs and jigs, and are involved in salmon fisheries as well as the 
demersal shelf rock±ish fishery. 

8. 	 PHI = Pot Harvester J · Pot yessels > I25 feet. These vessels are principally crab vessels. Because 
of their large size, they will generally be required to have three licensed offi=s on board They are 
able to carry more pots than smaller vessels in many of the crab fisheries with pot caps. In recent 
years, some of these vessels have fished P.cod with pots. They may also use longlines and trawls. 

9. 	 PH? = Pot Harvester ?· Pot yessels < PS feet These are smaller crab vessels which also use 
longlines and trawls. 

IO. 	 IP l =Trawler Processor I. These are large factory trawlers generally over 200', with the ability to 
process surimi, fillets, and headed and gutted products. 

11. 	 TP2 = Trawler Processor 2 These are large factory trawlers generally over 200', with the ability to 
process fillets, and headed/ gutted products. 

12. 	 TP3 = Trawler Processor 3 These vessels can process headed and gutted products. They are usually 
less than 150' and are not generally load-line stabilized, and therefore are unable to upgrade their 
processing lines. ­

13. 	 LP 1 = Lonoline Processor l Process their longline caught fish into headed and gutted product 

14. 	 PPI =Pot Processor I Pots are principle gear, may use others. Primarily, these vessels are crabbers 
with brine freezers. Some will have the ability to switch to groundfish, processing H&G product 

The three charts below in Figure 3. 12 depict the numbers of vessels which would qualify under each 
configuration. It is clear that the LH3 vessels would receive the greatest number of licenses under any of the 
configurations. These are followed by vessels which are classified as pot harvesters. PH2 vessels are 
classified as such by their participation in the crab fisheries, and the number of licenses they would receive 
is a reflection of their participation in the groundfish fisheries, in most cases using longlines. 
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Figure 3.12 
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Figure 3.12 (continued) 
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The charts also show the relative impacts of the three eon.figurations. The first two charts show licenses 
issued to harvest vessels; the second excludes the LH3 class in order to show mere detail of the remaining 
harvest classes. The third chart show the cau:her processor classes. The universal configuration (115211) 
would issue a much greater percentage of the licenses to smaller vessels, while the impacts on the larger 
vessels, because of their more constant participation patterns, are relatively insignificant. For example, the 
number of TP I is unchanged under each eon.figuration. The TH4 category is particularly hard hit under the 
explicit configuration (715711 ). Approximately l 0 of these small trawlers, predominantly from the Alaskan 
Peninsula would receive licenses under this eonfiguration, while in 1993 there were 50 of these vessels in the 
groundfish fisheries. 

Regional Impacts 

The charts discussed above are also indicators of regional impacts ... As pointed-0ut-above, -vessels-in-the ::rH4 
class are in general owned by residents of the Alaska Peninsula Therefore, the explicit configuration would 
likely have a negative impact on these communities. The LH3 vessels are owned predominantly by residents 
of Southeast Alaska This class of vessels also takes a big hit under the explicit configuration. Larger trawl 
harvesters and trawler processors, generally owiled by residents of Oregon and Washington, appear to be less 
impacted by the different configurations due to their more consistent participation patterns 

More detail on the numbers of licenses and endorsements going to residents of four regions Of Alaska and 
to residents of Washington and Oregon/Other States is shown in the Regional distribution tables at the end 
of the of each section in the Groundfish Tables Appendix. In these tables, Alaska was divided into four 
regions: 

1) Eastern Alaska, from Yakutat southward. 
2) Central Alaska, including Valdez, Cordova, the Kenai Peninsula and Borough, 

Anchorage·and-Mat-su Boroughs and communities North and East on the: Alaska 
highway system. 

3) Western Alaska includes the Alaska Peninsula, Dutch Harbor/Unalaska, the 
Aleutians, the Pribilofs and all other commullities generally west of the Toad system. 

4) Kodiak, including all communities on the island 

The regional distribution tables are in a slightly different format than the earlier tables, particularly the tables 
showing the regional distribution under the universal and current configurations. These tables all use the 
species endorsements defuiea under option 700,000, With the total licensed vessels shown for subareas and 
for all areas, however for the current and universal configuration the total number of qualifying vessels is the: 
same as seen under configurations l 15Xl 1 and 11521 L The first page of these tables shows the: regional 
distribution within Alaska and the second page shows the distribution licenses across Alaska, Washington, 
and Oregon. The bottom line on each page shows the total numbers of vessels which would receive licenses. 
This line is the equivalent of a single license for all areas and species. The summary Table 3.28 below takes 
the bottom line from the three regional distribution tables. In general residents from Alaska would receive 
fewer licenses under the explicit configuration than under the universal or current configurations. Eastern 
Alaska would lose significant numbers, and Kodiak would remain about the same as in 1993. Central and 
Western Alaska residents would receive a greater number oflicenses than fished in 1993. 
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Table 3.28 

Regional Distribution of Licenses Within Alaska 

Central Alaska Eastern Alaska Western Alaska Kodiak 

Con.fl"'"'""tion CV CP Total CV CP Total CV CP Total CV CP Total 

715X11 271 25 296 659 19 678 72 2 74 161 6 167 

715211 637 41 678 952 27 979 185 1 186 268 91 277 

715711 350 29 379 396 16 412 106 l 107 156 4 160 

Regional Distribution of Licenses Across States . 

Alaska Total Oregon Total Wasbin1rtnn Total All Reirions Total 

Confimiration CV CP Total CV CP Total CV CP Total CV CP Total 

715Xll 1,163 52 1,215 86 7 93 269 102 371 1,518 161 1,679 

715211 2.042 78 2,120 263 7 270 462 102 564 2,767 187 2.954 

715711 1.008 50 l.058 106 6 112 241 90 331 1.355 146 1.501 

Although the explicit configuration appears to issue licenses to more vessels than fished in 1993 to some 
regions, with the endorsement system, the opportunities to fish are greatly reduced Most of the vessels in 
these regions will receive only Pacific cod endorsements. Further, though the qualifying period used in the 
explicit configuration requires participation in the year before final Council action, the data in the tables 
above do not take that into account because 1994 data is not available. This could potentially bring the 
number of qualifying vessels below the level sho\\n in the current configuration, and would, in any case 
never, allow a-vessel to qualify ·which had not also fished in that 365 day period. In order to effectively judge 
the impacts of the license configurations, one needs w look at the performance in 1993 of vessels which 
would receive licenses. 

Harvests of "Licensed" Vessels in the 1993 Grouodfish Fishery 

The harvest by vessels which would receive licenses and endorsements under the universal and explicit 
configurations is discussed in the section below. This will give some indication of the level of harvesting 
capacity remaining after a license !imitation program is implemented If the harvesting capacity of the 
licensed fleet is not significantly less than that of the existing fleet, then a license program is less likely to 
bring about benefits. On the other hand if the licensed fleet is unable to harvest available resources, then the 
license program may have cut too deeply into the fleet's capacity. 

The Universal Configuration in 1993. 

Tables 3.29 and 3.30 show how much of the 1993 fishery was prosecuted by vessels which would receive 
licenses under the universal reference configuration. Table 3.29 shows the licensed and non-licensed 
participants by species and area. The EG fisheries had the greatest incidence of unlicensed participants, 
where 104 of 446 vessels landing P.cod and 214 of the 1,276 vessels landing rockfish would not have had 
licenses. From Table 3.30, we can see that the unlicensed catch of these species in the EG was 55% of the 
total for P.cod, but only 2% of the total for Rocldish. Recall from Section 3.2.2.1, that the Gulf rockfish 
fisheries are dominated by less than 20 vessels. In general, 90% of the vessels participating in the different 
species area combinations in 1993 would be licensed under the universal configuration, and 96% of the total 
ground.fish harvest was taken by those vessels. 
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Table 3.29 

FLAT Licensed 
Unlicensed 

FLAT Total 
OGAN Licensed 

Unlicensed 
OGAN Total 

Participants by 
·universal" 

Al 
242 96% 

10 4% 
252 100% 
136 94% 

9 6% 
145 100% 

BS 
1,097 93% 
; 85 7% 

1; 182 100% 
;396 93% 
' 26 7% 
424 100% 

Species and FM 
Reference Conlig 

CG 
641 93% 

51 7% 
692 100% 
414 93% 
33 7% 

447 100% 

PAAEA Which W 
uration (#115211 

EG 
56 98% 

1 2% 
57 100% 
46 92% 

4 8% 
52 100% 

ould Have Been 
) Had Been In Pl 

WG 
273 94% 

16 6% 
289 100% 
133 94% 

8 6% 
141 100% 

Licensed If The 
ace in 1993. 

All Areas 
2,309 93% 

; 163 7% 
. 2,472 100% 

' 1, 127 93% 
. 82 7% 
' 1,209 100% 

PCOD Licensed 
Unlicensed 

PCOD Total 

104 95% 
5 5% 

109 100% 

286 89% 
37 11% 

323 100% 

464 67% 
66 13% 

532 100% 

336 76% 
108 24% 
446 100% 

157 92% 
14 8% 

171 100% 

1,349 65% 
232 15% 

1,561 100% 
PLCK Licensed 

Unlicensed 
PLCK Total 

85 98% 
2 2% 

87 100% 

.241 89% 
30 11% 

271 100% 

187 93% 
14 7% 

201 100% 

19 100% 
0 0% 

19 100% 

82 ' 91% 
8 9% 

90 100% 

614 92% 
54 8% 

668 100% 
ROCK Licensed 

Unlicensed 
ROCK Total 

273 97% 
8 3% 

281 100% 

437 92% 
37 6% 

474 100% 

1,220 86% 
162 12% 

1,382 100% 

1,062 83% 
214 17% 

1,276 100% 

173 96% 
7 4% 

180 ' 100% 

3,165 66% 
426 12% 

3,593 100% 
Licensed Total 
Unlicensed Total 
Total Catch in 1993 

840 96% 
34 4% 

874 100% 

2,457 92% 
217 6% 

2,674 100% 

2,926 90% 
326 10% 

3,254 100% 

1,523 82% 
327 16% 

1,850 100% 

816 . 94% 
53 6% 

671 . 100% 

8,564 90% 
959 10% 

9,523 100% 
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Table 3.30 Catch in MT by Species and FMPAREA Which Have Been Licensed 11 The "Universal" 
Reference Configuration (#115211) Had Been In Place in 1993. 

 

Al BS CG EG WG All Areas 
FLAT Licensed 2,697 97% 200,076 99% 28,534 69% 596 100% 4,178 100% 236,282 98% 

Unlicensed' 81 3% 1,082 1';. 3,694 11% 0 0% 17 0% 4,874 2% 
FLAT Total 2,978 100% 201, 158 100% 32,228 100% 597 100% 4,195 100% 241, 156 100% 
OGAN Licensed 61,445 100% 2,047 92% 6,423 99% 1,043 97% 830 99% 71,788 100% 

Unlicensed 51 0% 167 8% 70 1% 28 3% 5 1% 321 0% 
OGAN Total 61,496 100% 2,214 100% 6,493 100% 1,071 100% 835 100% 72, 109 100% 
PCOD Licensed 24,202 93% 150,194 97% 35,988 89% 1,516 45% 18,867 61% 230.767 90% 

Unlicensed 1.790 7% 4,896 3% 4,243 11% 1,816 55% 12,010 39% 24.755 10% 
PCODTotal 25,992 100% 155,090 100% 40,231 100% 3,332 100% 30,877 100% 255,522 100% 
PLCK Licensed 43,513 97% 1,145,623 97% 77,511 95% 1,884 100% 16,249 87% 1,284,780 97% 

Unlicensed 1,547 3% 36,704 3% 4,252 5% 0 0% 2,361 13% 44,864 3% 
PLCK Total 45,060 100% 1,182,327 100% 61,763 100% 1,664 100% 16,610 100% 1,329,644 100% 
ROCK Licensed 16,574 100% 4,946 100% 9,680 99% 4,603 96% 2,092 100% 40,095 99% 

Unlicensed 11 0% 6 0% 110 1% 90 2% 2 0% 216 1% 
ROCK Total 18,585 100% 4,952 100% 9,990 100% 4,692 100% 2,094 100% 40,314 100% 
Licensed Total 150,631 98% 1,502,886 97% 158,337 93% 9,641 83% 42,216 75% 1,663,711 96% 
Unlicensed Total 3,479 2% 42,655 3% 12,369 7% 1,935 17% 14,395 25% 75,033 4% 
Total Catch In 1993 154,111 100% 1,545,741 100% 170,706 100% 11,576 100% 56,611 100% 1,936,744 100% 
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The significance of these tables is two-fold. First, the disruption in the fleet caused by the universal reference 
configuration appears to be minimal. Since there is little disruption, there is little likelihood that fishing 
patterns v.ill change or that the liceose program v.ill impact the ability of the flc:et to harvest the TACs. On 
the other hand, for a liceose program to be effective it has to limit the harvesting capacity of the vessels 
participating in the fisheries. Since only l, 700 vessels fished in 1993 and most of these ·were liceosed, it is 
unlikely that the universal reference configuration with its 2,954 liceosed vessels would restrict the fleet. 
Therefore, it is unlikely that this configuration would produce an effective liceose program. 

Explicit Reference Configuration in 1993 . '' 

Table 3.31 shows the number of vessels which fished in 1993 for each species/area combination, and matJ;hes 
these vessel to those which would receive species area endorsements under the explicit configuration. The 
table lists the five ro·ws Jar each species, with the columns showing the different management areas. The first 
row for each species shows the number of species-area endorsements that would have been issued. The 
second row (endorsements used in 1993) shows the number which fished daring 1993 in areas/species for 
which they would have received an endorsement. The third row (Endorsements unused) shows the number 
of vessels which would receive endorsements,ilut which did not fish in that area for that species in 1993. 
This row, added to the previous row, v.ill sum to the number of endorsements issued shov.n in the first row. 
The fourth row (No Endorsement) shows the number of vessels which fished in 1993 which would not have 
received an endorsement for that particular species-area combination. Finally, the last row in the set shows 
the actual number of vessels which fished for that species in 1993. Adding rows 2 and 4 produces row 5. 

As an example, refer to the first species, Atka Mackerel (AMCK) in the Bering Sea We see that 120 
endorsements would be issued under the explicit configuration, 43 endorsements were used (row 2), and 77 
were unused (row 3). Additionally 19 vessels (row 4) which would not receive liceoses under the explicit 
configuration made landings of BS Atka Mackerel in 1993. In all, a total of 62 vessels fished for Bering Sea 
Atka Mackerel. · · · · · 

Over half of the total number of 'unused' endorsements were Pacific cod endorsements (971). This would 
be expected since nearly half of the endorsements issued were P.cod endorsements (1804). In the Bering Sea 
approximately 67% of the 1,490 endorsements issued ·were used. In the CG on the other hand, only 50% of 
the endorsements issued were used, while in the Al, EG, and WG there were more endorsements unused than 
were used. In those areas, more vessels landed species completely outside the license program than used 
endorsements. The bottom set of rows summarizes the fishery in 1993 and the number of vessels which 
would have ri:<::eived endorsements:· fu a11; 1,626 endorsements were unused in 1993, 44% of the 3,656 total. 
Together, these numbers show an important feature of the groundfish fisheries in the North Pacific: the 
movement ofvessels in and out offisheries over time. 

The number of unused endorsements also provides an indicator of the impacts of the final year of the explicit 
reference configuration qualifying period. In order to meet Jill the requirements of the explicit configuration, 
a vessel must have qualified for the endorsements shown in the table, JW.!i must also fish in the year prior to 
the Council's final action. ff the Council had taken action on January !, 1994, then the 1993 calendar year 
would have been 365 days prior to Council action, and 1,626 fewer endorsements would have been issued. 
Iftbe Council takes action in January 1995, then all of 1994 would be included in the qualifying period. 

Table 3.32 details the catch in 1993 under the hypothetical situation. Eighty percent of the total catch was 
made by vessels which would have been licensed. Most of the 'unlicensed' catch is in the pollack fishery in 
the Bering Sea, with Pacific cod and pollack in the remaining areas contributing heavily. The catch of 
unlicensed rockfisb in the GOA, unlicensed other groundfisb in all areas, and unlicensed flatfish species 
acl:ounts for nearly 52,000 mt of the unlicensed catch. 

Assuming that pollack is the driving force in the groundfish fisheries, followed closely by Pacific cod, the 
table suggests some implicatioos for change in the fishing patterns. Since 88% of tbe BS pollack was 
harvested by vessels which would have received liceoses, one could assume that, were this program in place, 
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Table 3.31 Use of Sp<lcies Enod,...,moms tt The Explicit Coniigc.ration Had Been In Plaoe In 1993 
Al BS 00 EG WG AllAmas 

AMCK En:!o"""""'1S 	 issued 31 120 s 0 184 
used in '93 13 43 2 0 2:1 57 
.........,,; 18 77 3 0 19 117 

No Endorsement 	 31 19 2 0 63 
Totll V.....,k in AMCK 	 44 62 4 0 130~I 
DFLT Endorsemoms 	 issued 0 0 78 2 134 

used in '9-3 0 0 38 0 45~It.nusad 0 0 40 2 89 
NoEndo-t 0 0 69 10 112 

Total V°"""ls in DFLT 0 0 107 10 ~I 157 
GTRS Endorsements 	 issued 41 165 0 0 206 

usad in '93 20 110 ·O . 0 . ·130 ~I~ 21 55 0 0 76 
NoEn:!o"""'1eOt 61 61 0 0 122 

TotaJ Vessels in GTR8 81 171 0 0 ~I 252 
OFLT En:!orsomen1S 	 issued 36 170 0 0 206 

used in '93 .. 15 142 0 0 157~It.nusad 21 28 0 0 49 
NoEndorsem<>nt 2:9 6S 0 0 94 

Tot>I Vessels in OFLT 44 207 0 0 ~I 251 
121 374 668 428 H!04PCOO Endo"""""""' 	 issued 2131usad in '93 45 231 303 173 81 833 

...,.,...0 76 143 3SS 255 13'? 971 
No Endorsement 	 58 42 212 273 664791 

TotaJ Vessels in PCOD 	 103 273 515 446 160 ·1497 
PLCK Endorsemoms 	 issued 41 170 131 7 5.\ 403 

usad in '93 34 151 63 1 16 265 
i.nusad 7 19 69 6 38 139 

357No Endorsemoot 	 51 81 136 18 71 
621Total Vesss!s in Pt.CK 	 85 231 199 19 87 

Endo_,,..,IS issued 48 .169 0 0 217 
ROCK usad in '93 30 130 0 0 160~It.nusad 18 39 0 0 57 

No Endorsement 80 81 0 0 161 
Tot>I y...,.;; in ROCK 110 211 0 0 ~I 321 
RSOL Endorsemeo1S issued 32 161 0 0 193 

usad in '93 15 135 0 0 150 
IXIUS&d 17 26 0 0 43~I 

No Endorsement 22 34 0 0 56 
Total Vasseis in RSOl 37 169 0 0 ~I 206 
SFLT En:!orsomen1S issued 0 0 87 139•used in '93 0 0 80 1 101~ILnUS&d 0 0 7 3 38 

No Endorsement 0 0 45 3 1()6;:1TotalVess<>lsin SFLT 	 0 a 125 4 207 
SO!O Endor.iemenlS 	 issued 0 10 0 0 10 

usad in '93 0 7 0 0 7~I<nusad 0 3 0 0 	 3 
NoEndo-• 32 105 0 0 137 

Total Vessels in SOIO 32 112 0 0 ~I 144 
YSOL EndorsomenlS 	 issued g 151 0 0 0 160 

used in '93 0 116 0 0 0 116 
44unused 9 35 0 0 0 

No En:lorsemenr 1 31 0 0 0 32 
Total Vessels in YSOL 	 1 147 0 0 0 148 
Total Vessels in NL FtAT 73 213 282 37 90 695 
TotaJ Vessels in NL OORN 53 162 317 50 110 697 
Total VeSS&ls in NL ROCK () 0 514 581 89 1184 
TOTAL Endorsemenis issu>d 359 1490 96Q 441 3g71 3656 

1.1$.f)d in '93 172 1065 486 175 133 2031 
Ll"lt.tsad 187 425 484 26& 264 1626 

No Endorsomont 365 519 464 304 1904 
Total Specias-Anta Combinatiol'lS in 1993 537 15'!3 950 479 ~I 3934 
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Table 3.32 

MICK Llooreed 
Not Ucansed 

MlCKTOTAl 
OFLT Lloor<led 

Notlk&nsed 
OFLTTOTAL 
CHAil ll<erl!IOO 

Not Licensed 
GTRllTOTAL 
OFLT Ll<er<led 

Not Lk&nsed 
OFLTTOTAL 
PCOD Ucensed 

Not Lk&r<led 
PCOOTOTAl 
PlCK Llcvrl!IOO 

Notlk&nsed 
PlCKTOTAl 
ROCK Ll<eosed 

Notl.lcenoed 
ROCK TOTAL 
RSOL Lloonsad 

Not Ucer<led 
RSOL TOTAL 
SFlT Lloons«I 

Notl.lcensed 
SFLTTOTAL 
SQIO Lloonsad 

No1Lk&nsad 
SOIO TOTAL 
YSOL Ll<eosed 

Not Ucer<led 
YSOL TOTAL 
NL. FLAT Licensed 

Not Lloonsed 
NL. FLAT TOTAL 
NL. OOAN Ucer<led 

NotUcenoed 
NL OOAN TOTAL 
NL. ROCK Llooosed 

Not Lloonoed 
NL ROCK TOTAL 
Tola! Lloonsad 

Not Lloonoed 
Aroo Total 

Cab:h In MT by Species and FMPAAEA Which Woud Have Bean Ucansed tt The Explicit A•l•rence Configura~on (#715711) 
Had Been In Place In 1 093, 

Al BS CG EG WG Total 
50,456.0 85% 161.8 63o/. 11.9 17'to 0.0 #NIA 62.3 15o/. 50,692.1 84"/o

Q,224.7 15•;. 96.2 37% 3.5 23'Y. 0.0 #NIA 340.0 85'Y. 9,6&U 16'1'.. 
59 680.7 100% 258.1 100•4 15.4 100-tci 0.0 #NiA 402.3 100Yo 60 356.4 100% 

0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 3,017.4 A1% 0.0 0% 320.9 89% 3,338.3 48°/o
0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 3,442.6 53Yo. 144.4 too•1. 39.5 ''"· 3,626.5 52% 
0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 6.460 0 100% 144.4 10091. 360.4 100% 6,964.8 100Y.. 

691.8 41% 2,990.1 5411. 'o.o #NIA 0.0 llNIA 0.0 #NIA 3,681.G 51o/.
982.4 59% 2,690.4 46't. 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 3,572.8 49% 

1 674.2 1oo•A 5 580.5 100% 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 7.254.7 100% u 1s01.i 23,588.0 89% : 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 0.0 llNIA 23,597.7 89%
54.2 85% 2,933.4 11-1. l 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 00 #NIA 2,987.6 11'Y. 
63.9 100Yo 26 521.4 1001Yo 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 26.585.3 100o/o

12,475.0 "48.,.. 132,823.0 86'10 27,420.0 68% 631.4 19°/o 11,093.0 36% 184,442.4 72,..o
13,517.0 52% 22,268.0 14% 12,811.0 32% 2,700.5 81 o/. 19,785.0 64% 71,081.5 28o/.
25,992.0 100% 155 091.0 100% 40.231.0 100% 3 331.9 100% 30 878.0 1OO'f, 255 623.9 100o/.
26,506.0 63% 1,039,089.0 BB% 62,173.0 &1% 0.7 0"/o 3,810.5 20'Y. 1,123,579.2 85%
16,65-4.0 37o/. 143,237.0 12'1'. 29,591.0 36°/. 1,683.3 100•1. 14,799.0 80% 206,064.3 15%
45060.0 100% 1 182,326.0 100,... 81.764.0 100% 1 884.0 100% 18.609.5 100% 1 329,643.6 100%
14,668.0 78% 3,665.0 74% 0.0 #NlA 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NlA 18,233.0 77o/.
4,017.2 22o/. 1,28U 26% 0.0 #NIA 0.0 llNIA 0.0 #NlA 6,304.0 23%

IB 585.2 100•1. 4951.a 100'1'. 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NlA 0.0 #NIA 23.537.0 100't.
80.2 32'!'. 49,652.0 89*/. 0.0 #NIA 0.0 0% 0.0 ONiA 49,732.2 89-J.

170.5 68't. 6,414.7 11% 0.0 #NIA 6.0 100Y. 0.0 #NIA 6,591.2 12%
250.7 100't. 56066.7 100% 0.0 #NIA 6.0 100% 0.0 #NlA 56 323.4 tOOo/a

0.0 #NlA 0.0 #NlA 5,634.4 48% 6.B 66% 26.6 1% 6,867.B 42"/.,
0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 6,234.0 52% 3.6 34% 1,864.8 99% B, 102.4 58% 
0.0 llNIA 0.0 #NIA 12.068.4 100% 10.5 100% 1.891.4 100% 13 970.2 100% o.o 0% 45.8 I 1't. 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 45.8 Oo/o

5-4.9 10-0't. 388.8 89'Y. 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 0.0 ON/A 443.B 91o/.
54.9 100% 434.6 100'1'. 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 489.5 100¥. 

0.0 o•;. 90,187.0 85% 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 90,187.0 85% 
0.2 100% 16,310.0 15% 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NlA o.d #NIA 16.310.2 Hi"•
0.2 IOO't. 106497.0 100Y. 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 106.497.2 100')'.
0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% O.Q 0% 0.0 0% 

989.3 100% 6,492.6 100% 13,700.0 100% 435.9 100% 1,943.1 100Yo 23,560.9 100'1'. 
989.3 100% 6492.6 100% 13 700.0 100% 435.9 100% I 943.1· 100% 23,560.0 100,...

0.0 O')', 0.0 0% 0.0 0%1 0.0 0% 0.0 Q'f, o.o Oo/.
1,761.1 100't. 1,621.6 100% 6,493.1 100% 1,071.0 i 00•1. 494.6 100't. '11.341.4 100')'.
1.761.1 100% 1 521.6 100% 6.493.1 100% 1 071.0 tOO% 494.6 100% 11.341.4 100% 

0.0 #NIA 0.0 dN/A 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 Oo/.
0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 9,900.2 100% 4,692.5 100% 2,094.4 100% 16,777.1 100% 
0.0 #NIA 0.0 #NIA 9.990.2 100% 4 692.6 100% 2 094.4 100't. 16777.1 100% 

106,786.7 69't. 1,342,201.7 87% U,456.7 s2•1. 639.0 6o/. 15,313.3 27'Y. 1,553,397.4 80"·
47,325.7 31% 203,539.6 13% 82,265.4 48% 10,937.2 04'Y. 41,360.4 73°/o 385,428.2 20% 

154.112.3 100% 1545741.3 100% 170.722.1 100% 11 576.2 100% 56 673.7 100'% 1 838,825.5 100% 
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the entire pollock TAC could be harvested One could ~ate th.at in order for this to occur the season 
length would be 113% as long as in 1993. Si.nee the ~ffshore 'A' season in the BS in 1993 lasted 33 days, 
then it might be expected that under the explicit license configuration it might last an additional 3-4 days, 
perhaps a week. Tue onshore season lasted 63 days so a 13% increase in tbe season length would push the 
opening to perhaps 72 days. If the pollock season were extended by a longer period, perhaps a month, then 
it could be expected that the longer season would impact the prosecution of other fisheries in which the 
poUock vessels are involved. However, with only a 13% increase anti"':Jated, the impacts are likely to be 
small 

The same scenario, if played out in the Central Gulf could result in a different outcome. There, 36% of the 
pollock was harvested by vessels which would not receive licenses. The pollock season might be expected 
to increase in length by 56% and the Pacific cod seasons by 47%. The end result could be a year round 
fishery for pollack and Pacific cod The-situation in the CG.flatfish fisheries should be viewed with.concern. 
In 1993 only 47% of DFLT and 48% of the SFLT harvests were made by vessels which would receive 
endorsements. If the pollack and Pacific cod seasons are expected to lengthen significantly, then it is possible 
that the TAC ofthese flatfish species could go unharvested The ability of the program to produce an optimal 
yield could be questioned if these fisheries, along with the rockfish·fisheries in the Gulf, go unharvested. 

General Conclusions Regarding The Social and Economic Impacts of the Reference Configurations 

1n general it appears that the universal configuration is less of everything in a license program. It is less 
limiting than other options, and therefore Jess effective. It is also less disruptive and would appear to have 
fewer negative impacts on Alaskan residents. The same cannot be said of the explicit configuration, which 
appears to have some of the necessary ingredients for an effective license program, particularly in the GOA, 
where the fleet and harvesting capacity is cut back substantially. These cut-backs could prove to have 
negative social impacts, particularly in Alaska coastal communities. 

Any license program y.ilJ produce winners and losers. The winners will gain access to fishing opportunities 
given up by the losers. If the same amount of fish is harvested, it is likely that the overall benefits to the 
nation will remain largely unaffected. If however, the reduction in harvesting capacity falls below that 
necessary needed to harvest the OY, a loss to the nation may be seen. This will very likely result in new 
capital flowing into the fishery. Because existing capital in the form of unlicensed vessels would be idled, 
a new influx of harvesting capacity would be of questionable merit to the nation. This is the catch-22 of 
license programs. 1n order to be effective, a license limitation program needs to cut back the fleet and the 
participants in the· fisheries. Once the bard cuts are made however, the remaining fleet will still be locked 
in a race to harvest the resource. 

Potential benefits from any license program have to be weighed against other costs and standards as well. 
Management and enforcement of a fishefY specific license program as developed in the explicit configuration, 
could well prove more costly than any gains to the nation from the license limitation program. These will be 
discussed in Chapter 4 of this document The last section of this chapter will discuss other issues which have 
been linked to the license limitation program. 

167 September !8, 1994 (2:57pm) 

http:ateth.at


3.2.2.9 Linkages between License Limitation and other Actions 

As with the No Action alternative, the potential impacts of a License Limitation program must be \-:iewed llO.t 
in a vacuum, but rather in the context of other potential actions which may be taken by the Council either 
concurrently or at some point in the future. Under the No Action alternative, we discussed some of the other 
potential actions which may be taken which would affect the evolution of status quo, including a vessel 
moratorium (may be resubmitted), inshore/offshore/CDQ extensions, total weight measurement, full 
utili ration or harvest priority programs, and IFQ programs for groundfish and crab, In the case of the License 
Limitation alternatives, some of the specific proposals include direct linkages to future concurrent programs. 
These linkages are discussed in this section: · · 

For example, the State of Alaska's original proposal for a ground.fish license program (GLS) contained, in· 
addition to specific lirense provisions, the following-provisions: -~l) full retention,of all .species for .which 
a TAC exists, except PSCs, with a minimum requirement for food grade utilization, (2) total catch 
measurement for all vessels participating in the license program, (3) a phased-in transition to an IFQ program, 
and (4) an explicit inshore/offshore allocation based on 1993-1994 averages for each species/area. Each of 
these proposals represents a significant action; ·in 'l!Ild m itself, -aside from 1he provisions of the license 
limitation program chosen by the Council (if chosen). As such, they have been bifurcated from the license 
limitation analysis and are being analyzed and comidered on separate, but concurrent, tracks. 

The full retention proposal is discussed in various sections of this document as it relates to the status quo or 
specific license limitation options being considered (Section 3.1.3, 3.2.2.1, and 6.4). In particular, we 
conducted a cursory examination of the implications of such a proposal with regard to the general economic 
implications (under No Action or under a Lirense Limitation program), with regard to specific options for 
license programs, and with regard to the Council's Problem Statement for CRP. A license limitation program, 
in conjunction with a full retention mandate, does have more potential to address Council concerns regarding 
bycatch, .discards, and waste in the fisheries than a license program alone. As noted previously, such a 
program could be implemented under the status quo, or No Action, alternative as well. A separate 
amendment analysis is in preparation to more fully evaluate the biologic and economic ramifications of this 
proposal. Total catch measurement, also being evaluated separately, could add an additional management 
tool to address the bycatch/waste issue, and provide fisheries managers with a tool for more accurate 
monitoring of total removals. 

The proposal also contains an explicit transition from the GLS to an IFQ program, v.ilere the IFQ program 
is based on, and would replace; the GLS system. 'QS/IFQ would only be awarded to GLS license holders and, 
the eventual QS/IFQ allocation would be at least partially based on a lirense holders' performance under the 
GLS program. This performance under the IFQ program would be based partly on catch history and partly 
on bycatch performance, with a penalty for 'dirty fishing,' via the Harvest Priority Multiplier. One aspect of 
this transition period, basing IFQ allocations on catch history during the GLS program, could tend to 
exacerbate the current race for fish, and all the attendant problems, as license holders attempt to maximize 
their landings. On the other band, the Harvest Priority Multiplier envisioned in this proposal may counteract 
this tendency, as fishermen alter fishing behavior to lower bycatch of PSC species. One of the intents of the 
proposal is to rectify bycatch/waste problems in the fisheries i2liw: to allocating IFQs, as opposed to basing 
IFQ allocations on historical fishing practices. 

One of the advantages of implementing the license program as a first step in a phase-in approach would be 
to provide some stability for qualified participants, in terms of knowing who is in and who is out in future 
limited entry development They would also have a good indication of the species for which they would be 
eligible, via their Jirense designations during the transition. Controversial decisions regarding IFQ recipients, 
and how much they would receive, may be mitigated by this approach as it defines early on what the rules 
of the game will be. These types of decisioDS have been a crucial stumbling block for the industry and 
Council in previous IFQ discussions. However, some hard allocational decisions will have to be made in the 
more immediate context of the license limitation alternatives. 
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The inshore/offshore issue is al5'l a potential linkage issue as the Council proceeds with development of a 
CRP program, whether it be a license program, IFQs, or some phase·in approach. With the current split 
scheduled to expire at the end of 1995 (along with the pollock CDQ program), the Council has initiated an 
analysis of continuing the current allocations for 1996 and beyond. As v.~th the other proposals discussed 
in this section, this amendment could be pursued regardless of action on license limitation. 

One other item ofnote when discussing linkages is the proposal for a Mandatozy Skipper Reporting System. 
As a link to eventual IFQs, this mechanism offers an opportunity to rectify data deficiencies which have, in 
the past, plagued any attempt to evaluate 'skipper crew member options' in IFQ analyses. Regardless of action 
taken by the Council an specific license limitation options contained in this amendment, this proposal would 
be easily implemented and would provide data for more meaningful evaluations in the future. 
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CRAB LICENSES 

CoMPOSE'-TS M'D ALTfl<NATIVE El.EMEJ<.TSAFFECING L''ITIALASS!G~'MENTS Of LICENSES 

Nature of Licenses 

Single license for all spo::ics and an= ..................................................................... 10000 
Licenses for spo::ies (e.g., C. opilio, C. bairdi, Red, Blue and Brown King Crab) ................................... 20000 
:Licenses for each spo::ics/areacombination ....... , , ..................... , , .......... , ..................... 30000 

License Recipients 

!Current owners ............. .. . . .............. ............ . ........................... ,, .... 1000 
Current owners and permit holders _......................................................... : .............. 2000 

License Dcslg:nstiom 
No restrictions . , . , , .................... , , ......... , , ..................... , , , . . ............ , ......... , , . 100 
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors ........................................................................ 200 

Vessel length ....... : ...... .'.......... : : ... .'.................................................. , . , .. . . .. 300 

!Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length ............ , ................................. , ......... 400 

Qualifying Period 
Jan. l, 1978-Dec.31, 1993 ........................... , , , .................. , ............ , .................. 10 
!6128/89 -6127192 (6129180 -6125133 for D.H. Red & 6129185 • 612511988 for Prib. Blue) ..............•.......... , .... 20 

Minimum landings 

tNom.inimum ................................. , .......... , , , , ..... , , , , , ........ , , .... , ....... ·.......... ,, l 
! landing for Red & Blue King. 3 lwdings for Brown King. C. opi/io, & C. bairdi ..................................... 2 

3.2.3 Analysis of Crab License Limitation Alternatives 

The Council's crab license program consiS'..s of five component parts which together define the initial 
allocation of licenses and the general configuration of the program. The romponents are as follows: (1) The 
Nature of the License, (2) The License Recipients, (3) License Designations( 4) The Qualifying Period, and 
(5) Landing Requirements. As with ground.fish, each option under each component is examined to assess its 
impacts. Many of these options are the same as for groundfish, so this analysis concentrates on those options 
which differ. 

The components are shown iii. bold. in' the box below with their respective options. One element of each of 
the five sets of components combines to define a single license alternative. By using the numbering scheme 
and adding the numbers identifying each component element together, one can uniquely identify each of the 
96 possible alternatives. -As an-example: Define a license alternative.by combining-the.following elements: 
(!)Licenses for each species/area combination [#30000), (2) Current ov.11ers [#1000), (3) Catcher vessels & 
Catcher/processors and vessel length [#400], (4) Jun. 28, 1989 - Jun. 27, 1992 [#20], and (5)113 landings 
required [#2]. By adding the numbers in the brackets together, we identify this alternative as# 31422. 

The ownership, use and transfer provisions are identified in the box below. The Council will need to choose 
one element from each set of options. These were discussed fully under the groundfish license limitation 
alternative in Section 3.2.2.7. Because the same implications exist for the crab fisheries, further detailed 
discussion of these options is not included in this Sectioll, with the exception of the Individual Transferable 
Pot Quota Program which is discussed in detail in Appendix ill. Aey other implications which are particular 
to the crab fisheries v.ill also be addressed. 
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Components and Alt.rnative Elements Affecting Ownership, Ust and Transfer of Crab Lia:rues. 

Who May Purchase L;.:.nses 

. l. Llcen= could be transferred only to "pcrsons• defined under Titie 46 U.S.C. 

2. 	 Llccnses oould be transferred to "persons" with 76% or more U.S. ownrnhip. with "grandfather" rights 
for license =ipients with 75% or less U.S. ownrnhip (TiUe 46 U.S.C.). 

3, 	 Licenses are non~transferable. 

Vessel/Li<ense Linkag"' 
L 	 Vessel must be transferred with license. 
2. 	 Licenses may be transferred without a vessel. 

Options Regarding the Separability of Species and/or An• Designations 
l. 	 Species/Area designations are not separable, and shall remain grouped as in the initial allocation. 
2. 	 SpecieslAtea designations sball be treated as sepsn.bk licenses and may be transferred as such. 

3. 	 Spcciesl Atea designations shall be regarded as separable endor=nents which roquire the o;\nct to also 
own a more genera.I license before use or.pun:ha.s.e. 

v..._..1 Replacement and Upgndcs 
I. 	 No restrictions on vessel repla<:ement or upgnodcs, except that the .......,,) must meet the "License 

Designations" defined by the initial alloouion [mcluding length categories). 
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 lhe 

moratorium proposed rule. 

Buy-bacWRetirement Program 

L 	 No buy·backi"'tirement program. 
2. 	 Fractional license system. (Fractional licenses may be issued to p<:ntUt holdrn.) 

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

Community Denlopmenl Quotas. 
I. 	 No CDQ allocations. 

2. 	 Sot aside 3% of crab fisheries with GHLs for CDQs patterned afu:r cum:nt program w/o sunset 
provision, 

3. 	 Set aside 7.5% of crab fisheries w/GHLs for CDQs pa.tt<med afu:r current prognm w/o sunset 
provision. 

4. 	 Set aside Hl';I of crab fisheries w/GHLs for CDQs J>41t<med afu:r cum:nt program w/o sunset 
provision. 

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

Community Development Li<::enses. 
I. 	 No Community Development Licenses. 
2. 	 Gtant an additional 3% non-transferable licenses to CDQs oomrnunities. 

3. 	 Gtant an additional 7 .SY, non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities. 
4. 	 Gtant an additional 10% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities. 
5. 	 Grant &n additional 15% non-transferable li=ises to CDQs communities. 

Two-Ti<red Skipper Littnst Program 
I. 	 Do not implement ofTwo-Tiered Skipper License Program, 
2. 	 Implement a Tw<>-Tiered Skipper License Program. 
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Other Provisions (Choose any or none of the following) 

l. 	 Licenses represent a use privilege. The C-Ouncil may convert the license program to an IFQ program 
or otherwise alter or """'ind the program without compensation to license holders. 

2. 	 Severe penalties may be invoked for failure to ccmplywilh conditions oflhe license. 
3. 	 Licenses may be suspended or revokt:d fur multiple violations. 

4. 	 Implement a Skipper Reporting Syst..-m which requires groundfish lie<:n"' holders to report skipper.1 
ns.me, address. and SCTVicc records to mrrs. 

5. 	 Develop and implement mccl!anisms to coUcet management cnforceim:nt costs and/or rents from the 
industry, including ta.xcs and fees on the industry. 

6. 	 Na Future Super-<:X<lusive Area will be propo~.. 

Individual Transferable Pot Quota System 
In addition to the components abon, an Individual Transferable Pot Quota (ITPQ) §ystCm Alternative has been 
propo~ in concept only. Under ibis option, the components affecting the initi&l as.;gruiient of crab liccn"'5 
will mnain unchanged. However, once it is decided which persons qualify for which v"""°l size and P"'""'ing 
designations, licenses would be linked to a limiu:d number of pots. Pots could be U:ansf'erred to m«:t individual 
vessel requirements. Many ofthe component sets regarding the use and U:ansfmibility ofliccnsco may not apply 
under a ITPQ sys-.em. The Council will have to specify in rooo: detail ifadditional analysis of the ITPQ system 
is desired. A detailed discussion of an lTI'Q system is contained in Appendix V. 

The rest of Section 3.2.3 is organized in the same basic format as Section 3.2.2. Each component will be 
discussed qualitatively in a separate sub-section. The qualitative discussion will be followed by a quantitative 
description of the distributional impacts of the elements under that particular component As for ground.fish, 
the analysis will employ reference configurations to demonstrate the distributional effects. Two reference 
configurations will be used. The discussion in this section is much more brief than the discussion of the same 
components in the ground.fish alternatives. It should be assumed that, unless otherwise noted, the findings 
.and conclusions in.the qualitative.discussion of the ground.fish program apply to the crab program. 

The "CRAB" reference configuration will be defined as configuration #31421 using the numbering scheme. 
Under this configuration, licenses for each species/area combination {option #30000) will be issued to current 
vessel o""ners (option # 1000). The licenses will be designated as catcher vessel (CV) or catcher/processor 
(CP) and all CVs licenses will further be designated by vessel length (option #400). All vessels which made 
qualifying landings between 6/28/89 and 6/27/92, or qualifiring landings of red king crab in the Dutch Harbor 
area between 6/29/80 and 6/29/85, or qualifying landings of blue king crab in the Pribilof area between 
6/29/85 and 6125/88 would receive licenses (option #20). A single landing during the qualifying period, .fut 
anv species, would qualify (option #1). Table 3.33 below shows the distributional results for the "CRAB" 
reference configuration. All other distributional tables for crab, which portray the results of other system 
configurations, are included in the Crab Table Appendix (bound separately). 

The "CURRENT" reference configuration is included for comparison pwposes. This configuration is the 
same as the "CRAB" reference configuration, except that landings in 1993 are U5ed as the qualifying period. 
Using the numbering scheme, this configuration is identified as #314Xl, where X=l993. Table 3.34 below 
shows the distributional results of the "CURRENT" reference configuration. 

172 	 September 18, !994 (2:57pm) 



Table 3.33 
License for each species/area comblnotlon Issued lo Current Owners which mode landing between 

. ' 6/26/89 • 6/27 /92 (6/29/60 • 6/25/83 for OH red and 6/29/85 • 6/25/88 for Prlb. blue) No Minimum 

Alaska Other Stal as Total 
Catchor Vessols Colcher Vessels Catcher Vessels 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

I 0 0 
+ I 

0 ll 0 ~ + .§ 0 .§ ;:. + 0 0 

I.... .... .... $ ~ 
.... 

vi ~ 
.... .... 0"' > a. "' "' > Cl. .. "' > a. 0N ·' N S! N

" u < 0 ~ u u 0 Cl ~ u () 
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~~ 
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I
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Tablt 3.34 
llcensea lor oach apecl•alaraa combination laaued lo Curr1nl Owners which made 

landing• bttwoon 111193. 12131193 (no minimum). Thia llcenu will ~ ap•clflod !or UH 
on catcher woae•I• within t+ngth claaatD or catchor proceaaore. 

Alaska Olher Totll 
Catcher Vsssal Catcher Vessel Catcher Vessel 
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314X1-KING CRAB 
Norton Sound - -

Rodi !51 OI OI 151 01 15 ,191 OI OI 191 OI 19 341 1)1 0 
atuel 01 01 0 01 01 OI : OI 01 01 0 01 0 OI OI 0 

S1, tawrenc.e/St Mathew 
Red 0 0 ·O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blue 0 39 7 46 2 48 . 1 96 26 123 4 127 1 135 33 

Brown 0 0 :o 0 0 0 0 1 0 I 0 I 0 1 0 
Pribllo! 

Red 0 1 ·o 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Blue 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bro'M'l 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 
Adak 

Rodi 01 31 Ol 31 OI 31 01 71 11 81 ti g! OI 101 1 
Brown I 01 41 01 41 01 41 OI 81 101 181 OI 181 (II 121 10 

Dutch Harbor 
Red 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Brown 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 3 7 10 0 10 0 4 7 
Bristol Bay 

Red 5 79 8 92 2 94 0 138 46 184 2 186 5 217 54 
Blue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Brown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
314X1-TANNER CRAB 

Easmm Bering S.... 
C.opillol ol 40 61 461 21 481 0 77 361 1131 14 1271 QI 117 42 
C.bal-dil OI 75 61 811 21 831 01 1251 361 1611 91 1701 OI 200 42 

Western Bering Sea 
C.opiliol 01 541 101 641 21 651 ol 117! 421 1591 171 1761 ol 171 52 
C.bal-dil 01 50 ml so 21 521 0 1131 331 1461 10 1561 0 163 43 
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C.bowdil 0 11 01 11 OI 11 OI 11 OI 1 l QI 11 or 21 0 
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C.opiliol 01 QI OI OI 01 0 OI OI 01 OI OI 0 01 0 0 
C.bardi 31 OI 0 31 01 3 11 31 01 41 01 4 41 21 0 
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King Crab 

Area Species 

Nonon Sound Red. Blue 

St Lawrence Red. Blue, Brown 

St Matthew Red. Blue. Brown 

Pribilof Red. Blue, Brown 

Adak Red. Brown 

Du«h Harbor Red. Blue, Brown 

Brism!Bay Red. Blue, Brown 

TSllller Crab 

Area Species 

Eastern B<ring Sea C. Opi/io, C. Bairdi 

Western B<ring Sea C. Opilio, C. Bairdi 

Western Aleutians C. Opilio, C. Bairdi 

Eastern Aleutians C. Opilio, C. Bairdi 

3.2.3.l Nature of Licenses 

The following three basic options exist for crab fisheries licenses. They are similar to the groundfish options. 
though they differ due to the species and management areas involved: 

Nature of License 
Single license for all species and areas ................................................... 10000 
Licenses for species(e.g. C. opilio, C. bairdi, Red, Blue and Brown King Crab)...... ,, ........... 20000 
Licenses for each species/area combination ............................................... 30000 

The fo!lo...,ing species and areas would apply for option 30000. 

In the section for groundfish, we assessed the qualitative attributes of the 'N arure of licenses' in terms of (1) 
initial fleet size, (2) potential increased capacity, (3) mobility; (4) complexity, and (5) enforcement. Looking at 
these same parameters for crab licenses, !he assessment is basically the same, indicating that the nature ofthe 
license will have neutral effects with regards to initial fleet size, but has major potential effects on the other 
attributes. For example, allocating a general license (good for all species and areas) will result in the same t0tal 
number of initially licensed vessels as allocating licenses which are species or species/area specific. There will 
be a greater number of 'licenses' allocated in the latter option, but they would be applicable tO the same pool of 
initially eligible vessels. 

The first real implication of this choice arises when we look at the potential for increased capacity after the initial 
allocatioo. Although a general license is the most flexible in terms of allowing vessels tO cross over into various 
crab fisheries, it would effectively limit the tOtal number of vessels operaring in the fisheries. A species or 
species/area license on the other hand would allow for additional vessels to enter specific fisheries. if such 
licenses are fu:ely tradeable. This could be limited if the Council chooses tO adopt the 'umbrella' license concept 
described earlier, and make species or species/area endorsements transferable, but ooly tO those who hold a 
general umbrella license. 

The species/area endorsement concept makes the system a bit more complex to administer. as well as having 
enforcement implications, similar t0 those described for groundfisb. It will be more difficult to enforce species 
designations, particularly when season openings for particular species overlap. However. this does not 
necessarily represent an additional enforcement concern, as crab fisheries are currently managed using 
species/area permits. Some of the concerns regarding a general license, such as the crossovers, could be 
mitigated with more traditional management tOols such as exclusive registration, as well as transferable pot limits. 

Using the same 20 point scale as was used in the ground.fish analysis, the following evaluation summarizes the 
'Narure ofLlcense' options for crab. (This is done for 'Narure of Licenses' because of the critical importance of 
this component in the system. We do not repeat this for other crab components as they are relatively simple and 
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Option# Fleet Size Potential 
Capacity 

Mobility Complexity Enforceability 

10.000 Neutral 15 20 1 18 

20.000 Neutral 15 12 14 8 

30.000 Neutral 15 8 18 3 

Attribute Meaning of Higher Scores 
Initial Fl~ Size Greater Fleet Size 
Potential for Increased Fl~ Size Greater Potential 
Mobility Greater Mobility for Fishers 
Complexity Greater Admin. romplexity /cost 
Enforcement Better enforceability /lower cost 

straightforward.) This particular evaluation assi1mes that the spedes or species/area 'license;;' are endorsement< 
whjcb require ao umbrella license. 

Distribution.of Licenses 

The three alternatives for the nature of the licenses using the crab reference configuration are shown in 
configurations 11421. 21421, and 31421 (from the Tables at the end of this Section). Notice that only the first 
component changes in each of the configurations. For each, the following options for the remaining component 
options are constant Option 1000-Tbe license will be allocated to current owners. Option 400-There will 
be catcher vessel (CV) and catcher processor (Cl') designations. with CV s receiving additional designations for 
vessel length classes. Option 20-The qualifying period will be from June 28, 1989, through June 27, 1992. 
The qualifying period for Dutch Harbor red king crab will be from 6/29/80-6/25/83, and the qualifying period 
for Pribilof blue king crab will be from 6{29/85-6(25/88. Option I-There will be no ntinimllIIl landing 
requin:me.nt, i.e.. a single landing will qualify the vessel for a license. For comparison purposes, the same basic 
configurations for the fishery in 1993 are provided; i.e., the "current" configuration. These are identified as 
114Xl, 214Xl. and 314Xl where X=l993. 

If the Council chooses a configuration which issues a single liceDSe, good for all species and areas, to current 
vessel oMie.rs, the total number ofvessel licenses will be 551 (configuration 11421). Other distributions included 
in this table sbow that, of this total of 551 vessels, 212 are Alaska based vessels while 339 are from other States. 
Of the total, 523 are catcher vessels and 28 are catcher processors. The total vessel count of 551 compares to 
354 vessels which participated in 1993, as shown in configuration I 14Xl. Both of these nUIIlbers are based on 
a qualification period between 6128/89 and 6/27 f)2. Impacts of alternative qualification windows are described 
in a separate section. 

Looking once again at Table 3.33 ( "CRAB" reference configuration 31421), we see that the number of 
species/area licenses (or endorsements) totals 1,811. This is derived by adding all of the numbers in the far rigbt 
haod column. Ifan overall =brella'l.ioense is required. this would still limit the total number of vessels operating 
in.the fisheries to 551, but endorsements would be transferable among these 551 vessels. If these are treated as 
separable licenses, then the potential number of vessels operating could literally equal l,811. 

Configuration 31422 is nearly identical to configuration 31421, the "CRAB" Reference configuration, but 
requires three landings of brown king, opilio. and bairdi. This reduces the number of potential licenses from 
1.811 to 1.615, with all of that redut;tion in those particular fisheries licenses. Notice that the m:mber of licenses 
for red and blue king crab remain the same under both of these alternatives. 
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Initial Fleet 
Size 

Potential 
Increased 
Capacity Mobility Complexity · Enforcement 

License 
Recipients 

Major Major Neutral Major Neutral 

3.2.3.2 Lkeruie Recipients 

The O:Juncil is considering two options for license recipients. 

License Recipients 
Current owners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1000 
Current owners and permit holders ....................................................... 2000 

The primary alternative under consideration, as with groundfish. is to allocate licenses to current vessel owners. 
Current vessel owners are defined. in this analysis. as the vessel owner in the 1993 ADF&G vessel regimation 
files. AlSo uoder consideration are allocatiaos to pamit holders who made landings during the time periods under 
consideration. It was in this context tbat the concept offractional licenses were introduced and discussed in depth 
in the gn:iundfish license limitation section of this document. An additional option for a two-tier license option 
for skippers is also discussed earlier. 

Assessment of Options 

Allocating an additional license to all penn.it holders who made qualified landings, regardless of whether they had 
already received licenses as current owners, may greatly increase the number of licenses issued initially. This 
option would benefit "owner-operators" over owners who used hired skippers, because they would receive two 
licenses as opposerl to one. The owner who hired skippers may be further disadvantaged by the potential for more 
vessels to enter the fishery than have historically fished. This is possible if an "owner-operator" receives two 
licenses aiid chooses to sell one of his redundant licenses to a fisher wishing to enter the fishery. The following 
is a summary of the degree to which the "License Recipient" component affects the five attributes described 
earlier. • 

Vessel Catch Data 

The State of Alaska has been granted oversight of the crab fisheries in federal waters off the coast of Alaska. 
Because the State manages the crab fishery they collect catch data for the entire fleet and report the catch in 
ADF&G fish tickers. Therefore, unlike the groundfish data which is collected by both State and federal sources, 
the crab fishery can be studied using a single data source (ADF&G fish tickets). 

ADF&G fish tickets identify the a=EC penn.it holdet' much landed the catch. This permit holder is generally the 
skipper. however, any crew member that holds a permit could have made the landing. Using the CFEC permit 
holder's encrypted social security numba we were able to track the number ofpermit holders active in the fishery. 

Distribution of Licenses 

Using the "CRAB" and "CU1ffi.ENT" refereoce configurations, and the alternatives for issuing licenses to permit 
holders (configurations 32421 and 324Xl), comparisons between license recipients can be drawn. Tue "CRAB" 
reference configuration indicates that between June 28, 1989 and June Z7, 1992 (except Dutch Harbor red king 
crab will be from 6(29/80 through 6(2.5/83 and Pribilof blue king crab will be from 6(29/85 through 6(25/88) 
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91 vessel owners residing in Alaska made landings of C. opilio and 114 made landings of C. bairdi in the 
eastern Bering Sea. Conversely, in the same time period and area. 193 residents of other states made landings 
·of C. opilio and 216 made landings of C. bairdi. The number of permit holders residing in Alaska and making 
landings of C. opi/io in the =tern Bering Sea (configuration 32421). during this time period. was 185. This 
is slightly more than double the number of current owners who would receive licenses. This ratio remains fairly 
constant for C. bairdi as well. In the Dutch Harbor re<l king crab fishery, more permit holders would be issued 
licenses than current owners in e.-ich vessel classification, except the 0-59' catcher vessel class whose owners 
reside in a stale other than Alaska. These smaller vessels were more likely to be "owner operat0rs" and therefore 
would not result in duplicate licenses. 

The "CURRENT" reference coo.figuration describes the 1993 crab fishery: Comparing the number of current 
owners and permit holders (configuration 324Xl} who would receive licenses based on 1993 activity. for re<l king 
crab in the Bristol Bay area, we see that 94 licenses would be granted to current owners and 111 licenses would 
be granted to permit holders residing in Alaska. Residents of other states would receive 186 licenses as current 
owners and 173 licenses as permit holders. This indicates that not all fish tickets contained an encrypted social 
security number for the permit holder. Additional information might be obtained on the permit holders by further 
researching the permit mnnber issued by CFEC and linking that information back to the catch data. This will only 
be possible if a legible permit number was recorded at the time of landing. Once again comparing these two 
tables we see that a total of253 licenses for C. bairdi would be is.>ued to current owners in the eastern Bering 
Sea. while 339 licenses would be issued to permit holders. No landings of C. opilio or C. bairdi were made by 
vessels in the 0-59' class in the Bering Sea. 

The number of area and species crab licenses issued to permit holders may exceed the number of current vessel 
owner licenses by more than 100% (i.e. if there were lOOcurrent owners lhere could be over 300 licenses issued). 
Typically, however, the number of permit holder licenses exceeds the number current owner licenses by a range 
ofQ..40% with the greatest differences being in lhe larger vessel classes. Granting licenses to permit holders for 
large vessels may exclUde many ()f them from purcbaslo.g a vessel of that si7.e and entering the fishery. Permit 
holders may be able to use the licenses by reaching an agreement with a vessel owner who was not granted, or 
does not currently own. a license for the crab fishery. The option of granting licenses to permit holders. in 
addition to currem owners, greatly incr=es the potential for additional effon to enter the fisheries. 

3.2.3.3 License Designations 

Again similar to groundfish, the following options for license designations have been identified by the Council: 

License Designations 
No restrictions . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . .. . .. .. . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . .. . 100 
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors ..................................................... 200 
Vessel length ......................................................................... 300 
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length . .. . . . . • . . . . . .. . . . .. . . .. . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . 400 

The differential impacts of each of these alternatives have been discussed in the groundfish portion of this 
Chllpter, and again, the prunary tradeoffs involve limitations on crossover options and capacity increases versus 
administrative and enforcement complexity.' These potential designations CQllle into play when the license Or 
endorsement is transferred, or when a particular vessel wishes to upgrade itself. For example, a simple 
designation of catcher vessel (CV) and catcher processor (CP) would freeze the number of CVs and CPs 
operating in the fisheries at that number in the initial allocation; i.e., CVs could not be upgraded into CPs. either 
by transfer of the license or by upgrade of the original vessel. One option under consideration by the Council 
would be to allow for 'downgrades', such that CP designations could be transformed into CV designations, but 
not vice-versa. 
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The vessel length designations have the same effect in that they freeze the number of vessels in each category at 
the number in the initial allocation. Combined with the CV/CP designations, the effect is an even further 
tightening on potential capacity increases in the future, though vessels within each length category could trade 
up to the upper limit of each category. subject to other possible constraints such as the 20% upgrade rule 
associated with the moratorium. 1bis option is included by the Council and is discussed further under 
tranSferability considerations. 

Distribution of Licenses 

Ofthe 551 vessels qualifying under the "CRAB" reference configuration, 523 are CVs and 28 are CPs. compared 
to 334 CVs and 20 CPs which operated in 1993. Th.is is summarized in configurations 11421 and 114Xl 
respectively. Configuration 11421 also sbows that. of the 551 vessels which would qualify, 79 fall into the under 
60' category, 364 in the 60'-124' category, and 80 are over 124' in length. 

3.2.J.4 Qualifying Period 

The options for the qualifying period for crab fisheries differ from groundfish. though the same general, 
differential impacts are to be expected relative to the number of vessels qualifying. The options, listed below, 
range from a very liberal qualifying period to one which is much more restrictive, and adheres to the Council's 
June 24. 1992, cut-off date for CRP planning. 

Qualifying Period 
Jan. 1. 1978 - Dec. 31. 1993 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . 10 
6(28/89 - 6/27192 (6!19180 - 6/25/83 for D.H. Red & 6119185 - 6/25/1988 for Prib. Blue) ............ 20 

The first option, going back to 1978, would grant licenses to many more vessels (owners) than currently 
participate in the crab fisheries, likely exacerbating the problems currently experienced under open access. The 
more restrictive (option 20) would more closely approach current participation levels, but may exclude vessels 
which have entered the fisheries after June 27, 1992; however, th.is option would maintain the integrity of the 
Council's JUDe 24, 1992, Conuol Date. 

Distribution of Licenses 

Con.figuration 31411 summarizes the numbers and distributions of licenses under the first qualifying period ­
from January 1, 1978 - December 31, 1993. 1bis table contains all of the elements of the "CRAB" reference 
configuration, v.ith the exception of the qualifying period Tue total number of vessels which would qualify under 
this configuration is 707, which compares to 551 under the "CRAB" reference con.figuration (which uses the more 
restrictive qualification window) and 354 which fished in 1993. 

3.2.3.5 Minimum Landings Requirements 

l\.linimum landings 
No minimum . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
l landing for Red & Blue King, 3 landings for Brown King. C. opilio, & C. bairdi .•.....••........... 2 

The first option requires only that a single landing in a given species/area be made during the qualifying period. 
The section option maintains the single landing requirement for red and blue king crab, but increases the required 
landings to 3 for brov.n king crab and both Tanner crab species. The impacts of these options are clearly 
empirical issues. though the bottom line effects are not considered to be significantly different. v.ith the only 
difference being the numbers of vessels qualifying for brown king crab. opilio. and bairdi. Red and blue king crab 
qualifiers will be the same under either option. 
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Distribution of Licenses 

The "CRAB" reference coofigurarion (31421) shows tha1 the first option, a single landing for any sJiecies, creates 
1.811 species/area licenses or endorsements, while the second option creates 1,615 species/area licenses or 
endorsements. The reduction in numbers of licenses is realized fully in the brown king crab. opilio, and bairdi 
fisheries. Ifspecies/area licenses are freely tradeable, then option 1 has the potential to allow for greater numbel's 
of vessels entering the fisheries. If the endorsement concept is adopted, the total number of vessels is capped, 
but an additional 196 species/area endorsements would exist If the Council goes with a species, but not area. 

·designation, the total· number oflicenses or endorsements is 1,375 (configuration 21421), noting that the total 
is still 551 vessels, again assiiming the more restrictive qualification window. 

3.2.3.6 Transferability, Use, and Ownership Provisions 

The optiol1S regarding transferability, use, and ova1ership are summarized al the beginning of Section 3.2.3, and 
again are similar to groundfish in their nature and potential impacts to the program. Detailed discussions of these 
optiol1S are contained in Section 3.2.2. As with groundfish, the prinlary elements which affect transfers and use 
revolve around the 'Nature ofLicenses' and 'License Designatiol1S'. 

Nature of Licenses 

A critical element of the program is whether species or species/area licenses would be separable and tradeable, 
or wbe!herthey would exist as endorsements which require a general umbrella license. If such designations are 
grouped as in the initial allocation, then this effectively freezes the number of tradeable license units to that 
number in the initial allocation. If they are separable and tradeable, this allows for significant increases in 
numbers of vessels in particular fisheries. Perhaps the optimal combination of restrictiveness and flexibility is 
to make such ctesigriatioas endorsemenis. which are freely tradeable, but only to those who hold a general 
umbrella license. This would allow fishermen to adjust their individual portfolios while maintaining a cap on the 
total number of vessels operating in the fisheries. 

Licem;e Desj~ations 

A second area of critical importance involves the license designations imposed, whether they be CV/CP. vessel 
length categories. or a combination of both. .Though an option exists to prohibit upgrades or transfers, this option 
is not addressed in depth. Discussion of length categories and CV/CP designations exist in earlier sections of 
the crab analysis. In summary, designations by CV/CP and length categories have the potential to stem the 
capacity creep inherent in license limitation programs. Without such designations, the effective capacity of the 
fleet. whether or not the nm:nber of vessels is restricted, may increase infinitely. These designations also tend to 
maintain the existing nature of the fleet An allowance for 'downgrading', either by mode or by vessel size 
category would not harm the ability to cap capacity. though such downgrade options would not likely be utilized 
under a license program. 

An important option which would further restrict the potential capacity creep is the 20% rule as adopted by the 
Council under its moratorium. Applying this option. either alone or in combination with the vessel categories, 
will provide further assurances that capacity increase are limited through transfers and upgrades. As an example, 
ifwe only apply the length categories. licenses in the>124' category may be transferred to a 900' vessel; applying 
the 20% rule would disallow such an event Some complications do arise with imposition of this rule in 
conjunction with vessel length categories; vessels at the top end of each length category will have an increasingly 
limited pool of licenses which they could legally purchase because they are restricted not only by the length 
categories, but by the 20% increase rule as well. 
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An additional concern relevant to this discussion is the option to only allow licenses to be transferred with the 
~ holding the license. This option would have serious implications with regard to vessel safety and 
replacement. as well as restricting the flexibility of business operations of fishermen. 

Qwners!Jjp C?ps 

Restrictions on the number of licenses or endorsements which may be owned or used under a crab license 
limitation program were not explicitly included by the Council for analysiS..Implicatioµs of SUClJ caps are 
discussed in the groundfish analysis and might be used in the crab program if it appears to produce desirable 
results. Tue Council did explicitly include an option for the crab program to implement an JD.dividual 
Transferrahle Pot Quota (ITPQ) program for crab in coojunction with the license program for crab. This concept 
is discussed in other parts of the analysis, and in some detail in Appendix III. This program probably offers the 
most effective means of actually capping effort. with or without a license anachecl If an ITPQ's implemented, 
the u-ansferrable pots would be the mechanism which regulares effort in the fisheries, not the license. 

0ther Considerations 

An additional consideration regarding ownership and use has to do with the level of foreign ownership in a fishing 
operation. Tue Council included an option for consideration which would only allow transfers of licenses to 
'persons' with at least 76% U.S. ownership (U.S. Shipping Act of 1916). The other option is to allow transfers 
only to 'person' as defined under current Title 46 regulations which refer to 50% or greater U.S. ownership. A 
full analysis of foreign ownership patterns in the fisheries is beyond the scope of this analysis and is not likely 
under any time frame. Limitations on the ability to u-ack ownership patterns is discussed more fully in Section 
3.2.2. Additionally, the Council has requested and is awaiting a legal opinion regarding its ability to restrict 
ownership, use. and tranSfers on the basis of foreign ownership. 

Options regarding CDQ allocation of crab and ma1ehing 'skipper licenses' are discussed separately in Sections 
3.3 and 3.4. 
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3.3 Community Development Quota (CDQ) Options 

The License Limitation alternatives for both groundfish and crab cootain options for CDQ allocations. either in 
the form ofset asides of the TACs (orGBLs for crab) or as additional. non-tranSferable licenses. Under the first 
option. CDQ set asides could range from 0% (no CDQ allocations) up to 15% for any or all groundfish and crab 
species. excluding sablefish and halibut which are dealt with separately. Pollock CDQs are currently set at 7.5% 
of the BSAl TAC each year and are distributed among six CDQ organizations encompassing the eligible 
communities along the Bering Sea coastline. The pollack CDQ program is scheduled to sunset at the end of 
1995. The CDQ program associated with the sablefisb/halibut IFQ program is·scheduled to become effective 
in 1995, along with the ovei'all IFQ program. and will operate in the same manner as the pollack program. with 
the CDQ quota set aside being distributed among the eligible CDQ groups based on recommendations from the 
Governor of Alaska. The major difference between this and the pollock program is that the CDQs associated 
with sablefish and halibut do not sunset. 

3.3.1 Status Quo Implications 

Under the status quo, there would be no limited entry program and no additional CDQ programs beyond those 
currently in place. though the Council is not precluded from considering a CDQ program independent of a limited 
entry program. Within this analysis, we assume the status quo contains no additional CDQ programs. Tue 
e:tlstingpollockprogram will sunset at the end of 1995, thereby making an additional 7.5% of the TAC, roughly 
100,000 metric tons, available to the existing, open access fishing fleet This action might reduce some of the 
overcapacity problems in the fleet in the short term, but under open access these gains would quickly become 
overtaken by existing and, potentially new, vessels. The catching and processing capability of the inshore and 
offshore sectors =bined significantly exceeds the existing overall TACs for pollack:. as well as other species. 
Additionally, the temporary gains experienced by the fleet would only be realized in the pollock fisheries and 
would DOI affecisiniiJafover-c:ipilali.iaiion problems in the other groundfish and crab fisheries. 

Without the pollock: CDQ program, six CDQ organizations encompassing over 60 predominately native, rural 
coastal communities would be affected adverse) y. The current pollock CDQ program generates in the 
neighborhood of $25 to $30 million annually. much of that money funneled into development projects for these 
co=unities. The program was set up to help bring these communities into self-sufficiency through the fisheries 
at their doorsteps which, until recently, they have been unable to enter to any economically significant degree. 
Development projectS which are being funded through the CDQ program include: community services. fisheries 
and education training programs, processing and dock construction. fishing vessel procurement, and real income 
to participants. The alternatives in this document consider expansion of the current program to include other 
groundfish and crab species, along with a license limitation program. Under the staru.s quo, the additional gains 
to the CDQ program, po!Clltially as ecooomically valuable as the pollock: program, would not be realized In the 
absence of any CDQ set asides. these organizations and communities would have to rely on the sablefish and 
halibut resources made available through that CDQ program for future fisheries development initiatives. 

3.3.2 CDQs as TAC Set Asides 

If this option is included in the license limitation alternative, some amount of the TACs, up to 15%. would be 
designated for existing, eligible CDQ groups. None of the options currently under consideration would expand 
the CDQ program beyond the existing communities. The general benefits of such a set aside have already been 
discussed relevant to pollock. and would expand under this option. Based on a similar percentage (7.5%), the 
projected value of additional CDQ set asides, for all remaining ground.fish and crab, could be in !he range of $50 
millioo.. Ifpollack is continued as well. the total value of this program to the participants approaches $80 million. 
This is a mid-range estimate and would depeod on !he percentage finally approved by the Council and Secretary, 
as well as fish prices and other factors. 
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Such a set aside involves a redistribution of the fisheries benefits from the existing commercial fleet to the CDQ 
co=unities. Under either open access or a license limitation program. any reductions in the TAC available to 
the commercial fleet would likely exacerbate the problems facing those fisheries. An increased race for the 
available fish, with all of the attendant problems. would be the likely result In this sense. the limited eatty fleet 
after implementation of the program would be functioning as an open access fleet relative to the CDQ fisheries. 
The CDQ fisheries on the other hand would function with a gwiranteed quota for each organization, either with 
their own vessels or through joint venture' arrangements with other vessels. Tue benefits of this type of fishery 
have been exhibited in the current pollock CDQ program where the result bas been a slower paced fishery, higher 
value fisheries relative to the open access fishery, generally lower bycatch rates of PSC species, lower discard 
rates, and a more stable planning environment for the participants. 

Although a formal, quantitative analysis of these benefits has not been undertaken, some overall economic 
generalizations can be made based on theory and observed practice. Though there are costs associated with 
monitoring and enforcing these types of 'individually accountable' fisheries, the expected benefits likely outweigh 
these costs. For example, projected cost savings and price increases in the sablefish and halibut IFQ program 
are expected to outweigh the costs by $30 to $67 million annually. These projections are based on the same 
cimimstances and advantages associated with the CDQ fisheries. Therefore, from the perspective of overall net 
benefits derived from the fisheries, it is likely that the proposed CDQ set asides, whether 1 % or 15%, would result 
in increased net benefits. 

Again. this net benefit is realized al. some expense to the existing COOllIJei:cial fleet by virtue of their reduced TAC. 
The decrease in net benefits associated with this TAC reduction is difficult to quantify, but likely would not 
outWeigh the benefits. A critical point to be made here is that the economic benefits derived from assigning a 
specific peri::entage of the TAC to an individual operation would be realized regardless of whether the recipient 
was a CD.Q group or some other business organization. Tue allocation of these specific harvest privileges to 
CDQ org~zations would produce social benefits in addition to the purely economic benefits. 

3.3.3 CDQs as Additional Licenses 

Another option within the license limitation alternatives for both groundfish and crab would be to create 

additional. non-transferable licenses for CDQ allocation. For example, a base number of licenses would be 
allocated for fishing vessels (this number depends on the qualification criteria adopted) and then an additional 
number, from 0 to 15% of the base amount. of licenses would be 'created' and allocated for use by CDQ 
organizations. Under this option numerous questions arise as to the nature of the licenses which would be created 
for CDQ use. One solution, ifthe Council wishes to proceed with this option, would be to prorate the additional 
license in the same proportion as the base licenses by area. species. vessel size, or whatever other designations 
exist. 

In the context of the overall problems the Council wishes to address through the limited entry proposal, this 
partic · 'I option does not represent the most effective means to implement a CDQ program. Creating additional 
licenses in the fisheries will result in additional vessels, thereby exacetbating the very problems the Council is 
attempting to solve. Any potential benefits of a license limitation program may be offset by the creation of 
additional licenses. 

Another perspective to examine involves the functioning of the CDQ program itself. Under this option, CDQ 
groups would be allocated lie=, the benefits of which would only be realized with the purchase of vessels on 
which to fish those licenses. These vessels would likely be additional to the existing pool of initially licensed 
vessels. Assuming these groups acquire the necessary vessels, they would not be guaranteed any percentage of 
the harvest. but would conduct their fisheries in competition with other licensed vessels. The resulting harvest 
by these groups may be larger or stnaller than would be expected under Option A, simply setting aside a portion 
of the TAC. In summary, the likely results of this option run counter to the Council's goals for the overall fishery 
as weU as the CDQ program. 
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3.4 Two-Tier Skipper License·Option · · 

In addition to alternatives for allocating licea.ses to permit holders (often skippers), the Council is considering 
an alternative which would create a 'two-tiered' license sySttm to n:c-0gnize skipper participation in the fisheries. 
Under this optioo, qualified skippers would be allocated a license based on qualification criteria parallel to those 
for vessel owners, though some specific, additional criteria would apply. This license would no! be good for 
entering an additional vessel into the fisheries; however, any vessel fishing would have to have· ai !ea5t one 
licensed skipper on board during fishing under the License Lim.iLation program. 

The proposal by Skippers for Equitable Access (SEA), the proposal upon which this option is based, contains 
specific qualification criteria for inclusion in this program.. For example, a skipper must have participated as a. 
captain in the subject fishery for at least four years between 1989 and the time·ofSecretarial approval of this 
program. Additionally. that skipper must have three documented landings in that fishery in each of those four 
years. Fmally, that person must be a U.S. Coast Guard licensed 1600 ton or greater fishing master. Determining 
the Coast Guard documentation is fairly straightforward except that it would include any 1600 ton master, not 
just fishing captains; determining participation and numbers of landings is much more difficult. and will likely 
involve manual examination of logbooks to determine the actual pool of eligible recipients. In summary. 
determining this pool of recipients will not be an easy task due to data limitations on these persons. 

Previous (preliminary) analyses by NMFS staff on this subject have indicated the difficulties associated with 
identifying eligible crew and skippers for inclusion in a limited entry program. One finding from these analyses 
is that identification of skippers in the fisheries, particularly where they were licensed. is more feasible than for 
other crew members. However, as noted above, it may be very time consuming and labor intensive to detemiine 
the actual eligible recipients, based on the current qualification criteria. We also do not know in advanc . :he 
levels of participation.betyteen.!low. and Secretarial approval. IRS information or oompany records may be an 
additional source of information for identifying these individuals. For purposes of analysis. however, it is not 
necessary at this time to identify the actual skipper license recipients in order for the Council to go forward with 
this option. Rather. we C<lll look at the potential number of licenses which would be created by this proposal, and 
then examine the possible implications of this program on the overall License Limitation alternative, keeping in 
mind the implementation difficulties discussed above. 

Based on information on numbers of vessels operating in the fisheries, coupled with assumptions about the 
numbers of captains per vessel, there may be from 800 to 1,400 skippers operating in the groundfish fisheries 
in any year. An additional 300-400 may participate in the crab fisheries each year, though there is some overlap 
in individuals which fish both groundfish and crab. If the qualification period is between 1989 and 1995 
(assuming Secretarial approval in 1995) then the potential number ofeligible skippers could be as high as 11,900. 
However, it is likely that many of these individuals will not meet the 1600 ton license requirement and still others 
will not meet the participation and landing requirements, if those are implemented. 

Based on this preliminary information it is difficult to estimate whether the number of skipper licenses would be 
greater than or less than the number ofvessels granted licenses to fish. If it turned out to be less than the number 
of vessels, this would result in severe implications for the owners of those vessels; i.e., there would not be enough 
captains to go around We currently estimate that many existing skippers do not hold these licenses, and would 
have to obtain such a license to qualify for the program. Unless and until these licenses are required, there could 
be a shortage of qualified skippers. This possibility could be eliminatffi by eliminating this criteria. 

Alternately, if the number of licensed skippers greatly exceeded the numbers of vessels then the value of this 
program to the eligible captains is severely diluted. The value of the license they have been granted is reduced 
by the fact there are excess skipper licenses to the needs of the fishing fleet If the pool of licensed skippers is 
similar in size to the pool oflicensed vessels which must carry one of these skippers, then this option may provide 
some benefit to skippers. Vessel owners, conversely. may be negatively affected to the extent they would be 
limited in their choice of skippers for their operations. 
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In summary, the Council needs to weigh the possible benefits to vessel skippers against the possible ccsts to 
vessel owners. while also ccnsidering the time and ccsts necessary to identify the eligible recipients. Transfer 
benefits. from vessel owners to skippers, may be significantly offset by costs of implementing, and later. 
enforcing this option. An alternative would be to require sldppers to apply for such a license and furnish proof 
of their participation during the qualifying period. In any case, it is not likely under a vessel License Llmitarion 
program that the need for experienced sldppas would go away. Those in the fishery now, particularly those with 
a long history of participation and landings, will likely be in as great, or greater, demand than before. Fmally. 
the Council should look at this proposal in the context of the problems facing the fishery and wh.ether this 
addresses those problems. 

There may be other benefits to the two-tier proposal other than granting license rights to skippers. Safety and 
profossiooalism would likely be enhanced under a requirement for a 1600 ton masters license. One intent of the 
proposers (SEA) of this option is·to use the two-tier skipper license'Option'll.5 a means of "defining the field of 
players" early in the CRP process, in the event the system eventually is integrated into some form of IFQs. 
Whether or not the Council adopts this option in the program, some thought should be given to the possibility 
of an eventual IFQ program and whether skippers would be included in an allocation of IFQs. H there is that 
possibility, the Council may want to implement some method of tracking skipper participation to be used. 
potentially, in future allocations. 

Such a method has been proposed within the State of Alaska's GLS proposal, which would implement a 
Mandatory Skipper Reporting System in conjunction with a license limitation program. Under this program, 
holders of groundfisb (and crab) licenses would be required to report the skipper's name address. and dates of 
senice to the NMFS in order to build a database for consideration of skipper options under a subsequent IFQ 
program. 

A I ook at the Available Numbers 

Since the original draft of this document. the analysts have attempted a more definitive estimate of the potential 
numbers of skipper licenses created by this proposal. The alternative under consideration which would allocate 
licenses to pennit holders (in addition to vessel owners) makes such an examination possible because the 
programming runs explicitly pull historical numbers of permit holders from the data base, where possible. By 
eliminating permit holders who were also vessel owners, we are able to approximate the number of skippers for 
a given qualification pericd For example, using numbers from the Crab Table Appendix. comparisons between 
current owners. landing's owners, and permit holders in the three reference alternatives can be drawn. Under the 
Explicit reference alternative a total of 1.085 pennit holders made landings on vessels which qualified for a 
license. Of those permit holders, 940 were not listed in the data set as current vessel owners. and 870 were not 
liSted as landing's owriers or current vessel owners. Therefore, if licenses were only granted to vessel owners, 
48% of the permit holders would not qualify for a license. The Universal reference alternative bad a total of 
3.258 permit holders which wade landings on vessels that would qualify. Of those permit holders. 1,299 ( 40%) 
were never listed as current owners or landing's owners. The Clll'rent reference alternative indicates the number 
of licenses that Vfoold be issued based on 1993 participation in the fishery. A total of 1,758 permit holders made 
landings during 1993. Seven bundred and twelve (41 % ) ofthe permit holders were not current owners and would 
not receive a license if licenses were issued solely to current owners. 

3.5 Potential Social Impacts 

From the beginning of the CRP process in 1992. the industry and Council have expressed ccncem over the 
potential social ramifications of a comprehensive limited entry program of the scale being contemplated. This 
concern was particularly acute relevant to the prospect of an IFQ program which would cover all of the groundfish 
and crab fisheries, and would privatize the,. fisheries indefinitely. with specific assignment of harvest rights. 
In the summer of 1994, Cotmcil staff organized a group of leading experts in the fields of social science, with an 
emphasis on fisheries experience. This Social Science Steering Group played a key role in developing a Request 
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for Pro[xisa!s for a social impact study relevant to the major limited entry alternatives under consideration by the 
Council. Impact Assessment, Inc. (IAI), was awarded the contract to conduct the study which will consist of 
detailed fleet sector profiles (as requested by the Council) and a limited impact =essment ofthe major limited 
entry alternatives. 

Combined with the Community Profiles developed under separate contract, the Council will have rornprehensive 
social information to aid in their decision making process for CRP. The Community Profiles rover 127 Alaskan 
coastal communities and a doz.en Pacific Northwest communities, with an emphasis on describing e;ich 
COOllllunity's involvement in the fisheries. These Profiles are being finaliz.ed and will be available concurrently 
with public review of the license limitation analyses. Tue more detailed industry sector profiles and limited social 
impact assessment are also being finalized and will be available in October 1994 as well. When these studies 
were initiated, the Council was primarily concerned with the potential impacts of an IFQ .program. but also 
wanted the analyses to cover simple license limitation. With IFQs on hold at this-time, the~dies will likely 
remain relevant to a decision on license limitation. Depending on the Council's timing for a public review 
package for license limitation, these studies should, as noted above. be available simultaneously for public review. 
They Y.lill constitute part of the overall amendment package for Secretarial review of any Council 
recommendations on limited entry alternatives. 

In order to round out the social impact work being conducted, the results of the economic/distributional analyses 
contained in this document Will be provided to Al for additional work specific to the major license limitation 
alternatives under consideration. Distributional results of three to four core alternatives will be evaluare{! and 
tied together with information in the baseline study conducted already by IA1 This follow up srudy will be 
included in the license limitation analytical package under review in the fall of 1994. 
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5.0 NEPA Requirements: Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives 

An Environmental Assessment (EA) is required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 
to determine whether the action ronsidered will significantly impact the human enviroru:nent. An 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) must be prepared if the proposed action may reasonably be expected to: 
(1) jeopardize the productive capability of the target resource species or any related stocks that may be 
affected by the action; (2) allow substantial darnage to the a<:ean and coastal habitats; (3) have a substantial 
adverse impact on public health or safety; ( 4) affect adversely an endangered or threatened species or a 
marine. mammal population; or, (5) result in cumulative effects that could have a substantial adverse effect 
on the target resource species or any related stocks that may be affected by the action. An EA is sufficient 
as the environmental assessment document if the action is found to have no significant impact (FONSD on 
the human environment. 

An EA must include a brief discussion of the need for the proposal, the alternatives considered, the 
environmental impacts of the proposed action and the alternatives, and a list of document preparers. The 
purpose and alternatives were discussed in Chapter 1 and the list of preparers appears at the end of the 
document. This section contains the diseussion of the environmental impacts of the alternatives, including 
impacts on threatened and endangered species and marine mammals. 

5.1 Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives 

This document does not include a detailed description of the physical and biological environments off Alaska, 
as such descriptions are contained in several other source docwnents including the 'Status of Living Marine 
Resources off Alaska,' published by the National Marine Fisheries Service (N.MFS), and the Council's annual 
Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) documents. The infonnation from these documents is 
summarized as we!Lin.the Council's.ENRIR prepared for the proposed vessel moratorium off Alaska. This 

·section will concentrate on potential changes (impacts) to the biological and physical environment which 
would occur as a result of the proposed alternatives contained herein. 

Potential impacts are considered from two perspectives: (I) a general romparison ofstatus quo management 
against the proposed, general license limitation program, and (2) a look at potential differential impacts of 
various forms of license limitation programs proposed. Potential impacts to threatened or endangered species 
aod marine mammals are discussed separately in the final sections. The environmental impacts expected from 
the proposed license·limitation program will be very similar to that expected (and described) under the 
proposed vessel moratorium. As such, much of the impact assessment is described in the context of the 
potential numbers of vessels (capacity) operating in the subject fisheries. The proposed license limitation 
program does include other options which may have influences beyond merely the numbers ofvessels. These 
are also discussed in the following sections. 

5.1.1 Alternative 1: Status Quo (No Action) 

Under the status quo alternative, fisheries would continue to be managed overall with the use of Total 
Allowable Catch (TAC) limits established annually by the Council and Secretary. Effective management "'ill 
ensure that these TACs are. not, or only minimally, exceeded for each of the target species or species 
complexes managed by the Council. The numbers of vessels in the fisheries might fluctuate around current 
levels, increase, or decrease, depending on the economics which provide the incentives or disincentives to 
enter or leave the fisheries. The number of vessels operating in the fisheries now exceeds that necessary to 
harvest the TACs. 1f the proposed moratorium is considered part of the status quo, this could mitigate the 
extent of potential increase in vessel numbers, and perhaps more importantly, the capacity of those vessels. 

188 September !S, 1994 (3:56pm) 



Under the proposed moratorium, additional vessels could enter the fisheries in numbers substantially beyond 
current levels. However, much of the potential increase would be in the small vessel fleet which normally 
accounts for a relatively small percentage of overall harvest levels (NPFMC 1992). The moratorium would 
serve to cap the entry of the larger, high capacity vessels, which may represent an important difference to a 
status quo alternative without the moratorium. In any event, with or without the moratorium, the capacity 
of the fleet would still remain beyond that necessary to harvest the overall TACs. 

The potential impacts to non-target species under the status quo alternative would be similar to that described 
for target species. With or without the moratorium, there is potential for significant increases in the numbers 
of vessels operating in the fisheries, with attendant increases in the race for fish, early attainment of TACs 
and bycatch caps, and higher rates of discarding. Although continued status quo has the potential to 
exacerbate the problems identified for these fisheries, it would not be expected to result in s.ignificant impacts 
to the environment or fish stoeks with continued overall quota management 

5.1.2 Alternative 2: License Limitation 

The License Limitation alternative, in its most restrictive proposed form, would cap the fleet at somewhere 
near, or slightly below, its current level. Under this scenario, the effects of this alternative would depend on 
whether the fleet would have increased, decreased, or remained the same under the status qua alternative. 
If the fleet would have increased under the status quo, then a License Limitation program could be viewed 
as 'effective,' assuming that the program has some mechanisms for limiting increases in vessel capacity 
(PFMC 1991). On the other band, ifno new vessels would have entered the fisheries under status quo (due 
to economic conditions of the fisheries), then a License Limitation alternative offers no differences from 
status quo, unless it initially reduces the fleet, or contains an effective buy-back program to reduce the 
numbers ofvessels in the fisheries. 

In general, this alternative would result in no changes in the overall TAC management regime. As with status 
quo, quotas for target species and bycatcb would still be enforced If license recipients expect a future IFQ 
management system, then vessel capacity may increase and exacerbate the race for quotas as participants 
attempt to maximize their catch records in anticipation of an IFQ system. Such activity could result in higher 
bycatcb and discard rates ofnon-target and target species. 

A full retention/utilization mandate bas been proposed in conjunction with the License Limitation program. 
By forcing operators to match catching capacity to processing capacity, such a program might slow down the 
overall race for fish and reduce the incidental catch of non-target species and, potentially reduce the amount 
of total removals from the ecosystem. Such a program could he implemented under either the license 
limitation or the status quo alternative. However, current levels of removals, whether discarded or not, are 
·within the bounds of what is considered 'safe' by fisheries scientists and managers. A more fully developed 
analysis of the full retention proposal is being conducted separately. 

5.1.2.l Nature of License Sub-alternatives 

Within the overall License Limitation alternative there exists a myriad of options which "'ill affect the final 
configuration of a License Limitation program. One of these options pertains to the nature of the license to 
be granted. For example, the licenses for each vessel could be species specific, area specific, some 
combination of both, or it could be a single license applicable to all species and areas under Council 
jurisdiction. Additionally, the license may be further designated by vessel size class and by vessel mode, such 
as catcher or catcher/processor. Such designations could affect the overall number of licenses in operation, 
but might also affect potential capacity increases per vessel, and even potential rates ofdiscard 
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In the ground.fish fisheries, for example, a species specific license would result in monitoring and enforcement 
complications which could lead potentially to increased discarding and/or highgrading. This is because a 
vessel with such a license would have to limit its retention of fish to the species allowed, based on existing 
directed fishing standards. In order to stay within the species designation on the license, discards of other 
species would be required This particular alternative could also result in more vessels ope.rating in the 
fisheries, if species designations, or endorsements, were tradeable to new vessels wishing to enter the 
fisheries. One way to avoid this problem would be to make the endorsements transferable only to initially 
licensed vessels (the U!llbrella licensing scheme described in Chapter 3). 

At the other end of the spectrum., a general license applying to all areas and species would allow the potential 
for increased effort in management areas, as vessels which qualify move into areas they did not fish 
previously. This sub-alternative would not likely increase the potential for higher discard rates, since it is not 
restricted by species. A managementarea specific licensemay represent a reasonable middle ground,.given 
these considerations. 

5.1.2.2 License Recipient Sub-alternatives 

Options currently exist for granting licenses to current vessel owners, as well as past vessel owners and permit 
holders of record (a two-tier skipper license alternative is discussed separately). As with the proposed vessel 
moratorium, differences that relate to environmental impacts have to do with potential nU!llbers of vessels 
(capacity) in the fishery. Any option other than granting licenses only to current vessel owners would result 
in additional licenses in the fishery, hence additional vessels in the fisheries. Chapter 3 of this document 
describes in detail the numbers of licenses resulting from each of the alternatives under consideration for 
license recipients. Any alternative which allows for an increase in the numbers of vessels in the fisheries 
would likely exacerbate the race for fish, increase gear interactions with the benthic environment, and perhaps 
increase the likelihood .and magnitude of discarding. Conversely, alternatives which actually reduce the 
number ofvessels operating in the fisheries would have reciprocal, and likely beneficial, results. The same 
holds true if an effective fractional licensing or license buy-back program is implemented, regardless of the 
number of initial allocants. · 

If licenses are initially attached lo a particular vessel, even if that license is transferable to a different vessel, 
then it becomes impractical to issue licenses for that vessel lo more than one recipient. In this case, the 
numbers of vessels resulting from a license limitation program would be fixed at the initial allocation !eve!, 
though increases in individual vessel capacity could still occur. 

5.1.2.3 Qualifying Period Sub-alternatives 

The options for eligibility probably have the greatest impact in defining the numbers of vessels initially 
eligible for limited licenses. The numbers of license under each of these options is described in Chapter 3, 
though it is obvious that the most restrictive window of time for eligibility would result in the fewest number 
of licenses. For example, requiring that a vessel fished in the last three years will result in far fewer vessels 
than allowing the window of eligibility to stretch back to 1978 (groundfish alternatives), but would still 
qualify more vessels than fished ill ~ fatest year of the fishery. Requiring participation in J:ili:h of the last 
three years would result in the f<:West number of vessels. Environmental effects of any license limitation 
program, wbeo compared to the status quo, will likely depend on the numbers of vessels operating in the 
fisheries. 

The additional option for a minimum landing requ.irement (MLR) may help to reduce the pool of eligible 
vessels, but probably not substantially since most of the vessels in the fisheries under consideration would 
meet or exceed the lv!LR.s under consideration. Additionally, those vessels excluded by the lv!LR would 
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likely be smaller vessels that represent a fraction of the harvest capacity in the fisheries. Virtually all of the 
larger vessels would easily make even the most restrictive MLR. 

5.1.2.4 Use and Transferability Restrictions 

Although the use and transferability restrictions under consideration would not directly affect the initial 
numbers of licenses (vessels) operating in the fisheries, they could impact significantly the future numbers 
of vessels and their capacity to a significant degree. The issue of general licenses vs. lieense endorsements 
for species or areas presents on example. If species or area 'endorsements' were allowed to be separated from 
the initial license, and sold to other vessels, this would then allow for additional vessels in ihe fisheries, unless 
such trades were restricted to those already holding an additional license. 

Another'.set ofoptions, limiting transferability of licenses across size categories, would mitigate the potential 
for large increase in vessel capacity which could occur by upgrading to larger vessels. This is discussed in 
a previous section, under 'Nature of License'. Both ground!ish and crab license programs include an option 
for using the moratorium (20% upgrade limit up to 125') limits for vessel license upgrades. These and any 
length category restrictions would help to slow, but would not entirely eliminate, increases in the size of 
vessels in the fisheries. Thus, there could still be significant upgrades in capacity. Restrictions by mode, such 
as catcher vs catcher processor would help mitigate, but not eliminate, this possibility. Again, any alternative 
which restricts either the numbers of vessels or their capacity will have the least impact on the physical 
environment and fisheries stocks. 

5.1.2.S Other Considerations 

Options .exist for Community Development Quotas (CDQs) for both ground!ish and crab license programs; 
i.e., some percentage of the TAC would be set aside for this program, or, some percentage of additional 
licenses would be allocated for these programs. These are discussed in further detail in Chapter 3, but we 
address them here briefly as they relate to environmental concerns. Any portion of the fishery which is 
prosecuted under a CDQ component "ill likely be at a slower pace, at selected times, and \\ith lower bycatch 
rates of non-target species. Th.is has been borne out by CDQ fishery experience to date in the pollack 
fisheries. For that part of the TAC assigned to CDQs, this would be true. However, it is worth noting that 
the tradeoff is a smaller TAC for the remainder of the fishery participants, which will likely exacerbate the 
existing derby nature of the fisheries "ith all of the attendant bycatch implications. 

For crab fisheries, an Individual Transferable Pot Quota (ITPQ) is being consid~ which has some potential 
for reducing the overall effort levels in the crab fisheries. This is discussed in detail in Appendix ill. 

5.2 Impacts on Threatened or Endangered Species, Marine Mammals, and Seabirds 

5.2.1 Alternative 1: Status Quo (No Action) 

Interactions between commercial fisheries and endangered species, marine mammals, and seabirds have 
become a primary driving force in how we manage our fisheries. Above and beyond direct interactions such 
as gear entanglement and other fishery induced mortalities, there is concern over the indirect effects of fishing 
on the food sources of these species. However, even under continued open access, these interactions are taken 
into consideration when setting fishery quotas and in the in-season management of the fisheries. Provisions 
of the Endangered Species Act provide an overriding influence on the management of the fisheries. Marine 
mammal protection measures have been recently enacted which provide additional protection for these 
species from the effects of commercial fishing operations. Protective zones around sea lion rookery sites, and 
no-trawl zones around walrus haul-out sites, are two recent examples. Such measures were implemented 
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under current open access fishery regulations. The effects of continued open access are difficult to quantify, 
but would be expected to be minimized by whatever measures the Council deems appropriate. The types of 
gear and areas in which this gear is employed are variables which would determine the potential effects, but 
these variables are difficult to estimate. 

The potential adverse effects to marine mammals in the ground.fish fisheries include: ( l) reduction of food 
availability (quantity and/or quality) due to harvest, (2) unintentional entanglement in fishing gear, (3) 
intentional harassment of animals by fishermen, and (4) disturbance by vessels and fishing operations. The 
first possible effect, reduction of food availability should not be a factor under continued open ac=s (vs a 
moratorium) because the TAC for a given species is set and monitored regardless of fleet size. The only 
caveat to this observation is that, in an expanded fleet. the potential may exist for a larger amount of 
undersized fish (pollack, for example) to be taken and subsequently discarded. The reason for this is that with 
more vessels on the grounds-fishing for a fixed quota, it is possible that some vessels-may ·be unable to target 
effectively on concentrations of larger fish. The undersized fish discarded by the fishermen may be fish that 
are relied on by marine mammals as their primary food source. However, it should be noted that there exists 
no quantifiable relationship between gear selectivity and crowding on the fishing grounds. The amount of 
undersized fish taken in a fishery may be a function ofthe relative biomass of this particular size class offish, 
and not be related to the numbers of vessels on the grounds. 

Three of the possible effects listed above could be expected to increase in likelihood under conditions ofopen 
access which allow for additional numbers of vessels to enter the fisheries. Unintentional gear entanglements, 
intentional harassment, and indirect disturbance by fishing operations could possibly increase as more vessels 
operate on the fishing grounds. 

Interactions between commercial fishing operations and seabirds is an area of more recent concern. Due to 
the.limited.information available regarding interactions with commercial fishing operations, a more detailed 
discussion of seabirds ·is contained here. ·Seabirds are an integral part of the marine ecosystem of the North 
Pacific Ocean. They are particularly imponant from the standpoint of being top-level predators and becau5e 
oftheir role in recycling nutrients throughout the entire Pacific basin. 

Interactions between commercial fisheries and seabirds take many forms. Fishing gear catches seabirds 
incidentally during operations; fisheries take the same organisms preyed on by seabirds; fisheries eliminate 
organisms that compete with seabirds for prey; and fisheries produce abundant and easily obtained new food 
for seabirds in the form of discarded organisms or their parts from commercial operations. The impact of 
these interactions on seabird populations of the North Pacific is poorly known, but studies from high seas 
dri.ftnet fisheries show that such impacts can be severe. Thus any impact of groundfis~ halibut, and crab 
fisheries on the economic, aesthetic, and cultural value of seabirds should be considered in this environmental 

' assessment. 

Impacts on seabirds could oo:ur through eompetitioo with the commercial fishery for the same groundfish 
species and also through entanglements with trawl gear and being caught by baited hooks of hook-and-line 
gear. Amounts of ground.fish TACs, therefore, will influence the degree of interactions on seabirds. To 
generalize, any impact on seabirds by fisheries for ground.fish, halibut, and crabs cannot be assessed presently 
in any definitive terms, nor <;an impact differences be ascribed to license limitation options covered by this 
EA. However, there is a general perception by the scientists and the fishing industry that any such impact 
should be minimal and perhaps negligible because direct mortality on seabirds caused by these fisheries is 
negligible. The question of competition v;ith the seabirds for their food by the fisheries is difficult to assess 
at this time. Any such impact from the proposed moratorium, however, should be minimal because the 
fisheries are regulated by catch quotas that have been determined to be "acceptable biological catches" from 
an overall stock status and ecosystem point of view. Trawl fishing activity inflicts mortality on seabirds that 
are caught in trawl nets. Fewer seabirds, therefore, might be killed if the alternative chosen resulted in fewer 
boats. 
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Many seabirds consume juvenile pollcdc, herring, capelin, and sandlance, and other co=ercially important 
species. Seabirds and co=er::ial fishermen compete direi:Uy v.ith each other, although they take different 
age classes of fish. Most of the co=ercial fisheries, however, harvest adult-sized groundfisb Larger 
harvests of ground.fish species suci:l as pollock actually may result in lesser predation on sro.aller pollock and 
prey species such as sandlance and capelin. Larger amounts of juveniles of these species may remain in the 
eccsystem as prey for seabirds. 

Populations of other species of seabirds are of con=. These include the Spectacle and Steller eider, red· 
legged lcittiwake, black-legged kittiwake, thick-billed mum; co=on murre; wlriskered auklet, and marliled 
murrelet. ···The status oi populations of spectacle and Steller eiders populations is un=tain and believed to 
be depressed. The c.xurrence of the spectacle eider is rare. Wintering locations are unknOYiJl. The Steller 
eider c.xurs c.xasionally in Alaska. Red-legged lcittiwakes have declined substantially on .the Pribilof 
Islands, but populations are believed to be stable and abundant elsewbere ... The black-leggedkittiwake, thick­
billed murre, and common murre have declined recently over large parts of the Bering Sea and Aleutian 
Islands. Reasons for the declines are not understood Except for the spectacle and Steller eiders, the seabird 
populations elsewhere ~ppear to be abundant. 

High seas dri.ftnet fisheries have been documented to impact sea bird populations ·with as many as 327,000 
birds killed annually in this fishery. However, it is not anticipated that any of the proposed alternatives, 
including continued open access, i.s likely to significantly impact sea bird populations. 

5.2,2 Alternative 2: License Limitation 

As with Alternative 1, the effects of a license limitation system oo endangered species, marine mammals, and 
seabirds are difficult to assess. Any license limitation option which increases the potential number of small 
vessels, including an exemption for small vessels, could increase the interactions between fishing operations 
and these species. Depending on gear types and areas of gear deployment, these effects would likely range 
from none to minimal, given overriding authority to manage the fisheries under provisions of the Endangered 
Species Act and the Marine Mammal Protection Act. 

5.3 Impacts on Ecosystem and Physical Environment 

5.3.l Alternative 1: Status Quo 

Continued open access, while not directly affecting the overall fisheries resources, has the potential to allow 
some additional impacts to the physical environment itself. As more vessels are operating in the waters of 
the cc=, employing more gear on the fishing grounds, the p-0tential for physical impacts to the environment 
is increased. For example, incr=ed effects on the benthic environment could result as more bottom trawl 
gear is employed. More vessels fishing faster than before in the longlioe fisheries will result in more gear 
entanglements and more Jost gear littering the ocean floor. Continued ghost fishing by lost gear could have 
more direct impacts on the fisheries resourc..-s themselves. As more vessels are present on the ,,.,-ater, the 
potential for an increase in marine debris and pollution becomes apparent Increased numbers of vessels of 
all sizes could result in an accelerated fishery and increase safety problems for the participants in these 
fisheries. 
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S.3.2 Al'tcnu:itm: i: .Liwm Limi11lti<>n 

l\Jiv of the W:msi:: limitalicn optians undec ca:isidc:nttian Would t<:nd IO l.c=:D the ~ of thc a:immacW 
iisb.cries an the physical rnvircamc:m. The diffi::n:u= ~a:a the li.::c:is.e limiwion optic:ms, ind1u!ing the 
optiCll.S for qualifying cril;cria. primllrily affect the lllll:llbcrs of vess.ds whU::h might bl: pan:ici:paijng in the 
fisheries. Impaas of these options within aa ovc:nill li=sc program would dcpct:id an the types of gear 
employed by these panicular vcssd.s aad the an:as in which ll=c vi:ss.cls operate. It is likcly tlw DWIY of 
these vessels wauld be opc::r.u:ing in llC3C-sbore areas; thac:fme, any iD=:asc:s in ~ ddlris or pollution 
=ulting from th= additiorull vessds is rmm: likdy to have mc:asurnblc physic.al impacts. as i:ompara! ta 
the more mmictive cptio11S which u:xWce the numba- of eligible vcssc!s. 

5.4 rmding or No Sig11ificant Impact 

Far the reasons swed above. neither r•·uining the stotus qua or implc:mr:nrari,,., of lWY of the proposed Ii= 
limitatiOll alternatives would signifu:autly meet tbe qwility of !bi: hmnm ~ a.mi pn:pantian of 
an Eslvironmmul Impacl Stirtrn,,.m (EIS) on the 6ml a.aian is not requimi by Sci::rian !02(2)(e) afNEPA 
or its implen:u:ming regulariom. AZl'/ of the proposed li=:ise fuWwian alternatives COIItaiw:d in this 
amrndm0>' would likely lessi::o. the c:ffi:cts of tb.e camnu:rcW lish<:ries off Alaska on the qu:ilicy of the human 
e:n"iro=t, as c:cmparcd to the sums quo alll::mlllivl=.. as they would cap the avcrall fleet at scime paint, 
which i.< a simarion DCt offi:mi under the stml5 quo (ao action) .alternative. 
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6.0 Summary and Conclusions 

This Chapter summarizes the major findings of the analysis, describes how the proposed actions address the 
Council's Problem Statement, and addresses the proposed actions' consistency with other applicable law. 

6.1 Environmental Assessment 

As described in the Environmental Assessment in Chapter 5, none of the alternatives contained in this 
document is expected to significantly impact the human environment, physical environment, the fisheries, 
marine mammals, seabirds, or endangered species. Preparation of a more detailed Environmental Impact 
Statement is not warranted for the proposed actions due to the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONS!). 

6.2 Economic Impacts (E.O. 12866) 

Under the requirements of Executive Order 12866, this dOCUlllent evaluates the potential economic impacts 
of the proposed actions. E.0. 12866 recognizes that some of the costs and benefits associated with proposed 
actions are unquantifiable. This is the case ·with the alternatives under consideration herein; however, as 
described in Chapter 3, none of the proposed alternatives will differ significantly from the status quo in terms 
of net benefits to the Na tion. None of the proposed actions would have an annual effect on the economy of 
more than $100 million, nor would they trigger any other provisions of the Order which would invoke a 
finding of'economic significance.' 

The Council indicates in their Problem Statement that many of the problems prevalent in the fishery are 
occurring because of the existence of overcapitalizion. Under the No-action alternative or Status Quo, the 
14 specific problems which result from continued entry and capitalization will likely be exacerbated 
However, a fully or overcapitalized fleet will provide few opportunities for grov.th and new investment Very 
few vessels have entered the groundfish and crab fisheries since February 9, 1992. It may be that the threat 
of the moratorium kept new vessels out of the industry, or, perhaps investors have decided their money is 
better spent elsewhere. If potential fishery participants are expecting an eventual IFQ allocation, this may 
provide an incentive to enter the fisheries despite the economic irrationality ofsuch a decision. 

Regardless of the size of the fleet, because most of the catching power is tied up in fewer than 500 vessels, 
the problems of excess capacity that contribute to the problems listed in the problem statement still will exist 
Even if a moratorium or a license limitation program capped the fleet at its existing level, each existing vessel 
ov;ner would attempt to maximize returns to the investments they have already made by trying to increase 
their share of the harvest To increase harvest shares, they will need to invest in capital or labor on their 
existing vessels. Because the overall TAC;< unlikely to increase in the short-run, this results in higher costs 
for the entire fleet without a consequent increase in total revenue. 

The Problem Statement also lays blame for many of the crab and groundfish problems on the race for fish. 
Unless the race for fish caused by the common-property nature of the fishery is eliminated, vessel owners will 
continue to make decisions which seem economically rational for themselves, but detrimental and irrational 
for the fisheries, and nation, as a whole. Neither the status quo or the license limitation alternative appear to 
be able to eliminate the common property aspects of the fishery. 

Relative to the status quo, the license limitation alternative has the potential to prevent further deterioration 
of economic benefits accruing from the groundfish resources, depending on the options cbosen v;ithin that 
alternative. Those gains will only come about if the number of lirenses is set such that it constrains entry into 
the fishery. In order to be effective, a license limitation program must constrain the number of vessels in the 
fleet to a number less than that which would be participating under open access. Capital stuffing will very 
likely occur in any 'effective' license limitation program If the license program does not constrain the fleet, 
the likelihood of capital stuffing approaches zero, but then there is no benefit to the industry, or the Nation, 
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even in the short term. Capital stuffing is the "Catch 22" of license limitation programs, and is the 
fundamental shortcoming of license limitation programs. · 

Section 3.2. I .2 describes some conditions under which capital stuffing can be prevented and benefits 
sustained over the longer term. These conditions include effective capacity limitations, license buy-back 
programs, fractional licensing systems, or some combinations thereof: It is not expected however,. that a 
viable buy-back program could be implemented, when there is a perception that this license limitation 
program "'ill identify the field of participants while more comprehensive management solutions are being 
developed, perhaps eventual IFQ allocations. Since license limitation can be viewed in the context of being 
an interim step, it could provide some stabilization for the industry as a whole as these solutions are being 
developed. · 

The analysis in Section 3.2.2 focuses largely·on the distributional impacts of various license limitation sub­
altemat:ives. The choices in designing a license limitation program will figure heavily in the overall success 
of such a program, and in the program's ability to achieve specific management objectives. The potential for 
limited, short term benefits must be weighed against the expected administrative and enforcement burdens 
placed on the implementing agencies. The license program will take on greater importance in capping growth 
if the proposed moratorium is not implemented. 

In general it appears that, of the principle configurations examined, the universal configuration would not be 
an effective license limitation program. It does appear to be less disruptive and would appear to have fewer 
negative impacts on Alaskan residents, than the explicit configuration. The explicit configuration appears 
to have some of the necessary ingredients for an effective license program, particularly in the GOA, where 
the fleet and harvesting capacity is cut back substantially. These cut-backs could prove to have negati,·e 
social impacts, particularly in Alaska coastal communities. 

Any license program will produce winners and losers. The winners will gain access to fishing opportunities 
given up by the losers. If the same amount of fish is harvested under a license limitation program, then 
producer and consumer surplus will most likely remain unchanged. Therefore the overall net economic 
benefits to the nation will remain largely unaffected. If however, the reduction in harvesting capacity falls 
below that necessary needed to harvest the OY, a loss to the nation may be seen. Any significant cut in 
harvesting capacity "'ill very likely result in new capital flowing into the fishery. Because existing capital 
in the form of unlicensed vessels would be idled, a new influx of harvesting capacity would be of 
questionable merit to the nation. This is another aspect of the catch-22 of license programs. In order to be 
effective, a license limitation program needs to cut back the fleet and the participants in the fisheries. Once 
the hard cuts are made however, the remaining fleet will still be locked in a race to harvest the resource. 

6.3 How the Alternatives Address the Council's Problem Statement 

The alternatives under consideration include continued status quo (no action) or implementation of some form 
of License Limitation program. There currently exists an extremely wide range of possibilities for the 
specific elements and provisions of a License Limitation program. Selection of a Preferred Alternative will 
aid in a more definitive evaluation of how the program addresses the 14 problems outlined in the Council's 
CRP Problem Statement. A preliminary evaluation is. provided below. The numbering of the problems is 
not intended to reflect any prioritization. 

Problem l· Harvesting capacity in excess of that required to baryest the auj!able resource. 

Under status quo, without a vessel moratorium, this problem will not likely go away and will be exacerbated 
as additional vessels are allowed to enter the fisheries. A License Limitation program could address this 
problem, at least in the short tenn, if a restrictive window ofparticipation is required for qualification. Some 
of the options under consideration achieve reductions in ·vessels, particularly in combination with minimum 
landings requirements. Any of the options which do not reduce the current numbers of vessels "'ill not 
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address Problem # 1. A Full Retention mandate, being considered separately, may also positively address this 
problem by effectively reducing harvesting capai:itY (iii order.to matcli processing capacity) .. 

However, even if short term gains are derived by a reduction of effective harvest capacity, they will likely 
be quickly diffused by capacity increases, as bas been exhibited by virtually all License Limitation programs 
in existence. An effective License Buy-back Program would be one method which would tend to maintain 
the benefits beyond merely the short term. Again, an effective buy-back program has not been developed, 
and would be unlikely under a License Limitation program which is viewed as an interim step towards 
eventual IFQs, and which defines the 'players' to be included in such allocati'.'ns. 

Problem #2: 	 Allocation and preemption oonflicts between and »itbin industry sectors such as with 
inshore and offshore components 

Status quo fisheries management is predominately driven by allocation and preemption conflicts between 
industry sectors striving for raw fish product, PSC bycau:h apportionments, or rights to processing. None 
of the alternatives contained herein will, in and of themselves, address these allocational issues. 
Inshore/offshore processing allocations, for example, are being-addressed separately, and similar issues would 
continue to arise under either the status quo or license limitation alternatives. There are certainly allocational 
decisions which could be made w1thin the context of this amendment; however, some of the primary driving 
forces in fisheries allocational disputes, such as bycatch apportionments, would remain Wlfesolved. The 
option to designate licenses by inshore or offshore would restrict transfers between those sectors, but do little 
to alleviate overcapitalization problems w1thin sectors or allocational problems between sectors, if a separate 
inshore/offshore allocation is not implemented. 

Problem #3· 	 Preemption conflicts between gear !)ales 

During the development of the License Limitation alternatives, license designations by gear type were 
explicitly excluded from further consideration. Such designations may have reduced future preemption 
conflicts to some degree, depending on transferability and use provisions. However, even gear designations 
would not have necessarily solved many of the preemption issues facing the industry and the Council. Unless 
specific allocations of TAC and PSC bycatch are made up front, as has been done with BSAI Pacific cod. 
such preemption conflicts would likely continue to face fisheries managers. Current alternatives under 
consideration do not directly address this problem. 

Problem #4· 	 Crear conmcts within fisheries where there is oyercmwdjng of fishing gear due to excessive 
participation and surplus fishing effort on limited grounds 

This problem is primarily a function of excess capacity and as such is subject to the same findings as in 
Problem # 1· that is, if a program is adopted which reduces, or at least effectively caps, fishing capacity, then 
it may address Problem #4. A License Limitation program, for example, will define the field ofparticipants, 
but contains no inherent incentives to reduce or alter the race for fish and the attendant gear crowding 
problems. The proposals for a crab License Limitation program include a potential Individual Transferable 
Pot Program (ITP), which could directly address this problem by effectively capping capacity and allowing 
a market based allocational mechanism. However, it may be worth noting that it is the !TP, not the License, 
which is the mechanism for addressing this problem. 

Problem i!5· 	 Dead loss such as wjtb ghost fishjna bv lost or discarded eear 

None of the altematives directly addresses this problem in the groundfish and crab fisheries under 
consideration. The fixed gear halibut and sablefisb fisheries are scheduled to operau: under an IFQ program 
beginning in 1995 which is expected to directly address this problem. Much of the lost gear problem is a 
function of the race for fish and overcapacity. A License Limitation program which effectively reduces 
fishing capacity, and slows down the race for fish, may mitigate this problem. 
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Problem #6 · 	 Bvcatcb loss of groundfisb crab berrjna salmqn and other non-target species. including 
bvcatcb wbjcb js not landed for re~latory reasops 

As vi.1th other problems associated vi.1th the race for fish, bycatch loss of ground.fish, crab, and other non· 
target species may be reduced by a management regime wb.ich alleviates the race for fish. None of the 
alternatives herein directly address this problem, though a License Limitation program wb.ich reduces capacity 
could conceivably coostrain the derby nature of the fishery. Bycatch loss of non-target groundfish and crab 
species may be alleviated by a full retention mandate, an alternative "'hlch is available under either staWs quo 
or License Limitation. However, the full retention proposal does not include a mechanism for addressing 
bycau::h and waste of PSC species such as halibut, salmon, and crab, which are not landed for regulatory 
reasons. 

A 'Harvest Priority Multiplier,' as· contained in the GLS proposal offered by the.State--OfAlaska does offer 
an incentive to reduce bycatch of PSC species by tying a vessel's performance under the License program to 
future IFQ accrual. Because this particular proposal would affect future IFQ allocations, it will be more fully 
analyzed when detailed IFQ analyses are undertaken. Similar to a VIP program, the 'multiplier' concept could 
be implemented under status quo as well as a License Limitation program. Similarly, the original 'Harvest 
Priority' proposal from the Alaska Marine Conservation Council (AMCC) is designed to address the issues 
contained under Problem #6 (and Problem #7), and could be implemented separately from any proposed 
action contained herein. 

Problem #7· 	 Ecqnqmjc loss and waste associated 'With discard mortality of target :;pei;ies harvested but 
not retajned for ecQnomic reasons. 

As vi.1th 116 above, the alternatives contained in this document directly address this problem only ifcombined 
'With some other action such as a Full Retention, Harvest Priority, or other program which relies on individual 
accountability. · · · ·· · · · ,,_ ·,. " 

Problem #8· 	 Concerns regarding yessel and crew safety wbjcb are often oompromise<l in the race for fish. 

Although a License Limitation program does have some ability to reduce effective fishing capacity, at least 
in the short term, it will not eliminate the basic derby nature of the fisheries and, therefore, is not expected 
to address this problem to any significant degree. 

Problem #9· 	 Economic instability »itbjn yari011s sectors of the fisbjng industzy and in fishing 
communities caused by short and unpredictable fishing seasons or preemption which denjes 
access to fit::becies resources. 

Economic instability caused by short seasons and preemptions will not be significantly addressed by any of 
the alternatives contained herein. However, some economic stability in industry sectors, and even 
co=unities, may be achieved under a License Limitation alternative by virtue of defining the field of 
participants in the fisheries, and reducing the fleet to a level which lengthens the fishing seasons. Defining 
the players alone may provide stability to industry participants who now know where they stand in tm:ns of 
present and future fishing privileges. Future discussions and development ofmore comprehensive programs, 
including IFQs, may be facilitated by adoption ofan interim License Limitation program. 

Problem # lO· 	 lnabj!jtv to proyjde for a long-term stable fisheries-based economy jn small ecooornjcally 
djsadyantaged adjacent coastal communities. 

As part of the original inshore/offshore amendment and the sablefish/halibut IFQ amendment, the Council 
has, through the allocation of CDQs, addressed this problem to a significant degree in the BSAI. The current 
License Limitation proposal also contain options for additional set asides of CDQs for the same groups of 
communities involved in the existing CDQ program. The pollock CDQ program established in 1992 is 
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scheduled to sunset after 1995, unless rolled over by Counyil a.:tion. Any additional set asides established 
as pan of this amendment would likely increase the benefits to these communities relative to Problem #10. 
This action could be taken by the Council independent of approving a License Limitation program. Solne 
of the license !imitation configurations examined may actually diminish the prospects for some communities, 
not necessarily involved the CDQ programs. 

Problem # 11 · 	 Reduction in abjliiy to provide a Quality pro<luct to consumro at a wmperitiye price. and 
thus maintain the compeririyeuess of seafood pro<lucts from the EEZ off Alaska op the world 

~ 

Many of the problems associated with marketing aspects of the fisheries an: a result of !hi: race for fish and 
the attendant inability of fishermen and processors to tailor their operations to optimal marlrets. Neither 
continued status quo nor-license limitation is expected to significantly change this situation .. 

Problem.#J 2· 	 Possible impacts on marine mammals seabirds and marine biibitat. 

As described in the EA section of this document, none of1he alteraatives·under consideration is expected to 
significantly affect marine mammals, seabirds, endangered species, or the marine or human environment 
Fishing practices under any of the License Limitation alteroatives is likely to be similar in nature to current 
open ac=s fisheries. However, any alteroative which reduces fishing capacity and the race for fish may have 
the effect, though not likely significant, of reducing potential impacts. Moreover, the Full Retention mandate 
proposed separately could complement any such positive effects by slov.ing down the race for fish and 
reducing catch of non-target or undesirable fish. The overall effect ofsuch a program on total removals from 
the nutrient flow of the ecosystem is, however, undetermined 

Problem # 13 · 	 Inability to achieve Jong-term sustainable econom.ic benefits to the nation. 

As noted earlier, any of the potential economic benefits of a License Limitation program, even a fairly 
restrictive program, are likely to be short-lived. Long-term, sustainable economic benefits may be attributed 
to a License Limitation program ooly from the perspective that such a program is a necessary first step in a 
sequential decision-making process for the overall CR.P initiative. The License Limitation program itself is 
not expected to provide these types of benefits. 

Problem #14· 	 A complex enforcemeot regime for fisheonen and rna.1aeement alike which inhibits 
achievement of the Council's comprehensive eoals. 

Under the status quo (no action) alternative, the current enforcement regime "ill continue to be in place as 
modified by other action taken by the Council and NMFS. The License Limitation alternatives, even in the 
simplest form, have little or no capacity to reduce the complexity of this enforcement regime. Enforcement 
mechanisms under License Limitation will be similar to those under status quo. Some of the License 
Limitation alternatives do have the capacity to increase the complexity of the enforcement regime, 
particularly those that assign species specific licenses (see discussion in chapter 4). If combined with other, 
concurrent actions such as the Harvest Priority Multiplier, the complexity would likely be further increased. 
For example, the multiplier concept would function in many ways like an expanded VIP program, coupled 
with monitoring and enforcement ofspecific license endorsements. 

In addition to the 14 specific problems identified, the Council's Problem Statement refers to an "overriding 
concern to maintain the health of the marine ecosystem to ensure the long-tenn abundance of the groundfish 
and crab resources." To this end, there does not appear to be significant differences between the major 
alternatives under consideration: Status Quo and License Limitation. Under either alternative, fisheries 
would continue to be managed similariy, from the environmental perspective. Though there are proposals, 
such as Harvest Priority and Full Retention, which are aimed at minimizing the ecosystem impacts of 
commercial fisheries, these programs could be implemented under either a License Limitation program or 
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under continued Status Quo. Many of the issues for which the CRP process was initialed involve economic 
allocations of the resource. 

6.4 Other Applicable Law 

Magnuson Act (Executive Order 12866) and NEPA requirements for actions contemplated by the Council 
(and SOC) are aedressed in Chapter 3 and 5 respectively, where we evalW!lf: the expected economic and 
environmental consequences of the alternatives under consideration. Proposed action is also required to be 
consistent with seven National Standards, and Section 303(b)(6) ofthe Magnuson Act, which outlines aiteria 
far limited access programs by the Council. Additionally, a fisheries impact statement is required which 
addresses the potential impacts.on participants in both affected, and adjacent, fisheries. 

6.4.1 National Standards 

A definitive evaluation of the proposed action's consistency ·with-·the National Standards is difficult to 
complete at this time due to the large array of alternatives under consideration. At this time, \11e will attempt 
a generic evaluation, which includes the range of potential license limitations program configurations. A 
supplement to this section will likely need to be completed at a point when the Council determines a Preferred 
AltematiYe; i.e., the specific form of License Limitation it may be forwarding to the SOC. A preliminary 
evaluation for each National Standard is included below: 

National Standard l · Conservation and maoarement measures ~baU pmrent oyerfisbinr while achirnng. 
on a wntjonjng .ba,sjs the Qj.lljmum yjeld from each fisbeiy for the U S fishing 
jndnstzy. 

Optimum yield (OY) is defined as the amoUDt of fish which will provide the greatest overall benefit to the 
Nation including maximum sustainable yield (MSY) as modified by any relevant economic, social, or 
ecological factors. Under either the status quo (No Action) or License Limitation alternative, the overall way 
in which the fisheries are managed will not change significantly. Annual TACs will still be specified as they 
are currently, and achievement of species TACs and PSC caps will be monitored by NMFS. Within the 
alternatives under consideration, there are, however, sub-alternatives which could effect the attainment of 
OY. For example, one option under consideration is to, in effect, prohibit directed fisheries for rockfish in 
the GOA, by not issuing licenses for that species. Arrowtooth flotmder is also omitted from the list ofspecies 
for which licenses would be issued (under this particular alternatiYe), but arrowtooth is not a species of 
relevance in OY considerations at this time. 

In the case of rockfish in the GOA, the annual estimated value of this fishery is in the neighborhood of $14­
$20 million, an amount which represents potentially foregone value to the Nation if fisheries for rockfish are 
prohibited. It is possible that some of these reddish, and therefore some of the value, will still be captured 
as bycatcb while prosecuting other fisheries. However, it is possible that a substantial amount of these species 
would remain uncaught, depending on how restrictive the allowable retention rat.es are set. Tue Council and 
SOC have recently implemented an explicit stock rebuilding schedule for POP rocldish in tbe GOA, which 
recognizes surplus amounts of fish available for co=ercial harvest. Recent trends in the status of stocks 
for these species indicate an increased abundance over levels seen in the last few years. Factoring in this 
increased abundance would increase the potential 'loss' of OY if licenses arc not issued for this species. 

J 
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National i'tandard 2· Conservation and management mea<11res shall be ba5ed Ullon the best scientific 
infowatjon available .. 

In developing this analysis, numerous current data sources were utilized in order to obtain the best 
information available. Under implementation of any ofthe alternatives under consideration, the Council and 
NMFS would continue to manage the fisheries using the best information available. 

National Standard 3 · 	 Io the extent practicable an individual stock of fish shall be managed as a unit 
throughout jts ran~· and interrelated stocks of fish shall be mana<>ed as a unit or in 
close coordination 

Nothing contained in these proposed actions will alter the way in ·which fish stocks are managed relative to 
National Standard 3. Current management practice is consistent with this .standard. 

National Standard 4 · 	 Conservation and manaremept measures shall 11ot discriminate bet:,yeen residents 
of different states If it begmies necessary to assign fi•hin" jlriyj!eges amonr 
yarious U S fishermen such allocation shall be· (J) fair and equitable to all 
fisherrnep (2) reasonably calculated to promote copservation and (3) carried om in 
such a manner that no jlar!jcu!ar jndiyjdua! cor:poration or other entity acQuires an 
excessive share ofsuch privileges 

The greatest test of equity in allocating fishing privileges is in determining which group of people are 
included and excluded. None of the alternatives included in this documi::nt base qualification on state 
residency; rather, the primary test of inclusion rests with participation history in the subject fisheries. 
Decisions still need to be made by the Council regarding who woul.d receive licenses based on participation 
history from among the following major groups: current vessel owners, past vessel OM!Crs, and permit 
holders (skipper and crew members, for example). Regarding qualification histories, there are alternatives 
under coll.'lideration which do differentiate between specific fisheries. For example, one option is to have a 
differential qualification period for vessels ·which participated in fixed gear, Pacific cod fisheries, while 
maintaining a more restrictive qualification criteria for all other fisheries. Though this differentiation is based 
on a species/gear criteria, it would indirectly alter the overall distribution of fishing privileges by state of 
residency, when compared to other alternatives under consideration. However, such a differential 
qualification would still be equally applied to all vessels, regardless ofresidency. 

In regards to Comrnnnity Development Quotas (CDQs) under consideration, these are not considered to 
differentiate between residents of differe11t states because not all reside11ts of any state are eligible to receive 
such allocations. Although they are restricted to western Alaska, a relatively small percentage of Alaskans 
will r=ive the benefits of such allocations. Furthermore, CDQ experiences to date indicate that the benefits 
of such a program accrue to vessels not directly included in the CDQ allocations, through cooperative fishery 
b!!Siness arrangements. Many of the vessels participating in these arrangements are from states other than 
Alaska. 

The alternati\·es under consideration also rontain provisions for limiting the amount of fishing privileges 
which may be allocated, or subsequently acquired, by fishing entities. 

K ationa! Standard 5 · 	 Conservation and maoaeement measures shall where practicable proroote efficient 
utilization of fis!Jery resources exec.pt that no such measure shall baye ei;opomjc 
allocation as its sole pnr:pose 

Utilization of the fisheries resources will not be directly affected by any of the alternatives under 
consideration. Lic.."'11Se Limitation will only define the eligible players of the game, but v.ill not n=sarily 
affect the utilization pattems in the fisheries. If a full retention program is implemented in conjunction with 
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either the License Limitation program or the status quo, this could result in more efficient utilization of the 
resour~. Again, such a proposal is being developed and analj7..ed separately from this proposed amendment 

Though the results of a License Limitation program will undoubtedly im:lude e<::onomic allocations, the 
primary purpose of the proposal is tc limit further entzy in the fisheries and to provide a= stable operating 
environment for fishennen. Further, this program is seen as a potential bridge to further, market based 
management systems. As such, the program will define the field of players, making future development of 
broader CRP initiatives potentially easier. 

National Standl!fd 6: 	 Conservation and maoagement measnres shall take jato ac.c01mt and allow for 
variations aniong apd oontingrncjes in fisheries. fisheries resources and catches 

Though a Licease Limitation. program ·Would- assign specific fishing privileges-in North. Pacific .fisheries, 
transferability and use provisions being considered allow for a significant degree of flexibility for fishermen 
to respond to changes encountered in the fisheries in the future. 

Natjopal Standard ?· 	 Cpnservatiop and mapageroent measures shall wbere practical mioimize costs and 
ayoid 11npecessary duplication 

Compared to the status quo, implementation of a License Limitation program will result in an increase in 
administrative and enforcement costs to the implementing agencies. These costs increase proportionately to 
the degree of complexity of the program. For example, a program which assigns species-specific fisheries 
licenses will require monitoring and enforcement on a level comparable to an IFQ program. This may be 
particularly true if coupled to some type of full retention/utilization mandate. To the extent that this program 
is seen as a bridge to IFQs, for some interim time period, it may result in unnecessarily high and duplicative 
costs, especially if the costs and infrastructures . associated with an eventual IFQ program are different in 
nature. If, however, similar administrative and enforcement infrastructures are practicable, then duplication 
ofcosts may be minimal. 

In a more immediate sense, costs associated with implementation of a complex License· Limitation program 
may be seen as unnecessarily high and duplicative to the vessel mol'llUlrium passed by the Collllcil. This is 
particularly true if the License Limitation program is viewed as only an interim measure in a step-wise CRP 
process, one of the stated intents of the moratorium. At the time of this writing, the resolution of the 
moratcrium is still pending, stemming from the August 5 disapproval by the SOC. It is possible that the 
moratcrium will be revised and resubmitted by the Council. 

6.4.2 Section 303 (b)(6) 

Under Section 303 (b)(6) of the Magnuson Act, the Council and SOC are required to take into account the 
follov.ing factors when developing a limited access system: (A) present participation in the fisheries, (B) 
historical fishing practices in, and dependence on, the fisheries, (C) the economics of the fisheries, (D) the 
capability of fishing vessels used in the fisheries to engage in other fisheries, (E) the cultural and social 
framework of the fisheries, and (F) any other relevant considerations. 

Included in the broad range of alternatives under consideration (within the overall license limitation concept) 
are various options for qualification criteria covering a broad range of present and past participation. These 
options are evaluated for a wide range of fishery participants who depend on the fisheries, including current 
vessel ov.ners, past vessel owners, permit holders, and skippers involved in the fisheries. 

Much of the document is devoted to examination of the basic economic principles and theory concerning 
limited entry, and in particular, license limitation. An even greater emphasis is placed on the distributional 
aspects of the various alternatives as they relate to past, current, and future fishing privileges. 
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Treatment of social and cultural concerns is described in Section 3.5. The Council and analysts have devoted 
considerable time and expense to capturing the social coi:iteX:t of the subject fisheries through co=unity 
profiles, industry sector profiles, and current and scheduled impact assessments on fishery participants. ·A 
more definitive assessment of the program's consistency \11ith 303 (b)(6) will depend on selection of a 
Preferred Alternative by the Council 

6.4.3 Fisheries Impact Statement - Section 303 (a)(9) 

Section 303 (a)(9) of the Magnuson Act requires that any plan or plan amendment submitted by the Council 
include adescription of the potential impact of such plan (amendment) on the participants in the fisheries and 
on the participants in fisheries managed by adjacent Councils. The intent of the proposed license limitation 
program is to stabilize the size· and capitalization of the fleet· operating-in Council-managed fisheries while 
allowing the industry and Council to further develop potential IFQ systems which more directly address the 
underlyillg problems facing the fisheries . As such, the license limitation alterative does not resolve the 
underlying problems of existing overcapitalization and excess effort in the fisheries, unless an effective buy­
back program is developed, but may prevent these problems from worsening while more comprehensive 
solutions are being developed. The effectiveness ofa license limitation program and the status quo have been 
analyzed as to their respective abilities to achieve this objective. 

6.4.3.l Impacts to Participants in Affected Fisheries 

The license limitation alternative would deny access to new vessels, but would not restrict the entry of vessel 
owners or operators. Depending on the qualification window chosen, it is likely that any current participants 
in the fisheries, or at least any participants through the Council's June 24, 1992, control date would qualify 
for a vessel license. Options for license designations would also restrict the ability of vessel owners to 
significantly increase the capacity of their vessels. As a result, fishermen are not denied the opportunity to 
enter the fishery, or to upgrade their vessels, so long as they draw from the existing capitalized fleet of 
qualifying vessels. Similar provisions would allow for the replacement of lost or damaged vessels. Those 
vessels which have fished in the past, but not in recent years, could be denied access under some of the 
license limitation options. Similarly, vess;:ls which have entered the fishery in the most recent year, or which 
may enter between now and implementation of a license program, could also be denied access. 

Total allowable catches ofcrab and groundfish are not affected by the proposed license alternatives. The flow 
of products and total revenues through the marketing network is not expected to change, nor is the regiooal 
distribution of vessel ownership. Associated industries and communities that depend upon.fishery product 
flows also are expected to be unaffected, v.ith the exception ofship building and affiliated industries. 

It is possible that certain vessels of a desired configuration may co=and a premium in the resale market, 
given the restrictions on entry of additional vessels. Also, because the license limitation alternative restricts 
further capitalization of the fleet, participants in some fisheries may be able to reinforce their position in 
certain situations if there is reduced pressure from additional competitors. Despite these possibilities, there 
is unlikely to be a shortage of vessels n=sary to harvest the available stocks, in view of the 
overcapitaliz.ation and excess capacity already present in the fleet The trade-off that the industry receives 
for restricting further increases in capitaliz.ation is a stabilized environment during which time the Council 
and industry can consider long term management solutions without encouraging additional speculative growth 
in capacity. 

Under the status quo, the iilherent incentives created by open access and publicly-ov.ned resources "ill 
maintaio pressure to add capacity and capitalization to the fleet. If only economic variables are considered. 
it is possible that fleet size will decline from present record-high levels. However, recognizing that the 
Council may be considering additional limited access alternatives for these fisheries (IFQs), speculative 
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activity to establish or build catch records is expected to result in increased capacity, if not vessel numbers, 
under continued OJX:ll access. 

The consequences of still further capitalization of the fleet will contribute to existing conditions of instability 
and financial risk for the industry, and will likely aggravate allocation problems throughout the fishery. In 
the face of constant prices and catch quotas over the next few years, additional vessels and effort portend 
declining average net returns, decreasing efficiency, and further reductions in season length. Associated 
problems attributed to overcapacity and excess effort including discard and bycatch waste, high-grading, poor 
product quality, and unsafe operations are perpetuated under the status quo alter.iative. 

6.4.3.2 Impacts to Participants in Adjacent Fisheries 

Under a license limitation alternative, it is expected that some vessels and their owners who are restricted 
from participating in Council-managed fisheries will tum elsewhere. The effect could be to increase pressure 
on a declining number of unrestricted fisheries, aggravating management problems in these areas. The entry 
rate offirst-time participating vessels in the Alaska EEZ fisheries over the past 15 years has averaged nearly 
900 vessels per year. Under the proposed license limitation alternative, some of these new entrants may 
simply redirect their vessel acquisition to the pool of available boats that qualify, particularly in the case of 
a new participant whose primary motivation is to fish the Alaska EEZ. Alternatively, new entrants also 
include fishermen whose motivation is to util.i.u: an existing vessel, and open access fisheries are the solution. 
Under license limitation, thyy will likely redirect their efforts to other open access fisheries. 

Under the last scenario described above, the consequence of limited entry in one fishery is to transfer the 
overcapitalization problem to another. Potential new entrants denied entry into the Alaska EEZ fisheries have 
an increasingly small or number of open access altematives available along the West coast. Within Alaska, 
many of the commercially important state-managed fisheries such as salmon, sablefish, herring, and GOA 
crab are already operating under a limited entry program, affording protection from an influ.x of vessels 
unable to participate in the EEZ. The federally managed sablefish and halibut fixed gear fisheries are 
scheduled to come under IFQ management in 1995. There are certain niche fisheries that could come under 
pressure, however, including minor groundfish species in Alaska state waters, or fisheries v.ithin the EEZ not 
presently covered by a Council or state FMP. 

Outside Alaska, the availability of open access fisheries is being reduced significantly due to the recent 
imposition of limited entry in other areas, for example, the likely adoption of a vessel limited entry program 
in the Pacific Council groundfish FMP off the coast of Washington, Oregon and California. As a result, it 
appears unlikely that the limited entry alternatives proposed for the Alaska EEZ will lead to an unexpected 
surge in participation in these fisheries. To the contrary, these alternatives may prevent a surge in 
unanticipated new entrants displaced from these adjacent fisheries. 

The combined impact of the limited entry management programs either in effect or being considered off the 
West coast may slow the unneeded flow of new capital and catching capacity into these fisheries. Capital 
inves1ment shifted out of the commercial fishing industry can be redirected to countless other productive 
ventures in the economy. Less fortunate are those vessel ov.ners who find themselves or their boatS denied 
access to the fisheries. Owners of non-qualifying vessels may have the ability to purchase rights to operate 
in certain limited entry fisheries, or sell their boats to other fishermen who possess these rights. However, 
recognizing that the industry is overcapitalized with excess fishing capacity, it is inevitable that ov.ners of 
same excluded vessels will incur losses on their investment. 
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6.4.4 Impacts on Small Entities (Regulatory Flexibility Act) 

The principal impact on small fishing enterprises due to this proposal will be a limitation on the entry of new 
vessels. This may restrict the ability of new, small entities to enter the fishery, although access is not denied 
since there is eXpected to be some pool of eligible qualifying boats available to new entrants. Premiums may 
develop for certain types of vessels, owing to shortages of these classes, whieh would inerease the cost to . 
prospective vessel o"ners. Alternatively, small fishing firms owning non-qualifying vessels may experience 
a decrease in the value of their investment to the extent that the vessel's opportunities have been limited. 
Based on projections from the moratorium analysis, it is estimatoo that from 450-900 small vessels may enter 
the fisheries.in any given year. 

The small vessel category has been documented to acconnt for a proportionately small share ofthe total catch 
tonnage and revenues generated in the Council-managed fisheries.· Nonetheless, the incomes earned by small 
vessel owners may represent an important part of annual income to the affected fishermen. Five thousand 
dollars of iticome from a halibut fishery may be vitally important to these small fishing operations. Access 
to the fishery is not a trivial roncem to many of these small scale fishermen, to the extent that they have few 
alternative means outside of fishing for earning income. I'heirnpact of license limitation is to restrict the 
opportunities of some small vessel owners, yet offer a stabilized economic environment for the majority of 
the affected small businesses. The benefits accrue from preventing a further erosion of per vessel net returns 
and operating efficiency. 

Compliance costs for small business entities are expected to be minor, since the existing procedures for 
application and issuance of fishing permits will be used to verify participation. In summary, the proposed 
license limitation program is not expected to have a significant impact on small business entities. The 
flexibility of open access will be reduced, possibly limiting economic opportunities for some non-qualifying 
fishermen, but this should be offset by incre'1.>ed stability and financial security for the existing participants 
in the Council-managed fisheries. 

6.4.5 Coastal Zone Management Act 

The alternatives in this proposed amendment are consistent., to the maximum extent practicable, with the 
provisions of the CZ?vl.A of 1972 and would not conflict with State of Alaska laws or regulations. 

6.5 Administrative and Enforcement Costs 

The license limitation alternative poses several issues tbat will impact administrative costs, including: (1) 
the determination of eligibility; (2) the appellate procedure; and (3) enforcement. Determining eligibility will 
require tbe verification of a vessel's status based on the participation criteria adopted. The vessel participation 
file generated as a part of this analysis may provide a basis for such a standard, but further refinement of the 
vessel file, and automation of the application process will initially require the work of at least ow: technical 
analyst 

The cost of operating an appeals board depends on the size of its membership, and the length and location 
of its meetings. The extent of appeals will also be affected by the qualifying criteria chosen by the Council; 
for example, a minimum landings requirement would add to the potential numbers ofappeals when compared 
to a simple participation criteria. The rost and administrative requirements of the appellate procedure will 
be influenced, in large, by the eligibility criteria empioyed. Given the size of the fleet involved, and the lack 
of prior experience with such regulations, the appellate process might easily require the part time services of 
a two or three person staff during the initial allocation period. 

The procedure for enforcement of the license limitation system is presumably no different than the present 
permit system. The issuance of a permit ronstitutes the right to operate in the affected fisheries, and vessels 
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operating in these fisheries without permits would be violators. Careful screening of applicants in the initial 
issuance of permits is thus crucial to an effective enforcement program. However, to the extent that a license 
limitation system might lead to greater violations, some change in permit procedures or increased 
enforcement personnel may be required. Enforcement costs may also be affected significantly be the nature 
of the license issued under this alternative. A species-specific license, for example, may require much higher 
enforcement efforts than a general license which is good for all species.. Enforcement costs associated with 
the proposed alternatives will likely represent the most significant costs to the implementing agencies. 

Administrative costs in general will be influenced by .the qualification criteria adopted. Highly restrictive 
eligibility criteria, while supporting the goals of limited entry, may entail proportionately greater 
administrative costs. In this regard, the expected benefits to be gained through specific license limitation 
provisions need to be weighed against the potential differences in administrative and enforcement costs. 
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NATURE OF LICENSES 
 

Note: Shaded options were arlded at the April 1994 Collllcil meeting, mainly from the State of 
 
Alaska's "Integrated Fisheries RationalbJl.tion Program' proposal. 
 

A ground.fish license system would not apply to longline sablefish, hahout, or demersal shelf rock:fish. 
 

Alternatives include: 
 

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

Suboption A: separable endorsements. 
Suboption B: non-separable endorsements 
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR GROUNDFISH • JUNE 1!1114 
 

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

Suboptlon A: Separate licenses for catcher and catcherlprocessor operations.. 
SubOptlon B: Licenses 'for three catcher v=I size categories <60', 60' to 125', and 

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

Additionally, the Council is considering the following option, 1;11hicb is related to the IFQ alternatives 
descnbed separately: 

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

WHO WILL RECEIVE LICENSES 

Alternatives include: 

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

-.JC21~·-
Q}rti~#.E'£~::D.:If·'11-~irJ!f5'1j>;Q':Si\QW~~~anil~~~ffffe 

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

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

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

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

Option A: 	 January l, 1978 and December 31, 1993. 
Option B: 	 January 1, 1990 and December 31, 1993. 
Option C: 	 Vessel must have fished in the three-year period before June 24, 1992 and/or the 

three-year period before the date of final Council action. If a vessel is lost during this 
period, owner at time of los.s is still eligillle. 

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

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

TRANSFERABU.ITY AND OWNERSIIlP 

Alternatives include: 

Option A: 

Option B: 
Option C: 

Licenses could be transferred (sold or leased) only to *Perrons• (as defined by Title 
46), i.e., U.S. citizens or U.S.-owned corporations. 
Vessels must be transferred with license. 
Llcense may be transferred without vessel (can apply to "new" vessel). 

Suboption A: 

Suboption B: 

Non-transferable across size categories identified above (Nature of 
Llcenses). 
Licenses may be combined in a manner similar to that d=nOed in the 
Pacific whiting fishery. 
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LJCENSE SYSTEM FOR GROUNDFISB ·JUNE 19!14 
 

Methods for effective license caps will also be examined 

BUYBACK/RETIREMENT PROGRAM (OPTIONAL) 

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

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTAS 

Option A: No CDQ allocations. 

Option B: CDQ set-asides of up to 15% (range of 0% to 15%) of any or all groundfish TACs, 
but only for BSAI communities meeting current CDQ eligibility requirements, 
patterned after current poUock CDQ program, with no sunset provisions. 

Option C: Would grant CDQs in the form of additional, non-transferable licenses (3%, 7.5%, 
· 10% and 15% of initial licenses). 
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Note: 	 A general provision regarding inshore/offshore allocations will be considered on a separate 
schedule with the potential extension of the current inshore/offshore CDQ program. 
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Shaded areas repr=nt additions from the Apn1 1994 meeting. 

NATURE OF UCENSES 

Alternatives include: 

Option A: A single crab license applying to all species/are.as. 
 
Option B: A separate license for each species. 
 
Option C: Separate licenses (permits) for each species and each existing crab management area. 
 
Option D: A general license with endorsements. 
 

The following 	 two suboptions (to be applied to the above) arc being considered; 

Suboption A: Separate licenses for catcher and catcher/prcicessor operations.. 
Suboption B: Licenses for three catther vessel siz.e categories <60', 60' to 125', and > 125'. 

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

WHO WILL RECEIVE UCENSES 

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

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

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

Additionally, the Council is considering the two-tier skipper license program. (Under tlris option, at 
least one skipper license holder must be onboard the vessel when fishing.) 
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CRmIA FOR ELIGIBILITY 

A vessel must have made landings between: 

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

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

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

June 28, 1989 and June Zl, 1992 to qualify for all other king and Tanner crab 
fisheries. (These dates correspond to the existing fu ll/wi.otcr crab seasons in the BSAl 
The latter dates include the 1989'90, 1990/91 and 199119'2 registration years.) 

Additional landing requirements include: 

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

2) 	 Three landings during the qualifying period in each fishery are required to 
qualify for a brovm king crab, C. opilio (snow crab), or C. bairdi (Tanner crab) 
license for each fishery. 

TRANSFERABil..ITY AND OWNERSHIP 

Alternatives include: 

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

Option B: 	 Vessels must be transferred with license. 

Suboption: 	 Replacement/upgrades will be restricted as per the language in the 
moratorium regulations, 

Crab Licence 2 	 6(Jf94 



LlCENSE SYSTEM FOR BSAI KING AND TANNER CRAB F1SHERIES • Jll1''E 1994 

Option 0 Llceose Dl11Y be transferred without =cl (can apply to 'new" vessel). 

Suboptions: (a) Non-transferable across size categories identified above. 
(b) Transferable across size categories. 
(c) Species/area lice= will be non-transferable. 
(d) Transfers of vessel license may occur only within the 

clai;<ification of the vessel {Catcher vessel v. Catcher 
processors). Catcher vessel licenses may be traded to catcher 
vessels, catcher processor licenses to catcher-processors, 
catcher processor licenses to catcher vessels (as a catcher 
vessel only), but not catcher vessel Ii= to catcher 
processors for catching and processing. 

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

POT CAPS 

Alternarives include: 

Option A: No caps on the total number of pots. 

Option B: Caps are established on the total number of pots. 

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

B1JYBACK PROGRAM (OPTIONAL) 

An industry funded buyback program, using funds collected through a fee assessment of ex-vessel of 
crab, run by NMFS/RAM, will be initiated to govern all transfers of licenses. This program will have 
first right of refusal on licenses to be sold. All licenses purchased by the program may be 
permanently retired to adjust panicipation levels. 
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR BSAI KING AND TANNER CRAB FISHERIES • JUNE 1994 
 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTAS 

Option A: No allocations to CDQs. 

Option B: Initially allocate 3%, 7..5%, 10% or 15% of the GHL by species and CDQs: may apply 
to any or all crab species, but only for BS.AI communities meeting current CDQ 
eligibility requirements, patterned after current pollock: CDQ program, with no sunset 
provisions. 

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

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 

No superexclusive registration areas will be developed beyond that in place of the Norton Sound. 
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1. 	 This reflects clarification, from the april meeting. that this refers to calendar years and does 
not iriclude the latter half of 1989. 

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

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

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

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

6. 	 The options regarding U.S. ownership reqllirements are clarified. 

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

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

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

1O. 	 Same changes for crab as were made for groundfish regarding the U.S. ownership 
requirements. 

1 L 	 Same as number 10 above. 

12 	 Sarne as number 10 above. 
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Data Summaries for 1990-92 
 

to the 
 

LICENSE LIMITATION ALTERNATIVES 
 

for the 
 

GROUNDFISH & CRAB FISHERIES 
 

in the 
 

GULF OF ALASKA AND BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN ISLANDS 
 

April'l 8, 1994 



Number ofVes<e!< Particjpatinr in Proposed License Limitation Fi<heries in Rerept Years 

Estimates of the numbers of harvesting and cati;:her/processor vessels that participated in the BSAI and GOA 
ground.fish fisheries are presented in Table l. Table 2 contains comparable ei:timates for the BSAI king and 
Tanner crab fisheries. A comparison of these estimates with the estimates of the numbers of vessels that 
would qualify for licenses with different qualification rules can be used to determine the extent to which each 
set of qualification rules would allow the number ofvessels to increase for each ofmany categories of vessels. 

The Tables provide estimates of the numbers of vessels by year, vessel class, mode of operation for harvesting 
vessels, residence of the vessel owner, species, area, and gear. The data are for three years, 1990-92. Four 
vessel classes are used. The first three are for harvesting vessels of the following lengths: less than 60', from 
60' to 124', and greater than 124'. The fourth class is for catclier/processor vessels. The: owner:ship residency 
categories are ll.Jaska and other. The two modes of operation are defined by whether the fishing is in support 
of onshore or at-sea processing. The growidfish species are pollock, Pacific cod, flatfish, rocldisb, and all 
other groundfish. The crab species are red king crab, blue king crab, brown king crab, bairdi, and opilio. For 
groundfisb, the areas are BSAJ, WG, CG, and EG. ADF&G management areas are used for crab. The two 
growidfish gear groups are trawl and all other. Vessels that used both trawl and other gear were put in the 
all other gear group and not in the trawl group. 

The numbers of vessels for various levels of aggregation are also reported. Vessels, for which length or 
owner residence data were not available, are included only in the totals for which such information is not 
necessary. Tnat is ooe reason why the totals are not necessarily the sums of the parts. The other reason is 
that some individual vessels are counted in more than one category. For example, during a year a vessel can 
be both a harvesting and a catcher/processor vessel or it can deliver fish for both onshore and at-sea 
processmg. 

Number ofvessels Participatin<> in Pro.posed License Limitation Fisheries in Recent Years bv l.eyel of Catch 

The level of participation of a vessel in a fishery can be measured in terms of its annual catch. Estimates of 
the cumulative numbers of harvesting and catcher/processor vessels for each of 11 ascending levels of catch 
in the BSAl and GOA groundfish fisheries are presented in Table 3. Table 4 contains comparable estimates 
for the BSAI king and Tanner crab fisheries. These estimates provide an indication of the effects on the 
number of qualifying vessels in aggregate and by category with alternative minimum catch requirements. 

The estimates of the cumulative number of vessels by level of catcli for 1992 are presented by vessel class, 
residence of the vessel O\•mer, mode of operation, species, area, and gear. The 11 catch levels in terms of 
pounds of total catch are as follows: less than 10,000, l 0,000-20,000, 20,000-30,000, 30,000-40,000, 40,000­
50,000, 50,000-60,000, 60,000-70,000, 70,000-80,000, 80,000-90,000, 90,000-100,000, and greater than 
>100,000. The four vessel classes are harvesting vessels of the following lengr."5: less than 60', from 60' to 
124', and greater than 124', and all catcher/processor vessels. The ovmership re:dency categories are Alaska 
and other. 

The two modes of operation are defined by whether the fishing is in support of onshore or at-sea processing. 
The species groups are growidfish, king crab, and Tanner crab. The areas are the BSAl and GOA. The two 
growidfish gear groups are trawl and all other. Vessels that used trawl and other gear were put in the all other 
gear group and not the trawl group. The cumulative numbers of vessels for various levels of aggregation are 
also reported. 

There are two reasons why the totals are not necessarily the sums of the parts. First, vessels for which length 
or 0"'1ler residence data were not available, are included only in the totals for which such information is not 
necessary. S=nd, because these estimates are based on a data set which did not include catch by mode of 
operation or vessel class for individual vessels that had catch in more than one mode or class, such vessels 
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are not included in the estimates that require that information, but they are included in the totals that do not 
require it 

The data in Table 3 indicate that, as expected, a minimum catch requirement would have a disproportionately 
large and adverse effect on vessels Jess than 60'. It would have a similar effect for vessels O\\'lled by Alaska 
residents. For example, in the 1992 BSAI groundfish fishery, there were 84 harvesting vessel Jess than 60' 
and 45 of these vessels had BSAI groundfish catch ofless than 10,000 lbs. About 58% of the Alaska vessels 
in this size class had less than 10,000 lbs as opposed to 52% for vessels O'll<ued by residents of other states. 
Of the 2S harvesting vessels longer than 124', only 3 had catch of less than 10,000 lbs; and of the 139 
catcher/processor vessels, only 1 had catch ofless than l 0,000 lbs. 

In the 1992 GOA groundfish fishery, 992 oftbe 1,404 harvesting vessels less than 60' had catch ofless than 
10,000 lbs. For the 16 harvesting vessels over 124', only 3 had catch ofless than 10,000 lbs. Although the 
percent ofsmall vessels with catch below 10,000 lbs \\-as slightly lower for vessels owned by Alaska residents 
(70% compared to 75%), 84% ofthe vessels less than 60' are owned by Alaska residents. 

Also as expected, a minimum catch requirement would have a disproportionately large effect on the number 
of vessels that used non-trawl gear. In the 1992 BSAl groundfish fishery, there were 409 vessels in total and 
76 of these had catch ofless than 10,000 lbs. 179 of the 409 vessels used non-trawl gear and 64 of those had 
catch ofless than 10,000 lbs. Therefore, while less than 20% of all the vessels had catch less than 10,000 lbs, 
about 36% of the vessels that used non-trawl gear had catch below that level In the GOA, 61% of all vessels 
had catch below 10,000 lbs and 72% ofthe vessels that used non-trawl gear had catch below that level. 

To summarize, a minimum catch requirement in the groundfish fishery would have the largest adverse effects 
on the following groups of vessels: (1) harvesting vessels less than 60' in length, (2) vessels that use non­
trawl gear, and (3) vessels owned by residents of Alaska. There is substantial overlap among these groupings 
of vessels. Most of the vessels less than 60' use non-trawl gear and most of those vessels are owned by 
residents of Alaska 

The data in Table 4 indicate that, as expected, a minimum catch requirement in the BSAI crab fisheries would 
have disproportionately large effects on vessels less than 124• and vessels O\\ued by Alaska residents. For 
the crab fisheries, there are very few vessels less than 60'. 

Differences witbjn Each vessel Class 

Within each of the four vessel classes there arc substantial differences in vessel lengths and in levels of catch. 
Estimates of the mean., minimum, and maximum of the vessel lengths by vessel class for the groundfisb 
fishery are included in Table 5 and comparable data for the BSAI crab fisheries are presented in Table 6. 

Table 7 provides estimates of the percent of groundfish ca.tch accounted for by the low, mid, and top tbird 
of the vessels in each vessel class by area and gear in 1992 when the vessels are ranked by their catch levels. 
Comparable data for the BSA! crab fisheries are in Table 8. Two sets of groundfish percentages are 
presented. The first set of percentages sum to 100 for a gear type and the second set sum to l 00 for all gear 
groups combined. 

The difference between the percent of catch for any two of the three performance groups in a vessel class and 
gear group can be used to estimate what could happen to catch if the vessels in one performance group were 
replaced by vessels in the other performance group. This provides estimates of the increases in harvesting 
capaciry that could occur in each vessel class and gear group with no increase in the number of vessels. For 
example, if the vessels in the mid performance group were replaced by vessels in the top performance group 
in the BSAI 60' • 124' trawl vessel class, BSA! groundfish trawl harvesting capacity could increase by 8.7% 
(13.8% • 5.1%) and total groundfish harvesting capaciry across all gear groups could increase by 7.4% (11.8% 

2 September 7. 1994 (8:43am) 



-4.4%). 

If in each of the four trawl vessel classes, the low third of the vessels \\-ere replaced by vessels "'ith the 
performance of those in the mid third and if those in the mid third were replaced by vessels with performance 
similar to those in the top third, the harvesting capacity of the BSAI growidfish fleet would increase by 45%. 
The comparable estimate for the GOA is 48%. The increases would be larger if similar replacements 
occum:d also with the other gear groups. 

These estimates of the i.ru:reases in harvesting capacity that could oo:ur with a fixed number of vessels in each 
of four vessel classes are only provided to give a rough idea of the potential increases in harvesting capacity. 
Without restrictions by vessel class and gear, the potential increase in harvesting capacity would be 
substantially greater. Over time technical progress would allow even greater i.ru:reases. And iroprovements 
in the performance of the vessels in the top third of each vessel class would result in additional increases in 
harvesting capacity. 
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Table l Number of vessels catching groundfish in the BSAI and Gulf 
by gear, residence, vessel type, area, species and year, 1990-92. 

All gear and all owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

All Alaska 
Total gf. 

1990 1187 202 12 15 1188 231 18 1437 113 1550 
1991 1375 250 9 2 15 1377 281 14 1672 125 1797 
1992 1430 275 19 4 16 1 1434 305 28 1767 149 1918 

Flatfish 
1990 45 93 8 15 46 122 13 181 96 277 
1991 35 79 7 1 14 36 108 12 156 112 268 
1992 52 98 10 4 16 56 128 17 201 128 330 

Other gf. 
1990 34 47 5 l4 34 74 10 118 99 217 
1991 25 38 4 7 25 53 6 84 114 198 
1992 32 50 5 4 16 36 78 12 126 139 266 

l?acific cod 
1990 805 162 12 15 806 191 18 1015 110 1125 
1991 946 218 9 1 15 947 249 14 1210 120 1330 
1992 1068 230 19 3 16 l 1071 260 28 1359 147 1508 

Pollock 
1990 51 72 7 15 51 101 12 164 91 255 
1991 47 83 7 2 13 49 111 12 172 105 277 
1992 94 97 10 4 16 98 127 17 242 119 363 

Rod:fish 
1990 697 123 5 12 698 142 10 850 92 942 
1991 840 141 2 14 840 167 4 1011 107 1118 
1992 879 170 5 l 8 880 188 8 1076. 128 1205 

BSA! 
Total g!~ 

1990 74 91 11 15 74 119 17 210 106 316 
1991 117 127 8 l 15 118 156 13 287 121 408 
1992 80 129 17 4 16 l 84 159 25 268 139 409 

Flatfish 
1990 26 64 7 15 26 92 12 130 92 222 
1991 15 52 7 l 13 16 78 12 106 109 215 
1992 20 64 10 4 16 24 93 17 134 125 260 

Other gf. 
1990 2 38 4 14 2 64 9 75 97 172 
1991 6 29 4 7 6 41 6 53 112 165 
1992 5 43 5 4 16 9 7l 12 92 133 226 

Pacific cod 
1990 51 82 11 15 51 110 17 178 106 284 
1991 105 122 B l 15 106 150 13 269 115 384 
1992 65 113 17 3 16 l 68 143 25 236 136 375 

!?ollock 
1990 14 45 6 15 14 73 -1 98 89 187 
1991 9 50 7 l 13 10 73 12 95 103 198 
1992 8 59 10 4 16 12 89 17 118 114 233 

Rocktish 
1990 33 48 4 11 33 63 9 105 78 183 
1991 24 37 2 13 24 55 4 83 97 180 
1992 35 56 5 l 7 36 69 a 113 109 223 
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Table l continued -- Number of vessels. 

All gear and Alaska owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60- >124 <60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

All Alaska 
Total .g:!. 

1990 999 106 l 3 999 115 l 1115 ll 1126 
1991 1148 120 1 l 2 1149 127 2 1278 74 1352 
1992 1197 126 3 4 4 1201 136 5 1342 84 1426 

Flatfish 
1990 21 39 1 3 21 48 1 70 7 77 
1991 27 31 2 27 38 l 66 68 134 
1992 33 31 4 4 37 41 2 80 72 152 

Other gf. 
1990 31 16 1 3 31 24 l 56 8 64 
1991 19 10 2 19 16 35 70 105 
1992 26 12 4 4 32 22 2 56 62 138 

Pacific cod 
1990 703 65 3 703 94 797 10 807 
1991 828 103 1 2 828 110 1 939 7l 1010 
1992 935 106 3 3 4 938 116 5 1059 83 1142 

!?ollock 
1990 40 28 3 40 37 77 5 82 
1991 36 30 l 2 37 37 1 75 64 139 
1992 76 30 4 4 80 40 2 122 71 193 

Rockfish 
1990 569 63 1 569 67 636 9 645 
1991 678 77 2 678 84 762 65 827 
1992 712 76 l 3 713 83 796 77 873 

ESAl 
Tot.al gf. 

1990 38 32 l 3 38 40 l 79 6 87 
1991 7l 34 l 2 7l 39 2 112 7l 183 
1992 51 28 1 4 4 55 38 3 96 78 174 

Flatfish 
1990 7 22 l 3 7 30 l JS 5 43 
1991 8 11 2 8 16 l 25 67 92 
1992 7 13 4 4 ll 23 2 36 70 106 

Other gf. 
1990 9 1 3 16 1 17 7 24 
1991 4 4 2 4 7 11 69 80 
1992 2 8 4 4 6 18 2 26 77 103 

Pacific cod 
1990 31 28 3 31 36 67 8 75 
1991 66 31 1 2 66 35 1 102 69 171 
1992 47 23 1 3 4 50 33 3 96 79 164 

Pollock 
1990 5 10 3 5 18 23 4 27 
1991 4 9 2 4 12 l 17 63 90 
1992 4 11 4 4 6 21 2 31 69 100 

Rackfish 
1990 12 16 l 12 18 30 4 34 
1991 17 10 2 17 13 30 60 90 
1992 21 10 l 2 22 15 37 64 101 
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Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels. 

All gear and non-Alaska owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

·All Alaska 
Total gf. 

1990 188 101 12 14 189 126 18 333 102 435 
1991 227 132 8 1 14 228 159 13 400 51 451 
1992 200 149 16 12 1 200 170 25 395 69 465 

Flatfish 
1990 24 56 7 13 25 79 12 116 89 205 
1991 8 49 7 1 13 9 73 12 94 44 138 
1992 14 67 10 12 14 88 17 119 60 180 

Other gf. 
1990 3 31 4 12 3 51 9 63 91 154 
1991 6 28 4 5 6 37 6 49 44 93 
1992 2 38 5 12 2 56 12 70 61 132 

Pacific cod 
1990 102 82 12 14 103 107 18 228 100 328 
1991 118 117 8 1 14 119 144 13 276 49 325 
1992 110 124 16 12 1 110 145 25 280 67 348 

Pollock 
1390 11 48 7 14 11 73 12 96 86 182 
1991 11 55 7 1 12 12 79 12 103 41 144 
1992 12 67 10 12 12 88 17 117 51 169 

Rockfish 
1990 128 60 5 11 129 75 10 214 83 297 
1991 162 65 2 12 162 84 4 250 42 292 
1992 154 94 5 5 154 105 8 267 52 319 

BSAI 
Total gf. 

1990 36 64 11 14 36 88 17 141 98 239 
1991 46 95 7 1 14 47 121 12 180 50 230 
1992 23 101 16 12 1 23 122 24 169 65 235 

Flatfish 
1990 19 43 6 13 19 64 11 94 87 181 
1991 7 42 7 1 12 8 64 12 84 42 126 
1992 10 51 10 12 10 71 17 98 59 158 

Other gf. 
1990 2 29 3 12 2 49 8 59 90 149 
1991 2 25 4 5 2 34 6 42 43 85 
1992 1 35 5 12 1 53 12 66 60 127 

Pacific cod 
1990 20 59 11 14 20 83 17 120 98 218 
1991 39 93 7 1 14 40 119 12 171 46 217 
1992 13 90 16 12 1 13 111 24 148 63 212 

Pollock 
1990 9 38 6 14 9 61 11 81 85 166 
1991 5 43 7 1 12 6 65 12 83 40 123 
1992 1 48 10 12 1 69 17 87 48 136 

Rockfish 
1990 21 32 4 10 21 45 9 75 74 149 
1991 7 28 2 11 7 43 4 54 37 91 
1992 12 46 5 5 12 54 8 74 46 120 

F:'.CURREN1'LICLJMITIDOC\APPENDIX.TWO 6 September 7, 1994 (8:43am) 



Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels. 

Trawl gear ,and all o'W'.ners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

All Alaska 
Total gf. 

1990 86 65 5 13 86 87 ll 184 68 252 

1991 37 75 6 2 14. 39 99 10 148 68 216 

1992 99 77 9 4 16 103 102 16 221 61 283 

Flatfish 
1990 12 45 5 13 12 67 10 89 66 155 

1991 16 53 6 1 14 17 77 10 104 67 171 

1992 16 67 9 4 16 20 92 16 128 58 187 

Other gf. 
1990 5 29 3 12 5 50 a 63 65 128 

1991 4 30 3 7 4 43 5 52 66 118 

1992 4 42 5 4 16 8 65 12 85 58 144 

Pacific cod 
1990 
1991 

41 
31 

64 
75 

5 
6 l 

13 
14 

41 
32 

86 
99 

11 
10 

138 
141 

68 
67 

206 
208 

1992 53 77 9 3 16 56 102 16 174 60 235 

Pollock 
1990 10 48 5 13 10 70 10 90 67 157 

1991 11 60 6 2 13 13 83 10 106 67 173 

1992 25 73 9 4 16 29 98 16 143 58 202 

Rockf ish 
1990 
1991 

52 
9 

38 
34 

3 
1 

12 
14 

52 
9 

56 
55 

8 
3 

116 
67 

60 
63 

176 
130 

1992 49 53 5 1 8 50 67 8 125 57 182 

ESAI 
Total 

1990 
gf. 

7 41 5 13 7 62 ·11 80 67 147 

1991 9 59 6 1 14 10 83 10 103 67 170 
1992 ll 55 9 4 16 15 80 16 111 59 171 

Flatfish 
1990 l 24 s 13 1 45 10 56 65 121 

1991 7 40 6 l 13 8 63 10 81 66 147 
1992 6 43 9 4 16 10 67 16 93 57 15 l 

Other gf. 
1990 1 24 3 12 1 44 8 53 64 117 
1991 3 25 3 7 3 36 5 44 65 109 
1992 3 37 5 4 16 7 60 12 79 57 137 

Pacific cod 
1990 5 40 5 13 5 61 ll 77 67 144 
1991 5 58 6 l 14 6 81 10 97 65 162 
1992 9 53 9 3 16 12 78 16 106 59 166 

Pollock 
1990 3 31 5 13 3 52 10 65 66 131 
1991 4 43 6 l 13 5 64 10 79 66 145 

1992 5 49 9 4 16 9 74 16 99 57 157 
Rockfish 

1990 3 20 3 11 3 34 8 45 57 102 
1991 1 l4 1 13 1 31 3 35 59 94 
1992 1 28 5 l 7 2 38 8 48 50 98 
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Table l continued -- Number of vessels. 

Trawl gear and.Alaska owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 <60 60- >124 
124 124 124 

All Alaska 
Total gf. 

1990 68 26 2 68 32 100 1 101 
1991 27 16 1 2 28 21 l 50 41 9l 
1992 60 19 4 4 64 28 2 94 35 129 

Flatfish 
1990 8 19 2 a 25 33 l 34 
1991 10 13 2 10 18 1 29 40 69 
1992 7 18 4 4 11 27 2 40 34 74 

Other gf. 
1990 3 10 2 3 16 19 1 20 
1991 2 7 2 2 12 14 40 54 
1992 1 B 4 4 5 17 2 24 34 58 

Pacific cod 
1990 38 26 2 38 32 70 1 71 
1991 23 16 2 23 21 44 41 SS 
1992 29 19 3 4 32 28 2 62 35 97 

Pollock 
1990 7 18 2 7· 24 31 1 32 
1991 6 14 l 2 7 19 l 27 41 68 
1992 10 19 4 4 14 28 2 44 34 78 

Rockfish 
1990 37 16 1 37 19 56 56 
1991 6 8 2 6 13 19 38 57 
1992 33 16 1 3 34 22 56 34 90 

BSA! 
Total gf. 

1990 4 12 2 4 17 21 21 
1991 3 9 2 3 13 1 17 41 58 
1992 3 9 4 4 7 lB 2 27 35 62 

Flatfish 
1990 7 2 12 12 12 
1991 2 7 2 2 ll l 14 40 54 
1992 8 4 4 4 17 2 23 34 57 

Other gf. 
1990 6 2 11 ll 11 
1991 l 4 2 1 7 a 40 48 
1992 6 4 4 4 15 2 Zl 34 55 

Pacific cod 
1990 4 11 2 4 16 20 20 
1991 2 B 2 2 ll 13 41 54 
1992 3 7 3 4 6 16 2 24 35 59 

?ollock 
1990 1 7 2 1 12 13 13 
1991 1 7 2 1 10 l 12 41 53 
1992 1 a 4 4 5 17 2 24 34 58 

Rockfish 
1990 1 4 1 1 5 6 6 
1991 1 2 4 4 37 41 
1992 4 1 2 l B 9 31 40 
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Table l continued -- NUll'ber of vessels. 

Trawl gear and non-JU.aska oio<IIle.:-s 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

All Alaska 
To~al gf. 

1990 18 42 5 13 18 62 11 9l 67 158 
1991 10 61 6 1 13 11 83 10 104 27 131 
1992 26 58 9 12 26 75 16 117 30 148 

Flatfish 
1990 4 28 5 12 4 47 10 61 65 126 
1991 6 41 6 1 13 7 62 10 79 27 106 
1992 4 49 9 12 4 66 16 86 28 115 

Other gt. 
1990 2 19 3 ll 2 35 8 45 64 109 
1991 2 23 3 5 2 31 5 38 26 64 
1992 l 34 5 12 l 48 12 61 28 90 

l?acific cod 
1990 3 41 s 13 3 61 11 75 67 142 
1991 8 61 6 1 13 9 83 10 102 26 129 
1992 12 59 9 12 12 75 16 103 28 132 

l?ollock 
1990 3 32 5 13 3 52 10 65 66 131 
1991 5 48 6 1 12 6 69 10 85 26 111 
1992 9 54 9 .. 12 .9 71 16 96 27 124 

Rockfish 
1990 15 22 3 11 15 37 8 60 60 120 
1991 3 27 1 12 3 43 3 49 25 74 
1992 13 37 5 5 13 45 8 66 24 90 

BSAI 
Total gf. 

1990 3 32 5 13 3 51 ll 65 67 132 
1991 6 52 6 l 13 7 74 10 91 26 117 
1992 3 46 9 12 3 63 16 82 28 111 

Flat.fish 
1990 1 18 5 12 l 35 10 46 65 111 
1991 5 34 6 l 12 6 54 10 70 26 96 
1992 3 35 9 12 3 51 16 70 27 98 

Othe!C gf. 
1990 l 18 3 11 1 34 8 43 64 107 
1991 2 21 3 5 2 29 5 36 25 61 
1992 l 31 5 12 1 45 12 58 27 86 

Pacific cod 
1990 1 32 5 13 1 51 11 63 67 130 
1991 3 52 6 l 13 4 74 10 88 24 112 
1992 1 46 9 12 1 63 16 80 27 108 

Pollock 
1990 2 25 5 13 2 43 10 55 66 121 
1991 3 38 6 1 12 4 58 10 72 25 97 
1992 1 41 9 12 l 58 16 75 26 102 

Rockfish 
1990 2 16 3 10 2 29 8 39 57 96 
1991 1 14 1 11 l 28 3 32 22 54 
1992 24 5 s 30 8 38 20 58 
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Table 1 continued -- Nu."tlber of vessels. 

Othe= gea= and all owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In sho.::e At sea To~al 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

All Alaska 
Total gf. 

1990 990 98 4 990 98 4 1092 42 1134 
1991 1175 125 2 1 1175 126 2 1303 49 1352 
1992 1139 154 8 1 1139 154 10 1303 68 1371 

Flatfish 
1990 30 28 30 28 58 27 85 
1991 8 a 8 8 16 38 54 
1992 27 18 27 18 45 50 95 

Othe: gf. 
1990 22 2 22 2 24 31 55 
1991 17 l 17 l 18 42 60 
1992 19 19 19 62 81 

Pacific cod 
1990 693 60 4 693 60 4 757 39 796 
1991 793 95 2 1 793 96 2 891 45 936 
1992 856 109 8 l 856 109 10 975 67 1042 

Pollock 
1590 30 3 30 3 33 21 54 
199l 19 3 19 3 22 31 53 
1992 45 6 45 6 51 41 92 

Rock.fish 
1990 571 69 l 571 69 1 641 30 671 
1991 713 69 713 69 782 36 818 
1992 681 91 681 91 772 51 823 

3SA1 
Tot.al gf. 

1990 54 32 4 54 32 4 90 36 126 
1991 86 53 1 l 86 54 l 141 47 188 
1992 57 54 6 1 57 54 7 118 61 179 

Fla~~ish 

1990 23 26 23 26 49 24 73 
1991 s 8 5 a 13 37 so 
1992 13 16 13 16 29 49 78 

Othe.:: gf. 
1990 l l l l 2 30 32 
1991 2 2 2 41 43 
1992 57 57 

Paci!ic cod. 
1990 40 24 4 40 24 4 68 36 104 
1991 82 so 1 l 82 51 l 134 43 177 
1992 46 41 6 1 46 41 7 94 60 154 

Pollock 
1990 3 1 3 l 4 20 24 
1991 l l l l 2 31 33 
1992 l 1 l l 2 38 40 

Rockfish 
1990 28 26 l 28 26 1 SS 20 75 
1991 20 19 20 19 39 33 72 
1992 29 24 29 24 53 42 95 
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Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels. 

Other gear and Alaska o-..m.ers 

Haz:vesters Harv CP All 
!r~ shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

All Alaska 
Total gf ~ 

1990 835 60 835 60 895 9 904 
1991 977 63 l 977 63 l 1041 29 1070 
1992 954 78 3 954 78 3 1035 34 1069 

Flatfish 
1990 12 12 12 12 24 s 29 
1991 7 3 7 3 10 24 34 
1992 17 5 17 5 22 23 45 

Other gf. 
1990 21 1 21 l 22 6 28 
1991 14 l4 14 27 41 
1992 18 18 18 34 52 

Pacific cod 
1990 602 39 602 39 641 8 649 
1991 696 47 l 696 47 l 744 26 770 
1992 753 58 3 753 58 3 814 33 847 

Pollock 
1990 28 l 28 1 29 3 32 
1991 18 1 18 1 19 19 38 
1992 43 1 43 l 44 22 66 

Rockfish 
1990 463 38 463 38 501 8 509 
1991 563 35 563 35 598 23 621 
1992 538 43 538 43 581 28 609 

BSAI 
Total gf. 

1990 29 14 29 l4 43 7 50 
199! 54 17 ! 54 l1 l 72 27 99 
1992 37 10 l 37 10 1 48 29 77 

Flatfish 
1990 7 11 I 11 18 4 22 
1991 4 3 4 3 7 24 31 
1992 6 4 6 4 10 22 32 

Other gf. 
!990 6 6 
1991 2 2 2 26 28 
1992 29 29 

?ac!.fic cod 
1990 24 11 24 11 35 7 42 
1991 51 15 l 51 15 l 67 25 92 
1992 35 a l 35 s l 44 29 73 

Pollack 
1990 2 2 2 3 5 
1991 l l 1 19 20 
1992 l l l 21 22 

Rockfish 
1990 10 ll 10 11 21 3 24 
1991 14 8 14 8 22 20 42 
1992 17 5 17 5 22 20 42 
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Table l continued -- Nu:nber of vessels~ 

Other gear and non-A.laska owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60- >124 <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

All Alaska 
Total gf. 

1990 155 38 4 155 38 4 197 33 230 
1991 198 62 1 1 198 63 l 262 20 282 
1992 165 76 5 1 165 76 7 246 34 282 

Flat:!ish 
1990 lS 16 18 16 34 22 56 
1991 l l 5 6 l4 20 
19SZ 10 L 10 13 23 27 50 

Other gf. 
1990 l 1 l 1 2 25 27 
1991 3 l 3 l 4 15 19 
1992 l l l 28 29 

Pacific cod 
1990 91 21 4 91 21 4 116 31 147 
1991 97 48 1 l 97 49 l 147 19 166 
1992 92 51 5 l 92 51 7 150 34 184 

Pollock 
1390 2 2 2 2 4 18 22 
1991 l 2 l 2 3 12 15 
1992 2 5 2 5 7 19 26 

Rockfish 
1990 108 31 l 108 31 l 140 22 162 
1991 150 34 150 34 184 13 197 
1992 133 48 133 48 181 23 204 

BSA! 
Total gf. 

1990 25 18 4 25 18 4 47 29 76 
1991 32 36 1 32 37 69 20 89 
1992 13 44 5 1 19 44 6 69 32 101 

Flatfish 
1990 16 15 16 15 31 20 51 
1991 l 5 l 5 6 13 19 
1992 7 12 7 12 19 27 46 

Other gf. 
1990 1 l 1 1 2 24 26 
1991 15 15 
1992 28 28 

Pacific cod 
1990 16 13 4 16 13 4 33 29 62 
1991 31 35 l 31 35 67 18 85 
1992 ll 33 5 l ll 33 6 50 31 81 

Pollock 
1990 l 1 1 l 2 17 19 
1991 1 1 1 12 13 
1992 l 1 1 17 18 

Rockfish 
1990 18 15 l 18 15 1 34 17 51 
1991 6 11 6 ll 17 13 30 
1992 11 19 11 19 30 22 52 
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Table 1 continued -- Nurrher of vessels. 

All gear and all owners 

Harvesters Harv C? All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60- >124 
124 124 124 

Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 1153 175 10 6 1154 la9 16 1359 74 14.33 
1991 1333 219 8 1 a 1334 236 13 1585 76 1661 
1992 1404 241 9 2 1404 256 16 1676 93 1770 

Flatfish 
1990 20 42 5 3 21 51 9 81 49 130 
1991 22 58 6 6 22 74 7 103 59 162 
1992 36 61 4 2 36 73 8 117 66 183 

Other gf. 
1990 32 12 l 32 15 3 so 65 115 
1991 21 19 2 l 21 24 2 47 65 112 
1992 27 25 2 2 27 33 5 65 80 1'!5 

Pacific cod 
1990 773 119 9 4 774 131 13 918 63 981 
1991 S77 177 s 7 677 195 12 1084 64 1148 
1992 1028 182 7 2 1028 196 10 1234 78 1313 

Pollock 
1990 38 47 5 3 38 56 a 102 47 149 
1991 39 74 5 1 4 40 89 a 137 52 189 
1992 87 82 5 2 67 95 ll 193 63 257 

Rockfish 
1990 685 100 2 2 686 106 2 794 61 655 
1991 835 134 3 835 145 980 68 1048 
1992 875 147 l 2 875 157 3 1035 74 1109 

W. Gulf 
Total qf. 

1990 57 40 8 5 57 47 13 117 57 174 
1991 132 90 6 2 132 101 10 243 63 306 
1992 149 80 8 2 149 91 15 255 74 329 

;'latfish 
1990 1 2 3 2 1 5 6 12 4l 53 
1991 2 21 6 2 23 7 32 49 Bl 
1992 8 21 4 2 8 28 8 44 51 95 

Other g:f. 
1990 l 1 3 4 56 60 
1991 2 10 2 2 ll 2 15 55 70 
1992 12 2 2 19 5 24 65 89 

Pacific: cod 
1990 46 22 7 4 46 28 10 84 44 128 
1991 91 70 6 2 91 81 8 180 52 232 
1992 98 45 5 2 98 55 B 161 62 223 

?olloc:k 
1990 6 3 2 9 6 15 36 51 
1991 7 34 5 7 36 8 51 37 88 
1992 15 33 5 2 15 41 11 67 49 116 

Rockfish 
1990 12 17 1 2 12 20 l 33 49 82 
1991 51 43 51 43 94 54 148 
1992 61 42 l 2 61 47 3 111 58 169 
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Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels. 

All gear and Alaska owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 980 96 980 98 1078 9 1087 
1991 1124 114 l l 1!25 119 1244 49 1293 
1992 1181 123 2 1181 128 2 1311 55 1366 

Flatfish 
1990 15 23 15 25 40 3 43 
1991 20 25 1 20 30 50 38 88 
1992 30 24 30 28 SS 42 100 

Other gf. 
1990 3l 9 31 11 42 7 49 
1991 16 7 l 16 l1 27 44 71 
1992 26 6 26 9 35 53 88 

Pacific cod 
1990 687 71 687 73 760 a 768 
1991 789 97 l 789 102 891 42 933 
1992 911 100 2 911 105 2 1018 47 1065 

Pollock 
1990 36 24 36 26 62 3 65 
1991 32 27 l l 33 32 65 35 100 
1992 73 28 73 32 105 38 143 

Rock!ish 
1990 561 57 561 59 620 8 628 
1991 674 76 1 674 81 755 45 800 
1992 709 74 709 78 787 48 835 

W. Gul: 
Total 	 gf. 

1990 48 1l 48 ll 59 6 6$ 
1991 98 34 98 35 133 38 171 
1992 108 20 108 23 l 132 45 177'• 

Flatfish 
1990 1 1 1 l 2 2 4 
1991 1 2 1 2 3 31 34 
1992 6 3 6 5 11 33 44 

Othe:: gf. 
1990 6 6 
1991 l 1 l 1 2 36 38 
1992 l 3 3 43 46 

Pacific cod 
1990 41 6 41 6 47 3 50 
1991 78 25 78 26 104 31 135 
1992 81 11 l 81 14 l 96 39 135 

Pollock 
1990 l l 1 l 2 
1991 4 4 4 4 8 24 32 
1992 ll 6 11 8 19 28 47 

Rockf.O.sh 
1990 8 4 a 4 12 5 17 
1991 28 18 28 18 46 35 81 
1992 36 12 36 13 49 38 87 
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Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels. 

All gear and non-Alaska owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 173 79 10 6 174 91 16 281 65 346 
1991 209 105 8 7 209 120 13 342 27 369 
1992 195 118 7 2 195 128 14 337 38 375 

Flatfish 
1990 5 19 5 3 6 26 9 41 46 87 
1991 2 33 6 5 2 45 7 54 21 75 
1992 4 37 4 2 4 45 8 57 24 81 

Other gf. 
1990 l 3 l 1 4 3 8 58 66 
1991 5 12 2 5 13 2 20 21 41 
1992 l 19 2 2 1 24 5 30 27 57 

Pacific cod 
1990 86 48 9 4 87 58 13 158 55 213 
1991 88 80 8 6 88 94 12 194 22 216 
1992 99 82 5 2 99 91 8 198 31 229 

Pollock 
1990 2 23 5 3 2 30 8 40 44 84 
1991 7 47 5 3 7 58 8 73 17 90 
1992 11 54 5 2 11 63 11 85 25 110 

Rock fish 
1990 124 43 2 2 125 47 2 174 53 227 
1991 161 58 2 161 64 225 23 248 
1992 154 73 l 2 154 79 3 236 26 262 

W.Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 9 29 8 5 9 36 13 58 51 109 
1991 34 56 6 2 34 66 10 110 25 135 
1992 37 60 7 2 37 68 14 119 29 148 

Flatfish 
1990 l 3 2 4 6 10 39 49 
1991 1 19 6 1 21 7 29 18 47 
1992 2 18 4 2 2 23 8 33 18 51 

Other gf. 
1990 1 1 3 4 50 54 
1991 1 9 2 1 10 2 13 19 32 
1992 11 2 2 16 5 21 22 43 

Pacific cod 
1990 5 16 7 4 5 22 10 37 41 78 
1991 13 45 6 2 13 55 8 76 21 97 
1992 13 34 4 2 13 41 7 61 23 84 

Pollock 
1990 5 3 2 8 6 14 35 49 
1991 3 30 5 3 32 8 43 13 56 
1992 4 27 5 2 4 33 11 48 21 69 

Rock fish 
1990 4 13 l 2 4 16 1 21 44 65 
1991 23 25 23 25 48 19 67 
1992 25 30 1 2 25 34 3 62 20 82 
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Table l co~~inued -- Nu...-.ber of vessels. 

Trawl gear and all owners 

Harvesters Harv Cl? All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

Gulf 
Tot:.al gf. 

1990 ao 53 5 6 80 66 11 157 43 200 
199: 30 66 6 1 8 31 81 10 122 48 170 
'.992 93 69 4 2 93 80 11 184 37 221 

;;.:.atfish 
1990 11 31 3 3 11 40 7 58 39 97 
1991 10 40 5 6 10 52 6 68 46 114 
1992 10 47 3 2 10 56 7 73 29 102 

other qf. 
1990 4 6 4 9 2 15 40 55 
1991 2 15 l l 2 19 l 22 43 65 
!992 1 22 2 2 1 28 5 34 31 65 

Pacific cod 
1990 37 49 4 4 37 60 s 105 4l 146 
1991 26 66 6 7 26 80 10 116 45 161 
1992 47 64 3 2 47 74 6 127 30 157 

Pollock 
1990 7 33 4 3 7 41 7 55 41 96 
1991 B 52 4 l 4 9 63 6 78 44 122 
1992 21 61 4 2 21 71 10 102 35 137 

Rock fish 
1990 49 20 2 49 26 75 33 108 
1991 9 29 3 9 36 45 44 89 
1992 48 36 1 2 48 44 3 95 31 126 

W.Gulf 
Total gt. 

1990 16 20 5 5 16 27 10 53 37 90 
1991 20 38 5 2 20 47 8 75 40 115 
1992 35 35 4 2 35 43 ll 89 29 118 

Flatfish 
1990 l 2 2 4 5 9 34 43 
1991 l 19 5 l 21 6 28 38 66 
1992 15 3 2 20 7 27 21 48 

Other gf. 
1990 l 2 3 36 39 
1991 l 10 l 1 11 l 13 36 49 
1992 ll 2 2 16 5 21 23 44 

Pacific cod 
1990 16 17 4 4 16 23 7 46 32 78 
1991 19 3$ 5 2 19 47 7 73 37 110 
1992 34 30 2 2 34 37 5 76 23 9'9 

J?ollock 
1990 6 3 2 9 6 15 34 49 
1991 5 29 4 5 31 6 42 33 75 
1992 11 26 4 2 11 32 10 53 27 80 

Rockfish 
1990 2 2 5 5 3l 36 
1991 3 12 3 12 15 35 50 
1992 1 9 1 2 l 13 3 17 21 38 
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Table 1 continued -- Nc.mber of vessels. 

Trawl gear and Alaska owners 

Harvesters Harv CE' All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

Gulf 
Total 

1990 
gf. 

65 22 65 24 89 l 90 

1991 24 15 l 1 25 18 43 30 73 

1992 59 19 59 23 82 23 105 
Flatfish 

1990 8 16 8 18 26 l 27 

1991 8 10 l s 13 21 29 50 
1992 7 16 7 19 26 21 47 

Other gf .. 
1990 3 5 3 7 10 l ll 

1991 l 4 l l 7 8 28 36 

1992 l 4 l 7 8 22 30 

Pacific cod 
1990 35 22 35 24 59 l 60 

1991 21 15 l 21 18 39 29 68 

1992 28 19 28 23 51 21 72 
Pollock 

1990 6 16 6 18 24 l 25 

1991 5 ll l l 6 l4 20 27 47 

1992 10 19 10 22 32 22 54 

Rockfish 
1990 36 13 36 15 51 51 
1991 6 a l 6 11 17 28 45 

1992 33 14 33 17 50 20 70 

W.Gulf 
Total 

1990 
gf. 

16 4 16 4 20 l 21 
1991 16 4 16 5 21 24 45 

1992 23 4 23 7 30 18 48 

Fla t:.!is!1 
1990 l 1 
1991 2 2 2 24 26 
1992 2 4 4 15 19 

Other· gf. 
1990 l l 
1991 l l l 23 24 
1992 1 3 3 16 19 

Paci f.ic cod 
1990 16 4 16 4 20 l 21 
1991 16 4 16 5 21 22 43 
1992 22 4 22 7 29 16 45 

l?ollock 
1990 l l l l 2 
1991 3 2 3 2 5 20 25 
1992 7 4 7 6 13 16 29 

Rockfish 
1990 
1991 1 2 1 2 3 23 26 
1992 l 1 1 2 3 13 16 
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Table l continued -- Number of vessels., 

Trawl gear and non-Alaska owners 

HaI"V"esters HarJ CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 15 31 s 6 15 42 11 68 42 110 
1991 6 51 6 7 6 64 10 80 18 98 
1992 26 50 4 2 26 57 ll 94 14 108 

Flatfish 
1990 3 15 3 3 3 22 7 32 38 70 
1991 2 30 5 5 2 40 6 48 17 65 
1992 l 31 3 2 l 37 7 45 8 53 

Other gf. 
1990 l l 1 2 2 5 39 44 
1991 l 11 l 1 12 l 14 15 29 
1992 18 2 2 21 5 26 9 35 

Pacific cod 
1990 2 27 4 4 2 36 8 46 40 86 
1991 5 51 6 6 5 63 10 78 16 94 
1992 12 45 3 2 12 51 6 69 9 78 

Pollock 
1990 1 17 4 3 1 23 7 31 40 71 
1991 3 41 4 3 3 so 6 59 17 76 
1992 8 42 4 2 8 49 10 67 13 80 

Rockfish 
1990 13 7 2 13 11 24 33 57 
1991 3 21 2 3 25 28 16 44 
1992 13 22 1 2 13 27 3 43 11 54 

W.Gulf 
To-cal gf. 

1990 16 5 5 23 10 33 36 69 
1991 4 34 s 2 4 42 8 54 16 70 
1992 8 31 4 2 8 36 ll 55 11 66 

Fla~fis!'l 

1990 1 2 2 4 5 9 33 4.2 
1991 1 17 5 l 19 6 26 14 40 
1992 13 3 2 16 7 23 6 29 

Other gf. 
1990 1 2 3 35 3B 
1991 1 9 l 1 10 l 12 13 25 
1992 10 2 2 13 5 18 7 25 

Pacific cod 
1990 13 4 4 19 7 26 31 57 
1991 3 34 5 2 3 42 7 52 15 67 
1992 8 26 2 2 8 30 5 43 7 50 

Pollock 
1990 5 3 2 8 6 14 33 47 
1991 2 27 4 2 29 6 37 13 50 
1992 4. 22 4 2 4 26 10 40 11 51 

Rcckfish 
1990 2 2 s 5 31 36 
1991 2 10 2 10 12 12 24 
1992 8 l 2 11 3 14 g 22 
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Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels. 

Other gear and all owners 

Harvesters Harv CP .A.11 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 972 92 2 972 92 2 1066 29 1095 
1991 1146 105 l 1146 105 l 1252 22 1274 
1992 1120 131 3 1120 131 3 1254 41 1295 

Flatfish 
1990 a 2 8 2 10 8 18 
1991 3 3 3 9 12 
1992 18 4 18 4 22 24 46 

Other gf. 
1990 21 l 21 1 22 23 45 
1991 16 1 16 1 17 18 35 
1992 19 19 19 36 55 

Pacific cod 
1990 669 41 2 669 41 2 712 20 732 
1991 736 64 l 736 64 l 801 15 816 
1992 823 79 3 823 79 3 905 35 940 

Pollock 
1990 28 2 28 2 30 4 34 
1991 18 2 18 2 20 5 25 
1992 44 5 44 5 49 15 64 

Rock fish 
1990 563 66 l 563 66 l 630 26 656 
1991 708 68 708 68 776 19 795 
1992 679 88 679 as 767 31 798 

W.Gulf 
Total g!. 

1990 32 17 32 17 49 19 68 
1991 79 34 79 34 113 19 131 
1992 92 31 2 92 31 2 125 31 156 

Flat.fish 
1990 l 1 1 l 2 7 9 
1991 8 8 
1992 8 4 8 4 12 19 31 

Othe~ gf. 
1990 19 19 
1391 15 15 
1992 29 29 

Pacific cod 
1990 23 2 23 2 25 12 37 
1991 43 16 43 16 59 12 7l 
1992 47 6 2 47 6 2 55 27 82 

E'ollock 
1990 2 2 
1991 4 4 
1992 1 1 l 10 ll 

Rockfish 
1990 10 15 10 15 25 17 42 
1991 39 23 39 23 62 15 77 
1992 51 28 51 28 79 27 106 
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Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels. 

Other gear and Alaska owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >i24 
124 1.24 124 

Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 822 56 822 56 878 7 885 
1991 957 58 957 58 1015 16 1031 
1992 940 76 2 940 76 2 1018 21 1039 

Flatfish 
1990 6 l 6 l 7 1 8 
1991 3 3 3 6 9 
1992 15 l 15 l 16 11 27 

Other gf. 
1990 21 1 21 1 22 5 27 
1991 13 13 13 14 27 
1992 18 18 18 21 39 

Pacific cod 
1990 590 31 590 31 621 6 627 
1991 664 42 664 42 706 10 716 
1992 - 731 53 2 731 53 2 786 17 803 

Pollock 
1990 27 l 27 1 28 1 29 
1991 17 l 17 l 18 5 23 
1992 42 1 42 l 43 7 50 

Rockfish 
1990 457 36 457 36 493 7 500 
1991 559 34 559 34 5'B 14 607 
1992 536 43 536 43 579 18 597 

W.Gulf 
Tot.al gf. 

1990 26 5 26 5 31 4 35 
1991 55 16 55 16 71 12 83 
1992 65 8 1 65 8 l 74 17 91 

Flatfish 
1990 l l 1 l 2 l 3 
1991 5 5 
1992 6 1 6 l 7 10 17 

Other gf. 
1990 4 4 
1991 11 11 
1992 17 17 

Pacific cod 
1990 20 20 20 2 22 
1991 37 9 37 9 46 7 53 
1992 43 1 1 43 l 1 45 15 60 

Pollock 
1990 
1991 4 4 
1992 l l 1 4 5 

Rockfish 
1990 7 4 7 4 ll 4 15 
1991 21 10 21 10 31 10 41 
1992 27 7 27 7 34 16 50 
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Table l continued -- Number of vessels. 

Othe= gear and non-Alaska owne=s 

Harvesters Harv CJ? All 
In sh.ore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 150 36 2 150 36 2 188 22 210 
1991 189 47 1 189 47 1 237 6 243 
1992 160 55 1 160 55 1 216 20 236 

Flatfish 
1990 2 l 2 l 3 7 10 
1991 3 3 
1992 3 3 3 3 6 13 19 

Other gf. 
1990 18 18 
1991 3 1 3 l 4 4 8 
1992 l l l 15 16 

Pacific cod 
1990 79 10 2 79 10 2 91 14 105 
1991 72 22 l 72 22 l 95 5 100 
1992 81 26 l 81 26 1 108 18 126 

Pollock 
1990 1 l l l 2 3 5 
1991 l l l 1 2 2 
1992 2 4 2 4 6 e l4 

Rcck:fish 
1990 106 30 1 106 30 l 137 19 156 
1991 149 34 149 34 183 5 188 
1992 l33 45 133 45 178 13 191 

W. Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 6 12 6 12 18 15 33 
1991 24 18 24 18 42 6 48 
1992 27 23 1 27 23 1 51 14 65 

Flatfish 
1990 6 6 
1991 3 3 
1992 2 3 2 3 5 9 H 

Other gf. 
199C 15 15 
1991 4 4 
1992 12 12 

Pacific cod 
1990 3 2 3 2 5 10 15 
1991 6 7 6 7 13 5 lS 
1992 4 5 l 4 5 1 10 12 22 

l?ollocl: 
1990 2 2 
1991 
1992 6 6 

Roel: fish 
1990 3 11 3 ll 14 13 27 
1991 18 13 18 13 31 5 36 
1992 24 21 24 21 45 11 56 
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Table l continued -- Number of vesse:s. 

A:l gear and all owners 

Harvesters Harv Cl? All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

C~Gulf 

Total gf. 
1990 363 139 6 3 364 149 8 521 52 573 
1991 505 163 4 1 5 506 179 7 692 52 744 
1992 591 188 3 591 197 4 792 65 858 

Flatfish 
1990 8 37 2 2 9 45 3 57 32 89 
1991 12 39 5 12 53 65 35 100 
1992 17 41 1 17 47 1 65 41 106 

Other gf. 
1990 4 10 4 13 17 43 60 
1991 8 8 1 8 12 20 43 63 
1992 13 14 13 16 29 61 90 

Pacific cod 
1990 232 101 6 2 233 110 8 351 40 391 
1991 378 135 3 5 378 151 6 535 37 572 
l992 462 144 2 462 153 3 618 53 672 

?o:lock 
1990 33 40 3 l 33 47 3 83 32 115 
1991 23 42 l 1 4 24 55 1 80 35 115 
1992 72 64 2 72 71 2 145 40 186 

Rockfish 
1990 183 76 1 184 80 1 265 44 30!1 
1991 273 93 2 273 103 376 43 419 
1992 356 102 356 107 463 54 517 

E.Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 847 49 847 49 896 4 900 
1991 874 54 l 1 874 55 l 930 25 955 
1992 876 68 876 69 945 3 948 

Flatfish 
1990 11 4 11 4 15 15 
1991 8 1 8 l 9 ll 20 
1992 11 11 11 11 

Othe: gf. 
1990 28 2 28 2 30 30 
1991 ll l 11 l 12 21 33 
1992 14 14 14 14 

Pacific cod 
1990 514 9 514 9 523 1 524 
1991 492 15 1 492 15 1 sos 7 515 
1992 574 28 574 29 603 1 604 

Pollock 
1990 7 l 7 1 8 8 
1991 9 9 9 10 19 
1992 7 7 7 7 

Rockfish 
1990 587 44 587 44 631 4 635 
1991 615 45 1 615 46 661 21 682 
1992 588 57 588 57 645 2 647 
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Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels. 

All gear and Alaska owners 

Harvesters Harv Cl? All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

C.Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 283 78 283 80 363 7 370 
1991 429 89 l l 430 94 524 37 561 
1992 492 100 1 492 104 l 597 44 641 

Flatfis'.r. 
1990 7 21 7 23 30 2 32 
1991 11 23 1 11 28 39 27 66 
1992 15 21 15 24 39 29 68 

Other gf. 
1990 4 7 4 9 13 6 19 
1991 6 6 1 6 10 16 31 47 
1992 13 5 13 7 20 42 62 

Pacific cod 
1990 201 61 201 63 264 4 268 
1991 344 77 1 344 82 426 28 454 
1992 408 as 1 4.08 92 1 501 35 536 

Pollock 
1990 32 22 32 24 56 2 SS 
1991 22 24. l l 23 .29 52 24 76 
1992 59 26 59 29 88 29 117 

Rockfish 
1990 125 45 125 47 172 7 1'19 
1991 218 57 l 219 62 280 31 311 
1992 288 50 288 53 341 39 380 

E.Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 717 24 717 24 741 2 743 
1991 725 30 725 30 755 19 774 
1992 731 36 731 36 767 767 

r:at!ish 
1990 7 l 1 l 8 8 
1991 8 8 8 s 16 
1992 9 9 9 9 

Other gf. 
1990 27 2 27 2 29 29 
1991 9 9 9 17 26 
1992 13 13 13 13 

Pacific cod 
1990 460 8 460 a 468 l 469 
1991 442 11 442 11 453 5 458 
1992 512 18 512 18 530 530 

Po.'.!.. lock 
1990 6 l 6 1 7 7 
1991 6 6 6 7 13 
1992 7 7 7 7 

Rockfish 
1990 482 21 482 21 503 2 505 
1991 491 24 491 24 515 16 531 
1992 465 27 465 27 492 492 
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Table 1 continued -- Numbe~ of vessels. 

A' ~ear and nan-Alaska owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

C.Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 80 61 6 3 81 69 8 158 45 203 
1991 76 74 4 4 76 86 7 169 15 184 
1992 91 88 2 91 93 3 187 21 208 

Flat.fish 
1990 l 16 2 2 2 22 3 27 30 57 
1991 l 16 4 1 26 27 8 35 
199:2 20 1 23 l 24 12 36 

Other gf. 
1990 3 4 4 37 41 
1991 2 2 2 2 4 12 16 
1992 9 9 9 19 28 

Pacific cod 
1990 31 40 6 2 32 47 8 87 36 123 
1991 34 58 3 4 34 70 6 110 9 119 
1992 48 56 l 48 61 2 lll 18 129 

Pollock 
1990 1 18 3 1 l 23 3 27 30 57 
1991 l 18 l 3 1 27 l 29 ll 40 
1992 10 38 2 10 42 ·2 54 ll 65 

Rackfish 
1990 58 31 1 59 33 1 93 37 130 
1991 55 36 l 55 . 41 96 12 108 
1992 65 52 65 54 119 15 134 

E. Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 130 25 130 25 155 2 157 
1991 149 24 l 1 149 25 l 175 6 lSl 
1992 129 32 129 33 162 3 165 

Flatfish 
1990 4 3 4 3 7 7 
1991 l l l 3 4 
1992 2 2 2 2 

Other gt. 
1990 1 l 1 1 
1991 2 l 2 l 3 4 7 
1992 l l l l 

Pacific cod 
1990 54 l 54 1 55 55 
1991 50 4 l 50 4 1 55 2 57 
1992 54 10 54 ll 65 l 66 

Pollock 
1990 1 l 1 l 
1991 3 3 3 3 6 
1992 

Rockfish 
1990 105 23 105 23 128 2 130 
1951 124 21 1 124 22 146 s 151 
1992 114 30 114 30 144 2 146 
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Table l continued -- Number of vessels. 

Trawl gear and all owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60- >124 
124 124 124 

C~Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 20 41 2 3 20 50 4 74 28 102 

1991 20 50 3 1 5 21 62 6 89 33 122 

1992 34 51 1 34 58 2 94 23 117 
Flatfish 
1990 5 28 1 2 5 36 2 43 26 69 

1991 5 23 5 5 33 38 29 67 

1992 5 33 l 5 38 1 44 23 67 
Other gf. 

1990 l 5 1 8 9 25 34 
1991 5 l B B 30 38 

1992 12 14 14 23 37 

Pacific cod 
1990 16 40 2 2 16 48 4 68 27 95 

1991 20 50 2 5 20 62 5 87 28 ll5 
1992 29 46 l 29 53 2 84 22 106 

l?ollock 
1990 6 26 2 1 6 32 2 40 27 67 

1991 3 24 l l 4 4 33 l 38 30 68 

1992 l4 45 1 14 51 l 66 23 89 
Rockfish 

1990 9 18 9 22 31 . 23 54 
1991 4 19 2 4 25 29 28 57 
1992 B 27 8 31 39 23 62 

E.Gulf 
Total 

1990 
gf. 

46 3 46 3 49 49 
1991 4 1 1 4 2 6 10 16 
1992 46 46 46 l 47 

Flac!ish 
1990 6 3 6 3 9 9 

1991 4 1 4 l 5 9 l4 
1992 5 5 5 5 

Other gf. 
1990 3 1 3 l 4 4 

1991 l "1 l 10 ll 
1992 l 1 l 1 

Pacific cod 
1990 7 l 7 1 8 a 
1991 l 1 1 l 2 5 7 

1992 3 3 3 3 

Pollock 
1990 1 l 1 1 2 2 
1991 9 9 

1992 2 2 2 2 
Rockfish 

:990 40 1 40 1 41 41 
1991 2 l 2 1 3 8 11 
1992 41 41 41 l 42 
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Table 1 continued -- Nwnber of vessels. 

Trawl gear and Alaska owners 

Harvesters Harv CP !Ul 
In shore At sea Tot.al 

<60 60- >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

C.Gulf 
Total q!. 

1990 17 18 17 20 37 37 
1991 15 12 1 l 16 15 31 22 53 
1992 21 18 21 21 42 17 59 

Flatfish 
1990 4 15 4 17 21 21 
1991 4 a l 4 11 15 21 36 
1992 3 14 3 16 19 17 36 

Other gf. 
1990 1 4 l 6 7 7 
1991 3 l 6 6 20 26 
1992 3 5 5 17 22 

Pacific cod 
1990 14 18 14 20 34 34 
1991 15 12 1 15 15 30 21 51 
1992 17 18 17 21 38 16 54 

1.'ollock 
1990 5 14 5 16 21 21 
1991 2 9 1 l 3 12 15 19 34 
1992 4 17 4 19 23 17 40 

!\ockfish 
1990 7 12 7 14 21 21 
1991 3 6 1 3 9 12 20 32 
1992 7 13 7 15 22 17 39 

<:.Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 34 1 34 l 35 35 
1991 4 4 4 7 11 
1992 31 31 31 3l 

Flatfish 
1990 4 1 4 l 5 5 
1991 4 4 4 6 10 
1992 4 4 4 4 

Other gf. 
1990 2 1 2 l 3 3 
1991 1 1 l 7 B 
1992 1 1 l 1 

Pacific c:od 
1990 7 1 7 l a s 
1991 1 1 l 3 4 
1992 3 3 3 3 

Pollock 
1990 l l 1 l 2 2 
1991 6 6 
1992 2 2 2 2 

Rockfish 
1990 29 1 29 l 30 30 
1991 2 2 2 6 8 
1992 27 27 27 27 
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Table l continued -- Numbe!: of vessel.s. 

Trawl gear and non-Alaska 0""11ers 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

C.Gulf 
Total 

1990 
gf. 

3 23 2 3 3 30 4 37 28 65 

1991 5 38 3 4 5 48 6 59 11 70 

1992 10 33 l 10 37 2 49 6 55 
Flatfish 

1990 l l3 l 2 1 19 2 22 26 48 

1991 1 15 4 1 23 24 8 32 

1992 19 l 22 l 23 6 29 

Other 
1990 

gf. 
l 2 2 25 27 

1991 2 2 2 10 12 

1992 9 9 9 6 15 
Pacific cod 

1990 2 22 2 2 2 28 4 34 27 61 

1991 5 38 2 4 5 48 5 58 7 65 

1992 9 28 l 9 32 2 43 6 49 
Pollock 

1990 l 12 2 l 1 16 2 19 27 46 

1991 l 15 1 3 l 22 l 24 11 35 

1992 7 28 1 7 32 1 40 6 46 
Rockfish 

1990 2 6 2 8 10 23 33 
1991 1 13 1 1 16 17 8 25 

1992 14 16 16 6 22 

E.Gulf 
Total 

1990 
gf. 

12 2 12 2 14 14 

1991 1 1 2 2 3 5 

1992 14 14 14 1 15 
Flatfish 

1990 2 2 2 2 4 4 
1991 1 1 1 3 4 
1992 1 1 1 1 

Other gf. 
1990 l 1 l l 

1991 3 3 
1992 

Pacific cod 
1990 
1991 1 1 1 2 3 
1992 

Pollock 
1990 
1991 3 3 
1992 

Rockfish 
1990 11 11 11 11 

1991 1 1 1 2 3 
1992 l3 13 13 1 14 
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Table l conti~ued -- Number of vessels. 

Other gear and all owners 

Ha=vest.ers Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124. 

C. Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 311 69 2 311 69 2 382 22 404 
1991 408 71 408 71 479 15 494 
1992 443 101 1 443 101 l 545 32 577 

Flatfish 
1990 2 2 2 4 6 
1991 1 1 l 3 4 
1992 5 5 5 ll 16 

other gf. 
1990 3 3 3 16 19 
1991 8 8 8 ll 19 
1992 7 7 7 29 36 

Pacific cod 
1990 191 33 2 191 33 2 226 11 237 
1991 287 44 287 44 331 6 337 
1992 324 63 1 324 63 l 388 24 412 

Pollock 
1990 25 2 25 2 27 3 30 
1991 12 2 12 2 14 2 16 
1992 39 5 39 5 44 10 54 

Rockfish 
1990 159 45 l 159 45 l 205 19 224 
1991 218 44 218 44 262 ll 273 
1992 278 59 278 59 337 21 358 

E.Gulf 
To::al gf. 

1990 729 45 729 45 774 4 778 
1991 792 46 1 792 46 1 839 ll 850 
1992 735 59 735 59 794 2 796 

Flatfish 
1990 5 1 5 l 6 6 
1991 2 2 2 2 
1992 5 5 5 5 

ot:"'l.er gf. 
1990 18 1 18 l 19 19 
1991 B 1 8 1 9 9 18 
1992 12 12 12 12 

Pacific cod 
1990. 467 B 467 8 475 1 476 
1991 455 11 1 455 11 l 467 467 
1992 ·512 23 512 23 535 l 536 

!?ollock 
1990. 4 4 4 4 
1991 6 6 6 6 
1992 5 5 5 5 

Rockfish 
1990 .482 42 482 42 524 4 52B 
1991 544 39 544 39 583 9 592 
1992 466 49 466 49 515 1 516· 
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Table l continued -- Number of vesse:s. 

Other gear and Alaska owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

C.Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 237 42 237 42 279 6 285 
1991 343 40 343 40 383 12 395 
1992 362 55 l 362 55 1 418 18 436 

Flatfish 
1990 2 2 2 l 3 
199: l 1 l 3 4 
1992 5 5 5 6 11 

Other gf. 
1990 3 3 3 5 8 
1991 6 6 6 9 15 
1992 7 7 7 17 24 

Pacific cod 
1990 163 25 163 25 188 3 191 
1991 263 29 263 29 292 4 296 
1992 285 ·43 l zas 43 l 329 13 342 

Pollock 
1990 25 1 25 1 26 l 27 
1991 12 1 12 1 13 2 15 
1992 37 l 37 1 38 6 44 

Rockfish 
1990 105 25 105 25 130 6 136 
1991 168 22 168 22 190 a 198 
1992 213 24 213 24 237 13 250 

E.Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 617 23 617 23 640 2 642 
1991 651 23 651 23 674 9 683 
1992 613 30 613 30 643 643 

Flat: fish 
1990 3 3 3 3 
1991 2 2 2 2 
1992 4 4 4 4 

Other gf. 
1990 lS 1 lS l 19 19 
1991 7 7 7 8 15 
1992 11 ll 1l ll 

Pacific cod 
1990 416 7 416 7 423 l 424 
1991 409 g 409 a 417 417 
1992 454 16 454 16 470 470 

Pollock 
1990 3 3 3 3 
1991 5 5 5 5 
1992 5 5 5 5 

Rockfish 
'1990 393 20 393 20 413 2 415 
1991 426 18 426 18 444 7 451 
1992 364 22 364 22 386 386 
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Table l continued -- Number of vessels. 

Ot.he!.7 gear and non-Alaska owne=s 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Tot:al 
 

<60 60- >124 <60 60- <60 60- >124 
 
124 124 124 
 

C. Gulf 
Total gf. 

1990 74 27 2 74 Z7 z 103 16 119 
1991 65 31 65 31 96 3 99 
1992 76 46 76 46 122 l4 136 

E'latfish 
1990 3 3 
1991 
1992 5 5 

Other gf. 
1990 ll ll 
1991 2 2 2 2 4 
1992 12 12 

Pacific cod 
1990 28 8 2 28 8 2 38 8 46 
1991 24 15 24 15 39 2 41 
1992 36 20 36 20 56 11 67 

l?ollocl< 
1990 1 l l 2 3 
1991 l 1 l l 
1992 2 4 2 4 6 4 10 

Rockfish 
1990 54 20 1 54 20 1 75 13 88 
1991 50 22 50 22 72 3 75 
1992 63 35 63 35 98 8 106 

E. Gulf 
Total gf. 
 

1990 112 22 112 22 134 2 136 
 
1991 141 23 l 141 23 1 165 2 167 
 
1992 107 29 107 29 136 2 138 
 

:flatfish 
 
1990 2 l 2 l 3 3 
 
1991 
 
1992 l l l l 
 

Other gf. 
 
1990 
 
1991 1 l l l 2 l 3 
 
1992 l l l 1 
 

Pacific cod 
 
1990 51 l 51 1 52 52 
 
1991 46 3 l 46 3 l 50 50 
 
1992 50 7 50 7 57 1 59 
 

Pollock 
 
1990 1 l 1 l 
 
1991 l l l l 
 
1992 
 

Rock=ish 
1990 89 22 89 22 111 2 113 
1991 118 21 118 21 139 2 141 
1992 94 27 94 27 121 l 122 

Sou:::ce: Data set prepared by council staf!. 
Note: Totals in these tables are not indicative Of crossover within a 

category since the total includes the unknowr.s of that category. 
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1'able 2 Nurnber oi vessels catching crab in t.he BSAI by residence, vessel type 1 area, species•
and year, 1990-92. 

Any Residence J\laska Other states 
Harvester Harv CP Al 1 Harvester Harv CP All Harvester Harv CP All 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

Crab BSAI 
Tot. spec. 

1990 16 196 43 255 21 277 9 ll2 6 91 4 101 1 114 31 158 11 116 
1991 7 239 60 306 20 327 3 91 12 106 4 110 4 148 46 200 16 217 
1992 7 239 60 306 20 327 3 91 12 106 4 110 4 146 48 200 16 217 

Tan. areas 
Tot. spec. 

1990 15 168 39 242 19 261 8 77 6 91 4 95 7 111 33 151 15 166 
1991 5 231 57 293 20 313 2 86 12 100 4 104 3 145 45 193 16 209 
1992 5 231 57 293 20 313 2 86 12 100 4 104 3 145 45 193 16 209 

Bairdi 
1990 14 187 39 240 19 259 8 77 6 91 4 95 6 110 33 149 15 164 
1991 3 230 51 290 20 310 2 85 12 99 4 103 l 145 45 191 16 201 
1992 3 230 57 290 20 310 2 85 12 99 4 103 l 145 45 191 16 207 

Opilio 
1990 l 130 32 163 17 180 45 5 50 3 53 l 85 27 l.13 14 127 
1991 
1992 

2 
2 

174 
174 

55 
55 

231 
231 

19 
19 

250 
250 

61 
61 

ll 
il 

72 
72 

3 
3 

75 
75 

2 
2 

113 
113 

44 
44 

159 
159 

16 
16 

175 
175 

E .Aleutians 
Tot. spec. 

1990 6 2 10 1 11 7 l 8 8 1 l 2 1 3 
1991 2 5 7 7 2 l 3 3 4 4 4 
1992 2 5 7 7 2 l 3 3 4 4 4 

Bairdi 
1990 8 2 10 l 11 7 l 6 8 l 1 2 l 3 
1991 2 5 7 1 2 1 3 3 4 4 4 
1992 2 5 7 7 2 l 3 3 4 4 4 

Opilio 
1991 3 3 3 3 3 3 
1992 3 3 3 3 3 3 
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Table 2 continued -- Number of vessels. 

Any Residence Alaska Other states 
Harvester 

<60 60­ >124 
Harv CP J\ll Harvester 

<60 60­ >124 
Harv CP J\ll Harvester 

<60 60­ >124 
Harv CE' All 

124 124 124 
W.Aleutians 
Tot. spec. 

199() 
1991 
1992 

!lairdi 

4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 

2 6 
4 
4 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

4 
2 
2 

4 
2 
2 

2 6 
2 
2 

1990 
1991 
1992 

Opilio 

4 
2 
2 

4 
2 
2 

2 6 
2 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

l 
1 

4 
1 
l 

4 
l 
1 

2 6 
l 
l 

1991 
1992 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

1 
l 

1 
l 

1 
1 

1 
i· 

1 
l 

1 
1 

W. Bering 
Tot. spec. 

1990 
1991 
1992 

Bairdi 

1 103 
17 
17 

30 
23 
23 

134 
40 
40 

16 
13 
13 

150 
53 
53 

31 
5 
5 

4 
2 
2 

35 
7 
7 

2 
1 
1 

37 
8 
a 

1 72 
12 
12 

26 
21 
21 

99 
33 
33 

14 
12 
12 

113 
45 
45 

1990 8 3 ll 4 15 3 3 3 5 3 8 4 12 
1991 
1992 

Opilio 

6 
6 

11 
11 

17 
17 

2 
2 

19 
19 

4 
4 

2 
2 

6 
6 

6 
6 

2 
2 

9 
9 

11 
11 

2 
2 

13 
13 

1990 1 103 30 134 16 150 31 4 35 2 37 l 72 26 99 14 113 
1991 
1992 

17 
17 

23 
23 

40 
40 

13 
13 

53 
53 

5 
5 

2 
2 

7 
7 

1 
1 

8 
a 

12 
12 

21 
21 

33 
33 

12 
12 

45 
45 

E.Bering 
Tot. spec. 

1990 2 188 39 229 18 247 l 77 6 84 4 88 l lll 33 145 14 159 
1991 
1992 

3 
3 

230 
230 

57 
57 

290 
290 

20 
20 

310 
310 

85 
85 

12 
12 

97 
97 

4 
4 

101 
101 

3 
3 

145 
145 

45 
45 

193 
193 

16 
16 

209 
209 

Bairdi 
1990 2 187 39 228 18 246 1 77 6 84 4 88 1 110 33 144 14 158 
1991 
1992 

l 
l 

229 
229 

57 
57 

287 
287 

20 
20 

307 
307 

84 
84 

12 
12 

96 
96 

4 
4 

100 
100 

l 
1 

145 
145 

45 
45 

191 
191 

16 
16 

207 
207 

Opilio 
1990 122 31 153 17 170 44 5 49 3 52 78 26 104 14 118 
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1991 2 114 55 231 19 250 61 11 72 3 '} 5 2 113 44 159 16 175 
 
1992 2 114 55 231 19 250 61 11 72 3 75 2 113 44 159 16 175 
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Table 2 continued -- Number of vessels. 

Any Residence Alaska Other states 
Harvester Harv CP All Harvester Harv CP All Harvester Harv CP All 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

King areas 
Tot. spec. 

1990 1 190 40 231 20 252 1 77 6 84 4 BB 113 34 147 16 164 
1991 2 229 55 286 14 301 l 86 11 98 4 102 l 143 44 188 10 199 
1992 

Blue king 
2 229 55 286 14 301 1 86 11 98 4 102 1 143 44 188 10 199 

1990 17 10 21 4 31 6 1 7 l 8 11 9 20 3 23 
1991 133 35 168 6 l'/ 5 41 9 50 2 52 92 26 118 4 123 
1992 

Brown king 
133 35 168 6 175 41 9 50 2 52 92 26 118 4 123 

1990 15 10 25 6 3l 4 4 4 11 l(} 21 6 27 
1991 9 10 19 19 3 3 3 6 10 16 16 
1992 

Red king 
9 10 19 19 3 3 . 3 6 10 16 16 

1990 l 189 37 227 18 246 1 Tl 6 84 4 88 112 31 143 14 150 
1991 2 224 49 275 14 290 1 66 11 98 4 102 l 138 38 177 10 188 
1992 2 224 49 275 14 290 1 86 11 98 4 102 l 138 38 177 10 188 

Bristol 
Tot. spec. 

1990 1 187 36 224 16 240 1 75 6 82 4 86 112 30 142 12 154 
1991 2 216 48 266 13 280 1 83 1l 95 4 99 1 133 37 171 9 181 
1992 2 216 48 266 13 280 1 83 11 95 4 99 1 133 37 171 9 181 

Reel king 
1990 1 107 36 224 16 240 1 75 6 82 4 86 112 30 142 12 154 
1991 2 216 48 266 13 280 1 83 11 95 4 99 1 133 37 171 9 181 
1992 2 216 48 266 13 280 l 83 11 95 4 99 l 133 37 171 9 161 
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1rable 2 continued -- Nurnber of vessels. 

Any Residence Alaska Other states 
Harvester Harv Cl' All l!arv Harv All llarvester Harv CP All 
60­ >124 60­ 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

Dutch 
Tot. spec. 

1990 6 6 14 3 17 1 1 1 7 6 13 3 16 
1991 3 7 10 10 1 1 1 2 7 9 9 
1992 3 7 10 10 l l l 2 7 9 9 

Brown king 
1990 8 6 14 3 17 l l l 7 6 B 3 16 
1991 3 7 10 10 l 1 l 2 7 9 9 
1992 3 7 10 10 l 1 1 2 7 9 9 

Pribilof 
Tot. spec. 

1991 1 1 2 2 1 1 l 1 l 1 
1992 1 1 2 2 1 1 l 1 1 1 

Brown king 
1991 1 1 1 1 1 1 
1992 1 1 1 . 1 1 1 

Red king 
1991 l 1 1 1 1 l 
1992 1 1 1 1 l 1 

Adak 
Tot. spec. 

1990 15 11 26 4 30 4 4 4 11 11 22 4 26 
1991 16 9 25 1 26 4 4 4 12 9 21 l 22 
1992 16 9 25 l 26 4 4 4 12 9 21 1 22 

Brown king 
1990 14 10 24 3 27 4 4 4 10 10 20 3 23 
1991 a 9 17 17 2 2 2 6 9 15 15 
1992 8 9 17 17 2 2 2 6 9 15 15 

Red king 
1990 5 2 7 2 9 2 2 2 3 2 5 2 7 
1991 10 1 11 1 12 3 3 3 7 l a 1 9 
1992 10 1 11 1 12 3 3 3 7 l 8 1 9 
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Table 2 continued - ­ Number of vessels. 

Any Residence Alaska Other states 
Harvester Harv CP All Harvester Harv Cl? All Harvester Harv CP All 
60­ >124 60­ >124 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

st.Matthew 
Tot. spec. 

1990 17 10 27 4 31 6 l 7 l a 11 9 20 3 23 
1991 133 35 168 6 174 41 9 50 2 52 92 26 118 4 122 
1992 133 35 168 6 174 41 9 50 2 52 92 26 118 4 122 

Blue kinq 
1990 17 10 27 4 31 6 1 7 1 B 11 9 20 3 23 
1991 133 35 168 6 174 41 9 50 2 52 92 26 118 4 122 
1992 133 35 168 6 174 41 9 50 2 52 92 26 118 4 122 

Norton 
Tot. spec. 

1990 1 l 
1991 l l 
1992 1 1 

Red king 
1990 1 l 
1991 l 1 
1992 ·­ 1 . 1 

st.Lawrence 
Tot. spec. 

1991 1 1 
1992 1 1 

Blue king 
1991 1 . 1 
1992 l 1 

Source: Data set prepared by council staff. 
Note: 	 Totals in these tables are not indicative of crossover within a category since the total includes 

the unknowns of that category. 
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Table 3 -- Cumulative number of vessels over 11 catch weight classes (in pounds) 
catching groundfish by gear, re.Sidence, vessel type and area 
for the year 1992. 

All gear and al'l owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 
 

<60 60- >124 <60 60- >124 <60 60- >124 
 
124 124 124 
 

All Alaska 
<10,000 997 73 4 997 73 4 1074 4 1078' 
<20,000 1092 93 5 1092 93 5 1190 4 1194 
<30,000 1134 103 5 1134 103 5 1242 4 1246 
<40,000 1186 109 6 1186 109 6 1301 4 1305 
<50,000 1215 115 6 1215 115 6 1336 4 1340 
<60,000 1244 120 6 1244 120 6 1370 4 1374 
<70,000 1269 122 6 1269 122 6 1397 5 1402 
<80,000 1291 124 6 1291 124 6 1421 7 1428 
<90,000 1304 127 6 1304 127 6 1437 8 1445 
<100,000 1309 129 6 1309 129 7 1445 9 1454 
Any weight 1430 275 19 4 16 l 1434 305 28 1767 149 1918 

BSAI 
<10,000 45 26 3 45 26 3 74 l 76 
<20,000 56 34 3 56 34 3 93 l 95 
<30,000 63 38 3 63 38 3 104 l 106 
<40,000 67 41 4 67 41 4 112 l 114 
<50,000 68 46 4 68 46 4 118 2 121 
<60,000 70 47 4 70 47 4 121 2 124 
<70,000 72 48 4 72 48 4 124 3 128 
<80,000 72 49 4 72 49 4 125 4 130 
<90,000 72 50 4 72 50 4 126 4 131 
<100,000 72 51 4 72 51 4 127' 4 132 
Any weight 80 129 17 4 16 l 84 159 25 268 139 409 

Gulf 
<10,000 992 74 3 992 74 3 1069 7 1076 
<20,000 1086 92 4 1086 92 4 1182 8 1190 
<30,000 1125 97 4 1125 97 4 1226 9 1235 
<40,000 1172 101 4 1172 101 4 1277 10 1287 
<50,000 1202 106 4 1202 106 4 1312 10 1322 
<60,000 1228 110 4 1228 110 4 1342 11 1353 
<70,000 1250 113 4 1250 113 4 1367 11 1378 
<80,000 1271 115 4 1271 115 4 1390 15 1405 
<90,000 1284 119 4 1284 119 4 1407 17 1424 
<100,000 1289 119 4 1289 119 4 1412 19 1431 
Any weight 1404 241 9 2 1404 256 16 1676 93 1770 
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Table 3 continued -- Cumulative number of vessels. 

A.:.l gear and Alaska owners 

Harvesters Harv Cl? All 
In shore At sea Total 
 

<60 60- >124 <60 60- >124 <60 60- >124 
 
124 124 124 
 

All Alaska 
<10,000 829 43 829 43 873 2 875 
<20,000 909 52 909 52 963 2 965 
<30,000 947 54 947 54 1003 2 1005 
<40,000 991 59 991 59 1052 2 1054 
<50,000 1015 61 1015 61 1078 2 1080 
<60, 000 1040 63 1040 63 1105 2 1107 
<70,000 1061 65 1061 65 1128 2 1 0 
<80,000 1083 66 1083 66 1151 4 1155 
<90,000 1094 68 1094 68 1164 4 1168 
<100,000 1098 68 1098 68 1168 4 1172 
Any weight 1197 126 3 4 4 1201 136 5 1342 84 1426 

BSAI 
<l0,000 32 6 32 6 38 1 39 
<20,000 40 a 40 8 48 l 49 
<30,000 45 8 45 a 53 1 54 
<40,000 47 9 47 9 56 1 57 
<50,000 48 10 48 10 58 2 60 
<60,000 49 10 49 10 59 2 61 
<70,000 49 10 49 10 59 2 61 
<80,000 49 10 49 10 59 2 61 
<90,000 49 10 4.9 10 59 2 61 
<100,000 49 10 49 10 59 2 61 
A..~y weigh~ 51 28 l 4 4 55 38 3 96 78 174 

Gulf 
<10,000 822 46 822 46 869 3 872 
<20,000 902 53 902 53 957 4 961 
<30;000 939 56 939 56 997 5 1002 
<40,000 979 59 979 59 1040 6 1046 
<50,000 1006 62 1006 62 1070 6 1076 
<60,000 1029 64 1029 64 1095 6 1101 
<70,000 1049 66 1049 66 1117 6 1123 
<80,000 1070 67 1070 67 1139 10 1149 
<90,000 1081 71 1081 71 1154 ll 1165 
<100,000 1085 71 1085 71 1158 12 1170 
Any weight 1181 123 2 1181 128 2 1311 55 1366 
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Table 3 continued -­ Cu.~ulative number of vessels. 

All gear and non-Alaska o~ners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 
124 124 124 

·All Alaska 
<10,000 148 30 3 148 30 3 181 2 183 
<20,000 161 41 3 161 41 3 205 2 207 
<30,000 165 49 3 165 49 3 217 2 219 
<40,000 172 50 4 172 50 4 226 2 228 
<50,000 174 54 4 174 54 4 232 2 234 
<60, 000 177 57 4. 177 57 4 238 2 240 
<70,000 180 57 4 180 57 4 241 3 244 
<B0,000 180 58 4 180 58 4 242 3 245 
<90,000 182 59 4 182 59 4 245 4 249 
<100, 000 1$2 61 4 182 61 5 248 5 253 
Any weight 200 149 16 12 1 200 170 25 395 69 465 

BSAI 
<10,000 12 20 3 12 20 3 35 35 
<20,000 15 26 3 15 26 3 44 44 
<30,000 17 30 3 17 30 3 50 50 
<40,000 19 32 4 19 32 4 55 55 
<S0,000 19 36 4 19 36 4 59 59 
<60,000 19 37 4 19 37 4 60 60 
<70,000 20 38 4 20 38 4 62 l 63 
<80, 000 . 20 39 4 20 39 4 63 2 65 
<90,000 zo 40 4 20 40 4 64 2 66 
<100,000 20 41 4 20 41 4 65 2 67 
Any weigi:".t 23 101 16 12 1 23 122 24 169 65 235 

Gulf 
<10,000 149 28 2· 149 28 2 179 4 183 
<20,000 162 39 2 162 39 2 203 4 207 
<30,000 164 41 2 164 4l 2 207 4 211 
<40,000 170 42 2 170 42 2 214 4 218 
<50,000 170 44 2 170 44 2 216 4 220 
<60,000 173 46 2 173 46 2 221 5 226 
<70,000 175 47 2 175 47 2 224 5 229 
<80,000 175 48 2 175 48 2 225 5 230 
<90,000 177 48 2 177 48 2 227 6 233 
<100,000 177 48 2 177 48 2 227 7 234 
Any weight 195 118 7 2 195 128 14 337 38 375 
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Table 3 continued -­ cumulative number of vessels. 

· Trawl gear and all owners 

Harvesters Harv Cl' All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 <60 60­ >124 

124 124 124 

All Alaska 
<10,000 
<20,000 
<30,000 
<40,000 
<50,000 
<60,000 
<70,000 
<80,000 
<90,000 
<100, 000 
Any weight 

51 
52 
53 
53 
56 
58 
59 
59 
60 
61 
99 77 9 4 16 

51 
52 
53 
53 
56 
58 
59 
59 
60 
61 

103 102 16 

51 
52 
53 
53 
56 
58 
59 
59 
60 
61 

221 

z 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 

61 

53 
54 
55 
55 
58 
60 
62 
62 
63 
64 

283 

BSA.I 
2 	 2 l 3<10,000 2 
2 	 2 l 3<20,000 2 
3 3 l 4<30,000 3 
3 	 3 l 4<40,000 3 
3 	 3 l 4<50,000 3 
4 1 5 l 6<60,000 4 l 

<70,000 5 1 5 l 6 2 a 
6 2 a<80,000 5 1 	 5 1 

5 l 6 2 8<90,000 5 1 
5 l 6 2 a<100,000 5 l 

16 15 so 16 	 111 59 171A."'ly weight 11 55 9 4 

Gulf 
50 	 50 l 51<10,000 50 

<20,000 51 51 51 l 52 

<30,000 52 52 52 l 53 
52 52 l 53<40,000 52 
55 1 56 l 57<50,000 55 l 

<60,000 56 1 56 l 57 1 58 

<70,000 56 1 	 56 1 57 l 58 
56 l 57 l 58<80,000 56 l 

<90,000 57 l 57 l 58 l 59 
58 l 59 2 61' <100, 000 58 	 l 

2 93 80 11 184 37 221Any weight 93 69 4 
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of vessels,Table 3 continued 	-- cumulative number 

Trawl gear and JUaska owners 

Harveste~s Harv C?. All 
In shore At sea Total 
 

<60 60- >124 <60 60- >124 <60 60- >124 
 
124 124 124 
 

.J.\.ll Alaska 

34 	 34 1 35<l0,000 34 
34 34 l 35<20,000 34 
35 	 35 1 36<30,000 35 
35 	 35 l 36<40,000 35 
36 	 36 l 37<50,000 36 
36 	 36 l 37<60,000 36 
36 	 36 l 37<70,000 36 
36 	 36 1 37<80,000 36 
37 	 37 l 38<90,000 37 
37 	 37 1 38<100,000 37 

60 	 4 4 64 28 2 94 35 129Any weigr.t. 	 19 

l!SAI 
<10,000 2 	 2 2 l 3 

2 2 1 3<20,000 	 2 
3 3 3 l 4<30,000 

3 3 1 4<40,000 	 3 
<50,000 3 	 3 3 l 4 

3 3 l 4<60,000 3 
3 3 1 4<70,000 	 3 

3 	 3 3 1 4<80,000 
3 	 3 l 4<90,000 	 3 

3 l 4<100,000 3 3 

Any weight 3 9 4 4 7 18 2 27 35 62 

Gulf 
 
<l0,000 33 
 33 33 33 

33 33 33<20,000 33 
<30,000 34 34 34 34 

<40,000 34 34 34 34 

<50,000 35 1 35 l 36 36 

<60,000 35 1 35 1 36 36 
<70,000 35 l 35 l 36 36 

35 l 36 36<80,000 35 l 
<90,000 36 l 36 	 l 37 37 

<100,000 36 1 36 l 37 l 38 

A."ly weight 59 19 	 59 	 23 82 23 105 
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Table 3 continued -- Cumulative number of vessels. 

Trawl gear and non-Alaska O'W'!'lers 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 
 

<60 60- >124 <60 60- >124 <60 60- >124 
 
124 124 124 
 

All Alaska 
<10,000 l4 H l4 l 15 
<20,000 14 14 14 1 15 
<30,000 14 14 14 l 15 
<40,000 14 14 14 1 15 
<50,000 14 14 14 1 15 
<60,000 15 15 15 l 16 
<70,000 15 15 15 2 17 
<80,000 15 15 15 2 17 
<90,000 15 15 15 2 17 
<100,000 15 15 15 2 17 
Any weight 26 58 9 12 26 75 16 117 30 148 

BSAI 
<10,000 
<20,000 
<30,000 
<40,000 
<50,000 
<60,000 l l l 1 
<70,000 1 l l l 2 
<80,000 l l l 1 2 
<90,000 1 l l 1 2 
<100,000 l l l l 2 
Any weight 3 46 9 12 3 63 16 82 28 lll 

Gulf 
<10,000 14 14 14 1 15 
<20,000 14 14 14 1 15 
<30,000 14 l4 l4 l 15 
<40,000 14 14 14 l 15 
<50,000 14 14 14 1 15 
<60,000 15 15 15 l 16 
<70,000 15 15 15 l 16 
<S0,000 15 15 15 l 16 
<90,000 15 15 15 l 16 
<100,000 15 15 15 l 16 
Any weight 26 so 4 2 26 57 11 94 14 108 
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Table 3 continued -­ Cumulative number o.f vessels. 

Other gear and all owners 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 60­ :>124 <60 60­ :>124 <60 60­ :>124 
124 124 124 

- All Alaska 
<l0,000 862 68 3 862 68 3 933 2 935 
<20,000 941 87 4 941 87 4 1032 2 1034 
<30,000 974 96 4 974 96 4 1074 2 1076 
<40,000 1014 102 5 1014 102 5 1121 2 1123 
<50,000 1034 107 5 1034 107 5 1146 2 1148 
<60,000 1056 112 5 1056 112 5 1173 2 1175 
<70,000 1070 114 5 1070 114 5 1189 2 1191 
<80,000 1087 116 5 1087 116 5 1208 4 1212 
<90,000 1098 119 5 1098 119 5 1222 5 1227 
<100,000 1100 120 5 1100 120 6 1226 6 1232 
Any weight 1139 154 8 1 1139 154 10 1303 68 1371 

BSAI 
<l0,000 39 23 2 39 23 2 64 64 
<20,000 47 30 2 47 30 2 79 79 
<30,000 51 34 2 51 34 2 87 87 
<40,000 54 37 3 54 37 3 94 94 
<50,000 55 41 3 55 41 3 99 1 100 
<60,000 56 41 3 56 41 3 100 1 101 
<70,000 57 42 3 57 42 3 102 1 103 
<80,000 57 43 3 57 43 3 103 2 105 
<90,000 57 44 3 57 44 3 104 2 106 
<100,000 57 44 3 57 44 3 104 2 106 
Any weight 57 54 6 1 57 54 7 ll8 61 179 

Gulf 
<10,000 855 70 855 70 927 6 933 
<20,000 931 87 931 87 1021 7 1028 
<30,000 963 91 963 91 1057 8 1065 
<40,000 999 95 999 95 1097 9 1106 
<50,000 1021 99 1021 99 ll23 9 1132 
<60,000 1041 103 1041 103 1147 10 ll57 
<70,000 1053 105 1053 105 1161 10 1171 
<80,000 1069 107 1069 107 1179 13 ll92 
<90,000 1080 109 1080 109 1192 15 1207 
<100,000 1082 109 1082 109 1194 16 1210 
Any weight 1120 131 3 1120 131 3 1254 41 1295 
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Table 3 continued -- Cumulative number of vessels. 

other gear and Alaska owners 

Harvesters Harv Cl? All 
In shore At: sea Total 

<60 60- >124 <60 60- >124 <60 60- >124 
c 124 124 124 

All Alaska 
<10,000 717 40 717 40 758 l 759 
<20,000 782 48 782 48 832 l 833 
<30,000 811 49 811 49 862 l 863 
<40,000 643 54 843 54 899 l 900 
<50,000 861 56 861 56 919 l 920 
<60,000 881 58 !181 58 941 l 942 
<70,000 892 60 892 60 954 l 955 
<80,000 909 61 909 61 972 3 975 
<90,000 918 63 918 63 983 3 986 
<100,000 920 63 920 63 985 3 988 
Any weight· 954 78 3 954 78 3 1035 34 1069 

BSAI 
<10,000 26 4 26 4 30 30 
<20,000 31 5 31 5 36 36 
<30,000 33 5 33 5 38 38 
<40,000 35 6 35 6 41 41 
<50,000 36 7 36 7 43 l 44 
<60,000 37 7 37 7 44 1 45 
<70,000 37 7 37 7 44 1 45 
<S0,000 37 7 37 7 44 1 45 
<90,000 37 7 37 7 44 l 45 
<l00,000 37 7 37 7 44 1 45 
Any weight 37 10 l 37 10 l 48 29 77 

Gul:: 
<10,000 708 44 708 44 753 3 756 
<20,000 772 50 772 50 824 4 828 
<30,000 802 52 802 52 856 5 861 
<40,000 831 55 831 55 888 6 894 
<50,000 852 57 852 57 911 6 917 
<60,000 870 59 870 59 931 6 937 
<70,000 880 61 880 61 943 6 949 
<B0,000 896 62 896 62 960 9 969 
<90,000 905 64 905 64 971 .0 981 
<100,000 907 64 907 64 973 10 983 
Any weight 940 76 2 940 76 2 1018 21 1039 
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Table 3 continued -- Cu:r~lative nurr.ber of vessels. 

Other gea= and non-Alaska owr:ers 

Harvesters Harv CP All 
In shore At sea Total 

<60 	 60- >124 <60 60- >124 <60 60- >124 
124 124 124 

All Alaska 
 
<10,000 128 28 126 26 2 158 1 159 
 
<20,000 141 39 141 39 2 162 l 163 
 
<30,000 145 47 145 47 2 194 l 195 
 
<40,000 152 48 152 48 3 203 1 204 
 
<50,000 153 51 153 51 3 207 1 208 
 
<60,000 155 54 155 54 3 212 1 213 
 
<70,000 158 54 158 54 3 215 l 216 
 
<80,000 158 55 158 55 3 216 1 217 
 
<90,000 160 56 160 56 3 219 2 221 
 
<100,000 160 57 160 57 4 221 3 224 
 
Any weight 165 76 5 l 165 76 7 248 34 282 
 

BSA.I 
<10,000 12 19 12 19 33 33 
 
<20,000 15 25 15 25 42 42 
 
<30,000 29 29 48 48 
 
<40,000 31 31 52 52 
 
<50,000 34 34 SS 55 
 
<60,000 34 34 55 55 
 
<70,000 35 35 57 57 
 
<80,000 36 36 58 l 59 
 
<90,000 37 37 59 1 60 
 

'<100,000 37 37 59 1 60 
 
Any weight 19 44 5 l 19 44 6 69 32 101 
 

Gulf 
<10,000 129 26 129 26 156 3 159 
 
<20,000 141 37 141 37 179 3 182 
 
<30,000 143 39 143 39 183 3 186 
 
<40,000 149 40 149 40 190 3 193 
 
<50,000 149 42 149 42 192 3 195 
 
<60,000 151 44 151 44 196 4 200 
 
<70,000 153 44 153 44 198 4 202 
 
<80,000 153 45 153 45 199 4 203 
 
<90,000 155 45 155 45 201 5 206 
 
<100,000 155 45 155 45 201 6 207 
 
Any weight 160 55 1 160 55 l 216 20 236 
 

Sou=ce; Data set prepared by council staff. 
Note: Totals in these tables are not indicative of crossover within a 

category since the total includes the unknowns of that category. 
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'l'able 4 -- cumulative number of vessels over 11 catch weight classes (in pounds) catchj ng crab ·by residence, 
vessel type and for the year 1992. 

Any Residence Alaska other states 
Harvesters Harv CP All Harvesters Harv Cl? All Harvesters Hai:v Cl? All 

<60 60- >124 <6() 60- >124 <60 60- >124 
124 124 124 
 

King crab ar.eas 
 
<10,000 15 16 16 10 11 11 5 5 5 
 
<20,000 50 2 53 53 29 30 30 
 21 2 23 23
<30,000 101 10 113 l 114 53 2 56 56 46 a 57 1 56 
 
<40,000 137 20 159 7 166 60 4 65 3 66 77 16 94 4 96

<50,000 180 27 209 11 220 74 7 82 
 85 106 20 127 8 135 
<60,000 204 36 242 11 253 80 90 93 124 27 152 160

<70,000 213 40 255 13 260 63 93 97 
 130 31 162 171

<80,000 216 43 261 13 274 83 93 91 
 133 34 166 177 
<90,000 219 44 265 13 278 83 94 98 136 34 171 160 

<100,000 221 45 268 14 283 83 
 94 98 136 35 174 185 
Any weight 2 229 55 286 14 301 1 86 11 98 4 102 l 143 44 188 10 199 / 

Tanner crab areas 
 
<10,000 5 6 6 3 3 3 2 
 3 3 
 
<20,000 13 14 14 B a 8 5 6 
 6 
<30,000 3 20 23 23 12 13 13 B . 10 10 
<40, 000 28 31 31 14 15 15 14 16 16 
 
<50,000 40 43 43 19 20 20 21 23 23 
 
<60,000 46 50 50 21 23 23 25 27 
 27 
<70,000 50 l 55 55 23 25 25 27 l 30 30 
 
<80,000 52 1 57 57 24 26 26 
 28 l 31 31 
 
<90,000 53 1 56 56 25 27 21 28 1 31 31 
 
<100,000 53 2 59 59 25 1 28 28 28 1 31 
 31 
Any weight s 231 57 293 20 313 2 86 12 100 4 104 3 145 45 193 16 209 

Sou("ce; Data set prepared by council staff. 
Note: Totals in these tables are not indicative of crossover within a category since the total includes 

the unknowns of that category. 
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Table 5 Mean, minimum and maximum vessel lengths by year, gear 
(lcngline, pot, trawl; other or multiple), mode cf 
operation (catch for onshore or at-sea processing or 
both), and vessel class (<60', 60-124', >124' 
harvesting vessel and catcher/processor vessel), 1990­
92. 
 

Class 
C/P 
60-124' 
<60' 
>124' 
C/P 
C/P 
60-124' 
<60' 
>124' 
C/P 
60-124' 
>124' 
C/P 
60-124' 
<60' 
>124' 
60-124' 
C/P 
<60' 
>124' 
60-124' 
<60' 
60-124' 
<60' 
>124' 

Mean 
78 
70 
38 

134 
143 
158 

85 
43 

142 
155 

94 
168 
157 

94 
39 

145 
104 
186 

37 
150 
110 

54 
80 
39 

150 

Yr Gear 
90 Longline 
90 Longline 
90 Longline 
90 Longline 
90 Longline 
90 Pot 
90 Pot 
90 Pot 
90 Pot 
90 Pot 
90 Trawl 
90 Trawl 
90 Trawl 
90 Trawl 
90 Trawl 
90 Trawl 
90 Trawl 
90 Trawl 
90 Other 
90 Other 
90 Multiple 
90 Multiple 
90 Multiple 
90 Multiple 
90 Multiple 

Max 
141 
114 

63 
134 
180 
180 
114 

54 
166 
156 
125 
193 
166 
132 
130 
166 
122 
302 

50 
150 
110 

54 
122 

58 
165 

Mode 
Both 
Onshore 
Onshore 
Onshore 
At-sea 
Both 
Onshore 
Onshore 
Onshore 
At-sea 
Both 
Both 
Both 
Onshore 
Onshore 
Onshore 
At-sea 
At-sea 
Onshore 
Onshore 
Both 
Bath 
Onshore 
Onshore 
Onshore 

Min 
48 
60 
13 

134 
94 
98 
58 
15 

127 
154 

66 
126 
147 

60 
15 

125 
86 
79 
18 

150 
110 

54 
64 
21 

134 
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Table 5 -- Continued 

Yr Gear Mode Class Mean Min Max 
91 Longline Both C/P 105 48 196 
91 Longline Onshore 60-124' 69 60 106 
91 Longline Onshore <60' 39 14 59 
91 Longline At-sea Cl? 133 77 180 
91 Pot Both C/P 168 150 180 
91 Pot Onshore 60-124' 84 60 124 
91 Pot Onshore <60' 47 26 59 
91 Pot Onshore >124' 166 166 166 
91 Pot At-sea 60-124' 111 111 111 
91 Pot At-sea C/P 161 156 165 
91 Trawl Both 60-124' 95 73 125 
91 Trawl Both >124' 179 165' 193 
91 Trawl Both C/P 181 104 276 
91 Trawl Onshore 60-124' 92 60 148 
91 Trawl Onshore <60' 48 15 58 
91 Trawl Onshore >124' 144 130 166 
91 Trawl At-sea 60-124' 103 84 122 
91 
91 

Trawl 
Other 

At-sea 
Onshore 

C/P 
<60' . 225 

34 
90 
16 

376 
58 

91 Multiple Both 60-124' 93 66 132 
91 Multiple Both >124' 126 126 126 
91 Multiple Both C/P 167 64 270 
91 Multiple Onshore 60-124' 79 60 117 
91 Multiple Onshore <60' 42 15 59 
91 Multiple Onshore >124' 125 125 125 
91 Multiple At-sea C/P 144 94 185 
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Table 5 Continued i -, i 

Yr Gear Mode Class Mean Min Max 
92 Longline Both Cl? 122 52 220 
92 Longline Onshore 60-124 1 72 59 114 
92 Longline Onshore <60' 40 14 59 
92 Longline At-sea C/P 134 77 180 
92 Pot Both >124' 161 161 161 
92 Pot Both C/P 162 86 190 
92 Pot Onshore 60-124' 87 60 123 
92 Pot Onshore <60 I 46 26 69 
92 Pot Onshore >124' 149 125 166 
92 Pot At-sea >124' 156 156 156 
92 Pot At-sea C/P 131 105 165 
92 Trawl 167 167 167 
92 Trawl Both 60-124' 94 73 120 
92 Trawl Both >124' 168 135 193 
92 Trawl Both C/P 171 103 276 
92 Trawl Onshore 60-124' 91 60 124 
92 Trawl Onshore <60' 42 14 58 
92 Trawl Onshore >124' 150 125 180 
92 Trawl At-sea 60-124' 104 86 123 
92 Trawl At-sea C/P 229 79 376 
92 Other Onshore <60 1 36 18 54 
92 Multiple Both 60-124' 98 76 125 
92 Multiple Both C/P 129 78 174 
92 Multiple Onshore 60-124' 80 60 124 
92 Multiple Onshore <60' 43 20 166 
92 Multiple Onshore >124 1 144 132 156 
92 Multiple At-sea C/P 166 82 236 

Source: Data set prepared by council s 
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Table 6 Mean, minimum and maximum vessel lengths by year, and 
vessel class (<60', 60-124', >124' harvesting vessel 
and catcher/processor vessel), BSAI crab fisheries, 
1990-92. 

Yr Gear Class Mean Min Max 
90 Pot 60-124' 95 62 125 
90 Pot <60' 40 17 50 
90 Pot >124' 152 104 212 
90 Pot C/P 141 83 180 

91 Pot 60-124' 97 65 132 
91 Pot <60' 46 46 46 
91 Pot >124' 153 104 212 
91 Pot C/P 150 86 180 

92 Pot 60-124' 97 65 125 
92 Pot <60 I 38 23 46 
92 Pot >124' 153 124 212 
92 Pot C/P 153 86 180 

Source: Data set prepared by council staff. 
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Table 7 Percentage of catch accounted for by the low, mi.d and top one-third of the vessels Oy vessel class ln 
the BSlU and GOA groundfish fisheries, 1992. 

(the per:cents for each gear add to 100). 

<60' 60-124' >124' C/P 
Low Mid Top Low Mid Top Low Mid Top I.ow Mid Top 

BSAI 
Groundf ish 

Longline .o .0 .2 .o . 1 .3 4.7 29.1 65.5 
Pot . 1 1. 6 20.7 10.5 21. 6 45.5 
111.rawl .0 .o .2 1. 4 5.l 13. 8 1.2 2.7 7.0 7.1 19.9 41. 4 
Mult. gears .0 .0 .8 .2 l. 3 17.9 3.8 19.9 56.0 

GOA 
Gcoundfish 

Longline .1 1. 3 32.4 • 1 . 5 6.6 1. 0 8.6 49.5 
Pot 1. 2 9.1 38.6 3.7 10.5 36.9 
Trawl .0 . 3 6. 1l 3.0 11.3 40.5 3.0 6;8 28.2 
Other gear . 7 4.8 94.5 
Mult. gears . 0 l. 2 25.l 1.1 0.0 35. 4 1. 6 4.7 22.8 

(the percents over all gear groups add to 100). 

<60' 60-124' >124' C/P 
Low Mid 1'op LOW Mid Top .Low Mid Top Low Mid Top 

BSA! 
Groundf ish 
r.ongline .0 .0 .0 . 0 . 0 .0 .3 l. 7 3.8 
Pot . 0 • 0 .2 .1 .2 . 3 
Trawl .0 .0 . 2 1. 2 4.4 11. s 1.0 2.4 6.0 6.1 11.1 35.5 
Mult. gears .0 .0 .1 .0 .1 1.4 .3 1.5 4.4 

GOA 
Groundfish 

Longllne .o .1 2.5 .0 .o .5 .1 .7 3.B 
Pot .0 .2 . B . 1 .2 . 8 
Trawl .o .2 4.7 2.1 7.B 27. 7 2.0 4.6 19.3 
Other gear .0 . 0 .1 
Mult. gears .0 . 3 5.5 .2 1. 7 7.7 . 4 1.0 5.0 
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Table 	 1 Continued. 

Note; 	 The differences in the percentage of catch accounted for by vessels in any two performance groups for a 
given vessel clas~ provides an estimate of the percentage change in harvesting capacity that would occur if 
the vessels in one group ere replaced by another~ For example, if the mid performance vessels were replaced 
by top performance vessels in the 60-124' trawl vessel class in the BSAI, BSAI trawl harvesting capacity 
could increase by S.7% {13.8% - S.1%). 
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Table 8 Percentage of catch accounted for by the low, rnid and top one-third of the vessels by vessel class in 
the BSAI and GOA crab fisheries, 1992, (the percents for each row add to 100). 

<60' 60-124' >124' C/P 
Low Mid Top Low Mid Top Low Mid Top Low Mid Top 

W.Bering 
Opilio 1. 7 6.6 12.2 4.8 15.4 39.9 • 5 3.6 15.3 

E. Bering 
Bairdi 6.6 19.9 41.2 2.6 7.1 12.7 . 9 2.7 6.2 
Opilio 9.2 21.3 32.7 5.0 a.1 12.6 2.5 3.3 4.6 

St.Matthew 
Blue king 11.2 23.3 42. 0 3.8 7.5 12.2 

Bri.stol 
Red king l l. 9 22.6 37.5 4.1 6.6 11.1 1. 6 2.1 2.5 

Note: 	 The differences in the percentage of catch accounted for by vessels in any two performance groups for a 
given vessel class provides an estimate of the percentage change in harvesting capacity that would occur if 
the vessels in one group ere replaced by another. For eKample, if the mid performance vessels were replaced 
by top performance vessels in the 60-124' vessel class in the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery, harvesting 
capacity could increase by 14.9% (37.5% 22.6%). 
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**"**"""**"* 
These estimates are only approximations if the number of vessels in a vessel class is not an integer multiple of 
3# Because in that case, the vessels cannot be split into three groups of equal size. The extra one or two 
vessels were always put in the low and mid performance groups. Therefore, the difference between the percentages 
of catch accounted for by the mid and top groups will understate the potential increase in harvesting capacity if 
the vessels in the mid group were replaced by vessels with catch similar to that of the vessels in the top group. 
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APPENDIX ID 
 

Net National Benefits as Assessed for the lyfonrtgriurn 
 

Net Narional Benefits 

Impacts on Consumers 

The moratorium is not expected to have significant impacts on the consumer of affected seafood products, 
although there may be some implicit benefits gained by stabilizing harvest activities. The moratorium does 
not impact the total allowable catch available to the market, nor the product form and price to consumers. 
It is anticipated that a resolution of the underlying excess capacity problems would provide the quality and 
quantity of seafood products flowing to the market, but the moratorium is intended to prevent the problem 
from worsening, rather than solving the matter. Similarly, a more efficiently sized fleet might be capable of 
lower cost harvest, and could pass along these economies to the consumer in terms of reduced price, but the 
moratorium by itself does not achieve less costly production. The production and market environment in 
Council-managed fisheries might be stabilized through the imposition of a vessel moratorium, and consumers 
would be expected to benefit from these more orderly conditions. 

Impacts on Producers 

Net benefits could potentially be effected by the imposition of a moratorium in two ways: through preventing 
investment in unnecessc·-: capital and through preventing deterioration in the operating profitability of the 
fleet Considering the Ian.er issue, there would appear to be very few reasons to expect that fleet size under 
any of the moratorium options would differ significantly from what would prevail under continued open 
access management The moratorium options may provide an effective limit for the largest vessels, but for 
most of the fleet, there would be a considerable pool of currently unused qualifying vessels, which could be 
brought back into service in the moratorium fisheries. Historically, the largest annual increase in the number 
of catcher boats was roughly 900 boats, between 1982 and 1983. Even if a similar increase were assumed 
for both 1992 and 1993-representing an unprecedented 3-year increase-the actual participating fleet would 
still be smaller than the qualifying fleet under the most restrictive moratorium option, M3. Therefore, the 
constraint posed by the moratorium would not appear to be binding for most sizes of vessels. Certainly, as 
growth in the size of the active fleet under a moratorium approached the size of the qualifying fleet, it would 
become more difficult for a would-be entrant to secure a qualifying vessel. However, the active fleet would 
have to increase substantially in many size classes in order to reach this point. There are no other apparent 
reasons v.ny, below the level of the M3 constraint, fleet size would differ between any of the moratorium 
options and continued open access. Economic forces which would lead to rapid grovrth of the fleet under a 
moratorium, would have a similar effect under open access. Therefore, it is not anticipated that any 
significant change in net national benefits would ocair within the operational aspects of the fishery as a result 
of any of the moratorium options. 

Individual and aggregate national impacts arising from overcapitalization can be characterized by considering 
the effects of one additional entrant into the fleet of representative fisheries. Cost and revenue budgets 
developed in 1990 for various components of the fleet are available to estimate income statements for specific 
classes of vessels, based on a representative harvest mix at prevailing market prices. Four representative 
vessel fleets were selected for this purpose; Southeast (Sitka) salmon/halibut skiffs, Kodiak !ongliners, GOA 
combination longline-trawlers, and large BSAI surimi factory trawlers. The impact of one additional vessel 
added to the existing size fleet in ench fishery was simulated in order to estimate the impact on individual 
vessel net returns, as well as the aggregated net returns for the fleet of vessels participating in that particular 
fishery. These impacts are shown in Table 4. l. 
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Table 4.1 Estimated Impacts on Individual and Fleet Net Returns Due to the Entry of One Additional 
Vessel; by Selected FJSheries 

Vessel Class Fleet 
Size 

Capital 
Investment 
Represented 

Change in 
Individual 

Net Returns 

Change in 
Fleet Net 
Returns 

%Change 
in Fleet 
Net 
Returns 

Sitka Halibut 
Skiff 

50 $35,000 -$271 -$5,048 -1.2% 

Kodiak 
Longliner 

80 $375,000 -$1,340 -$64,333 -1.8% 

Combination 
Trawler 

22 $600,000 -$7,940 -$90,009 -4.4% 

BSAISurimi 
Factorv Trawler 

12 $25 ,000,000 -$526,065 -$3,890,739 -10.9"/o 

For example, in a fleet of 80 Kodiak longline vessels targeting halibut, sablefish, and Pacific cod, the addition 
of one newly capitalized boat is estimated to reduce average per vessel net returns by $1,340 annwilly. By 
itself, the reduction in average returns need not be detrimental to the nation if it is associated with increased 
efficiency or output of the fleet. Presumably, new entry will stop as net returns fall to zero. The aggregate 
impact, however, of additional vessels when the fishery is already overcapitalized is to spread a fixed revenue 
base over higher and higher costs. The excess capital costs in the industi:y detract from the potential 
economic rents available to fishermen. This effect is illustrated in the change in fleet net returns, where the 
aggregated net revenues of 81 longline:rs are $64,333 less than the net returns obtained from the existing 80 
vessel fleet 1 The addition of one vessel to the designated Kodiak longliner fleet reduces net fleet returns by 
1.8%, with no change in output or total revenues, given a fixed TAC or quota 

In many fisheries, the impact of additional vessels will spill over into other vessel categories, as well. The 
net national impact on producers due to additional vessels added to various fisheries will depend upon the 
existing level of capitalization, the size and cost structure of the fleet, and the capital costs represented by the 
additional vessei. From Table 4.1, the estimated impacts on fleet costs from the addition of a very large, 
capital-intensive vessel such as the surimi factory tra\Otier opera.ting in a relatively small fleet is much greau:r 
than the longliner discussed in the example. In addition to increased net costs due to the enti:y ofnew vessels, 
existing boats within the fleet may be compelled to increase effort and capitalization in order to maintain 
harvest shares. Such action would lead to even greau:r net losses to the fleet 

The intent of the moratorium is to prevent the enb:y of additional vessels, and thereby avert these losses 
associated with further capital expenditures. The aggregate national magnitude of the potential savings 
cannot be empirically estimated with reliability in the absence of accurate information about bow many 
vessels of a given capital cost will enter a given fleet The representative cost estimates in Table 4.1 are 

'The addition to capital costs will be proportional to the amount of new capital costs represented by the 
new entering vessel and the existing fleet For an existing, twenty year old boat with outdated equipment, 
capital costs are likely to be much less than for a brand new vessel designed and built specifically to enter the 
fleet In overcapitalized fisheries, the enti:y of additional vessels representing new capital investment will 
impose a greater cost on the nation than do vessels representing prior capital investment (sunk costs). 
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intended to illustrate the potential cost savings impact ofeach additional vessel that is restricted from entering 
the fishery. 

There is potential for increased national benefits through discouraging additional investment in either 
unneeded vessels or capacity enhancements for existing vessels. It is emmare.i that roughly 700 non­
qualifying vessels 'l'o-ould enter the fishery each year over the next several years. This nlllllbe:r of entrants 
might be fully or partially offset by vessels exiting the fishery. To the extent that these vessels represent new 
construction that could be discouraged by a moratorium, a national benefit would ai:crue. In the extreme, if 
all "new entrants" under open access were previously-built vessels, the only economic benefit of the 
moratorium would arise from inhibiting investment for capacity expansion of the qualifying fleet_ Given the 
surplus of small vessels in other fisheries such as salmon. and given the historical interaction of these other 
fleets with the fisheries included in the moratorium proposal, it would seem reasonable to assume that most 
of the "new entrants" in the small vessel categories would actually be existing vessels from other fisheries. 
Furthermore, the likelihood of a "new entrant" being newly constructed would appear to increase with vessel 
size. Since construction of the largest vessels also represents a much greater drain, per vessel, on the net 
benefits of the fishery, it is apparent that a major source of benefits from any of the moratorium options will 
depend upon the extent to which new catcher-processors and other large vessels are kept from entering the 
fishery. Given the current overcapacity in factory-trawler fisheries and the recent inshore--0ffshore allocation 
actions by the Council, it is questionable how many of these vessels would be constructed in the near future 
for use in the fishery. If 3 new large surimi factory trawlers were not built because of the moratorium, the 
expected annual national benefit would be in the $ 12·15 million range. Discouraging the construction of 11 
large combination trawlers could save an additional $I million. 

Because ofthe lack of information on annual vessel improvement expenditures, it is extremely difficult to 
estimate the national benefit associated \\<ith moratorium provisions restricting the upgrading of capacity of 
qualifying iessels. Across the entire moratorium fleet, the total could range from nothing to millions of 
dollars, annually. It should be noted, however that the provisions of the moratorium will probably not 
eliminate all increases in the capacity of qualifying vessels. Individuals are likely to find unregulated ways 
to increase capacity, or to avoid detection of changes that are prohibited. Unless penalties for violating 
capacity restrictions create ao effective deterrent to such efforts, much of the potential benefit, with regard 
to the existing fleet, may be lost. 

Under provisions of Executive Order 12866, regulatory actions that are estimated to have an annual effect 
of over $I 00 million are considered to be a "significant regulation actions." A rough upper estimate of net 
national impacts can be developed by applying the number of potential entrants times the changes in the 
respective fleet net returns. This is accomplished by weighting the representative net national impacts 
presented in Table 4. I with general projections concerning the number and capitalization of vessels that might 
be denied entry under a moratorium. As projected in Section 4.1.l, approximately 725 new entrants might 
be expected in 1993, 90% of them small vessels less than 60 ft, 36 between 60 and 90 ft, and 43 over 90 ft. 
Under these broad assumptions, the upper limit of net national impacts are estimated to be in the range from 
$15 to $30 million annually, significantly below the criteria for a major rule. The present discounted value 
of the lower end of this projected annual net impact ($15 million annually), discounted at 10% over a 4 year 
.:Joratorium is approximately $50 million. 
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APPENDIX IV 

METHODS OF CONSTRUCTION AND ASSUMPTIONS IN THE GROUND FISH 
 
AND C:RA.B LICENSE LIMITATION DATA BASES 
 

A data base was designed specifically for the license alternatives developed by the Council, and approved 
at their January meeting. Because of the Council request to expedite the license limitation analysis, the 
database contains only those variables necessary for its construction. For example, because gear designations 
were specifically eliminated by the Council, the data set as constructed does not contain a variable for gear. 
Various other assumptions were made while building the data base ·which may impact the number and 
distribution of licenses issued Those assumptions will be discussed in this appendix as they pertain to 
ground.fish and crab. 

Both data bases were built around the need to provide answers to the questions raised in the five sets of 
components for the license limitation alternatives. Discussion of the two data base's construction and 
assumptions will be grouped by these five components. Groundfish will be discussed first in ti::rms of nature 
of license, license recipients, use restrictions, qualifying period, and minimum landings. Crab will then be 
discussed by these same five components. 

GROUNDFISH 

Nature of Licenses • The nature of ground.fish licenses contains the species and area information. Species 
were di'~ded into pollack, Pacific cod, rockfish, flatfish, and other (Table 1). Pollock and Paci.fie cod are · 
single species. The rockfish category contains all of the rockfish species (except demersal shelf), as well as 
thomyheads. Demersal shelf rockfish were excluded by the Council during discussions at their January 
meeting. Flatfish under Cotmcil management are all included in the flatfish category. All other grotmdfish 
species under Council management not accounted for in the above categories and not managed under IFQs 
were placed in the "other" category. 

Geographic information was separated into the five FMP sub-areas. These sub-areas are the Bering Sea, 
Aleutian Islands, Western Gulf of Alaska, Central Gulf of Alaska, and Eastern Gulf of Alaska. Data from 
Weekly Processor Reports (V.'PR), Domestic Observer Reports and Joint Venture Observer reports were 
easily transferred to FMP sub-areas. The three digit areas (i.e., 540 for the Aleutian Islands) used by NMFS 
are easily aggregated into the five FMP sub-areas (Table 2). Areas in the Commercial Fisheries Entry 
Commission's Condensed Gross Earnings (CGE) files were requested to be translated into NMFS statistical 
areas. This was accomplished for most fish ticket records from 1984-92 by using the one degree longitude 
by one-half degree latitude blocks listed in the data those years. Fish ticket data prior to 1984 doesn't contain 
the longitude/latitude information. Therefore, data for 1978-83 were received in State ofAlaska management 
areas. These areas were then translated into FMP sub-areas acrording to the areas they best fit into. 

License Recipients • Granting licenses to current owners, owners at the time oflanding, and permit holders 
was also studied 

For vessels from the CGE data, i.e., fish ticket landings, current owners were defined as the owner of the 
vessel at the time of the most recent landing. State of Alaska vessel registration files may have provided more 
up-to-date information. However, this data was not available to staff in time to complete this analysis. Data 
sets which may be constructed for implementation of the program, if the program is adopted by the Council 
and the Secretary of Commerce will probably use the State of Alaska Vessel Registration files. Federal vessel 
permit files were used to determine the current vessel owner for vessels reported in the WPR and observer 
data sets. 
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Owners at the time of landing were listed in the WKP and CGE data. Observer program data for catcher 
vessels delivering to motberships contained a vessel identifier. That vessel identifier W11S then linked to the 
owner of that vessel listed in the Federal Vessel Permit file for that year. Ofthe owners at the time oflanding 
listed in the data set from June 28, 1989 through June 27, 1992, 216 sold their vessels and are not listed in 
the current vessel owners list. 

Permit holders are only listed on State ofAlaska fuh ticket data: from which CGE data are generated. CFEC 
issues permits to commercial fishers and each permit designates which :fishety the person is licensed to 
operate. Vessels which do not fish in state waters or deliver to processors in state waters do not need State 
of Alaska fishing permits. Vessels processing fish in federal waters report their catch to NMFS and need 
federal permits. NMFS issues permits to vessels fishing in federal waters. These federal vessel permiiS are 
linked to owner rather than skipper. Therefore, only fishers reporting landings through the fish ticket system 
would receive licenses as permit holders. A total of3,181 permit holders made landings between June 28, 
l 989 and June 27, 1992, 1,259 of these permit holders were not listed as current owners during this time 
period. 

Use Restrictions - The Council requested that the analysis data base separate catcher vessels from catcher 
processors, vessels landing their catch inshore from vessels landing their catch offshore, and vessels by three 
length categories. 

Vessels that both catch and process fish have been required to report the fish they process in WKP from 1986­
present Before 198,6 catcher processors that operated in the EEZ reported their catch in fish tickets. It was 
possible to distinguish these vessels as catcher processors by their ADF&G number or their federal processor 
number. 

Catcher vessels were defined as all the vessels delivering fish to foreign motherships, domestic motherships, 
and shoreside processors. In other words, catcher vessels didn't process any oftheir catch. 

Vessel lengths were divided into three categories. The small vessel length category included vessels that were 
between 0-59 feet in overall length. Medium size vessels had lengths from 60-124 feet in overall length. The 
largest of the vessel classes included vessels that had lengths of 125 feet or greater. 

Vessels delivering their catch for processing inshore were separated from vessels delivering their catch 
offshore. This distinction was not made on a haul by haul basis. Instead the inshore-offshore field, in the 
g:roundfish data base, reflects the mode of operation that catcher vessels used during the last year they were 
listed in the data Vessels could be categorized in one of three ways. A catcher vessel delivering its catch 
only to shoreside plants would have been given an "l" designation. Vessels that delivered catch both to 
motherships and shoreside plants, during their most recent year of operation in the data, would have been 
designated as "O". All catcher processors were designated as offshore processors. Catcher vessels that 
delivered to both motherships and shoreside plants were designated as "B.• 

Qualifying Period - Si.x qualifying periods were req~csted by the Council to be studied. These periods ranged 
from as early a January 1, 1978, to as late as the date of the final Council decision. Data was only available 
through 1992 when the analysis began. Four of the qualifying period alternatives ended after 1992. These 
periods were truncated because the data was not available. 

Minimum Landings - The data base contains round pounds and a landings field, aggregated on an annual 
basis, for each harvesting vessel, species group, and area. Catcher vessels delivering to motherships did not 
contain information on the number of landings. Catcher processors were considered to have made one 
landing for each week they were listed in the WKP data. Vessels making deliveries on fish tickets bad the 
number of landings listed It was difficult to determine the actual number of landings made by a vessel For 
example, the CGE data had the number of landings listed on a species by species basis. Howevef, if the 
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catcher vessel landed two different species on the same trip she would have been credited with two trips when 
those species were aggregated together in the license limitlltlon species groups. 

CRAB 

Nature of License - The crab data base contains catch information for red king crab, blue king crab, golden 
king crab, C. bairdi, and C. opi/io (Table l ). All information on crab harvests was derived from CFEC's CGE 
files. · 

Area information from the CGE files were translated to the current crab management areas using the 
Longitude and latitude method outlined under the ground section. Because the areas reponed in the CGE files 
required further division, the assumptions used to subdivide the Bering Sea, aI""'..a "Q," will be detailed. 

If the area listed in the CGE files ·was "Q" in 1978 and the species listed was red or golden king crab the area 
was changed to the Pribilof district If the species was blue king crab and the landing was less than or equal 
to 40,000 pounds then area was changed to the Pribilof district; however, ifthe catch was greater than 40,000 
pounds the area was changed to St Matthew. In 1979, the areas were changed in the same manner except 
the cutoff for blue king crab was low-ered to 15,000 pounds. Again in 1980, the same methodology was used 
for red and golden king crab. Blue king crab in that year was also all assigneJ to the Pribilof district From 
1981-92 a methodology like that used in 1978 for assigning Bering Sea catch to sub-districts was used except 
the cutoff point was 20,000 pounds, These assumptions were discussed with ADF&G crab managers. 

License Recipients - Only current owners and permit holders were included in the crab data base. These 
recipients were treated the same as those fishers in the groundfish data base whose catch was reported in the 
CGE files. 

Use Restrictions - Again, these restrictions were treated !he same as those fishers in the groundfish data base 
whose carch was reported in the CGE files, except no inshore-offshore division was included in the crab data 
base. 

Qualifying Period - Only two qualifying periods were studied for crab. The June 28, 1989 through June 27, 
1992 time period was complete in the data set Data for 1993 was not yet available when this analysis began 
and was not induded in the January 1, 1978 through December 31, 1993 alternative. 

Minimum Landings • The minimum landings requirements in the crab data base should be accurate. A field 
in the CGE files contain the number of landings by species for each vessel. Because species were not 
aggregated no double counting of landings occurred. 
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Table 1. List of Species in License Limitation Program 

Species Name 

Pacific cod . 

Deep water flalfish 

Shallow water flatfish 

Flounder 

IArrowtooth flounder 

Flathead sole 

Rock sole 

Dover sole 

Rex sole 

!Butter sole 
' 
Y ellovdin sole 

English sole 

Starry flounder 

Petrale sole 

: Sand sole 

I 
!Alaska flounder 

!Greenland flounder 

Greenstripe rockfish 

N orthem rockfish 

Boccacio rockfish 

Other rock:fish 

Red rockfish 

, Pac ocean perch 

[ Black rockfish 

Tlwrnyhead (idiot) rocldish 

j Unspecified slope rock:fish 

Rougheye rockfish 

IShortraker rockiish 

IDusky rockfish 

IYellov.tail rockiish 

License Limitation 
Scientific Name Species Group 

Gadus Macrocephalus . IPacific cod 

IFlalfish 

Flatfish 

Farnily Pleuronectidae Flatfish 

IAtheresthes Stomias Flalfish 

Hippoglossoides Ellasadon Flatfish 

Lepidopsetta Biliaeata Flatfish 

Microstomas Pacificus Flatfish 

Glyptocephalus Zachirus Flatfish 

Isopsetta Isolepsis Flatfish 

Llmanda Aspe.ra Flatfish 

Parophyrys Vetulus Flalfish 

Platichthys Stellatus Flatfish 

Eopsetta Jordani ! Flalfisb I 
iPsettichthys Melanosticus /Flatfish 

Plaicepleuronectes 
Quadrituberculatus Flatfish 

Reinhardtius Hippoglossoides Flatfish . 

Sebastes Eloagatus Rockfish 

Sebastes Polyspinus Rocldish 

Sebastes Paucispinis Rocldish 

Sebastes Unspecified Rockfish 

Genus Sebastodes and Sebastes Rockfish 

ISebastes Alutus Rock:fish 

iSebastes Melanops IRockfish
' 
j Scbastolobus Species j Rocldish 

i Rockfish 

ISebastes Aleutianus Rocldish 

i Sebastes Borealis Rockfish 

Sebastes Ciliatus Rocldish 

Sebastes Flavidus j Rock:fish 
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I

Octopus 

Squid 

1 Red king 

Blue king 

j Octopus Dofleini (old 150) 

Loligo Opalescens 

Paralithodes Camtschatica 

Paralithodes Platypus 

IOther 

Other 

IRed king crab 

j Blue king crab 

.. ..,,, '"," 

Ii Widow rockfish Sebastes Entomelas J Rockfish I 
Silvergray rockfish Sebastes Brevispinis Rockfish 

IRedstrip rockfish ISebastes Proriger Rockfish 

Darkblou:hed rockfish Sebastes Crameri Rockfish 

Bullhead,sculpin IFamily Cottidae Other I 
Coastrange sculpin Cottus A!euticus Other I 

1 Slimy sculpin ICottus Cognatus Other I 
Fourhom sculpin Myoxocephalus Quadricornis 
 IOther 

I 

! 
Prickly sculpin Cottus Asper 
 Other 

Riffle sculpin Cottus Gulosus 
 Other I 
Sbarpchin rockfish Sebastes Zacentrus 
 jRockfish ' 

Blue rockfish Sebastes Mystinus 
 Rockfish 

Unspecified pelagic rckf Rockfish 

Pilchard Sardinops Sagax Rockfish 

. Rougbeye/shortraker 

Northern/sharpchin 
·­

NMFS cambo of 151 and 152 

NMFS cambo of 136 and 166 

Rockfish 

Rockfish 

I 

Rgheye/shortr/north/sharp 

Y ellowmouth rockfish 

IAtka mackerel 

Nmfs combo of 151/152/136/16

Sebastes Reedi 

IPleurogrammus Monopyrtygius 

6 Rockfish 

1 Rockfish 

Other 

I Pollock 

Smelt 

Tberagra Chalcogranunus 

Family Osmeridae 

Pollock 

IOther 

Longfin smelt 
 Spirinchus Dilatus !Other 

IRlrinbow smelt 
 Osmerus Mordax !Other I 
! Pond smelt Hypomesus Olidus Other I 

' Surf smelt , H ypomesus Pretiosus Other 

. Shark (general) 

Salmon shark 

Order Pleurotremata 

, Lamna Ditropis 

I Other 

Other 

Spiny dog fish ISqualus Suekleyi Other 

Skates I Family Rajidae Other 

I Blackcod (sablefish) Anoplopoma Fimbria jOther i 
I 
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Brov.n king . Lithodes Aequispina Golden king crab 

Tanner bairdi Chionoecetes Bairdi C. Bairdi 

Tanner opilio IChionoecetes Opilio C. Opilio 
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Table 2. Area Translation Table for Data Received 

Area Listed in Tanner 
Data Rea:ived Crab 
from State and Ground.fish FMP Areas 
Federal Sources Sub-Areas King Crab Areas . 

510 Bering Sea 

511 Bering Sea 

512 Bering Sea 

513 IBering Sea 

514 Bering Sea 

515 Bering Sea 

516 Bering Sea 

517 IBering Sea 

521 Bering Sea 

522 IBering Sea 

530 IBering Sea I 
540 Aleutian Islands I I 
610 Western Gulf 

620 Central Gulf I 
621 Central Gulf I 
630 Central Gulf 

631 Central Gulf 

640 Eastern Gulf 

650 Eastern Gulf 

680 IEastern Gulf I 
? Unknown I 
E Eastern Gulf 

H Central Gulf 

J4 J4 

J5 JS 

J6 J6 

J7 J7 

J8 IJa 
K Central Gulf 

L Central Gulf I 
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QL 

QM 

Iwestern Chllf 
: Western Chllf 

'IBering Sea 

IBering Sea 

IDutch Harbor 

ISt Lavmmce 

St Matthew 
I 

QN IBering Sea Norton Sound 

QP Bering Sea Pribilof 

Q Bering Sea 

IR IAleutian Islands Adak 

SW Eastern Chllf i l 

T Bering Sea Bristol Bay 

u Unkno...,n ! 

w Bering Sea I 
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Introduction 

The Sc_.:c: of Alaska, through its Board of Fisheries (Board) and Department of Fish and Gaine (ADFG), and 
the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) manage the commercial king, snow, and Tanner 
crab fisheries of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI) under the terms of a cooperative fishery 
management plan (FMP) approved by the U.S. Secretary of Commerce in June 1989. The FMP incorporates 
management measures in three different categories. Category one measures are fixed in the FMP and require 
a plan amendment to change. These include legal gear definitions, permit requirements, federal observer 
requirements, limited access, individual fishery quotas (lFQs), and individual fishery pot quotas (ITPQs). 
Category two measures are framework measures in the FMP and can be changed by the state following 
criteria set out in the FMP. Category three measures may be changed at the discretion of the state and include 
reporting requirements, gear placement and removal, gear storage, vessel live tank inspections, gear 
modifications, bycatch limits in crab fisheries, state observer requirements, and other measures. 

At its January meeting, the Council requested that a variety ofmeasures for managing the groundfish and crab 
fisheries be studied for consideration at its planned April =ting. Management measures to be considered 
included ITPQs, and various other forms of limited entry. Subsequently, the Council staff asked fishery 
economists at the University of Alaska Fairbanks (UAF) to provide a discussion paper addressing economic 
aspects of ITPQ programs for the Bering Sea snow crab (Chinoecetes opilio) and Bristol Bay red king crab 
(Paralithodes camtschaticus) fisheries. 

In the Comprehensive Rationalization Planning for Groundfish and Crab Fisheries off Alaska, the Council 
stared that their overriding concern regarding management changes is: 

" .... to maintain the health of the marine ecosystem to ensure the long-term conservation and 
abundance of the groundfish and crab resources. In addition., the Council must address the 
competing and oftentimes conflicting needs of the domestic fisheries that have developed 
rapidly under open access, fisheries which have become overcapitalized and mismatched to 
the finite fisheries resources available." 

The Council staff identified a variety of problems as being symptomatic of the intense pressures within the 
overcapitalized crab fisheries. These problems include: 

o 	 Harvesting and processing capacity in excess of that required to utilize the available resource; 

o 	 Gear conflict within fisheries where there is overcrowding of fishing gear due to excessive 
participation and surplus fishing effort on limited grounds; 

o 	 Wastage of fishery resources through bycatch, discards, and dead-loss such as with ghost fishing by 
lost or discarded gear; 

o 	 Concerns regarding vessel and crew safety which are often compromised in the race for fish; 

o 	 Economic instability within various sectors of the fishing industry, and in fishing communities 
caused by short and unprCdictable fishing seasons or preemption which denies access to nearby 
fishery resources; 

o 	 Inability to provide for long-tenn, stable fisheries based econolilles m small economically 
disadvantaged adjacent coastal communities; 

o 	 Inability to achieve long-term sustainable economic benefits to the nation. 
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ADF G managers have also cited that, in certain crab fisheries, season length must be extended or maintained 
at levels that permit sufficient time for inseason analysis. offishery performance and setting closure dates. 

There are three types of crab fisheries in the Bering Sea V.tich could benefit from various types of effort 
limitations. 

1) 	 Type l Fisheries: Fisheries with a Guideline Harvest Level (GHL) so small that 
without some means to predetemrine fishing effort and make estimates of daily 
catch rates, ADFG has in the past been reluctant to open the fisheries at all. 
Fisheries ofthis type include: Norton Sound red king crab, Pribilof Islands blue king 
crab, and Alaska Peninsula king and Tanner crab. 

2) 	 Type 2 Fisheries: High-value, high effort fisheries in which past increases in the 
number of vessels and pots, combined with moderate GHLs, led to derby-style 
fishing, short seasons, and difficult inseason management Fisheries in this category 
include Bristol Bay red king crab and St Matthew Island blue king crab. These 
fisheries face a situation similar to the halibut and blackcod fisheries, where theie 
is so much gear on the ground that remaining within the GHL becomes more and 
more a matter of chance. · 

3) 	 Type 3 Fisheries: Fisheries where fast moving ice conditions can result in 
considerable pot loss, especially when vessels fish more than one load of pots. The 
Bering Sea snow crab fishecy is an example of a type 3 fishery. 

These and other concerns led the Board to amend the FMP at its March 1993 meeting, imposing pot limits 
in the Bering Sea Aleutian Island king, snow, and Tanner crab fisheries. The pot limits varied by fishery, 
=ording to specific fisheries characteristics. 

This document provides a qualitative discussion of economic considerations regarding implementation of 
ITPQ programs with respect to the Council's stated goals of: (1) assure the long-term health and productivity 
of fish stocks and other living marine resources of the North Pacific and Bering Sea ecosystem;._(2) support 
the stability, economic well-being, and the diversity of the seafood industry, and provide for the economic 
and social needs of the communities dependent on that industry; and (3) efficiently manage the resources 
within its jurisdiction to reduce bycatch, minimize waste, and improve the utilization of fish resources in 
order to provide the maximum benefit to present and future generations of fishermen, associated fishing 
industry sectors, communities, consumers, and th~ nation as a whole .. 

Individual Fishery Pot Quota 

A variety of gear limitations are currently in effect in Alaska crab fisheries. Attachment one provides ADFG 
designation of crab fisheries districts and current management measures. Current pot limits in the Bering Sea 
snow crab and Bristol Bay red king crab fisheries are based on vessel siz.e. Vessels under 125 feet may fish 
a maximum of 200 pots; vessels equal to or exceeding 125 feet may fish a maximum of 250 pots. For the 
purposes of this report the fisheries under these pot limits will be considered the status quo. 

rne researchers were asked to consider the following ITPQ program design. Fishery specific lic=es would 
be allocated to current owners of vessels which recorded at least one landing in the Bristol Bay red king crab 
fishery, or at least three landings in the Bering Sea snow crab fishery, between June 28, 1989 and June 27, 
1992. Each qualified licensee will receive pot quotas (PQs), which represent the initial number of pots they 
are entitled to fish. The initial number of PQs allocated to vessel owners will equal the maximum number 
ofpots that the vessel qualifies for under the existing status quo pot limit: 200 pots for vessels under 125 feet., 
and 250 pots for vessels greater than or equal to 125 feet The PQs will be transferable through market sales. 
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Two transfer scenarios are to be ronsidero:i: (1) no transfers betw= vessel sire classes; and (2) unrestricted 
transfers betw= vessel classes. Although vessel licenses would be designated as catcher vessels (CV) and 
catcher-processor vessels (CPs), the PQs will be transferable betw= CVs and CPs. Finally, gear reduction 
measures are ronsidered Gear reduction rould be achieved by reducing the pot allowance associated with 
each PQ. For example, a 10% reduction in total fishery pots rould be achieved by announcing that each PQ 
would give the owner the right to fish 0.90 pots. A 50% reduction rould be achieved over a 5-year period 
through JO% reductions per annum, e.g., a PQ would give the owner the right to fish 0.90 pots in year 1, 0.80 
pots in year 2, and so on, rontinuing through year five, when each PQ would give the owner the right to fish 
0.50 pots. 

The Florida Spiny Lobster Fishery is the only domestic fishery, of which we aware, currently managed under 
a ITPQ. ·Attachments 2 and 3 provide a description and legislation of this ITPQ program. Applicability of 
the Florida experience to the Alaska crab fisheries is limited due to substantial differences in fishery 
characteristics and management objectives. For example, the Florida fishery is romprised primarily of 
numerous small scale operators fishing relatively low cost pots close to their home port. Many of the current 
participants are part-time fishers, including recreational harvesters who obtain commercial licenses to increase 
their allowable harvests. Management's objective was to reduce pot crowding, ghost pots, and debris and 
pollution from the numerous vessels in the fishery. Stock protection is not a concern since stock r=uitment 
has been stable in the past irrespective of the fleet fishing power. 

Fishery Characteristics 

The fishing power of both the Bristol Bay red king crab and the Bering Sea snow crab fleets dramatically 
increased.in recent years, prior to pot limit implementation. The expanded fleet capacity has interfered with 
the effectiveness of fishery management in both fisheries. This section documents the changes which have 
occurred in the fisheries in r=t years, beginning with a discussion of the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery, 
followed by a discussion of Bering Sea snow crab fishery. It was our intention to include more recent data 
in the description of the fisheries and in the following discussion of ITPQs. Unfortunately, expected fish 
ticket data did not arrive in time for inclusion. 

In the following discussion, crab vessels are divided into two sire categories: small vessels (S), classified as 
vessels under 125 feet; and large vessels (L), classified as vessels equal to, or greater than, 125 feet 

Bristol Bay Red King Crab 
Fishery Characteristics 

The Bristol Bay red king crab fishery has been the dominant domestic red king crab fishery since the collapse 
of the Kodiak king crab fishery in the late 1960s. Bristol Bay harvests increased rapidly throughout the 
1970s, and peaked at 130 million pounds in 1980. The record statewide catch of 180 million pounds was also 
harvested that same year. High harvest levels resulted in high revenues for participants. High revenues, in 
turn, attracted additional participation. Unfortunately, the boom was short lived. Bristol Bay stocks began 
a precipitous collapse in 1981, and by 1983 the Bristol Bay fishery was closed. Although the Bristol Bay 
fishery reopened in 1984, harvests have remained comparatively low. 

Despite continued low harvests, the Bristol Bay fishery has remained economically lucrativ·; cecause of high 
exvessel prices. Consequently, fleet size and pot numbers continued to increase. More fishing power applied 
to the depressed stock has necessitated shortened seasons. 

Table 1 provides aggregate 1980-1992 seasonal data for the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery. The increased 
fishing intensity documented in Table 1 can be attributed to three factors: fleet expansion; increased vessel 
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size; and an increase in the number of pots per vessel for all vessel sizes. The trend to-ward fishing additional 
gear was haired in 1992 by a :flat 250 per vessel pot limit. This limit was revoked following the 1992 season, 
and subsequently replaced with the current pot limit (200 pots for vessels under 125 feet, and 250 pots for 
vessels 125 feet or more). 

Table 2 reports :fleet composition for 1986 through 1991. Fleet composition changed, as increasing numbers 
oflarge vessels entered the fishery. Between 1986 and 1991 the number ofvessels with reported length equal 
to, or exceeding, 125 feet increased from 15 to 63. 

Table 3 documents the pre-pot limit trend of increased pot usage. Large vessels have, Oil average, fished 
substantially more pots than small vessels. However, both large and small vessels. increased the number of 
pots fished, from 272 and 189 in 1986, to 394 and 267 in 1991, respectively. 

There are several advantages to increasing the number ofpots fished. Higher pot munbers permit longer soak 
times for each pot. In general, optimal soak time in the Bristol Bay king crab fishery prior to pot limit 
implementation was reported to range from two to three days, varying according to stock conditions. A 
longer soak time can compensate for low population densities because the pot is able to attract crabs from a 
broader area. Moreover, additional gear allows pots to be placed at several locatious on the .fishing grounds. 
This allows operators to begin fishing in one area, and if .fishing becomes unproductive, move to another 
location where soaked pots are already in place. Thus, an increase in the number of pots improves search 
efficiency by increasing the probability of locating coocentratious of crah. In addition, fishing a large number 
of pots decreases the necessity of moving pots inseason, which decreases vessel downtime. These benefits 
of additional pots are particularly advantageous in derby style fisheries, such as the Bristol Bay red king crab 
fishery. 

Table 4 reports average harvests for large and small vessels for the 1986 through 1991 seasous. Large vessels' 
harvests were significantly higher in all time periods than their small vessel counterparts. 

Harvest per vessel is an inadequate measure of the effectiveness of vessel effort, because harvest = be 
increased by appl)'ing additional effort to the fishery. One measure of the aci:ual effectiveness of each unit 
of effort is the harvest per potlift, referred to as catch per unit effort (CPUE, measured in pounds). The 1986­
1991 seasonal average CPUE, by vessel size class, is reported in Table 5. Large vessel CPUEs were higher 
than those reported for small vessels for all time periods, although, the CPUEs of the two vessel classes were 
similar in 1988 and 1989. 

A final statistic of interest to fishery mana:: .,..,, is the number of times individual pots are lifted Each potlift 
provides information on current stock abundance. ADFG has determined that sufficient catch information 
for inseason stock assessment requires that each pot be picked five times, on average (Nippes 1989).1 

Examination of Table 6 reveals that the fishery has not achieved this goal since 1986. 

Bering Sea Snow Crab 
Fishery Characteristics 

The Bering Sea snow crab fishery has recently undergone unprecedented growth to become the largest Alaska 
crab fishery, in terms of harvest. As recently as 1977-78, the harvest of snow crab was limited to incidental 
catch in the harvest of the target species, Tanner crab (C. bairdi). Declines in the Tanner crah stocks led to 
a transfer of effort to the snow crab fishery. Increasing snow crab stocks in recent years have resulted in 
harvests of over 100 million pounds since 1987. In 1991 and 1992, harvests exceeded 300 million pounds. 

'Source: Nippes. William E. "Gear Limitations for Better Management". ADFG Westward Region. 211 Mission 
Road, Kodiak. AK 99615. March. 1989. 
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Harvests, although still high in relationship to historical levels, have declined ova the past two seasons to 
220 million pounds in 1993 and an expected 125 million pounds in the current 1994 season. 

In contrast to the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery, the Bering Sea snow crab fishery has been characterized 
by extended seasons. Since 1986, the fishery has opened on January 15th, and the earliest seasonal closure 
dale, April 22, occurred in 1992. 

A conlli'ion practice in the Bering Sea snow crab fishery is to crab near the ice edge. This practice had 
contributed to high pot losses in the past, because rapid movements of the ice pack can entrap pots. The lost 
pots may become self-baiting and continue to catch crab for an extended period of time. This is commonly 
referred to as ghost fishing. The occurrence of ghost fishing was a primary justification for the imposition 
ofpot limits in 1993. 

The trends in this fishery toward increased fleet si.zl! and increased gear on the fishing grounds parallel those 
of the Bristol Bay king crab fishery. Most of the vessels which participate in this fishery also participate in 
the Bristol Bay red king crab :fishery. 

R=nt increases in effort in the Bering Sea snow crab fishery are dOCll!llented in Table 7. The number of 
vessels participating in the fishery nearly tripled between 1986 and 1992, increasing from 88 to 250 vessels. 
Potlifts and harvest also display increases ofsimilar magnitudes. Examination of Table 8 reveals the changes 
that have occurred in fleet composition. The number of large vessels in the fleet increased from eleven in 
1986 to 54 in 1991. . 

Table 9 ·documents the pre-pot limit trend of vessels fishing increasing amounts of gear. The average pot 
numbers per vessel increased from 237 in 1986, to 275 in 1990.1 Prior to pot limit implementation, large 
vessels, on average, fished considerably more pots than small vessels. Large vessels have also reported 
greater harvests than small vessels. Furthermore, the difference between average harvests by large and small 
vessels bas increased since 1987. 

Table 10 reports average harvest by vessel si.zl! class for the 1986-1991 period. As with the Bristol Bay red 
king crab fishery, large vessels averaged significantly higher harvests than small vessels. Average 1986-1991 
CPUEs by vessel si.zl! class are reported in Table 11. Large vessels' average CPUE exceeded that of small 
vessels for 4 of the 6 time periods. 

Discussion 

Under an ITPQ program, pot quotas would be expected to gravitate toward those vessels for which an 
additional pot has the highest expected net benefit Net benefits are a function ofexpected gross revenue (the 
product of harvest and exvessel price), and costs. ITPQ programs would introduce an additional cost to 
fishers, the market value of PQs. To current fishers who would receive PQs, the market price of PQs would 
represent an opportunity cost, i.e., a cost ofholding a PQ is the foregone capital; gains which could have been 
reali.zl!d had the PQ been sold To new entrants or vessels which plan to increase pot numbers, the PQ market 
price would represent an additional capital expenditure. The introduction of this new cost in the crab :fisheries 
should be expected to change individual operators' business strategies. For some current fishery participants 
the added. "-indfall gains from PQs may provide sufficient inducement to exit the fishery. In making this 
determination, vessel owners will internalize the value of fixed. asset liquidation-the resale value of crab 
vessels may be substantially below their original purchase price. 

' Tne reported 1988 and 1986 figures may not reflect true fleet and vessel class aveni,ges. Observations on 1988 
vessel pornumbers were only available for 90 of the l7l vessels that participated in the fishery. Jn additi011, pot 
observations were only available for 57 ofthe 87 vessels participating in the 1986 fishery. 

F:\CURRENTUCUMIT\DOC\ITPQlXlC 5 &pt<Tnbcr 6, 1994 (7:56pm) 



We consider four areas to be central to consideration of crab fisheries rationa!hation through ITPQs: (I) 
economic efficiency; (2) fleet composition and compensation to fishery participants; (3) management 
objectives; and (4) other considerations. The discussion ofITPQs will focus on these areas. 

Efficiency 

From an economic perspective, efficient vessel configurations are those that maximize profit per crab landed. 
Efficient operations minimize the cost per crab landed. Economic efficiency should not be confused with 
effectiveness. Fishing effectiveness relates to a vessel's (or fleet's) catcb.ing power, e.g., the quantity 
harvested v.ithin a specified period of time. Effectiveness of fishing effort can be improved by investment 
in gear and equipment, even though such an investment may reduce total fishery profitability. 

The status quo management regimes in the Bristol Bay red king crab and Bering Sea snow crab fisheries are 
inconsistent with economic efficiency. As a consequence of the race for fish, each individual fisher is 
compelled to increase their effort through additional investment in harvest capacity simply to maintain their 
current harvest share. This bas led in the past to overcapitalized fisheries and a derby style Bristol Bay red 
king crab fishery. Additionally, past fleet expansion has increased crowding externalities, driving up fishing 
costs. Finally, the current pot limits force many vessels to fish with fewer pots than they can effectively 
handle. 

Changing to ITPQs will not eliminate overcapitalization. Operators would continue to lack exclusive rights 
to a portion of fishery harvest Therefore, fishers would continue to have an incentive to race each other in 
an attempt to secure harvest share. In fact, an ITPQ program may exasperate the race for fish. Under an 
ITPQ program, vessels could only fish additional pots if they were su=sful in bidding for PQs. The 
amount operators would be willing to bid for a PQ is going to be a function, in part, of returns to ea.ch pot 
Thus, vessels owners would have an added incentive to maximize the returns to each pot, which may be 
accomplished through additional investment in gear, equipment, and/or vessels. This additional capitalization 
may increase the fishing power of the fleet which, in turn, may shorten fishing seasons. 

An ITPQ crab fishery could be expected to be similar to the salmon or herring limited entry fisheries. These 
fisheries continue to be plagued by the race for fish which drives up operating costs without increasing the 
total catch. In other words, the race for fish results in ever increasing costs, and no overall increase in 
benefits. In the race for fish, those who do not expand their effort will lose out to those who do, but if 
everyone expands effort, catches are unchanged while costs are increased. 

An additional feature of an ITPQ program that may further compress season lengths is that it may lead to 
more effective utilization of allowable gear. Vessel owners who receive PQs io excess of the number of pots 
they currently fish will either utilize the additional pot rights or sell them to other operators. Additionally, 
vessel owoers may reduce current fishing practices of utilizing pats for prospecting, because higher benefits 
may be obtainable through selling the PQ to operators who will fish the pot intensively during the fishing 
season rather than letting it sit idle for extended periods of time. 

An ITPQ program does place a cap on the total n=ber of pots in a fishery. Total gear in the fishery could 
not be increased in the future by fishery participants if market/fishery conditions were to make the fishery 
more attractive to potential entrants, except by government mandate. New entrants could only enter the 
fishery if they purchase PQs from current vessel owners. This feature could mitigate potential reductions in 
fishery season lengths from overcapitalization. Additionally, season lengths could be increased through a 
planned reduction in fishery pot caps. 

The ITPQ program could be effective in reducing fleet size. Some consolidation of the crab fleet should 
occur under ITPQs. We would expect that cum:ntly marginal operations may take advantage of revenues 
gained from selling PQs to ex.it the fishery. Industry representative have indicated that there may be 
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numerous fishery participants v.ilo have delayed exiting the fishery in anticipation of an economic windfall 
from the final Council crab management plan. Also, fishing operations v.itich have become financially 
stressed by having to fish fewer pots (than that fished prior to pot limits) would have a strong incentive to buy 
additional pot rights. The pot limits have been particularly constraining on the larger vessels in the crab fleet 
Consolidation may be expected to occur fairly rapidly as economically nwginal boats exit the fishery and 
vessels buy additionally PQs to stem losses introdue<:d hy cum:rit pot limits. However, because the market 
for used fishery vessels is soft, the opportunity cost of remaining in the fishery is redue<:d for potential sellers 
of PQs, while PQ buyers must expect to fully recover capital investments. Consequently, some fishers v.ilo 
are not eaining enough to recover their capital investment in vessels and equipment may remain in the fishery 
as long as they can to at least recoup their annual operating costs. 

Despite a potentially reduc:OO fleet size, an ITPQ program may increase crowding externalities in the crab 
fisheries. Under an ITPQ program that did not include a planned pot reduction, the total number of pots in 
the fishery would stay the same or increas<:. Since the race for fish may be intensified by an ITPQ program, 
there is added pressure on operators to increase the fishing effectiveness of pots. This could lead to ii!creased 
concentrations of pots in favored fishing grounds and, thereby, increase both the difficulty of gear retrieval 
and the likelihood of gear conflicts. These events would increase fishing costs. 

Intuitively, it might be expected that an ITPQ program would enhance ewnomic efficiency of the crab fleets 
hy giving vessel owners the flexibility to clioose that number of pots which maximi= net returns. Current 
pot limits have led to under utilization ofmany vessels' fishing capacity, particularly larger vessels in the crab 
fleets. However, while a pot limit may increas.: the profitability of many operators (in comparison to the 
status quo), it is not clear whether this represents long-run improvements in economic efficiency of the entire 
harvesting sector. Under the status quo management, the crab fisheries are being prosecuted inefficiently. 
Given tlaj.s characteristic, the relevant issue is whether introduced gear flexibility under ITPQ programs 
compounds the current inefficiencies or offsets them. Permitting operarors to more fully utilize vessel 
capacity should enhance economic efficiency, everything else remaining equal. But, everything else will not 
remain equal. as an ITPQ program introduces incentives which should exasperate the current race for fish. 
We cannot state a priori which of these characteristics of an ITPQ program will dominate, and therefore, 
cannot predict efficiency effects of an ITPQ program. 

An ITPQ program may have the beneficial characteristic of reducing uncertainty to operators in the crab 
fisheries, unless the pot cap is frequently changed. Operators could formulate business strategies (regarding 
investment in equipment, gear, and vessels) with complete knowledge of how many pots will be on the 
fishing grounds. Effects to uncertainty are an important consideration in crab fisheries where volatile stock 
pcpulatiocs and market prices, and past changes in management measures have led to a risl.-y business setting. 

It is not possible to identify pot caps which would be consistent with economic efficiency, given currently 
available information. The optimal number of pots v.ill change according to a fisheries GHL. Thus, 
determination of an optimal Jong-run pot cap would require accurate stock projections, which are unavailable. 
It would also require currently unavailable operating cost information, and price forecasts. 

Furthermore, changing the number ofPQs would engender massive rent-seeking outlays. Current participants 
would lobby to prevent dissipation of the value of their existing PQs, while would be participants seek to 
avoid the costs ofopen-market purchases of PQs. 

Fleet Composition and Participant Compensation 

Fleet Compensation 

Of particular interest to fishery participants, is potential impacts of management plans to current fleet 
composition and fishery participanis' earnings. Relevant issues regarding an ITPQ program include: {I) the 
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extensiveness of fleet consolidation; (2) the effects to current fleet composition, i.e., "will the management 
plan lead to increased dominance in the fisheries oflarge or small vessels, and similarly, will it impact the 
competitiveness of CVs versus CPs?"; and (3) the effects of the management plan to the earnings of vessel 
own...-rs, skippers and crews. 

One important constraint on fleet consolidation would be imposition of an anti-monopoly cap within the 
ITPQ framewOik. This type of cap would prevent any legal entity from extracting monopoly rents by 
acquiring a controlling share of PQs. Currently the Florida spiny lobster fishery has a 1.5% anti-monopoly 
cap. Setting anti-moncpoly caps in the crab fisheries requires determination of what constitutes a controlling 
share of PQs. This determination is probably best set in close consultation with current fishery participants. 
It also requires definition ofa legal entity. The legislation for the Florida Spiny Lobster program ml!)' provide 
a useful guideline in this matter. 

The ability to more effeetively fish additional pots has been reported to be a primary advantage of larger 
vessels (other advantages include a more stable work platform, greater live tank capacity, and their potential 
for being equipped for processing). In the 1991 Bristol red king crab fishery (the last pre-pot limit year), 
large vessels averaged 394 pots and small vessels averaged 267 pots. Similar differences existed in the 
Bering Sea snow crab fishery. Given historical practices, it seems reasonable that larger vessels would have 
been hit hardest financially by the pot limits (although, this has not been confirmed). This would be expected 
to apply particularly to many of the more recent large vessel entrants in the crab fisheries. These vessels were 
not initially constructed as dedicated crab vessels, but rather, retrofitted and modifi~ for crabbing. 

In the short-nm, we would expect ITPQ induced fleet consolidations to result in the crab fleet being 
increasingly dominated by larger vessels because these vessels are more effective. However, we would not 
expect large.vessels to obtain PQs consistent with fishing their pre-pot limit number of pots. Purchases of 
PQs rep=t an added cost of acquirir~ and maintaining a given number of pots. Expected returns from pots 
used in the pre-pot limit practices of prospecting and fishing ground preemption may be insufficient to cover 
this additional operating cost. 

There is an additional reason that an ITPQ program may lead to a change in fleet composition toward large 
vessels. Catcher-processors, which are primarily larger vessels, may be better able to compete for PQs than 
their CV counterparts. CPs accrue rents from both harvesting and processing activities. CPs ability to extract 
rents from two sources increases returns per pot The extent of this advantage ,,,;u depend on how efficient 
CPs are at catclring and processing, and the willingness of shore-based processors to share processing rents 
with CVs through exvessel prices adjusonents. 

As an additional point, we note that when seasons were less compressed the fishery was dominated by smaller 
vessels. Larger vessels have only become prominent in recent years as the race for fish has intensified. One 
explanation for this event, is that smaller vessels ml!)' be more efficient while large vessels are more effective. 

We want to be cautious not to overstate advantages large vessels would have in acquiring PQs. Design 
features of some of the smaller large vessels and small vessels (e.g., greater maneuverability) may lead to 
their having a significant advantage in fishing effectiveness per pot. This could lead to O"M!ers o( smaller 
vessels being effective bidders for PQs. In fact, if their design was sufficiently advantageous, then in the long 
nm, where all costs are variable, operators may determine that smaller vessels are preferred to larger vessels. 

Long-run changes in fleet composition will also be affected by the cost ofleaving the fishery. Vessel owners 
will have to consider the selling price of potentia!Iy idled vessels and gear. Given currently depressed 
financial conditions, vessel owners may find that the selling prices are subsumtially below initial acquisition 
costs. Financial shortfalls may be particularly a.cute to large vessel owners, given their subsumtially higher 
initial invesonents, and soft markets for used vessels. 
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Finally, changes to fleet composition may also be affected by the risk and uncertainty from stock fluctuations 
and market conditions associated "'ith the crab fisheries. A PQ will be a risky asset Returns to the PQ are 
going to be dependent on highly volatile crab stocks, and fluctllating wholesale and exvessel prices. Fishing 
operations which are bettl!r able to accommodate this risk within their current portfolio of business operations 
and debt-to-asset ratios will be in an advantageous position to purchase PQs. For example, the contribution 
of a PQ to overall risk of an operation would be lower for larger diversified firms. Large firms \\ith greater 
access to capital would also be better able to withstand losses which might be incum:d in periods of low 
GHLs. • 

The ITPQ program could be directly designed to limit changes in fleet composition. A current consideration 
is to restrict PQ transfers, allowing PQs to be sold only to vessels in the same vessels class designation (either 
small < 125 feet, or large ~ 125 feet). 

Compensation to Fishery Participants 

Vessel o\\ners who qualify for initial PQs will rea:ive an economic windfall. They will be given rights to 
a scarce capital asset This economic windfall would only be received by the first generation of PQ holders. 
Expected economic rents accruing from pot rights will become capitalized into the market price paid by 
subsequent generations of PQ holders. The size of the initial 'l'indfall will depend on the number of 
qualifying vessels, and the associated number of PQs allotted, as well as any planned future PQ reduction 
program. 

Transferability restrictions on PQs would affect their value. Such restrictions limit the supply of available 
PQs. If, as exnected in at least the short run, there is greater demand for PQs from larger vessel operators, 
then any rest:n Jn on transferability across vessel classes should drive up the price of large vessel PQs. In 
contrast, a supply transferability restrictions would reduce demand for small vessel PQs, depn:ssing their 
market price. 

The market price of PQs will also depend on the number initially created. Several factors may drive up the 
initial PQ supply. Under the proposed plan, the current o....uer of any vessel would qualify for PQs in Bristol 
Bay red king crab fishery if the vessel recorded one landing between 1989 and 1991. Similarly, the owner 
of any vessel that has recorded at least three landings in the Bering Sea snow crab fishery for the vessel o....uer 
would be a qualified recipient The number of qualifying vessels will, therefore, include all vessels which 
have recently participated in the crab fisheries. This should exceed the number of vessels which have 
participated in any rea:nt single fishing season. Additionally, the design feature of allotting PQs on the basis 
of current pot limits rather than historical usage, will lead to some vessels receiving PQs in excess of the 
number of pots CWTently fished. Therefore, the initially allotted pot rights should exceed the total amount 
of gear that would have been on the fishing grounds under the status quo. 

An ITPQ program would be expected to preserve skill rents currently earned by skippers and crews. Skilled 
skippers and crews would still be highly sought since the race for fish would remain an ongoing characteristic 
of the crab fisheries. In fact, since an ITPQ program may increase competitiveness within the fisheries, vessel 
owners may place an additional premium on skill, and increase compensation to the most skilled skippers and 
crews. 

Past management concerns in the crab fisheries regarding abbreviated season lengths and ghost fishing led 
to the imposition of pot limits. As previously noted, the increased incentive for full utilization of a pot's 
catching power under an ITPQ program would be expected to reduce season lengths from the status quo. 
Additional da....uward pressure \\ill also result from the number of pots associated with the initial allocation 
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of PQs exceeding curr-...nt pot numbers in the fisheries. However, the status quo is a moving target and can 
also be expected to result in further season compression. 

Season lengths eould be extended through a planned pot reduction program, sucll as that presented earlier. 
Determination of a final target pot cap that is consistent with management's objectives is problematic. Crab 
populations are highly variable. What may be viewed as an acceptable number of pots by mangers in periods 
ofhigh crab stock populations, will be viewed as excessive in periods oflow stock populations. Ideally, from 

· a management perspective the pot cap would be adjusted yearly, depending on forecasted stock populations. 
However, this would be inconsistent with development of a stable well operating market for PQs. Market 
stability requires that potential buyers and sellers have full information as to the commodity being traded 
Thus, a pot cap should not be viewed as a flexible management tool, and adjustments to ·any announced 
planned pot reduction program should be minimized. · 

Since a fundamental responsibility of fishery managers is to ensure stock viability, pot caps may need to be 
set conservatively in order to protect crab stocks during potential depressed conditions. Conservatively set 
pot caps would result in the crab fleet requiring somewhat extended seasons in periods of high stock 
populations. From a management pernpective this would not seem to present any particular problan, and may 
be advantageous in making it easier to monitor catch and avoid exceeding GHL. Many crab seasons could 
be extended well beyond recent season lengths. The stocks only need to be protected during vulnerable soft 
shell periods, and during mating seasons. Processors, would also probably resist, or discount, crab harvested 
soon after molting when there is poor infill. 

It should be noted that conservative initial allocations of PQs would be more disruptive to the industry than 
liberal allocations. Large vessels may not profitably operate with very limited number of pots. Some smaller 
vessels may remain profitable \11ith small number of pots. The price of PQs could be bid up rapidly, and 
many firms exit the industry. Conservatively set pot caps would lead to a highly inefficient harvesting sector 
in periods ofhigh stock populations and high GHLs. · 

Ghost fishing has been a major problem in several crab fisheries, particularly, the Bering sea snow crab 
fishery. Pot limits, by reducing the amount of gear a vessel has to retrieve, were viewed as an effective way 
of limiting lost pots. This restriction on total vessel gear would be lost under an ITPQ program, and the 
program might increase ghost fishing in comparison to the status quo. This could be controlled by including 
in the ITPQ program a separate cap on the number of pots an indh-idual vessel could fish. 

Safety of fishery participants may also be affected by the amount ofonboard gear storage. Increased pots on 
a vessel may affect vessel stability, a concern in the rough waters of the Bering Sea, particularly in the 
fall/winter seasons when severe onboard icing occurs. Again, potential stability problems could be addressed 
through an individual vessel pot cap. Additional safety concerns revolve around the derby style naiure of 
many crab fisheries. The race for fish leads to dangerous working conditions, which are not alleviated by 
ITPQ programs. 

A final management issue to be addressed is that of hycatch. It is commonly believed that there is high 
mortality to non-targeted sublegal and female bycatch. Some industry participants have contended · that 
bycatch is inversely related to soak time. There have been unconfirmed reports that bycatch was increased 
under pot limits because fishers reduced soak time in response to fishing less gear. This contention should 
be exantined and industry should be consulted regarding the potential effects of an ITPQ program to soak 
time and bycatch. Effects of any rationalization measure to bycal.Ch should be a critical concern in policy 
formulation. 
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Additional Considerations 

An ITPQ program will cream new markets for PQs. From inc..-ption, these markets are expected to be very 
active. As previously noted, the volatility of GHLs, as well as changing market conditions, should contribute 
to PQs being viewed as risky assets. Accordingly, individuals or corporations with better ability to withstand 
the market risks may be more active participants in PQ markets. 

;, 
The risk associated with highly unpredictable GHLs and market conditions cannot be alleviated. However, 
added risk from unc...'"ftainty regarding the ITPQ program can be alleviated through the program design and 
implementation. One important way for this to be accomplished is to announce at the onset the policy 
regarding restrictions on PQ ownership and transfers, such as size class restrictions and monopoly caps, and 
planned pot cap reductions. This will allow industry participants to more accurately assess the value of a PQ 
and better plan future operations. More complete market information should enhance PQ market liquidity, 
and thereby facilitate PQ sales and purchases, and keep the market price ofPQs closer to their actual value. 

It may also be advisable to delay implementing any planned pot reduction program for a transitory period. 
This would allow for operators to adjust to the new management setting, and allow the PQ market to develop 
and settle. 

It is also important for market stability that fishery participants believe there is stability in the ITPQ program. 
Uncertainty associated with fluctuating polices will lead to industry hesitation in the market for PQs. This 
will limit the ability of ITPQ programs to achieve their desired objectives. In some respects, the 
implementation· of a ITPQ program represents a commitment on the part of the managers to manage the crab 
fisheries within the designated parameters. 

An important consideration in rationalization of the fisheries is potential effects of a management plan to the 
economies of coastal communities. An ITPQ program could negatively impact coastal communities 
dependent on on-shore processing if they led to increased harvest shares by CPs. As previously noted, CPs 
may be in a better financial position to acquire PQs than CVs. Thus, an ITPQ program may lead to expansion 
of the CP fleet, reducing the availability of crab to shore-based processors. Potential concentration of PQs 
among CPs would be mitigated by restriction of PQs according to vessel class. Another option, that was not 
included in the ITPQ program we were asked to consider, would be a restriction on PQ transfers between CPs 
and CVs. 

An additional concern in some coastal communities that are home to primarily smaller vessel fleets, is that 
these vessels will be displaced under the adopted management plan. This would have secondary impacts to 
the general economies of the communities. We have previously discussed expected changes in fleet 
composition. A restriction 011 PQ transfers across size classes may address this concern. 

Concluding Comments 

It is difficult to predict how an ITPQ program will affect the current practices of the Alaska crab fisheries 
fleet This would represent a fundamental change in the institutional setting under which. the crab fisheries 
are prosecuted, and past behavior may not be a good indicator of future behavior under this changed setting. 
However, there are certain effects that are likely to take place. 

We would expeet some fleet consolidation to oc.:ur under an ITPQ program. However, the race for fish. will 
continue under ITPQ programs, and may be exasperated as PQs gravitate toward fishers who fish pots most 
effectively. Some efficiency gains may be achieved through owners being able to make investtnent decisions 
"With full knowledge of how many pots will be on the fishing grounds. 
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Fishing effectiveness would be enhanced by allowing vessels to det=.ine the optimal number of pots that 
they fish. Participants in the fishery may prefer the ability to make their own decisions and to use their skill 
to determine their financial success. Skill rents \\ill still be available to the most successful skippers and 
crew. Vessels which wish to exit the fishery or to downsize would receive compensation from those wishing 
to enter the fishery or expand harvest, in other words, from those able to fish pots more effectively. 

The fishing season may be shortened due to pots being fished more effectively, and increased fishery 
capit<tlization. Desired minim= season lengths could be achieved through a planru:d pot reduction program 
that would, over time, lower. the total pot caps in the crab fisheries. A pot cap reduction could protect stock 
viability in periods of depressed stock conditions. In periods of stock ab1mdance, extensive season lengths 
may be necessary to harvest the GHL. 

Allowing vessels to increase the number of pots they fish could allow for the occum:nce of increased ghost 
fishing, and decreased crew safety. If this is deemed a potentially significant problem it could be addressed 
through an individual vessel pot cap. 

Given the uncertainties that already exist in the crab fisheries, every effort should be taken to mioimin: any 
additional uncertainties introduced with an ITPQ program. Because the PQs are a risky asset, vessel ovmers 
which can best absorb risk \\ill be in an advantageous position to acquire PQs. The program needs to be well 
defined at the onset to reduce these risks, including any information regarding future planned pot reductions. 
In addition, it is important that fishery participants are confident that there is stability in the ITPQ program. 

An ITPQ program may result in an increased CP fleet, which could negatively affect on-shore processors and 
coastal communities ..Potential displacement may be.mitigated hy eliminating PQ transfers across vessel siz.e 
classes. However, restrictions on transfers could reduce returns to PQ holders in the vessel siz.e class that has 
the lowest demand for PQs. We would expect this to be the small siz.e class. 

The ITPQ program should be viewed as an alternative to license limitations. Both policies restrict the amount 
of effort in the fishery. Therefore, enacting both management programs would be redundant, and 
1mnecessarily increase the programs' complexity and costs to both fishery managers and participants. 
Additionally, a license limitation program would needlessly interfere with the liquidity of PQ markets, 
reducing the value of PQs, and limit the markets' ability to allocate PQs to their highest and best use. 

A more complete analysis of potential effects of an ITPQ program ·~uld be accomplished through 
consideration of recent fishery performance data. Unfortunately, there was uot time for this to be completed 
prior to the April Council meeting. However, it is the intention of the authors to cany forth this 
task in the near future. This will provide better information for policy setting. 

Finally, we note that there should be additional analysis comparing the benefits and costs of an ITPQ program 
to those associated with alternative rationalization programs. It is likely that the benefits of an ITPQ program 
could also be obtained under an IFQ program, and that some of the problems that continue under an ITPQ 
program would be eliminated under an IFQ program. 
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Year vessels 	 Harvest Harvest Potlifts No. Pots Season · 
(nos.) (lbs.) Registered Length (days)

', ;

" 

80 236 

81 l '1'7 

82 90 

83 0 

84 89 

85 128 

86 159 

87 236 

88 200 

89 211 

90 240 

91 302 

92 281 

20845350 

5307947 

541006 

0 

794040 

796181 

2099576 

2112202 

1236131 

1684706 

3120326 

2630446 

1196958 

129948463 

33703903 

3001210 

0 

4182406 

4174953 

11393934 

12289067 

7387795 

10264971 

2036 42 

17177894 

8043018 

567292 

542425 

141656 

0 

112556 

85003 

178370 

220871 

153004 

208684 

262131 

227565 

205940 

78352 

75756 

36166 

0 

21762 

30117 

32468 

63000 

50099 

55000 

69906 

89068 

6.8189 

40 

91 

30 

0 

15 

8 

13 

12 

8 

12 

12 

7 

7 

Source: Westward Region Report to the Alaska Board of Fisheries 

Table 1: Bristol Bay Red King Crab 1'1shery: Total Number of Vessels in the Fleet; Fleet Harvest by Number of Crab; 
Fleet Harvest by Weight; Total Fleet Potlifts; 'l'otal Number of Registered Pots; and Season Length. 



VESSELS 

LENGTH NUMBER l?CTN 

YEAR SIZE 

86 LA.1'GE 151.13 15.00 9. 62 

SMALL 91.35 141. 00 90.38 

ALL 97.10 156.00 100.00 

87 SlZE ' 

LARGE 150.73 44.00 19.47 

SMALL 90.28 182.00 80.53 

ALL 102.05 226.00 ' 
100.00 

88 SIZE 

LARGE 153.18 44.00 22.22 

SMALL 93.12 154.00 77.78 

ALL 106.46 198.00 100.00 

89 S!ZE 

LARGE 153.51 43.00 20.87 

SMALL 92.52 163.00 79.13 

ALL 105.25 206.00 100.00 

90 SIZE 

LARGE 153.96 47.00 19.58 

SMALL I 94.54 193.00 80.42 

ALL 106.17 240.00 100.00 

91 SIZE 

LARGE 153.70 63.00 21.14 

SMALL 96.20 235.00 78.86 

ALL 108.36 298.00 100.00 

Table 2. Bristol Bay Red King Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Vessel Length by 
Vessel Size Class; Number ofVessels Within Each Size Class; and Percentage ofF1eet 
Within Vessel Size Class (PCTN). 



POTS 

MF.AN 

YEAR SIZE 

86 LARGE 271. 87 

SMALL 189.30 

ALL 197.24 

87 SIZE 

LARGE 277.68 

SMALL 172.63 

ALL 193.08 

88 SIZE 

LARGE 328.39 

SMALL 216.62 

ALL 241. 46 

89 SIZE 

LARGE 350.65 

SMALL 232 .17 

, ALL 256.90 

90 SIZE 

LARGE 393.94 

lsMALL 262.33 

A.LL 288.10 

91 SIZE 

LARGE 394.10 

SMALL 266.97 

ALL 293.51 

Table 3. Bristol Bay Red King Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Number of Pots 
Registered Per Vessel, by Vessel Size Class. 



HARVEST 

MEAN SUM PCTN 

YEAR SIZE 

86 LARGE 100415.80 1506237.00 9.55 

SMALL 67012.12 9515721.00 90.45 

ALL 70203.55 11021958. 00 100.00 

87 SIZE 

LARGE 78292.73 3444880.00 19.21 

SMALL 47122.58 8717677.00 80.79 

ALL 53111. 60 12162557.00 100.00 

88 SIZE 

LARGE 45516.39 2002721.00 22.00 

SMALL 34587.55 5395658.00 78.00 

ALL 36991. 89 7398379.00 100.00 

89 SIZE 

LARGE 62013. 98 2666601.00 20.77 

SMALL 45176.30 7408914.00 79.23 

ALL 48673.99 10075515.00 100.00 

90 SIZE 

LARGE 123022.96 5782079.00 19.50 

SMALL 74844.83 14519897.00 80.50 

ALL 84240.56 20301976.00 100.00 

91 SIZE 

LARGE 78645.89 4954691.00 21. 07 

SMALL 51131.17 12066955.00 78.93 

ALL 56928.58 17021646. 00 100.00 

Table 4. Bristol Bay Red King Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Vessel Harvest, by 
Vessel Size Class. 



YEAR 
 

86 

87 

88 

89 

90 

91 

l 

S!ZE 

LARGE 

SMALL 

ALL 

SIZE 

LARGE 

SMALL 

ALL 

S!ZE 

LARGE 

SMALL 

ALL 

SIZE 

LARGE 

SMALL 

ALL 
, 
SIZE 

LARGE 

SMALL 

ALL 

SIZE 
 

LARGE 

SMALL 

ALL 

CPUE 

MEAN 

78.37 

61. 61 

63.22 
 

64.22 

52 .28 

54.57 

51.85 

49.05 

49. 67 

• 

50.95 

49.34 

49.68 

91. 53 

73.93 

77.37 

86.63 

71.78 

74.91 

Table 5. Bristol Bay Red King Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Catch Per Unit 
Effort, by Vessel Size Class (in pounds). 



' POTPICKS 

MEAN 

' YEAR SIZE 

86 LARGE 4.56 
. 

SMALL 6.11 

ALL 5.96 

87 SIZE 

LARGE 3.81 

ISMALL 4.73 

ALL 4.54 

as SIZE 

LARGE 2.82 

SMALL 3.22 

ALL 3.14 

89 SIZE 

LARGE 3.61 

SMALL 'I. OS 

ALL 3.98 

90 SIZE 

LARGE 3.66 

SMALL 3.91 

ALL 3.86 

91 SIZE 

LARGE 2.41 

SMALL 2.90 

ALL 2.80 

Table 6. Brisrol Bay Red King Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Number of Times 
Each Pot is Lifted, by Vessel Size Class. 



VESSELS 

LENGTH NUMBER PCTN 

YEAR SIZE 

86 LARGE 147.09 ll.00 13.25 

l 
I SMALL 96.56 72.00 86.75 

ALL 103.25 83.00 100.00 

87 SIZE 

' LARGE 147.81 16.00 15.84 

SMALL 94.88 85.00 84.16 

ALL 103.27 101.00 100.00 

88 SIZE 

Ll\..'\GE 154.53 4.3.00 25.44 

SMALL 94.47 126.00 74.56 

ALL 109.75 169.00 100.00 

' 89 SIZE 

LA.P.GE 153.00 45.00 27 .11 

SM:A.LL 97.12 121. 00 72. 89 

ALL 112.271 166.00 100.00 

90 SIZE 

LARGE 153.43 44.00 24.58 

SMALL 95.67 135.00 75.42 

ALL 109.87 179.00 100.00 

91 SIZE 

LARGE 208.24 54. 00 24.88 

SMALL 98.04 163.00 75.12 

ALL 125. 47 217. 00 100.00 

Table 8. Bering Sea Snow Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Vessel Length by Vessel 
Size Class; Number of Vessels Within Each Vessel Size Class; and Percentage of Fleet 
\Vithin Vessel Size Class (PCTN). 



l?OTS 

MEAN 

YEA.!\ 
l 

86 

SIZE 

LARGE 

SMALL 

ALL 

233.25 

238.06 

237.39 

87 SIZE 

LARGE 287.13 

SMALL 220. 68 

ALL 231. 76 

88 SIZE 

LARGE 367.00 

SMALL 

ALL 

289.49 

313.97 

89 SIZE 

LARGE 319.40 

SMALL 259.89 

ALL 276.95 

/90 SIZE 

LARGE 341.57 

SMALL 251. 33 

ALL 274.32 

Table 9. Bering Sea Snow Crab 1986-1990. Average Number of Pots Registered Per 
Vessel, by Vessel Size Class. 



HARVEST 

MEAN SUM PCTN 

YEAR SIZE 

86 L 1576811. 73 17344929.00 12.64 

s 1034320.03 78608322.00 87 .36 

ALL 1102910. 93 95953251.00 100.00 

87 SIZE 

L 1207572. 81 19321165. 00 15.53 

s 937974.41 81603774.00 84.47 

ALL 979853.78 100924939.00 100.00 

88 SIZE 

L 969717.12 41697836.00 25.15 

s 696248. 99 89119871. 00 74.85 

ALL 765015.83 130817707.00 100.00 

89 SIZE 

L 1258554.51 56634953.00 26.63 

s 733921. 88 91006313. 00 73.37 

ALL 873616.96 147641266.00 100.00 

90 SIZE 

L 1440789. 66 63394745.00 23.28 

s 664583.14 96364556.00 76. 72 

ALL 845287.31 159759301.00 100.00 

91 SIZE 

L 2213552.48 119531834. 00 24.55 

s 1231534.39 204434708.00 75.45 

ALL 1472575.19 323966542.00 100.00 

Table 10. Bering Sea Snow Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Vessel Harvest, by 
Vessel Size Class. 



CPUE 

MEAN 

YE.AR SIZE 

86 L 181. 40 

s 173.70 

ALL 174.68 

87 SIZE 

L 151.31 

s 158.09 

ALL 157.03 

88 SIZE 

L 168.28 

s 164.36 

ALL 165.35 

89 SIZE 

L 213. 92 

s 215.93 

ALL 215.39 

90 SIZE 

L 199.88 

s 154.02 

ALL 164.70 

91 SIZE 

L 256.98 

s 223.00 

ALL 231.34 

Table 11. Bering Sea Snow Ci:ab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Catch Per Unit Effort, 
by Vessel Size Class (in pounds). 



Year Vessels Harvest Harvest Potlifts No. Pots Season 
(nos.) (lbs.) Registered Length (days) 

79/80 134 

81 153 

82 122 

83 109 

84 52 

85 75 

86 88 

87 103 

88 171 

89 168 

90 189 

91 220 

92 250 

25286777 

34415322 

24089562 

23838149 

21009935 

52903246 

76499123 

81307659 

105716337 

112618881 

128977638 

265123960 

227376582 

39572668 

52750034 

29355379 

26128410 

26813074 

65998875 

97984539 

101903388 

134060185 

149455848 

161821350 

328647269 

315302034 

255022 

435742 

469091 

287127 

173591 

372045 

543744 

616113 

766907 

663442 

91161:i 

1391583 

1281796 

35503 

39789 

35522 

15396 

12493 

15325 

13750 

19386 

38765 

43607 

46440 

76056 

77858 

307 

229 

167 

120 

320 

333 

252 

158 

120 

112 

148 

159 

97 

Source: Westward Region Report to the Alaska Board of Fisheries 

Table 7: Bering Sea Snow Crab Fishery: Total Number of Vessels in the Fleet; Fleet Harvest by Number of Crab; Fleet Harvest 
by \Veight; Total Fleet Potlifts; Total Number of Pots Registered; and Season Length. 



Introduction 

Tue Sc...-" of Alaska, through its Board of Fisheries (Board) and Deparnnent of Fish and Game (ADFG), and 
the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) manage the commercial kiug, snow, and Tanner 
crab fisheries of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSA!) under the terms of a cooperative fishery 
management plan (FMP) approved by the U.S. Secretary of Co=erce in June 1989. The FMP incorporates 
management measures in three different caregories. Category one measures are fixed in the FMP and require 
a plan amendment to change. These include legal gear definitions, permit requirements, federal observer 
requirements, limited =ess, individual fishery quotas (IFQs), and individual fishery pot quotas (ITPQs). 
Category two measures are framework measures in the FMP and can be changed by the state following 
criteria set out in the FMP. Category three measures may be changed at the discretion of the state and include 
reporting requirements, gear placement and removal, gear storage, vessel live tank inspections, gear 
modifications, bycatch limits in crab fisheries, state observer requirements, and other measures. 

At its January meeting, the Council requested that a variety ofmeasures for managing the groundfish and crab 
fisheries be studied for consideration at its planned April meeting. Management measures to be considered 
included ITPQs, and various other forms of limited entry. Subsequently, the Council staff asked fishery 
economists at the University of Alaska Fairbanks (UAF) to provide a discussion paper addressing economic 
aspects of ITPQ programs for the Bering Sea snow crab (Chinoecetes opilio) and Bristol Bay red king crab 
(Paraiithodes camtschaticus) fisheries. 

In the Comprehensive Rationalization Planning for Groundfish and Crab Fisheries off Alaska, the Council 
stated that their overriding concern regarding management changes is: 

" .... to maintain the health of the marine ecosystem to ensure the long-term conservation and 
abundance of the groundfish and crab resources. In addition, the Council must address the 
competing and oftentimes conflicting needs of the domestic fisheries that have developed 
rapidly under open access, fisheries which have become overcapitalized and mismatched to 
the finite fisheries resources available." 

The Council staff identified a variety of problems as being symptomatic of the intense pressures within the 
overcapitalized crab fisheries. These problems include: 

o 	 Harvesting and processing capacity in excess of that required to utilize the available resource; 

o 	 Gear conflict within fisheries where there is overcrowding of fishing gear due to excessive 
participation and surplus fishing effort on limited grounds; 

o 	 Wastage of fishery resources through bycatch, discards, and dead-loss such as with ghost fishing by 
lost or discarded gear; 

o 	 Concerns regarding vessel and crew safety which are often compromised in the race for fish; 

o 	 . Economic instability within. various sectors of the fishing industry, and in fishing communities 
caused by short and unpredictable fishing seasons or preemption which denies =ess to nearby 
fishery resources; 

o 	 Inability to provide for long-term, stable fisheries based economies m small economically 
disadvantaged adjacent coastal communities; 

o 	 Inability to achieve long-term sustainable economic benefits to the nation. 
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ADFG managers have also cited that, in certain crab fisheries, season length must be extended or maintained 
at levels that permit sufficient time for inseason analysis of fishery performance and setting closure dates. 

There a:re three types of crab fisheries in the Bering Sea "ruch could benefit from various types of effort 
limitations. 

1) 	 Type 1 Fisheries: Fisheries with a Guideline Harvest Level (GHL) so small that 
without some means to predetermine fishing effort and make estimates of daily 
catch rates, ADFG has in the past been reluctant to open the fisheries at· all. 
Fisheries of this type include: Norton Sound red king crab, Pribilof Islands blue king 
crab, and Alaska Peninsula king and Tanner crab. 

2) 	 Type 2 Fisheries: High-value, high effort fisheries in which past increases in the 
number of vessels and pots, combined with moderate GHLs, led to derby-style 
fishing, short seasons, and difficult inseason management Fisheries in this caregory 
include Bristol Bay red king crab and St Matthew Island blue king crab. These 
fisheries face a situation similar to the halibut and blaclccod fisheries, where there 
is so much gear on the ground that remaining within the GHL becomes more and 
more a matter ofchance. · 

3) 	 Type 3 Fisheries: Fisheries where fast moving ice conditions can result in 
considerable pot loss, especially when vessels fish more than one load of pots. The 
Bering Sea snow crab fishery is an example of a type 3 fishery. 

These and other concerns led the Board to amend the FMP at its March 1993 meeting, imposing pot limits 
in the Bering Sea Aleutian Island king, snow, and Tanner crab fisheries. The pot limits varied by fishery, 
according to specific fisheries characteristics. 

This document provides a qualitative discussion of economic considerations regarding implementation of 
ITPQ programs "ith respect to the Council's stated goals of: (!)assure the long-term health and productivity 
of fish stocks and other living marine resources of the North Pacific and Bering Sea ecosystem; (2) support 
the stability, economic well-being, and the diversity of the seafood indusuy, and provide for the economic 
and social needs of the communities dependent on that industry; and (3) efficiently manage the resources 
within its jurisdiction to reduce bycatch, minirnize waste, and improve the utilization of fish resoun:es in 
order to provide the maximum benefit to present and future generations of fishermen., associated fishing 
industry sectors, communities, consumers, and the nation as a whole. 

Individual Fishery Pot Quota 

A variety of gear limitations are currently in effect in Alaska crab fisheries. Attachment one provides ADFG 
designation of crab fisheries districts and current management measures. Current pot limits in the Bering Sea 
snow crab and Bristol Bay red king crab fisheries are based on vessel size. Vessels under 125 feet may fish 
a ma.xi.mum of 200 pots; vessels equal to or exceeding 125 feet may fish a maximum of 250 pots. ·For the 
purposes of this report the fisheries under these pot limits "ill be considered the status quo. 

The researchers were asked to consider the following ITPQ program design. Fishery specific licenses would 
be allocated to current owners of vessels which recorded at least one landing in the Bristol Bay red king crab 
fishery, or at least three landings in the Bering Sea snow crab fishery, between June 28, 1989 and June 27, 
1992. Each qualified licensee will receive pot quotas (PQs ), which represent the initial number of pots they 
are entitled to fish. The initial number of PQs allocated to vessel o"ners will equal the maximum number 
ofpots that the vessel qualifies for under the existing status quo pot limit: 200 pots for vessels undt:T 125 feet, 
and 250 pots for vessels greater than or equal to 125 feel The PQs will be transferable through market sales. 
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Two transfer scenarios are to be considered: (1) no transfers between vessel size classes; and (2) unrestricted 
transfers between vessel classes. Although vessel licenses would be designated as catcher vessels (CV) and 
catcher-processor vessels (CPs), the PQs will be transferable between CVs and CPs. Finally, gear reduction 
measures are considered Gear reduction could be achieved by reducing the pot allo"11DCC associated with 
each PQ. For example, a I0% reduction in total fishery pots could be achieved by announcing that each PQ 
would give the owner the right to fish 0.90 pots. A 50% reduction could be achieved over a 5-year period 
through.10% reductions per annum, e.g., a PQ would give the owner the right to fish 0.90 pots in year I, 0.80 
pots in 'year 2, and so on, continuing through year five, when each PQ would give the owner the right to fish 
0.50 pots. 

The Florida Spiny Lobster Fishery is the only domestic fishery, ofwhich we aware, cum:ntly managed under 
a ITPQ. Attachments 2 and 3 provide a description and legislation ohhis ITPQ program. Applicability of 
the Florida experience to the Alaska crab fisheries is limited due to substantial differences in fishery 
characteristics and management objectives. For example, the Florida fishery is comprised primarily of 
numerous small scale operators fishing relatively low cost pots close to their home port. Many of the current 
participants are part-time fishers, including recreational harvesters who obtain commercial licenses to increase 
their allowable harvests. Management's objective was to reduce pot crowding, ghost pots, and debris and 
pollution from the numerous vessels in the fishery. Stock protection is not a concern since stock recruitment 
has been stable in the past irrespective of the fleet fishing power. 

Fishery Oiaraderistics 

The fishing power of both the Bristol Bay red king crab and the Bering Sea snow crab fleets dramatically 
increased in recent years, prior to pot limit implementation. The expanded fleet capacity has interfered with 
the effeetiveness of fishery management in both fisheries. This section documents the changes which have 
occurred in the fisheries in recent years, beginning with a discussion of the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery, 
followed by a discussion of Bering Sea snow crab fishery. It was our intention to include more recent data 
in the description of the fisheries and in the following discussion of ITPQs. Unfortunately, expected fish 
ticket data did not arrive in time for inclusion. 

In the following discussion, crab vessels are divided into two size categories: small vessels [S), classified as 
vessels under 125 feet; and large vessels (L), classified as vessels equal to, or greater than, 125 feet 

Bristol Bay Red King Crab 
Fishery Characteristics 

The Bristol Bay red king crab fishery has been the dominant domestic red king crab fishery since the collapse 
of the Kodiak king crab fishery in the late 1960s. Bristol Bay harvests increased rapidly throughout the 
19i0s, and peaked at 130 million pounds in 1980. The record statewide catch of 180 million pounds was also 
harvested that same year. High harvest levels resulted in high revenues for participants. High revenues, in 
turn, attracted additional participation. Unfonunately, the boom was short lived Bristol Bay stocks began 
a precipitous collapse in 1981, and by 1983 the Bristol Bay fishery was closed. Although the Bristol Bay 
fishery reopened in 19&4, harvests have remained comparatively low. 

Despite continued low harvests, the Bristol Bay fishery has remained economically lucrative ;ecause of high 
exvessel prices. Consequently, fleet size and pot numbers continued to increase. More fishing power applied 
to the depressed stock has necessitated shortened seasons. 

Table 1 provides aggregate 1980-1992 seasonal data for the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery. Tue increased 
fishing intensity documented in Table 1 can be attributed to three factors: fleet expansion; increased vessel 
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size; and an increase in the number of pots per vessel for all vessel sizes. The tn:lld toward fishing additional 
gear was halted in 1992 by a flat 250 per vessel pot limil This limit was revoki:d following the 1992 season, 
and subsequently replaced with the cum:nt pot limit (200 pots for vessels under 125 feet, and 250 pots for 
vessels 125 feet or more). 

Table 2 reports fleet composition for 1986 through 1991. Fleet composition changed, as iru:n:asing numbers 
of large vessels entered the fishery. Between 1986 and 1991 the number ofvessels with reported length equal 
to, or exceeding, 125 feet increased from 15 to 63. 

Table 3 documents the pre-pot limit trend of increased pot usage. Large vessels have, on average, fished 
substantially more pots than small vessels. However, both large and small vessels iru:n:ased the number of 
pots fishe<l, from 272 and 189 in 1986, to 394 and 267 in 1991, respectively. 

There are several advantages to increasing the number ofpots fished. Higher pot numbers permit longer soak 
times for each pot. In general, optimal soak time in the Bristol Bay king crab fishery prior to pot limit 
implementation was reported to range from two to three days, vazying according to stock conditions. A 
longer soak tirne can compensate for low population densities because the pot is able to attract crabs from a 
broader area Moreover, additional gear allows pots to be placed at several locations on the fishing grounds. 
This allows operators to begin fishing in one area, and if fishing becomes unproductive; move to another 
location where soaked pots are already in place. Thus, an increase in the number of pots improves sean:h 
efficiency by increasing the probability oflocating concentrations ofcrab. In addition, fishing a large number 
of pots decreases the necessity of moving pots inseason, which decreases vessel downtime. These benefits 
of additional pots are particularly advantageous in derby style fisheries, such as the Bristol Bay red king crab 
fishery. 

Table 4 reports average harvests for large and small vessels for the 1986 through 1991 seasons. Large vessels' 
harvests were significantly higher in all tirne periods than their small vessel counterparts. 

Harvest per vessel is an inadequate measure of the effectiveness of vessel effort, because harvest can be 
increased by applying additional effort to the fishery. One measure of the actual effectiveness of each unit 
of effort is the harvest per potlift, referred to as catch per unit effort (CPUE, measured in pounds). The 1986­
1991 seasonal average CPUE, by vessel size class, is reported in Table 5. Large vessel CPUEs were higher 
than those reported for small vessels for all tirne periods, although, the CPUEs of the two vessel classes were 
similar in 198& and 1989. 

A final statistic of interest to fishery mana~ -,, is the number of times individual pots are lifted. Each potlift 
provides information on current stock abundance. ADFG has determined that sufficient catch information 
for inseason stock assessment requires that each pot be picked five tirnes, on average (Nippes 1989).1 

Examination of Table 6 reveals that the fishery has not acllleved this goal since 1986. 

Bering Sea Snow Crab 
Fishery Characteristics 

The Bering Sea snow crab fishery has recently undergone unprecedented grov.1h to become the largest Alaska 
crab fishery, in terms of harvest. As reeently as 1977-78, the harvest of snow crab was limited to incidental 
catch in the harvest of the target species, Tanner crab (C. bairdi). Declines in the Tanner crab stocks Jed to 
a transfer of effort to the snow crab fishery. Increasing snow crab stocks in recent years have resulted in 
harvests of over 100 million pounds since 19&7. In 1991 and 1992, harvests exceeded 300 million pounds. 

'Source: Nippes, William E. 'Gear Limitations for Better Management'. ADFG Westward Region, 211 Mission 
Road. Kodiak. AK 99615. March, 1989. 
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Harvests, although still high in relationship to historical levels, have declined over the past two seasons to 
220 million pounds in 1993 and an expected 125 million pounds in the current 1994 season. 

In contrast to tlie Bristol Bay red king crab fishery, the Bering Sea snow crab fishery has been characterized 
by extended seasons. Since 1986, the fishery has opened on January 15th, and the earliest seasonal closure 
date, April 22, occurred in 1992. 

A comtfion practice in the Bering Sea snow crab fishery is to crab near the ice edge. This practice had 
contributed to high pot losses in the past, because rapid movements of the ice pack can entrap pots. The lost 
pots may become self-baiting and continue to catch crab for an extended period of time. This is commonly 
referred to as ghost fishing. The occurrence of ghost fishing was a primary justification for the imposition 
ofpot limits in 1993. 

The trends in this fishery toward increased fleet size and increased gear on the fishing grounds parallel those 
of the Bristol Bay king crab fishery. Most of the vessels which participate in this fishery also participate in 
the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery. 

Recent increases in effort in the Bering Sea snow crab fishery are documented in Table 7. The number of 
vessels participating in the fishery nearly tripled between 1986 and 1992, increasing from 88 to 250 vessels. 
Potlifts and harvest also display increases of similar magnitudes. Examination of Table 8 reveals the changes 
that have occurred in fleet composition. The number of large vessels in the fleet increased from eleven in 
1986 to 54 in 1991. 

Table 9 documents the pre-pot limit trend of vessels fishing increasing amounts of gear. The average pot 
numbers per vessel increased from 237 in 1986, to 275 in 1990.2 Prior to pot limit implementation, large 
vessels, on average, fished considerably more pots than small vessels. Large vessels have also reported 
greater harvests than small vessels. Furthermore, the difference between average harvests by large and small 
vessels has increased since 1987. 

Table 10 reports average harvest by vessel size class for the 1986-1991 period. As with the Bristol Bay red 
king crab fishery, large vessels averaged significantly higher harvests than small vessels. Average 19 86-1991 
CPUEs by vessel size class are reported in Table 11. Large vessels' average CPUE exceeded that of small 
vessels for 4 of the 6 time periods. 

Discussion 

Under an ITPQ program, pot quotas would be expected to gravitate toward those vessels for which an 
additional pot has the highest expected net benefit Net benefits are a function of expected gross revenue (the 
product of harvest and exvessel price), and costs. ITPQ programs would introduce an additional cost to 
fishers, the market value of PQs. To current fishers who would receive PQs, the market price of PQs would 
represent an opportunity cost, i.e., a cost of holding a PQ is the foregone capital; gains which could have been 
realized had the PQ been sold. To new entrants or vessels which plan to increase pot numbers, the PQ market 
price would represent an additional. capital expenditure. The introduction of this new cost in the crab fisheries 
should be expected to change individual operators' business strategies. For some current fishery participants 
the added windfall gains from PQs may provide sufficient inducement to exit the fishery. In making this 
determination, vessel owners will internalize the value of fixed asset liquidation-the resale value of crab 
vessels may be substantially below their original purchase price. 

2 The reported 1988 and 1986 figures may not reflect true fleet and vessel class averages. Observations on 1988 
vessel pot nwnb= were only available for 90 of the 171 vessels that participated in the fishery. In addition. pot 
observations were only available for 57 of the 87 vessels participating in the 1986 fishery. 
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We consider four areas to be rentral to consideration of crab fisheries rationaHzation through ITPQs: (l) 
economic efficiency; (2) fleet composition and compensation to fishezy participants; (3) management 
objectives; and (4) other considerations. The discussion ofITPQs will focus on these areas. 

Efficiepcy 

From an economic perspective, efficient vessel configurations are those that maximize profit per crab landed 
Efficient operations minimize the cost per crab landed. Economic efficiency should not be confused with 
effectiveness. Fishing effectiveness relates to a vessel's (or fleet's) catching power, e.g., the quantity 
harvested within a specified period of time. Effectiveness of fishing effort can be improved by investment 
in gear and equipment, even though such an investment may reduce total fishery profitability. 

The status quo management regimes in the Bristol Bay red king crab and Bering Sea snow crab fisheries are 
inconsistent "'ith economic efficiency. As a consequence of the race for fish, each individual fisher is 
compelled to increase their effort through additional investment in harvest capacity simply to maintain their 
current harvest share. This has led in the past to overcapitalized fisheries and a derby style Bristol Bay red 
king crab fishery. Additionally, past fleet expansion has increased crowding externalities, driving up fishing 
costs. Finally, the current pot limits force many vessels to fish with fewer pots than they can effectively 
handle, 

Changing to ITPQs will not eliminate overcapitalization, Operators would continue to lack exclusive rights 
to a portion of fishery harvest Therefore, fishers would continue to have an incentive to race each other in 
an attempt to secure harvest share. In fact, an ITPQ program may ex.aspernre the race for fish. Under an 
ITPQ program, vessels could only fish additional pots if they were successful in bidding for PQs. The 
amount operators would be willing to bid for a PQ is going to be a fimction, in part, of returns to each pot 
Thus, vessels owners would have an added incentive to maximize the returns to each pot, which may be 
accomplished through additional inves,tment in gear, equipment, and/or vessels. This additional capitalization 
may increase the fishing power of the fleet which, in tum, may shorten fishing seasons. 

An ITPQ crab fishery could be expected to be similar to the salmon or herring limited entty fisheries. These 
fisheries continue to be plagued by the race for fish which drives up operating costs without increasing the 
total catch. In other words, the race for fish results in ever increasing costs, and no overall increase in 
benefits. In the race for fish, those who do not expand their effort "'ill lose out to those who do, but if 
everyone expands effort, catches are unchanged while costs are increased. 

An additional feature of an ITPQ program that may further compress season lengths is that it may lead to 
more effective utilization of allowable gear. Vessel owners who receive PQs in excess of the number ofpots 
they currently fish will either utilize the additional pot rights or sell them to other operators. Additionally, 
vessel O\Yners may reduce current fishing prai:tices of utilizing pots for prospecting. because higher benefits 
may be obtainable through selling the PQ to operators who will fish the pot intensively during the fishing 
season rather than letting it sit idle for extended periods oftime. 

An ITPQ program does place a cap on the total number of pots in a fishery. Total gear in the fishezy could 
not be increased in the future by fishery participants if market/fishery conditions were to make the fishery 
more attractive to potential entrants, except by government mandate. New entrants could only enter the 
fishery if they purchase PQs from current vessel owners. This feature could mitigate potential reductions in 
fishery season lengths from overcapitalization. Additiooally, season lengths could be increased through a 
planned reduction in fishery pot caps. 

The ITPQ program could be effective in reducing fleet size. Some consolidation of the crab fleet should 
occur under ITPQs. We would expect that currently marginal operations may take advantage of revenues 
gained from selling PQs to exit the fishery. lndustty representative have indicated that there may be 



numerous fishery participants \\DO have delayed exiting the fishery in anticipation of an economic windfall 
from the final Council crab management plan. Also, fishing operations which have become financially 
stressed by having to fish fewer pots (than that fished prior to pot limits) would have a strong incentive to buy 
additional pot rights. The pot limits have been particularly con.straining on the larger vessels in the crab fleet. 
Consolidation may be expected to occur fairly rapidly as economically marginal boats exit the fishery and 
vessels buy additionally PQs to stem losses introducro by cum:nt pot limits. However, because the market 
for used fishery vessels is soft, the opportunity cost ofremaining in the fishery is reduced for potential sellers 
of PQs, while PQ buyers must expect to fully recover capital investments. Consequently, some fishers \\DO 

are not earning enough to recover their capital investment in vessels and equipment may remain in the fishery 
as long as they can to at least reccup their annual operating costs. 

Despite. a potentially reducro fleet size, an ITPQ program may increase crowding externalities in the crab 
fisheries. Under an ITPQ program that did not include a planned pot reduction, the total number of pots in 
the fishery would stay the same or increase. Since the race for fish may be intensified by an ITPQ program, 
there is added pressure on opera.tors to increase the fishing effectiveness ofpots. This could lead to increased 
concentrations of pots in favored fishing grounds and, thereby, increase both the difficulty of gear retrieval 
and the likelihood ofgear conflicts. These events would increase fishing costs. 

Intuitively, it might be expected that an ITPQ program would enhance economic efficiency of the crab fleets 
by giving vessel owners the flexibility to choose that number of pots which maximizes net returns. Current 
pot limits have led to under utilization ofmany vessels' fishing capacity, particularly larger vessels in the crab 
fleets. However, while a pot limit may increase the profitability of many opera.tors (in comparison to the 
status quo), it is not clear whether this represents long-run improvements in economic efficiency of the entire 
harvestillg sector. Under the status quo management, the crab fisheries are being prosecuted inefficiently. 
Given this characteristic, the relevant issue is vi.tether introducro gear flexibility unda ITPQ programs 
compoul1ds the current inefficiencies or offsets them. Permitting opera.tors to more fully utilize vessel 
capacity should enhance economic efficiency, everything else remaining equal. But, everything else will not 
remain equal, as an ITPQ program intro:luces incentives which should exasperate the current race for fish. 
We cannot state a priori which of these characteristics of an ITPQ program will dominate, and therefore, 
cannot predict efficiency effects ofan ITPQ program. 

An ITPQ program may have the beneficial characteristic of reducing uncertainty to opera.tors in' the crab 
fisheries, unless the pot cap is frequently changed. Opera.tors could formulate business strategies (regarding 
investment in equipment, gear, and vessels) with complete knowledge of how many pots will be on the 
fishing grounds. Effects to uncertainty are an important consideration in crab fisheries where volatile stock 
populations and market prices, and past changes in management measures have led to a risky business setting. 

It is not possible to identify pot caps which would be consistent with economic efficiency, given currently 
available information. The optimal number of pots vi.ill change according to a fisheries GHL. Thus, 
determination of an optimal long-run pot cap would require accurate stOck projections, which are unavailable. 
It would also require currently unavailable opera.ting cost information, and price forecasts. 

Furthermore, changing the number of PQs would engender massive rent-seeking outlays. Current participants 
would lobby to prevent dissipation of the value of their existing PQs, while would be participants seek to 
avoid the costs ofopen-market purchases of PQs. 

Fleet Cornp95jtjon and Partjcjpant Compensation 

Fleet Compensation 

Of particular interest to fishery participants, is potential impacts of management plans to current fleet 
composition and fishery participants' earnings. Relevant issues regarding an ITPQ program include: (l) the 
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extensiveness of fleet consolidation; (2) the effects to current fleet composition, Le., "will the management 
plan lead to increased dominance in the fisheries of large or small vessels, and similarly, v.ill it impact the 
competitiveness of CVs versus CPs?"; and (3) the effocts of the management plan to the earnings of vessel 
owners, skippers and crews. 

One important constraint on fleet consolidation would be imposition of an anti-monopoly cap within the 
ITPQ framework. This !jpe of cap would prevent any legal entity from ex:traCting monopoly rents by 
acquiring a conttolling share of PQs. Currently the Florida spiny lobster fishery has a 1.5% anti-monopoly 
cap. Setting anti-monopoly caps in the crab fisheries requ.in:s determination ofwhat constitutes a controlling 
share of PQs. This determination is probably best set in close consultation with current fishery participants. 
It also requires definition ofa legal entity. The legislation for the Florida Spiny Lobster program may provide 
a useful guideline in th.is matter. 

The ability to more effeetively fish additional pots has been reported to be a primary advantage of larger 
vessels (other advantages include a more stable work platform, greater live tank capacity, and their potential 
for being equipped for processing). In the 1991 Bristol red king crab fishery (the last pre-pot limit year), 
large vessels averaged 394 pots and small vessels averaged 267 pots. Similar differences existed in the 
Bering Sea snow crab fishery. Given historical practices, it seems reasonable that larger vessels would have 
been hit hardest financially by the pot limits (although, th.is has not_been confirmed). This would be expected 
to apply particularly to many of the more recent large vessel enttants in the crab fisheries. These vessels were 
not initially constructed as dedicated crab vessels, but rather, retrofitted and medified for crabbing. 

ln the short-run, we would expect ITPQ induced fleet consolidations to result in the crab fleet being 
increasingly dominated by larger vessels because these vessels are more effeetive. However, we would not 
expect large vessels to obtain PQs consistent with fishing their pre-pot limit number of pots. Purchases of 
PQs represent an added cost of acquirir ~ and maintaining a given number ofpots. Expected returns from pots 
used in the pre-pot limit practices of prospecting and fishing ground preemption may be insufficient to cover 
th.is additional operating cost . · 

There is an additional reason that an ITPQ program may lead to a change in fleet composition toward large 
vessels. Catcher-proc...-ssors, which are primarily larger vessels, may be better able to compete for PQs than 
their CV counterparts. CPs accrue rents from both harvesting and processing activities. CPs ability to extract 
rents from two so= increases returns per pot The extent of th.is advantage will depend on how efficient 
CPs are at catching and processing, and the willingness of shore-based processors to share processing rents 
·with CV s through exvessel prices adjustments. 

As an additional point, we note that when seasons were less compressed the fishery was dominated by smaller 
vessels. Larger vessels have only become prominent in recent years as the race for fish has intensified. One 
explanation for this event, is that smaller vessels may be more efficient while large vessels are more effective. 

We want to be cautious not to overstate advantages large vessels would have in acquiring PQs. Desiga 
features of some of the smaller large vessels and small vessels (e.g., greater maneuverability) may lead to 
their having a significant advantage in fishing effectiveness per pot This could lead to owners of smaller 
vessels being effective bidders for PQs. ln fact, iftheir design was sufficiently advantageous; then in the long . 
l1lII, where all costs are variable, operators may determine that smaller vessels are preferred to larger vessels. 

Long-run changes in fleet composition will also be affected by the cost ofleaving the fishery. Vessel owners 
will have to consider the selling price of potentially idled vessels and gear. Given currently depressed 
financial conditions, vessel owners may find that the selling prices are substantially below initial acquisition 
costs. Financial shortfalls may be particularly acute to large vessel owners, given their substantially higher 
initial investments, and soft markets for used vessels. 
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Finally, changes to fleet composition may also be affected by the risk and llllceruUnty from stock fluctuations 
and market conditions associated with the crab fisheries. A PQ v.ill be a risl..-y asset Returns to the PQ are 
going to be dependent on highly volatile crab stocks, and fluctuating wholesale and exvesse! prices. Fishing 
operations \\<ruch are better able to accolll.IIlOdate this risk within their current portfolio of business operations 
and debt-to-asset ratios will be in an advantageous position to purchase PQs. For example, the contribution 
of a PQ to overall risk of an operation would be lower for larger diversified firms. Large firms \'.ith gr-.ater 
access to capital would also be better able to withstand losses which might be incurred in periods of low 
GHLs. -­

The ITPQ program could be directly designed to limit changes in fleet composition. A current consideration 
is to restrict PQ transfers, allowing PQs to be sold only to vessels in the same vessels class designation (either 
small < 125 feet, or large ~ 125 feet). 

Compensation to Fishery Partitipants 

Vessel owners who qualify for initial PQs will receive an economic windfall. They "ill be given rights to 
a scarce capital asset This economic "indfall would only be received by the first generation of PQ holders. 
Expected economic rents accruing from pot rights will become capitalized into the market price paid by 
subsequent generations of PQ holders. The size of the initial windfall "ill depend on the number of 
qualifying vessels, and the associated number of PQs allotted, as well as any planned furure PQ reduction 
program. 

Transferal:iility restrictions on PQs would affect their value. Such restrictions limit the supply of available 
PQs. If, as exT'ected in at least the short run, there is greater demand for PQs from larger vessel operators, 
then any restr: ..n on transferability across vessel classes should drive up the price of large vessel PQs. In 
contrast, a supply transferability restrictions would reduce demand for small vessel PQs, depressing their 
market price. 

The market price of PQs will also depend on the number initially created. Several factors may drive up the 
initial PQ supply. tinder the proposed plan, the current owner of any vessel would qualify for PQs in Bristol 
Bay red king crab fishery if the vessel recorded one landing between 1989 and 1991. Similarly, the o"ner 
of any vessel that has recorded at least three landings in the Bering Sea snow crab fishery for the vessel owner 
would be a qualified recipient The number of qualif}ing vessels ...,ill, therefore, include all vessels which 
have recently participated in the crab fisheries. This should exceed the number of vessels which have 
participated in any recent single fishing season. Additionally, the design feature of allotting PQs on the basis 
of current pot limits rather than historical usage, will lead to some vessels receiving PQs in excess of the 
number of pots currently fished. Therefore, the initially allotted pot rights should exceed the total amount 
of gear that would have been on the fishing grounds under the status quo. 

An ITPQ program would be expected to preserve skill rents currently earned by skippers and crews. Skilled 
skippers and crews would still be highly sought since the race for fish would remain an ongoing characteristic 
ofthe crab fisheries. In fact, since an ITPQ program may increase competitiveness within the fisheries, vessel 
owners may place an additional premium on skill, and increase compensation to the most skilled skippers and 

Manaoement Objectiyes 

Past management concerns in the crab fisheries regarding abbreviated season lengths and ghost fishing led 
to the imposition of pot limits. As previously noted, the increased incentive for full utilization of a pot's 
catching power under an ITPQ program would be expected to reduce season lengths from the status quo. 
Additional downward pressure "ill also result from the number of pots associated with the initial alloc.:i.tion 
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of PQs exceeding current pot numbers in the fisheries. However, the status quo is a moving target and cari. 
also be expeCted to result in further season compression. 

Season lengths rould be extended through a planned pot reduction program, such as that presented earlier. 
Determination of a final target po~ cap that is consistent "ith management's objectives is problematic. Crab 
populations are highly variable. What may be viewed as an acceptable m.un.ber ofpots by mangers in periods 
of high crab stock populations, will be viewed as excessive in periods of low stock populations. Ideally, from 

· a management perspective the pot cap would be adjusted yearly, depending on forecasted stock populations. 
However, this would be inconsistent with development of a stable well operating market far PQs. Market 
stability reqillres that potential buyers and sellers have full information as to the commodity being traded. 
Thus, a pot cap should not be viewed as a flexible management tool, and adjustments to any announce<i 
planned pot reduction program should be minimized 

Since a fundamental responsibility of fishery managers is to ensure stock viability, pot caps may need to be 
set conservatively in order to protect crab stocks during potential depressed conditions. Conservatively set 
pot caps would result in the crab fleet requiring so=ilat extended seasons in periods of high stock 
populations. From a management perspective this would not seem to present any particular problem, and may · 
be advantageous in making it easier to monitor catch and avoid exceeding GHL. Many crab seasons could 
be extended well beyond recent season lengths. The stocks only need to be protected during vulnerable soft· 
shell periods, and during mating seasons. Processors, would also probably resist, or discount, crab harvested 
soon after molting when there is poor infill. 

It should be noted that conservative initial allocations of PQs would be more disruptive to the industry than 
liberal allocations. Large vessels may not profitably operate with very limited number ofpots. Some smaller 
vessels may remain profitable with small number of pots. The price of PQs could be bid up rapidly, and 
many firms exit the industry. Ccnservatively set pot caps would lead to a highly inefficient harvesting sector 
in periods ofhigh stock populations and high GHLs. 

Ghost fishing bas been a major problem in several crab fisheries, particularly, the Bering sea snow crab 
fishery. Pot limits, by reducing the amount of gear a vessel bas to retrieve, were viewed as an effective way 
of limiting lost pots. This restriction on total vessel gear would be lost under an ITPQ program, and the 
program might increase ghost fishing in comparison to the status quo. This could be controlled by including 
in the ITPQ program a separate cap on the number of pots an individual vessel could fish. 

Safety of fishery participants may also be affected by the amount of onboard gear sto~ge. Increased pots on 
a vessel may affect vessel stability, a concern in the rough waters of the Bering Sea, particularly in the 
fall/winter seasons when severe onboard icing occurs. Again, potential stability problems could be addressed 
through an individual vessel pot cap. Additional safety conc...'"fllS revolve around the derby style nature of 
many crab fisheries. The race for fish leads to dangerous working conditions, which are not alleviated by 
ITPQ programs. 

A final management issue to be addressed is that of bycatch. It is commonly believed that there is high 
 
mortality to non-targeted sublegal and female bycat.ch. Some industry participants have cootended that 
 
bycatcb is inversely related to soak time. There have been unconfirmed reports that bycatch was increased 
 
under pot limits because fishers reduced soak time in response to fishing less gear. Tiris contention should 
 
be examioed and industry should be consulted regarding the potential effects of an ITPQ program to soak 
 
time and bycatch. Effects of any rational.ization measure to bycatch should be a critical concern in policy 
 
formulation. 
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Additional Consid~rations 

An ITPQ program will create new markets for PQs. From inception, these markets are expected to be very 
active. As previously noted, the volatility of GHI..s, as well as changing market conditions, should contribute 
to PQs being viewed as risky assets. Accordingly, individuals or corporations with better ability to withstand 
the market risks may be more active participants in PQ markets. 

The risk associated with highly unpredictable GHLs and market conditions cannot be alleviated. However, 
added risk from uncertainty regarding the ITPQ program can be alleviated through the program design and 
implementation. One important way for this to be accomplished is to announce at the onset the policy 
regarding restrictions on PQ ownership and transfers, such as size class restrictions and monopoly caps, and 
planned pot cap reductions. Th.is will allow industry participants to more accurately assess the value of a PQ 
and better plan future operations. More complete market information should enhance PQ market liquidity, 
and thereby facilitate PQ sales and purchases, and keep the market price of PQs closer to their actual value. 

It may also be advisable to delay implementing any planned pot reduction program for a transitory period. 
This would allow for operators to adjust ID the new management setting, and aliow the PQ market to develop 
and settle. 

It is also important for market stability that fishery participants believe there is stability in the ITPQ program. 
Uncertainty associated with fluctuating polices will lead to industry hesitation in the market for PQs. This 
will limit the ability of ITPQ programs to achieve their desired objectives. In some respects, the 
implementation of a ITPQ program represents a commitment on the part of the managers to manage the erab 
fisheries withiri the designated parameters. 

An important c:Onsideration in rationalization of the fisheries is potential effects of a management plan to the 
economies of coastal communities. An ITPQ program could negatively impact coastal co=unities 
dependent on on-shore processing if they led ID increased harvest shares by CPs. As previously noted, CPs 
m:iy be in a better financial position to acquire PQs than CVs. Thus, an ITPQ program may lead to expansion 
of the CP fleet, reducing the availability of crab to shore-based processors. Potential concentration of PQs 
among CPs "''Ould be mitigated by restriction of PQs according to vessel class. Another option, that was not 
included in the ITPQ program we were asked to consider, would be a restriction on PQ transfers between CPs 
andCVs. 

An additional concern in some coastal. communities that are home to primarily smaller vessel fleets, is that 
these vessels will be displaced under the adopted management plan. Th.is would have secon<jary impacts to 
the general economies of the communities. We have previously discussed expected changes in fleet 
composition. A restriction on PQ transfers across size classes may address this concern. 

Concluding Comments 

It is difficult to predict how an ITPQ program will affect the current practices of the Alaska erab fisheries 
fleet This would represent a fundamental change in the institutional setting under which the erab fisheries 
are prosecuted., and past behavior may not be a good indicator of future behavior under this changed setting. 
However, there are cenain effects that are likely to take place. 

We would expect some fleet consolidation ID occur under an ITPQ program. However, the race for fish will 
continue under ITPQ programs, and may be exasperated as PQs gravitate toward fishers who fish pots most 
effectively. Some efficiency gains may be achieved through owners being able to make investment decisions 
with full knowledge ofhow many pots will be on the fishing grounds. 
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Fishing effectiveness would be enhanced by allowing vessels to determine the optimal number of pots that 
they fish. ParticipantS in the fishery may prefer the ability to make their own decisions and to use their skill 
to determine their financial succ...-ss. Skill rents will still be available to the most successful skippers and 
crew. Vessels which wish to exit the fishery or to downsize would receive compensation from those "'i.shing 
to enter the fishery or expand harvest, in other words, from those able to fish pots more effectively. 

The fishing season may be shortened due to pots being fished more effectively, and increased fishery 
capitalization. Desired minimum season lengths could be achieved through a planned pot reduction program 
that .would,.over time, lower the total pot caps in the crab fisheries. A pot cap reduction could protect stock 
viability in periods .of depressed stock conditions. In periods of stock abundance, extensive season lengths 
may be necessary to harvest the GHL. 

Allowing vessels to increase the number of pots they fish could allow for the occurrence of increased ghost 
fishing, and decreased crew safety. If this is deemed a potentially significant problem it could be addressed 
through an individual vessel pot cap. 

Given the uncertainties that already exist in the crab fisheries, every effort should be taken to minimize any 
additional uncertainties introduced with an ITPQ program. Because the PQs are a risky asset, vessel o"'ners 
which can best absorb risk will be in an advantageous position to acquire PQs. The program needs to be well 
defined at the onset to reduce these risks, including any information regarding future planned pot reductions. 
In addition, it is important that fishery participants are confident that there is stability in the ITPQ program. 

An ITPQ program may result in an increased CP fleet, which could negatively affect on-shore processors and 
coastal communities. Potential displacement may be mitigated by eliminating PQ transfers across vessel size 
classes. However, restrictions on transfers could reduce returns to PQ holden; in the vessel size class that bas 
the lowest demand for PQs. We would expect this to be the small size class. 

Tue ITPQ program should be viewed as an alternative to license limitations. Both policies restrict the amount 
of effort in the fishery. Therefore, enacting both management programs would be redundant, and 
unnecessarily increase the programs' complexity and costs to both fishery managers and participants. 
Additionally, a license limitation program would needlessly interfere with the liquidity of PQ markets, 
reducing the value of PQs, and limit the markets' ability to allocate PQs to their highest and best use. 

A more complete analysis of potential effects of an ITPQ program •'uld be accomplished through 
consideration of recent fishery performance data Unfortunately, there wa:; ...ot time for this to be completed 
prior to the April Council meeting. However, it is the intention ofthe authors to carry forth this 
task in the near future .. This will provide better information for policy setting. 

Finally, we note that there should be additional analysis comparing the benefits and costs of an ITPQ program 
to those associated with alternative rationalization programs. It is likely that the benefits of an ITPQ program 
could also be obtained under an IFQ program, and that some of the problems that continue under an ITPQ 
program would be eliminated under an IFQ program. 
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Year Vessels Harvest Harvest Potlifts No. Pots Season 
(nos. ) (lbs. ) Registered Length (days) 

' 

BO 236 20845350 129948463 567292 78352 40 

81 . 177 5307947 33703903 542425 75756 91 

82 90 541006 3001210 141656 36166 30 

83 0 0 0 0 0 0 

84 89 794040 4182406 112556 21762 15 

85 128 796181 4174953 85003 30117 8 

86 159 2099576 11393934 178370 32468 13 

87 236 211 02 12289067 220871 63000 12 

88 200 1236131 7387795 153004 50099 8 

89 211 1684706 10264971 208684 55000 12 

90 240 3120326 20362342 262131 69906 .. 12 

91 302 2630446 17177894 227565 89068 7 

92 281 1196958 8043018 205940 68189 7 

Source: Westward Region Report to the Alaska Board of Fisheries 

'!'able 1: Bristol Bay Red King Crab Fishery: Total Number of Vessels in the Fleet; Fleet Harvest by Number of Crab; 
Fleet Harvest by Weight; Total Fleet Potlifts; Total Number of Registered Pots; and Season Length. 



VZSSELS 

LENGTH l\'UMSER I PCTN 

YEAR SIZE ' 

86 LARGE 151.13 15.00 9.62 
l 

SMALL 91.35 141. oo I 90.38 
' 

ALL 97.10 156.00 100.00 

87 SIZE 

LARGE 150.73 44.00 19.47 

SMALL 90.28 182.00 80.53 

ALL 102.05 226.00 100.00 
' 

Isa SIZE 

LA.«GE 153.18 44.00 22.22 

SMALL I 93.12 154.00 77. 78 

ALL 106.46 198.00 100.00 

89 SIZE 

LARGE 153.51 43.00 20. 87 

SM:A.LL 92. 52 163.QO 79.13 

ALL 105.25 206.00! 100.00 

' 
90 SIZE 

LARGE 153.96 47. 00 19. 58 

SMALL 94.54 193.00 80.42 

ALL 106.17 240.00 100.00 

91 SIZE 

LARGE 153.70 63.00 21.14 

SMALL 96.20 235.00 78.86 

ALL, 108.36 298.00 100.00 

Table 2. Bristol Bay Red King Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Vessel Length by 
Vessel Size Class; Number ofVessels \Vithin Each Size Class; and Percentage ofF1eet 
Within Vessel Size Class (PCTN). 



I POTS 

MEAN 

iYEAR js:ZE 

271. $7 

SMALL 

86 LARGE 

189.30 

197.24 

87 

ALL 

SIZE 

LARGE 277. 68 

SMALL 172. 63 

ALL 193.0B 

88 SIZE 

328.39LARGE 

216.62 

ALL 

SMALL 

241.46 

89 SIZE 

350.65LARGE 

' 232.17 

I ALL 

SMALL 

256.90 

SIZE 

LARGE 

90 

393.94 

SMALL 262.33 

288.lO!ALL 

91 SIZE 

LARGE 394.lOi 

SMALL 266.97 

293.51AL:L 

Table 3. Bristol Bay Red King Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Number of Pots 
Registered Per Vessel, by Vessel Size Class. 



HARVEST 

MEAN SUM PCTN 

YEAR SIZE 

86 LARGE 100415.80 1506237.00 9.55 

SMALL 67012 .12 9515721. 00 90.45 

ALL 70203.55 11021958.00 100.00 

87 SIZE 

LARGE 78292.73 3444880.00 19 .21 

SMALL 47122.58 8717677.00 80.79 

ALL 53111. 60 12162557. 00 100.00 

88 SIZE 

LARGE 45516.39 2002721. 00 22.00 

SMALL 34587.55 5395658.00 78.00 

ALL 36991.89 7398379.00 100.00 

89 SIZE 

LARGE 62013.98 2666601. 00 20.77 

SMALL 45176.30 7408914.00 79.23 

ALL 48673.99 10075515.00 100.00 
. 

90 SIZE 

LARGE 123022.96 5782079.00 19.50 

SMALL 74844. 83 14519897.00 so.so 

ALL 84240.56 20301976.00 100.00 

91 SIZE 

LARGE 78645.89 4954691.00 21. 07 

' SMlU.L 51131.17 12066955.00j 78.93 

ALL 56928.58 17021646.001 100.00 

Table 4. Bristol Bay Red King Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Vessel Harvest, by 
Vessel Size Class. 



CPUE 

MEAN 

YEAR SIZE 

86 LARGE 78.37 

SMALL 61. 61 

ALL 63.22 

87 SIZE 

LARGE 64.22 

SMALL 52.28 

ALL 54.57 

88 SIZE 

LARGE 51. 85 

SMALL 49.05 

ALL 49. 67 

89 SIZE 

LARGE 50.95 

SMALL 49.34 

ALL 49.68 

90 SIZE 

LARGE 91. 53 

SMALL 73.93 

ALL 77.37 

91 SIZE 

LARGE 86.63 

SMALL 71. 78 

ALL 74.91 

Table 5. Bristol Bay Red King Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Catch Per Unit 
Effort, by Vessel Size Class (in pounds). 



POT?!CKS 

MEA.'1 

YEAR SIZE 

86 LARGE 4.56 

I SMALL 6.11 

ALL 5.96 

87 SIZE ' 

LARGE 3.81 

SMl\LL 4.73 

ALL I 4.54 

88 SIZE 

LARGE 2.82 

SMl\LL I 3.22 

ALL 3.14 

89 SIZE 

LARGE 3.61 

SMALL 4.08 

ALL 3.98 

90 SIZE 

LARGE 3.66 

SMALL 3.91 

ALL 3.86 

91 isrzE 

LARGE 2.41 

SMALL 2.90 

ALL 2.80 

Table 6. Bristol Bay Red King Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Number of Times 
Each Pot is Lifted, by Vessel Size Class. 



VESSELS 

LENGTH NUMBER !'CTN 
.. 

IYEAR SIZE l 
I 

66 LARGE 147. 09 11. oo I 13 .25 
!. 

SMALL 96.56 72.00 86.75 

ALL I 103.25 83.00 100.00 

' 67 SIZE I 
LARGE 147. 81 16.00 15.84 

SMALL 94.881 85.00 84.161 

ALL 103.27 101. 00 ioo.oo! 

88 SIZE 

LARGE 154.53 43.00 25. 44 

SMALL 94.47 126.00 74.56 

ALL 109.75 169.00 100.00 

89 SIZE 

LARGE 153.00 45.00 27 .11 

SMALL 97 .12 121. 00 72. 89 

ALL I 112. 27 166.00 100.00 

90 SIZE 

:ARGE 153.43 4A. 00 24.58 

SMP..LL 95. 67 135.00i 75.42 

I ALL 109.87 179.ooi 100.00 
' ' ! 
91 SIZE 

LARGE 208.24 54.00 24.88 

i SMALL 98.04 163.00 75.12 
I 

125. n J! ALL 217.00 100.00 

Table 8. Bering Sea Snow Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Vessel Length by Vessel 
Size Class; Number ofVessels Within Each Vessel Size Class; and Percent.age of Fleet 
\Vithin Vessel Size Class (PCTN). 



YEAR SIZE 
 

86 LARGE 
 

SMALL 
 

.ALL 

!.'O'!'S 

MFJ\N 

233.25 

238.06 

237.39 


87 

88 

89 

90 

SIZE 

LARGE 287.13 

SMALL 220.68 

ALL 

SIZE 

LARGE 

231.76 


367.00 


SMALL 289.49 

ALL 313. 97 
' 

SIZE 

LARGE 319.40 

SMALL 259.89 

ALL 276.95 

SIZE 

LARGE 341.57 

SMALL 251.33 

ALL 274.32 

' 

Table 9. Bering Sea Snow Crab 1986-1990. Average Number of Pots Registered Per 
Vessel, by Vessel Size Class. 



HARVEST 

ME.AN SUM !?CTN 

YF.AA s:zE 

86 L 1576811. 73 17344929.DD 12. 54 

s 1034320.03 78608322.00 87.36 

I ALL 1102910. 93 95953251.00 100.00 

87 SIZE 

L 1207572.81 19321165. 00 15.53 

s 937974.41 81603774.00 84.<17 

I ALL 979853.78 100924939.00 100.00 
I 

88 SIZE I 
I 

L 969717 .12 41697836.00 25.15 

s 696248.99 89119871. 00 74.85 

ALL 765015.831130817707.00 100.00 

89 SIZE 

L 1258554.51 56634953.00 26.63 

s 733921.88 91006313. 00 73.37 

ALL 873616.96 147641266.00 100.00 

90 SIZE 

L 14.40789. 66 63394745.00 23.28 

s 664583.14 96364556.00 76. 72 

ALL 845287.31 159759301.00 100.00 

91 SIZE 

L 2213552.48 119531834.00 24.55 

s 1231534.39 204434708.00 75.45 

ALL 1472575.19 323966542.00 100.00 

Table 10. Bering Sea Snow Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Vessel Harvest, by 
Vessel Size Class. 



CPUE 

MEAN 

YEAR SIZE 

86 L 181. 40 

s 173.70 

ALL 174.68 

87 SIZE 

L 151.3: 

s 158.09 

ALL 157.03 

88 SIZE 

L 168.28 

s 164.36 

ALL 165.35 

89 SIZE 

L 213.92 

s 215.93 

ALL 215.39 

90 SIZE 

L 199.88 

s 154.02 

ALL 164.70 

91 SIZE 

L 256.98 

s 223.00 

ALL 231. 34 

Table 11. Bering Sea Snow Crab Fishery 1986-1991. Average Catch Per Unit Effort, 
by Vessel Size Class (in pounds). 



Year . Vessels Harvest Harvest Potlifts No. Pots Season 
(nos.) (lbs.) Registered Length (days) 

79/80 134 25286777 39572668 255022 35503 307 

81 153 ·34415322 52750034 435742 39789 229 

82 122 24089562 29355379 469091 35522 167 

83 109 23838149 26128410 287127 15396 120 

84 52 21009935 26813074 173591 12493 320 

85 75 52903246 65998875 372045 15325 333 

86 88 76499123 97984539 543744 13750 252 . 
87 103 81307659 101903388 616113 19386 158 

88 171 105716337 134060185 766907 38765 120 

89 168 112618881 149455848 663442 43607 112 

90 189 128977638 161821350 911613 46440 148 

91 220 265123960 328647269 1391583 76056 159 

92 250 227376582 315302034 1281796 77858 97 

Source: Westward Region Report to the Alaska Board of Fisheries 

Table 7: Bering Sea Snow Crab Fishery: Total Number of Vessels in the Fleet; Fleet Harvest by Number of Crab; Fleet Harvest 
by Weight; Total Fleet Potlifts; Total Number of Pots Hegistered; and Season Length. 
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Exclusion ofSehastes Rocldish, Flathead Sole, and Arrowtootb Flounder in the GOA 

This appendix has been prepared to provide infonnation to the Council regarding the proposed exclusion of 
area species licenses for GOA Sebastes' rockfish, flathead sole, and Arrowtooth flounder. It summarizes the 
distribution of target fisheries, bycatch, and ex-vessel revenue for those vessels which reported catch of 
Sebastes rockfish, flathead sole, and Arrowtooth flounder in the GOA in 1993. The data used were provided 
by industry to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, the Co=ercial Fisheries Entry Commission 
(CFEC), and National Marine Fisheries Service. Although the infonnation includes arrowtooth flounder and 
flathead sole, the primary focus will be on rockfish, which is a primary, high valued target sp<::<:ies in the GOA 
for a relatively small sector of the industry. 

Overview of EARIRIR/IRFA for Amendment 26 to GOA Groundfish Fishery Management Plan 

At the September 1991 meeting, the Council identified several amendment proposals. One such proposal \Vas 
to prohibit trawlers from fishing east of 140 degrees West longitude in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska. lo 
response to the proposed amendment, an EA/RIR/IRFA was written to provide background infonnation on 
the groundfish fleet in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska. This document is relevant because in the EG, the major 
trawl species are rockfish. The proposal to prohibit trawling in the EG would have had some of the same 
impacts as would the elimination of rockfish species as a target fishery in the GOA. The economic portion 
of the EAJRIR/IRFA document will provide some initial background information on the groundfish fleet in 
the Gulf. 

The Eastern Gulf (EG) grouodfish fleet during 1990 and 1991 characterizes, in most cases, the entire Gulf 
growidfish fleet in 1993. Vessels which harvest groundfish are.either catcher/processors or shore-based 
catcher vessels. Catcher/processors are few whereas shore-based vessels number in the hundreds. Average 
catch for groundfish is higher for catcher/processors. Trawlers tend to concentrate on pollack, Pacific cod, 
and Sebastes rockfish, while longliners favor sablefish, Pacific cod, and demersal shelf rockfish. 

The catcher/processor fleet operating in the EG during the 1990 and 1991 period were either trawlers or 
longliners. The number of trawlers in 1990 was 11 w~th average retained landings of 595.l mt, and in 1991 
there were l 0 vessels with an average retained landing of 711.3 mt The other slope rockfish group ·was the 
primary species for trawlers in 1990 accounting for 77% of their total retained grouodfish (this was when POP 
was included in the other slope categoiy). The follov.ing year, pollack was the primary sp<::<:ies accounting 
for 48% of total retained grouodfish.2 Six catcher/processor longliners were operating the EG during 1990 
and 9 vessels in 1991. Average retained landings for longliners were 36 mt in 1990 and 74.7 in 1991. 
Sablefish was the primary species for longliners in 1990 and 1991 at over 90% of their total retained 
ground.fish. 

The shore-based catcher fleet is composed of longliners, trawlers, jig, troll, and other salmon g= vessels. 
For the purposes of this analysis, this discussion will center only around longliners and trawlers. For trawlers, 
the primary fishery during the 1990 period was rockfish and in 1991 pollack and Pacific cod However, 
actual catch data and vessel numbers for shore-based trawlers were not presented in the EA/RIR/IRFA due 
to the confidential nature ofthe data. The number oflongline vessels operating the EG during 1990 and 1991 
were 774 and 835, respectively. Average retained landings for longliners was 13.8 mt in 1990 and 11.9 mt 

'Specifically, the GOA Sebastes roddish are Pacific Ocean perch, shortraker and rougheye rockfish, 
other slope rocldish, northern rockfish, and pelagic shelfrockfish. Thomyheads, genius Sebastoslobus, will 
be included in this category. 

:In 1991, Pacific Ocean perch and shortraker/rougheye rockfish were separated out from other slope 
rockfish spe<:ies group. 
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1991. The primary fishery for longliners, sablefish, accounted for 91% of their total retained catch in 1990 
and 87% in 1991. 

Number of Vessels Targeting Sehastes Rockfish, Flathead Sole, and Arrowtooth Flounder in 1993 for 
the GOA 

Table 3.21 summarizes the number of vessels targeting' Sebasres rockfish, flathead sole, and Arrowtooth 
flounder in the GOA for 1993 by vessel type, gear, and species. The target species with the largest number 
of participants was Sebastes rockfish with 21 catcher/processors and 219 shore-based catcher vessels, 
respectively.• Of the 22 catcher/processors which participated in the rockfish fishery, 15 were trawlers and 
1 were longline vessels. With the exception of other slope rockfish, nearly all the cat<:her/processor trawlers 
which participated in the Sebasres roc\dish :fishery targeted on each of the &bastes rockfish categories. The 
distribution of the shore-based catcher vessels targeting on Sebastes rockfish was 164 longliners, 5 trawlers, 
and 43 vessels using other gear. Shortraker/rougbeye had the largest number of possible participants at I15 
followed closely by thomyheads at 107. (Use of the term 'target' may be misleading here. It is reported 
as target due to nature of fish ticket records for these vessels. In actuality, most of these vessels merely 
landed, as opposed to targeted, these species.) 

Table 3.21 	 Number of Vessels Targeting &bastes Rockfish, Flathead Sole, and Arrowtooth Flounder 
by Vessel Type and Gear 

Catcher/Processors Shore-Based Vessels 

Number o{Vessels Number of Vessels 

Fisherv Lon2line Trawl Lon2line Trawl Other 

Arrowtooth Flounder l . 9 0 23 l 

Flathead Sole 0 0 0 18 ( 

Sehastes Reddish 7 15 164 5 43 

Northern Rockfish 0 14 0 4 0 

Pela<>ic Rocldish I 15 44 3 39 
Pacific Ocean Perch 0 14 3 2 ( 

Slope Rockfish-93 0 12 34 I 21 

Other Slooe Rockfish 3 6 45 2 18 

Shortraker/Rouclieve 4 14 90 3 ' 
Thomvheads 3 15 82 4 3 

Quantity and Value ofSebastes Rockfish, Flathead Sole, and Arrowtooth 

One way to estimate industry-wide producer surplus for Sebastes rockfish, flathead sole, and Arrowtooth 
flounder is to estimate the wholesale revenue at the point "''here processors sell to wholesalers and subtract 
ex-vessel value and the cost associated with production of processing the raw product This amount, called 

3fn order to determine the target fishery for ADF&G fish ticket data, the current NMFS PSC 
accounting definitions were utili.z.ed. with the exception of trawl harvested midwater pollack which was. 
aggregated with trawl bottom pollack. The target fisheries were already established for the NrviFS weekly 
production reports. 

'The total number of vessels reported in Table 3.25 sums to more than totals reported in the text 
because some vessels targeted species with more than one gear type. 
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Species Ex-Vessel Price 

Arrowtooth Flounder .060 

Flathead Sole .134 

Deep Water Flatfish .186 

Shallow Water Flatfish .165 

Northern Rockfish .209 

Pacific Ocean Perch .227 

Thomyheads .439 

Shortraker/Rougheye .341 

Demersal Shelf Rockfish .420 

Pelagic Shelf Rockfish .379 

Slope Rockfish-93 .136 

Pacific Cod .173 

Sablefish· .918 

Pollock .080 

net first wholesale revenue, includes only the value added portion of the wholesale price. The value 
associated with ex-vessel production, often the largest cost for processors, is readily available. However, the 
cost associated with processing the raw product is not knmm. As a result, to estimate net first wholesale 
value, processiiig costs are assumed zero and the estimate of net first wholesale revenue would fall between 
the ex-vessel value and first wholesale revenue absent ex-vessel value. This estimated first wholesale revenue 
\\ill be referred to as net first wholesale revenue for this analysis. 

Ex-Vessel V~.lue 

To estimate ex-vessel revenue for Sebastes rockfish, flathead sole, and Arrowtooth flounder, ex-vessel prices 
for both catcher/processors and shore-based catcher vessels were supplied by Pacific Coast Fisheries 
Information Network (P ACFIN). "Ex-vessel price" is the price paid to fishermen for -their catch. Since 
catcher/processors process their own catch, there is no reported ex-vessel price. To make up for the absence 
of an ex-vessel price, PACFIN, using best available shore based ex-vessel prices, estimated the ex-vessel 
price for catcher/processors. Table 3.22 summarizes the ex-vessel prices supplied by PACFIN which were 
used in the analysis. Prices were for all gears and combined fish tickets and weekly processor reports in the 
GOA. 

Table 3.22 	 Pacific Coast Fisheries Information Network Ex-Vessel Prices by Species for all Gears and 
Combined State Fish Tickets and Weekly Processor Reports in the Gul.t ofAlaska 

A sununary of the estimated ex-vessel value and pounds harvested by target species for both 
catcher/processors and shore-based catcher vessels is represented in Table 3.23. Catch will refer to the 
harvest of target fishery and does not include bycatch which will be addressed later in the analysis. The most 
obvious difference between catcher/processors and shore-based vessels is the distribution of catch by target 
species. Over 8 8% of the total Se bastes rockfish, with the exception of demersal shelf rockfish, is caught by 
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catcher/processors. Nearly one hundred percent of the slope rockfish-93 group was harvested by 
catcher/processors. Shore-based catcher vessels caught the majority ofthose species remaining. One hundred 
percent of the flathead sole and over 80% of Pacific rod, pollock, and shallow water flatfish were harvested 
by shore-based catcher vessels. Sablefish and demersal shelf rockfish were slightly lower at 79% and 76o/o, 
respectively. 

Catch and ex-vessel value distribution by vessel type, surnmariw:l in Table 3.24, demonstrates the relative 
importance the Sebastes rockfisli fishery to the catcher/processor fleet. Sebastes rockfish was second to 
pollack in total pounds harvested, at 36% or 29.3 million pounds, and second to sablefish in total ex-vessel 
value at 36% or $5.2 million. Of the individual rockfisli species, northern and slope-93 were the primary 
fisheries. Other species which contributed more than 10% of the total estimated ex-vessel value for 
catcher/processors were pollock at $2.5 million and Pacific cod at $2.2 million. · For shore-based catcher 
vessels, sablefisli was the largest revenue source at $23.5 million or 43% of total ex-vessel revenue followed 
by pollock and Pacific cod at 29"/o and 23%, respectively. Only l% ofthe estimated ex-vessel value was from 
the Sebastes rockfish group. 

Tables 3 .25 and 3 .26 summarize the catch and estimated ex-vessel value by species for the individual gears 
"ithin each of the vessel classes. For the catcher/processors, trawlers contributed the largest portion of the 
harvest at 87% and ex-vessel revenue at 58%. Of the 87% trawl catch, pollock and Sebastes rocldish were 
the primary species at 30% and 26%, respectively. The largest fisheries in terms of pounds for the 
catcher/processor longliners were Pacific cod and sablefisli at 7% and 6%, respectively, of the total catch by 
catcher/processors. However, sablefish contributed 34% of the total ex-vessel value. The longline Sebastes 
ro::kfish fisherv amounted to less than I% of the total harvest or ex-vessel revenue.. ' 
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Table 3.23 Target Catch, Hstimaled Ex-vessel Value, and Percentages of Totals by species for those Catcher/Processors and Shore-Based Catcher Vessels Who 
Targeted SebasttS Rockfish, Flathead Sole, and Arrowtooth Flounder In the Gulf of Alaska for U1e 1993 Period. 

Catcher/ProcusoN Shore-Based Catcher Vessel! Total by Sp«les 
% orTotaJ E.J:-Ves.tel % ofTota.J Ex·Ve%el 

Snecle! Pouod!I Ex-Ve:uH Value Value hf 5,_,.1e9 Pound! Ex-Vessel Value Value bt S,..,_.let Total PoundJ Total Ex-Vessel Value 
Anuwtoolh 3505971 781831 47% 4018702 896171 53% 7524673 1678002 
Danenal Shelf Rocifish 482808 127461 24'~ 1542185 407137 76% 2024993 534598 
f).....n Water Flatfish 8776996 860146 66% 4556228 4465!0 34'fo 133JJ224 1306656 
11a1hud Sole 0% 1787865 230635 100% 1787865 230635 
No1thcm Rockfish 10082281 2!07197 85% 1742840 364254 159'0 11825121 2471451 
Other Sloue Rockfish 27711 7316 34% 53166 14036 66% 80877 21352 
P&cilic COO I JJ00652 2247810 15% 75002813 12675475 85% 88303465 14923285 
Pclu>ic Shelf RocXfish 5538013 559339 86% 939075 94847 14% 6477088 654186 
Polfoclc. 33692520 2526939 13% 216133612 16210021 87% 249826132 18736960 
Pa.cific Ooe.m Pcn:h 2418094 207956 85% 438830 37739 15% 2856924 245695 

Sablefish 6712835 6316778 21% 25023846 23547439 79% 317J6681 29864217 
Shallow Water Flatt 1241178 184935 7% 15520365 2312534 93% 16761543 2497469 
Slone Rockfiih-93 8903601 1771817 IOO'fo 42986 8554 0% 8946587 1780371 
Sh ortrakcr/ROUR hcve 1675508 271432 86'!0 274085 44402 149'0 1949593 315834 
ll1omvhe&J1 631170 239845 82% 139443 52988 18% 770613 292833 
Other 5,_.;e1 14836924 - - 9122642 - - 23959566 -
Total! B42ll563 14326851 21 'fo 347216041 54983999 79% 431439604 69310150 

0 




~ 

~ 

..._, 
 

i 
 
·"' 
i 
~ 

E 
 r 
 

Table 3.24 Target Catch and &timaled Bx-vessel VAiue by Vessel Type for those Catcher/Processors and Shore-Based Catcher Vessels: Who 1'argetcd Seba.sle.r Rock fish, 
Flathead Sole, and Armwtooth flounder in the Gulf of Alaska f-0r the 1993 Period. 

CatdJtr/l'rotU1or1 Shott-Bue<I C1111tchu Vtnt1t 
-

~ ofTotal Pound• "offolt;I £x-Vtm:1 ~ ofToUI Poond1 "'of Tot.II Eir~Vmtl 
S.....,.ld Poundt Value for CJP Ex 0 Vtutl Value Value tor ClP ruund1 Value for Ctv EC'wVw:e1 V.nlue \lalu• for C/V 

A­ 3SOl971 .,, 1818)1 5% 40l'11ll 1% 396171 2% 
£kmm.1.I She\f ft-IX\.fhh 432WI I"' 127461 1% 1542185 0% 407137 1% 
U~W.1tct Fl•lfi'h 1776'1% 10% !60\46 6% 4556228 1% 446StO 1% 
Halhcld Sole 0 0% 0 0% 118716$ 1• 230635 0% 
Northern ftockfi&h · 100"281 12% 2101191 !Sil. 1742840 '"' 364254 1% 
OthctSI RocHidl 2771i Oil. 7316. Oil. . 53166 0% 14036 0% 
Puific:Cod 1330065 16% 22-17Sl0 169'.> 15002113 22% J261S475 23% 
Pclu·ie Shtlf Roc:k.fi&h 5moll 1% rnrm 4% 9'.!907l 0% 94847 0% 
Pollock: ))692520 40'11. ll269J9 18% 216113612 62% 1621002! 29% 
Pldtic Occa.n.Pm:h 2411()11.1 3% 1079:S6 1% 418830 0% 37739 0% 
SahldiU. 6712835 1% 6)!6178 44% 1!023846 7% ?:lS41439 41% 
Sh.atiow W•tcr Aau 11All78 1% J'49}5 1% lll2006S 4% 2312S34 4% 
!H RockftJh,q-\ $901601 11% 1111117 12% 429&6 ""' B5S4 0% 
Short1UCT1Rw ' 1675508 1% 211432 1% 274011 ... 444-02 0% 
lhotnvh.(!... 6Jll7-0 '"' ms.is 1% 139443 0% .12988 0% 
Othn Sooclt:. . 14836924 ··-· - - 9122642 )% - -
ToUl• 14223561 1009'. l<t3l61Sl 100!1. J47ll,&4t 100!1. 54913999 I 00!1. 



Table 3.25 Target Catch and Estimated Ex-vessel Value for Catcher/Processors Gear Classes by Groundfish Species Who Target<> 
Sebastes Rockfish, l'lathead Sole, and Arruwtooth l'lounder in the Gulf of Alaska for the 1993 Period. 

Catcher/Processors 

c;ear Snl'clts Pounds % ot Tolal Pounds Ex-vessel value % of Tola! Value 
Lone.line Arrowtoolh I 874 0.009'0 $418 0.0070 
Lone.line Den1ersal Shelf Rockfish 37.278 0.03% $9.841 0.05% 
Lon.R.line Deco Water Flatfish 29,166 0.03% $2.858 0.02% 
Lone.line Other Slooe Rock.fish 2.006 0.00% $530 O.OO'Yo 
Lon.R.line Pacific Cod 8101.119 7.24% $1 369.089 7.52% 
lonll'line Petairic ShelfRocldish I 014 0.00% SI02 0.00% 
Lone.line Sablefish 6 682 942 5.98% S6 288 648 34.53% 
Lon21ine ShortrakerlR au~hevc 73 520 0.o7% SI I 910 O.O?'fo 
Lone.line Thomvheads 4 255 0.00% SI 617 0.01% 
Misc Pacific Cod 7 275 0.01 lf'o SI 229 0.01 lfo 

Pot Pacific Cod 27 644 0.02% $4 672 0.03% 
Trawl Arrowtooth 3 504.097 3.13% $781 414 4.29% 
Trawl Dcmersal Shelf Rock.fish 445,529 0.40% $117620 0.65% 
Trawl Deco Water FlaJfish 8 747 831 7.82% $857 287 4.71% 
Trawl Northern Rocldlsh 10082281 9.02% $2 107 197 I 1.57% 
Trawl Other Slone Rockfish 25 704 0.02% $6 786 0.04% 
Trawl Other Soccies 14836924 13.27% - -
Trawl Pacific Cod 5 164 614 4.62% $872 820 4.79% 
Trawl Pelairic ShelfRockf1Sh 5 536 999 4.95% $559 237 3.07% 
Trawl Pollock 33 692 520 30.13% $2.526 939 13.88% 
Trawl Pacific Ocean Perch 2.418 094 2.16o/'o $207 956 l.14'Yo 
Trawl Sahlefish 29 893 O.o3% $28 129 0.15% 
Trawl Shallow Water Flatfish I 241 178 1.11% $184935 1.02% 
Trawl Slone RocUish-93 8 903 601 7.96% $1 771 817 9.73% 
Trawl ShortrakcrlR OU'1 heve 1.601 988 1.43% $259 522 1.43% 
Trawl Thomvheads 626 916 0.56% $238 228 1.31 lfo 

ToCal 111,826.262 100.00% $18.210 801 100.00o/o 
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Table 3.26 Target Catch and Estimated llx-vessel Value for Gear Classes of Shore-Based Vessels by Groun<lfish Species Who 

Targeted Sebastes Roekfish, Flathead Sole, and Anowtoo\h l'lounder in The Gulf of Alaska for the 1993 Period. 

Shore-llused Cakher Vessels 

Gear S1lede1 Pound! % of Total Pound.s Ex·vtuel value % ll(To!al Value 
Lon11line Oemcrsal ShtlfRockfish 1.501 S46 0.42% S396.408 0.69% 
LonIDine ll<eo Water flatfish 124 746 0.04% $!2.225 0.02% 
f..ongl:ine Other Slo11e Rockfish 39.766 0.01% $10 498 0.02% 
Lon dine Other 302.451 0.08% -
L..on"Une PadficC-Od 6.151.243 l.73% . $1 039 560 1.81% 
tonl.'!linc Pelaeic Shelf Rockfish . 77.797 0.02% $7 857 0.01% 
L.onL>linc Paci fie Ocean J>eKh l 375 0.00% $118 0.00% 
l.Alne.line Sab1t.fish 14.843 !BS 6.97% $23.377.437 40.77% 
Loneline Shallow Water Aatfish 20 606 0.01% $3 070 0.01% 
L.onRline Slone Rockfish-93 25 347 0.01% $5.044 0.01% 
L.on"llne Shortraker/11 ouehcve 87 353 0.02% $14.151 0.02% 
l..on2.line Tlwrnvheads 59 808 0.02% $22 727 0.04% 

Trawl Am:iwtonth 3 994 702 l.12% $890 819 1.55% 
Trawl Oemmal ShelfRocl:lish 5 644 0.00% Sl.490 0.00'!o 
Trawl [)t<co Water Flatfish 4.431 482 1.24% $434.285 0.76% 
Trawl Flathead Sole 1181 865 0.50% $230 635 0.40% 
Trawl Northern Rocklish l.742.840 0.49% $364.254 0.64% 
1'raw~ Other Slone Rock.fish 1516 0,00% $400 0.00% 
·rrawl Olher 8 425.926 2.36% -
Trawl PadficCod 61 313.503 ' 17.21% $10.361.982 18.07% 
Trawl Pc)aoic ShclfRockfish 594.552 0.17% $60 050 0.10% 
Trawl Pollock 21H34.136 60.60% $16195.060 28.24% 
Trawl Pacific Ouan Perch 431.455 . 0.12% $37 621 0.07% 

Trawl Sablefish 176 498 0.05170 $166 085 0.29% 

Trawl Shallow Water f~w:fhh 15412.709 4.33% $2.296.494 4.01% 

Trawl Slone Rocldlsh-93 8 510 0.00% $1 693 0,00% 

Trawl Shon ra.kcr/R o u l'ht ve 183.896 0.05% $29 791 0.05% 
·rrawl 'fl1ornvhcads 78 736 0.02% $29 920 0,05% 

Other ArroW'tooth 24.000 0.01% $5.352 0.01% 

Other Demma! ShelfRockfish 34 995 0.01% $9239 0.02% 

Other Other Slone Roddish 11 884 0.00% $3.137 0.01% 
01her Other 394 265 0.11% - -
Other PadficC-Od 7.S38 067 2.12% $1 273 933 2.22% 

Other Pcla"lc Shelf Rock.fish 266 726 0.07% $26.939 0.05% 

Other Pollock 199 476 0.06% $14 961 0.03% 

Other Shallow Water Flatfish 80.450 0.02% $1 l.987 0.02% 

Olher Slone Rocl:lish-93 9 129 0.00% $1.817 0.00% 

Other ShortrakerlDouohevc 2 836 0.00% $4S9 0.00% 

Ocher l'homvhead• 899 0.00% $342 0.00% 

ToCal 356.327.920 !00.00% $57 337-840 100.00% 
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For the shore-based fleet, trawlers were also the largest contributor to both total cau:h and ex-vessel revenue 
at&&% and 54%, respectively. Pollock and Pacific cod were the primacy targets at 61% and 17% of the total 
shore-based pounds harvested, respectively. Trawl-<:aught pollock and Pacific cod capture 46% of the total 
ex-vessel revenue. Shore-based longliners harvested only 9% of the total cau:h, but managed to captured 42% 
of the total ex-vessel revenue. The success of the shore-based longliners can be attributed to the sablefuh 
fishery. Sablefish accounted for 75% of the total shore-based longline harvest and 7% of the total shore­
based harvest. The success of the longline sablefish fishery is .even more evident when comparing estimated 
ex-vessel value with other shore-based fisheries. The fishery accounted for 41% of the total estimated ex­
vessel value"for all shore-based vessels. The next closest fishery was trawl-caught pollock at 28%. Sebastes 
roclcfish and the flathead sole had minimal impact on the harvest and ex-vessel revenue for shore-based 

. longliners. 

Examination of the distribution of Sebastes rockfish by individual vessels and companies, shows that nearly 
all ofthe TAC is harvested by 15 vessels and 9 companies. For 1993, 237 vessels participated in the Sebastes 
rockfish fishery. Of those 237 vessels, 15 acrounted for 99% of the total cateb. The top four vessels captured 
51 % of the total catch. Looking at individual companies that participated in the Sebastes rockfish fishery is 
even more startling. Nine companies accounted for 98% of the total catch, and the top four companies 
garnered 80% of the total catch. If Sebastes rockfish had been excluded from area, species licenses for the 
GOA during the 1993 period, 15 vessels or 9 companies would have had to drastically curtail their directed 
fishing ofSebastes rockfish. 

Jn order to more accurately evaluate the economic impacts of this activity, or the prohibition of this activity, 
on the catcher/processor fleet targeting rockfish in the GOA, we need to move away from ex-vessel value as 
reported by PACFtN, and look at a more realistic value estimate for these species. The discussion below 
utilizes first wholesale value to determine these potential economic impacts. 

Wholesale Market and Wholesale Value 

The follov.ing information on rockfish markets are cited from the EA/RIR/IRFA for Amendment 26 dated 
May 7, 1992. After the rockfish is harvested, it is processed and is primarily sold to wholesale markets in 
either Japan or the U.S. Catcher/processors in most instances head, gut, and freeze the rockfish before 
exporting the majority of the product to Japan. Alaska rockfish co=ands a high price on the Japanese 
wholesale market due to its size, color and high oil content. Shore plants also tend to head, gut, and freeze 
rockfish before it is exported to Japan. Pelagic shelf rockfish is an exception., being filleted and sold in the 
domestic market fresh or frozen. Individual prices for rockfish species depend a great deal on the quality of 
the product and the species itself. Consumers tend to judge the quality of the rockfish by uniform red color, 
size of the fish, oil content, and consistency of the flesh. The Japanese favor a uniform red colored fish with 
a high oil content Thomyhe.ad is the preferred species in Japan followed by shortraker and rougheye 
rockfish. Domestic consumers favor a light flaky nonfishy tasting fish. An example would be demersal shelf 
rockfish. 

During the heading and gutting or filleting of the rockfish, portions of the product are removed and are 
discarded. The remaining product is then frozen and shipped to the market To accurately estimate wholesale 
revenue, the ratio of discards to final product, also known as product recovery rate, is required Product 
recovery rates differ for individual processor, product type, and species. The product recovery rate used in 
this analysis, supplied by NMFS, is .50 which is associated v.ith heading and gutting eastern style. 5 

In order to estimate first wholesale value for Sebastes rockfish, rockfish first wholesale prices reported in 

'Heading and gutting eastern cut is removing the head just in front of the coUar bone, and viscera 
removed. 
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North Pacific Fisheries Research Plan paper Establjshjou the Fee Percentage and Standard Ex-vessel Pric,,-s 
for 1995 were used. The price reported was a 1993 price of$1.23 per pound product weight 

Assuming all harvested reddish is processed and sold in the wholesale market, the estimaterl rockfish first 
wholesale value was $20 million. Talcing into account ex-vessel value summarized in Table 3.24, lll:1 first 
wholesale value was $14 million for 1993 ..The catcher/processor sector was the largest contributor to net 
first wholesale value at $12 million. Shore-based vessels accounterl for $1.6 million net first wholesale 
revenue for 1993. The estimated $14 million for total net first \'<nolesale revenue represents a loss to the 
nation ifSebastes rocldish had been excluded from area species licenses for the 1993 period Ifstock levels 
of these species rise in the future, then the foregone value from these fisheries would be larger. This estimate 
of potential foregone revenue does not take into account the catch resulting from bycatch. Implications to 
rocldish and halibut bycatch will be discussed further follo\'<ing the section on Bering SealAleutian Island 
catch. 

Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Catch 

Many of the vessels which targeted &bastes rockfish, flathead sole, and arrowtooth flmmder in the GOA for 
the 1993 period, also fished in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands. Table 3.27 s~ landings by target 
species for the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands for 1993. The primary target species for the catcher/processors 
was pollack at 1.84 billion pounds or 76% of the total harvest for catcher/processors. Other target species 
were yellowfin sole, Pacific cod, Atka mackerel, and rock sole. fn the &bastes rocldish fishery, 
catcher/processors that were the primary participants in the GOA fishery were also major players in the 
Bering Sea/ Aleutians fishery. Catcher/processors harvested 34. l million pounds of &bastes rockfish which 
Pacific Ocean perch was the primary species at 33.6 million pounds or 89% of the Domestic Annnal 
Processing Apportioaments. 

As sho"'n in Table 3.27, rockfish accounted for about 2% of the total BSAl catch for those catcher/processors 
who also targeted rockfish in the GOA. However, the BSAI rockfish fishery is fully subscribed and there 
may be little opportt ·-,-to make up. 

The primary target species for shore-based catcher vessels was also pollack at L22 billion pounds or 86% 
of the total shore-based harvest. The remaining species which were greater than l % of the total harvest were 
Pacific cod, flatfish,6 and Atka mackerel. Sebastes rockfish harvest for shore-based catcher vessels was less 
than 1 % with Pacific Ocean perch again the primary Sebastes species. 

Table 3.27 Target Catch for those Catcher/Processors and Shore-Based Catcher Vessels by Groundfish 
Species in the Bering Sea/ Alation Island That Targeted Sebastes Rockfish, Flathead Sole, 
and Arrowtooth Flounder in the Gulfof Alaska for the 1993 Period. 

'For shore-based catcher vessels flatfish includes yellowfin sole, rock sole, and other flatfish. 
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Catcber/Processon 

% ofTota.I in BS/AI 

SIJeci"" Pound• for CatcherlProao.•on 

Atka Mackerel 119,880,159 5% 

A.rrowtooth 18,804 0% 

Other S"""ies 87,938 0% 

Pacific Cod 176.283.570 7% 

Pollock 1,840.026.311 76% 

Rockfish 36.722.319 2% 

Rock Sole 80 741 951 3o/o 

Sablefish 3.421.164 O"/o 

Y ellowfin Sole 178.344.689 7% 

Total 2A35-~26.905 100% 

Shore-Ba.ed Catcher v....r. 

Snecies Pounds 

% ofTotal in BS/AI 

for Shore-Bued Vessels 

Atka Mackerel 10.418.119 2o/o 

Arrowtocth 345,119 Oo/o 

Flatlish 28.988,111 7o/o 

Greenland Turbot 2,335.733 l % 

Other Soe.;ies 73.772 0% 

Pacific Cod 54,068,633 12% 

Pollock 339,626.516 77% 

Rockfish 2.875,956 1% 

Sablefish l.341,545 O"/o 

Souid 223 0% 

Total 440.073.727 100"/o 

Bycatch Considerations 

Up to this point, bycatch has not been considered in estimating the ex-vessel value and net first wholesale 
value for the nation if Sebastes rockfish, flathead sole, and Arrowtooth flounder are excluded from area 
species licensing in the GOA. The analysis has only concentrated on the harvest associated with the target 
fisheries. However, to more accurately estimate potential economic impacts, bycatch of Sebastes rockfish, 
flathead sole, and Arrowtooth flounder should be taken into account In addition, the exclusion of Sebastes 
rock:fish and Arrov.tooth flounder from area species license might also impact the halibut PSC. These issues 
are explored in more detail in the sections that follow. 

Bycatch of Se:bastes Rockfish, Flathead Sole and Arro..tootb Flounder for 1993 period 

Table 3.28 summarizes the catch of Sebastes rock:fish, flathead sole, and Arrowtooth flounder by target 
species for the GOA in. 1993. The total lzycatch of Sebastes rockfish (i.e., catch of rockfish in all target 
species except rockfish) was 6.5 million pounds and flathead sole was 5.2 million pounds. Arrowtooth 
flounder had the highest bycatch at 25 million pounds. For catcher/processors the total bycat.ch ofSebastes 
rockfish, flathead sole, and Arrov.tooth flounder was 4.2, 2.8, and 22 million pounds, respectively. Of the 
target fisheries for catcher/processors, deep water flatfish and other groundfish species bad the largest bycatch 
of all three topic species. 
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Total bycatch for shore-based catcher vessels was 2.3 million pounds for Sebastes rock:fish, 2.5 million 
pounds for flathead sole, and 3.3 million pounds for arrowtooth flounder. The sablefish target fishery had 
the largest bycatch of rock:fish while shallow water flatfish target fishery had the highest bycatch for flathead 
sole and Arrowtooth flounder. 

Assuming all of the bycatch for Sebastes rock:fish, flathead sole, and Arrov.tooth flounder is processed, and 
utilizing PACFIN supplied ex-vessel prices, ex-vessel value ean be estima!ed for the bycatch fisheries. Please 
refer to Table 3.22 for ex-vessel prices for flathead sole and Arrowtooth flounder. An ex-vessel price for all 
rock:fish and all gears reported by State fish tickets and weekly production reports for the GOA was used. 
The price, $.213, was supplied by PACFIN. Total ex-vessel value for the topic species was $7.6 million. The 
bycatch ex-vessel revenue for Arrowtooth flounder contributed the largest portion at $5.5 million. However, 
the ex-vessel price for Arrowtooth flounder, $.223, supplied by PACFIN is questionable. From 1990 to 1992 
prices reported by PACFIN for Arrowtooth flounder have never been over$. I 0 a pound. For Sebastes 
rock:fish in the GOA, the estimated ex-vessel bycatch value was $1.4 million. Flathead sole ex-vessel bycatch 
value was $671 thousand. Total ex-vessel value for Sebastes rock.fish wget and bycatch fisheries was $6.6 
million. 

First wholesale value for the bycatch of Sebastes rock:fish was $4 million using in 1993. Subtracting ex­
vessel value, the net first wholesale value for Sebastes rockfish was $2.6 million. Combining both total net 
first wholesale values associated with Sebastes target and bycatch fishery amounts to $17 for 1993. 

APPENDIX VI 13 September 17.1994 (I0:.27am) 



Table 3.28 Bycatch of Sebastes Roekfish, Fiathead Sole, and Arro,,.,iooth Flounder by Target Species 
for Gulfof Alaska during the 1993 period 

Catcher/Proce.son 

Tonic Soecies 

Arrowtooth <1bs) Flathead Sole (1bsl Rockfish <1bs) 

fal"l!et Species 

Arrnwtooth 3.505.971 33.641 393.217 

Deen Wat er Flatfish 13.723.850 1,101,941 1.371.971 

Flathead Sole (0 0 
 

Pacific Cod 
 . 140.4271,356.164 15,52( 

Pollock 61.550 9.479 5.600 

Rocldish 2.280.026 14.594 29.276.377 

Sablefish 413,763 242 675,415 

Shallow Water Flatfish 1.408.499 158.151 57.82' 

1,701,08( 

rotaI 
OtherS~ies 2.363.092 1.292.961 

25.112.915 33.l97.07(2.75P36 

Shore-Ba.ed CatcherVesseb 

Took Soeci•• 
Arrowwoth (1bs) Flathead Sole <1bs) Roddish (1bs) 

Ta~et Snecie> 

A.rrowtooth 4,018,702 679,649 236,881 

n,.,.,, Water Flatfish 464,205 297.774 

rlemersal ShelfRockfish 

. 371.727 

0 0 41.981 

Flathead Sole 285,007 1.787.865 45.36! 

Pacific Cod 428.513 208.476 163.281 

Pollock 521.787 213,130 222.065 

Rockfish 241.204 15.20 I 3.630.425 

Sabletish 185,173 853,995 

Shallow Water Flatfish 
0 

1.124.725 960.222 93.2 IC 

Other Soecies 352,621 

Total 

27.662 5,937 
5_q37 6147.296.978 4-'42 ?07 

Maximum Sehastes Rockfish Byc.atch using Directed Fishing and PSC Standards 

If rockfish were excluded as a future target fishery in the GOA, we want to examine what the potential catch 
would be under allowable directed fishing standards (in other words, as bycatch while prosecuting allowed 
target fisheries). Using 1994 TACs for groundfish species (excluding arrowtooth flounder, flathead sole, and 
sablefish), while assuming a 15% retention rate when 'closed', as much as 30,000 mt of roek:fish could be 
taken as bycatch, far exceeding the actual TACs for rockfish. This simplistic treatment assumes, of course, 
that all fishennen targeting ground.fish would reach the allowable retention standards for rocldish. If, for 
example, we only look at deepwater flatfish, the other species primarily targeted by the fleet of vessels who 
also target roekfish, the potential amount of rockfish which could be retained as bycatch would be closer to 
3,000 mt total. 

In order to effectively eliminate the rock:fish fishery in the GOA, the allowable retention rate would likely 
need to be reduced below the current 15%. Because rockfish is such a highly valued species, it is possible 
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that a significant number of.all vessels operating in the GOA would 'top off' with rocldish while prosecuting 
other directed groundfish fisheries. Using the same simplistic model as above, the potential bycatch of 
rockfish could be reduced to 2,000 mt if the alloY.-able retention rate is reduced to l %. 

However, regardless of the allowable retention rate, the total mortality of rockfish could still meet or exceed 
the TACs if all bycaught rockfish are dead Y.iien returned to the water. Whether these amounts of fish. in 
excess of the allowable retention rates, are discarded or retained is irrelevant to the total mortality in this 
scenario. A full retention mandate, combined with a restrictive bycatch retention rate, may provide the 
n=ssary incentive for vessels to avoid rockfish bycatch in the first place. A full retention mandate would 
also allow for more accurate to\lll accounting ofrockfish bycatch aod mortality. 

Other Considerations 

An alternative to deleting subject species from licenses would be to issue licenses for them, but make them 
bycatch only at the appropriate allowable retention rate. The rationale for this approach would be • ., avoid 
contentious allocational decisions in the future, if it is determined that directed fishing could resume on these 
species. For example, ifproblems are overcome with arrowtooth flounder flesh consistency, or if it becomes 
a viable surimi base, there may be incentive for fishermen and fisheries managers to begin directed fishing 
on these species. If licenses are issued up froo,. as part of the current CRP process, the field of players in 
these fisheries will already be determined, thereby simplifying the transition. This is simply an alternative 
approach if the Council determines that directed fishing on these species is not a desirable practice at this 
time. 

An additional factor, when considering deletion of these species from directed fishing, is the potential impact 
on halibut bycatch in the GOA. Directed rockfish fisheries have, in the past, accounted for a significant 
portion ofthe overall 2,000 mt halibut PSC cap in the GOA. From 1990 through 1993, the amount of halibut 
bycatch mortality has been 768 mt, 789 mt, 486 mt, and 266 mt respectively. The lower rates in 1993 may 
be a result of a combination offactors including the delay of the directed rockfish fisheries until July l, lower 
amounts ofeffon on these species, and lower overall TACs for these species. In any event, there are potential 
halibut bycatch mortality savings associated with the elimination of directed fisheries for rockfish. These 
savings may impact the extent to which other fisheries are fully prosecuted, depending upon the extent to 
which the halibut PSC cap is a constraining factor for the other fisheries. It should be noted however that the 
next best opportunity for the displaced vessels may be deepwater flatfish, which also has a high bycatch of 
halibut Ifmore effort is put into these or other flatfish fisheries then any savings of halibut bycatch may be 
lost. 

If it is assumed that species not specified in the license program will no longer have directed fishing then we 
can conclude that this element will be less likely to lead to· increased overall utilization of the fishery 
resources. For the species included in the program, the increased specificity of the fishery definitions will 
make it the most restrictive of the elements examined. The precision which miikes this a restrictive program 
also leads to a very complex system for fishers, administrators, and enforcement officers. 

A final issue worth mentioning, when considering the Nature of Licenses, is the proposal under one of the 
license limitation alternatives to make squid fisheries in the BSAI a fixed gear only fishery. Currently, the 
TAC for squid is 3, 110 mt, with only 224 mt taken through mid-August of this year. All 224 mt was taken 
by trawl gear and virtually all of it was discarded. lo 1993, 683 mt was taken from an available DAP 
apportionment of 1,700 mt. Again, this was all taken by trawl gear and most (approximately 85%) was 
discarded. Although designation of this fishery to fixed gear only would not appear to impose hardships or 
significant costs on the trawl fleet, such designation has no apparent benefits either, unless fixed gear fisheries 
are developed which target on, and retain, these squid 
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GROUNDFISH 
 

TABLE APPENDIX 
 

This Table Appendix contains a list of the six numbered components and associated options for developing a 
license sysrem for groundfish. This list is followed by three series of tables, one series for each of the three 

. reference configurations: CfJRRE~"T. UNIVERSAL. and EXPLICIT. 

CURRENT Reference Configuration • #ll.5Xll. This is a baseline configuration that most closely reflects 
the composition ofthe fleet in 1993. It is not an alternative per se but does provide a benchmark: for comparison 
ofthe od:ler alternatives. In the table that corresponds to that unique number will be found fleet composition in 
numbas ofvessels by residence, size, and mode ofoperation as a catcher or catcher processor in 1993. In the 
computer runs that were made to produce these tables, the options within each main component (Nature of 
Licenses. License Recipients, Liceo.se Designations, Qualifying Periods. La:odings Requirements for General 
Li=se Qualification, and Landiogs Requirements for Endorsement Quall:ficalions) are changed to assess theirs 
effect on the composition of the fleet. The variants of #l15Xl 1 are shown in sequential tables. For example. 
there are four different options under License Recipient. identified·by the second number from the left in the 
configuration number. Tue corresponding configuration numbers are 115Xl l, 125Xl 1. 13.5Xl l. 145Xl 1. In 
the analysis proper. these tables are used to draw inferences about changes that will result from choosing a 
particulN element within a component. The CURRENT Reference Configuration number will show under eacli 
of £he six main componentS, but its rorresponding table will ooly be presented once, at the beginning of the series. 
At the very end ofthe tables showing the variants. is a table showing more detailed regional distributions of the 

fleet in 1993. 

UNIVERSAL Reference Configuration • #115211. The second set of tables in the series has all the variants 
ofthe UNIVERSAL Reference Configuration. This configuration is the simplest of the license alternalives and 
would issue a single li=se to all current owners that made a landing in the period June 28. 1989 to June 27, 
1992. ~ license would allow the vessel to fish for all groundfish species and in all areas managed by the 
Council. The lic=.<es will be designated for use on ca!Chec vessels or catcher processors within three distinct 
vessel length classes. Again the unique reference configuration # 115211 table is at the first of the series, 
followed by the variants produced by scrolling down through the options under each of the six components. At 
the end of the tables depicting the variants of the UNIVERSAL Reference Configuration is a table with more 
detailed inform.alion on regional distributions. 

EXPLICIT Reference Configuration - #715711. The !hird and last set of tables has all the variants of the 
EXPLlCIT Refereoce Configuration. This configuration is the most det.ailed :md complex of the configurations. 
I1 is based on the State ofAlaska's GLS proposal and has explicit :fishery/area licenses based on several different 
di= qualh"ying periods. The table for the unique reference configuration 11715711 ·is included only once. The 
last table has more detailed regional distribution data. 
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· GROUNDFISH LICENSES 
 

CoMPONENTS A.ND ALTERNATIVE El.EMENTS AFFECTING L'fil'!AL AssIGNMENT 
 
ANALYS!S FORMAT 
 

Numbering 
Nature or Licenses Scheme 
 
Single lic=e for all species and areas ........................................................... 100000 
 
Lie= for FMP areas (i.e_ GOA and BSAI) •...............•.••.•...........•................... 200000 
 
Lie= for FMP sub-areas (i.e_ EG. CG. WG. BS. AI) •.•....•..•......•..•.•...•..........•....... 300000 
 
Licenses for Pollock. P.Cod. Fla.tfish. Rod:fish. and Other fisheries .••..........•................•..... 4(X)()()() 
 
Licenses for Pollock. P.Cod. Flatfish. Rocldish. and 011= fisheries by FMP areas ........................ 5oooo0 
 
Licenses for Pollock. P.Cod. Flatfish. Rocldish. and Other fisheries by FMP sub-areas .................... 6000C'(I 
 
Ll=ses for fisheries (see box) by FMP sub-are.15 . . • • • . • . . • • • • • • . . . .. . • • • • . . .. .. • • . . . . .. . . . • • • • • .. 700000 
 
Licenses for fisheries (see box) by the followi::lg areas: EG, CG, WG, BSAI............ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 800000 
 

Fi~Speclfied Unde< Op<loc.< 700.000 lWd S00,000 

::u~m:::lC·~:~rn M"*erel YeU<nrmn Soic, Other Flarfish,l Pollock. P~A!_~i=~ Sballow W.ier P.affuh 
Rod::fl-+- 5.... »d <Fixed Geul Roctsole Turbots Alb. Ma:::i:::re! 

License Recipients 
 
Current owne.-s . • . . . . • • . • . . . . . • .. . . . . . . . • . • . • . . . . . • • . • • . . . . • • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . 10000 
 
Current owner, then owner at the time oflanding. !hen permit holders (no duplica!e) ........•.....•.••••... 20000 
 
Current owners. !hen permit holders (no duplicaies) ....•..•••.....•.•........•...................... 30000 
 
Current owners. owners ai the time of landing, and permit holders (duplicates allowed) ..............•...... 40000 
 

License Designations 
 
No restrictions ................................................................................ 1000 
 
Catcher vessels & Ca.tcber/processors ............................................................. 2000 
 
Vesse! length ................................................................................. 3000 
 
Inshore & Offshore ............................................................................ 4000 
 
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length ............................................... 5000 
 
Catcher vessels & Catcher/pr=rs and Inshore & Offshore .......................................... 6000 
 
Inshore & Offshore and vessel length .............................................................. 7000 
 
Catcher vessels & Catcher/proc=ors. lnshore & OE·"ore. and vessel length .............................. 8000 
 

Qualifying Periods 
 
Jan. 1. 1978 ·Dec. 31. 1993 ...................................................................... 100 
 
Jun. 28. 1989 ·Jun. 27. 1992 ..................................................................... 200 
 
Jun. 28. 1989 ·dale of fmal action ................................................................. 300 
 
Jan. 1. 1990 - Dec. 31. 1993 ...................................................................... 400 
 
The rhree years priorto the dale offmal action ........................................................ 500 
 
Jun. 28, 1989 - Jun. 27, 1992 & the rhree years prior to the date of final action .............................. 600 
 
Each of the three calendar years from 1/1190 - 6().7/92 & the 365 days prior to fmal action. 
 

except for fixed gear P. cod use 6/23191 - 6t271'}2 rather rhan 1/1/90 - 6/27/92 ..................•... 100 
 

Landings Requirements For General Lice!IS<e Qualification 
 
One Landing . • • . . . . . . . • • . . . . . • . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . • • . . • . • . . . . . .. . • . . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . • . • . . . • . . 1 O 
 
Two landi::lgs ................................................................................... 20 
 
5.000 pounds • • • . • . . • . . . • • • • • • • . • . • . • . • .. • • • . • • . . . . • • . • . . • . • • • . . . . . . . . .. . . . • • • .. • . . . • . • . . . .. • . • 30 
 
10.000 pounds ........................................ : .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . .. .. . . 40 
 
20.000 pounds .................................................................................. 50 
 

Landings Requirements for Endorsement Qualification 
 
One landing in qualifying period . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . • . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . • • . . . . . . 1 
 
Two landiags in qualifying period ....................... , ............................................ 2 
 
Three landings in qualifying period . . • • • . . . . . • • • • • • . . . . • • • • . . . • . • • • • • . . . • . . . . . . . • . • . . . .. . . . . • . . . . • . • . • 3 
 
Four landiags in qualifying period . • . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . • . . • . . .. . 4 
 
One landing i::l year priono council action . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . .. • . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . • . . . . .. . . . • 5 
 
Two landings in year prior to council action ........................................................... 6 
 
Three landings in year priorto council action .......................................................... 7 
 
Four landiags in year prior to council action .................................... , ...................... g 
 

http:sub-are.15


CURRENT 1993 CONFIGURATIONS 
 

1'/a!Ure of Licenses (100,000 - 800,000) Page 
 
llSXH ................................................................................ 7 
 
215Xll ................................................................................. 8 
 
315Xll .................................................................................. . 
 
415Xll ................................................................................. 9 
 
Sl5Xll ................................................................................. 9 
 
615Xll ................................................................................ 10 
 
715Xl! ................................................................................ 11 
 
815Xll ................................................................................ 12 
 

License Recipients {10,000 - 40,0CO) 
 
115Xll ................................................................................. • 
 
125Xll ................................................................................ 13 
 
135Xll ................................................................................ 13 
 
145Xll ................................................................................ 13 
 

License Designations (l,000 - 8,000) 
 
lllXll ................................................................................ 14 
 
112Xll ................................................................................ 14 
 
ll3Xll ................................................................................ 14 
 
ll4Xl 1 ................................................................................ 15 
 
115Xll ................................................................................. • 
 
116XI l ................................................................................ 15 
 
1!7Xll ................................................................................ 16 
 
118Xll ................................................................................ 16 
 

Qualifying Periods (100 - 200) 
 
115Xtl .................................................................................. • 
 
715Xll ................................................................................ 17 
 

Landings Requirements for G<meral License Qualification (10 - 50) 
 
115Xll ................................................................................. . 
 
115Xll ................................................................................ 18 
 
115X31 ................................................................................ 18 
 
115X41 ................................................................................ 18 
 
115XS! ................................................................................ 18 
 

Landings Requirements for Endorsement Qualification (1 - 4) 
 
715Xll ................................................................................ 19 
 
715Xl2 ................................................................................ 20 
 
715Xl3 ................................................................................ 21 
 
715Xl4 ................................................................................ 22 
 

Regional Distribution ofLicenses Using the Current Qualifying Period 1993 ...........•.. , •.••.•....... 23 
 

• l 15Xl L the "core" configuration, can be found on page 7 only. It is not dup!ica!ed even though it appears in severnl 
compen= 
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3.2.2.1 Th• Natura ol Licenses !: Current 

...; 

- <60' 
1 052 

•In 1993 

Alaska 
CV 

60·t25' >125'1 Total CP Total 
110 11 1 163 52 1 215 

20 unronistered vessels renorted landinos. 

<60' 
191 

CV 
60-125' 

140 

Current Owner's State ol Reaidonce 
Other 

>125'1 Total CP Total <60' 
241 355 109 464 1 243 

Total 
CV 

60·125' >125'1 
250 251 

Total 
1 518 

CP 
161 

Licenses 
1 679 

Conflgurallon 115X11 LlcanHa laaued lo CUrranl Vesaol Owners . ' 
Based on the Veseel'o. Janua"' 1. 1993· December 31. 1993. Catch Hlato~. 
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~ 3.2.2, l Th• Nature of licenses Current 
0 

9 
~ 
V>:r: 

~ 
i;; 

~ 
~ x 

ConHgunsUon 2l5X11 

CV 
Ama <60'1 60-125'1 
8SAI 40 23 
GOA 1 030 108 
Total Uc<lns89 1 070 131 
Total Vassals I 052 llD 

Alaska 

>125' Total CP 
1 64 22 
3 ---1.ill 5o 
4 1 205 72 
1 1,163 52 

llQQneoe luu•d to CUrr•nt V•N•I Owners 
llaHd on tho V-ro, JonuOI)' 1, 1993 • 0-mbor 31, 1993, Catch Hlslory. 

VN&ols must have mttd• a landlno tn oach ore._ 
Current Owner's State of Resldanoe 

ON< Tolal 
CV CV 

Total <llO'I 60-125'1 >125' To!al CP Total dO'I OQ.125'1 >125' Tola! CP l.Jcen9"' 
86 20 106 29 155 103 258 6Q 129 30 219 125 344 

I 191 187 103 13 303 78 381 1217 211 16 1,444 128 1.572 
1 277 207 209 42 458 181 639 1.277 340 46 1,663 253 1.916 
1,215 191 140 24 355 109 464 1,243 250 25 1,518 161 1,679 

(· 

f 
~ 
-" "" i -
8 

! 
 

3.2.2.1 The Noluro ol lloen..a Curren1-

CX> 

Conflgurodon 315X11 
-

CV 
Area <60' 60-125'1 
Al 4 1 
BS 38 23 
CG 399 88 
EG 594 34 
WO 61 19 
Total l.Jco!'llJ.. I 0% 163 
Total Vo...ols 1 052 110 

-

Alaska 

>125' To!al CP 
1 6 1 I 
1 62 22 
0 485 30 
I 629 19 
1 Bl 17 
4 1.263 99 
1 1, 163 52 

Lloono.., luuod lo Cu,,.nt Vaoaol OW001t1 Boaod 
on Tho Voa.ool'o, Jonucry 1, 11>113 • Oooombor 31, 1993, Cotch Hl•l•ry 

Vae.a•f• rnuat hovo modo a tandlna In an area ooch calendar veer. 
Cu~ool OWnt!r'a Slala ol Aesloonoo 

.Olher To!al 
CV CV 

Total <60'1 60-125'1 >125' Tollll CP TolBI <SO'! 60-125'1 >125' TolBI CP l.Joen599 
17 8 37 17 62 77 139 12 38 18 88 88 156 
84 15 97 29 141 103 244 53 120 30 203 125 326 

515 8-0 83 e 171 153 224 479 169 B 656 83 739 
648 109 23 2 134 24 158 703 57 3 763 43 806 
9~ 23 l3 7 63 39 102 84 52 8 144 56 200 

1 3S2 235 273 63 571 296 867 1 331 436 67 1 834 395 2 229 
1 215 191 140 24 355 109 464 1.243 250 25 1.518 161 1679 



••• 

••  

3.2.2.1 Ttv. Nalura of Ll<:•h•H Cvrr+nt.,, 
Conttgurtllon 415X1 l Lleonaoa luuf>d to Curront Voo.nl Om1•ra Baood I,

on Th• Vo.N1'•*Januory 1. 1H3 • Docombof31, 1H3, Calch Hlotory 
Voaaolo muo1 havo made 1£11 tandlnti In •n oroa uch colond1r voar 

Cuueot Ownt1"1 State ot Ae11dooce .. ~-~ : 
Alaska Other Tola! 

CV CV CV 
<60'1 60-125'1 >125'<t60' 60·125'1 >125' Total CP Total Total CP Tole.I d30'1 60~125'1 >125' Tole! CP l lcane••
 

l}S>J fLAf 22 17 1 

.... So~•• .,20 60 19 68 25 t32 tot 233 105 26 172 121 

OlHA 10 16 l 
•o , 293..21 19 46 6 71 23 100 102 202 16 ., 2• 121 121 , 48 20 66 7 9' 29 130 101 231 33 113 30 176 \21 297 

PLCK 15 1 
PCOO 26 19 

10130 <5 5 72 2< 91 192 20 08 25 131 106 237 
BOCK " 1b ___,_3~._t~16 71 1132 91 \05 106\[ - •• --~6 Bt__ --~~-~-·---1-'---' .,266 396 118 667 t 053 1'6 "473 12317§ 91 7<2 ---577 r--.1.3:19§~ Endof1ernm111 93 11 5 •oo,.. 218 32 65 10 107 85.. 192 tn 176 100 12 39-0 
OTHA 180 1 

GOA :FLAT 2 26 

• 
200 .,91 

33 60 6 101257 169226 29 66 213 107 329 ., ""' 31 600 76 61> 8 55 1,0-08763 153 208 757 1'6 11 916PCOO " 79 3 , 35t03 33 137 151 13 58 80 115 116 91 10 217 <9 268PLCK "'" ..,,160 77 7 __1..J.1! 
~[1!9s1 EflCb10010011 1 791 266 6 

171 616 
• 

2« 60 313 160 8 1 015.f10CK 687 83 1 •!" '1~ 
~091 31' 3"0 685 us15') l--g.24.f _____m ~.111 615 59 __me_---l!Lr __;!.?! 
 

Tola!' Lk::eneas 1 ego 363 13 
 .__32_!!!__ll~1___1.osa 1732510 ~l61 725 1602.. 1_.~§2 17• ___.._b9~ __J...Q.£? ~~Q 
Tola! Vt$&0!t 1 0!12 \\0 I I 67962 1 21S 191 1'0 2~ 355 109 46< 1.243 250 25 1 S1B"""1163 161 

Cl 

~ 
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~ 
~ 
hi 
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r;i
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3.2.2.1 The Nalu«t ol llc•ns•• 
Cconounllon •1SX11 

I 
CV 

~P.~le1 <6fl'! 60·125'1 

FLAT 162 
OTHA 190 
PCOD 10\ 
PLCK \l6 
!]Q\!_K___ 696 
Tolal Llcenaes. \885 
ro1al Vees.&11 1 052 

.. 
62 
82 
31 
85 

301 
110 

Alaska 

>125. Toi<!.! ___c~ 
2 215 ll9 
I 2'3 30 
3 788 39 
\ I&< 21 
1 782 "!• 2 ftlO 187 
1 I 16."l 52 

Currant 
Ltcan••• l••U~ ti> CUt'Tf01 Voq.of Own•f111 fl•••d 

on Tha VN-8•t'•, J•nvary 1, 103 ~~omb6r3t 1 1$$3, Catch Hlatory 
Va•••t must havo mado • ltndlna tn on Air•• o•eh cP.londar yuri) 

Cuuenl Ownltl't Stale ol A•aldanos .. 
01tier Total 

CV 
To••!' 

CV 
To1a1 - <60'1 60·1!5'1 >125' CP 101a1 ~:I 6<M25'1 >125. Total CP Ucen•&s... " 118 20 188 102 290 207 189 21 <03 131 534 

213 36 105 23 Ill< to• 268 226 157 .. 407 m &<\ 
625 79 \25 29 233 102 335 780 207 32 lOUI 1'\ 1150 
175 \7 \l3 .. 13• 93 227 133 130 ., ,.. 11' '°'830 --­ \83 1!! 20 301 1~ <O< 859 203 21 1083 151 1~~1 

'23-t7 340 559 121 1 020 504 1 524 2 205 ll66 "'" 3 200 _fil..! --Mr~ 
1 21!1 191 1'0 .. 355 !09 .... 1 2•3 zoo 25 1 516 161 1679 
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3.2.2.1 Tho N•luro ol Llcen••• 
Conngur11tlon 616X11 

I 
.... So9de1 <60'1 
Al FLAT 2 

OGAN 1 
PCOD 2 
PLCK 0 
ROCK 3 

Soeciea Endorsement! 6 
BS FLAT 21 

OGAN 10 
PCOD 2' 
PLCK 15 
ROCK 10 

~oede& Endoraemenu 69 
co FLAT 122 

OGAN 133 
PCOO 302 
PLCK 61 
ROCK 257 

Snoclea Endoraem&nll 695 
EO FLAT 11 

OGAN 18 
PCOD 366 
PLCK 9 

ROCK '11 
S~eclea Endorsemenll 615 
WO FLAT 25 

OGAN 31 
PCOO 58 
PLCK 21 
ROCK "Soede1 Endor1ement1 "' To1al llcen1e1 1 954 

Tola/ Ve11811 , 052 

CV 
60·125'1 

1 
0 
0 
0 
1 
2 

17 
18. 
19 

"11 
77 

" "85 
29 
67 

2'3 
2 
2 

15 
3 

25 

"6

• 
17 
7 
8.. 

'"110 

Alaska 

>125' Total CP Ta1al 
1 • 11 15 
1 2 11 13 
1 3 8 11 
0 9 8 8 
1 5 11 18 
4 " <9 6J 
1 39 20 59 
1 27 19 .. 
1 .. 20 64 
1 30 15 <5 
1 31 17 <8 
5 171 91 262 
0 163 22 165 
0 "' 23 107 
0 367 26 393 
0 110 0 119 
0 32' 27 351 
0 1 138 107 1 245 
0 13 4 17 
0 20 • 2' 
1 382 10 392 
0 12 1 13 
0 '36 18 454 
1 663 37 900 
1 32 13 <5 
1 •• 15 55 
1 74 15 69 
1 29 8 35 
1 21 " 35 
5 198 6J 259 

15 2 362 3'7 2 729 
1 1 183 52 1 215 

Cunont 
Llcon100 Latu&d to Curront Vouel Ownoro Ba1od 

on Tho Voosol'o, January 1, 1H3 • Docombor 31 1 1993, Catch Hlalory 
Yooaolo muof havo mado o londlna In on oroa oaeh calendar voar. 

Current Owner·a State ol Realdence 
Other Tolal 

CV CV 
<60'1 80-125'1 >125' Total CP Tola1 <80'1 60·125'\ >125' Tola! CP llcerHe! 

7 23 13 '3 69 112 9 2' " " 80 127 
2 12 8 22 75 97 3 12 9 24 86 110 
1 18 11 30 65 95 3 18 12 33 73 108 
9 17 15 32 •• 78 0 17 15 32 54 86 
8 22 7 37 67 104 11 23 6 " 78 120 

18 92 54 164 322 486 26 94 58 178 371 549 
15 61 25 121 100 221 38 98 26 160 120 280 

5 86 23 .. 101 195 15 62 24 121 120 241 
6 91 29 126 98 224 30 110 30 170 118 268 
5 72 2• 101 90 101 20 86 25 131 ~05 238 

11 6J 17 01 85 176 30 " 16 122 02 224 
42 373 118 533 474 1 007 131 <SO 123 704 ' 565 1 269 
26 53 6 85 <8 131 146 .. 8 246 68 316 
26 50 8 64 51 135 161 01 6 256 " 332 
37 57 8 100 36 136 339 122 8 467 64 531 

6 .. 7 6J 16 61 69 77 7 173 27 200 
65 62 3 130 <9 179 322 129 3 <54 76 530 

164 270 28 462 202 ... 1 059 513 26 1 800 309 1 909 

• 3 0 7 18 25 15 5 0 20 22 ., 
3 5 0 6 21 29 21 7 0 28 25 53 

40 5 0 45 16 81 <06 20 1 '27 26 453 
0 3 1 4 4 8 9 6 1 16 5 21 

98 16 1 115 22 137 507 '3 1 551 40 591 
1'3 3' 2 179 61 260 056 81 3 1 042 116 1 180 

9 2' 6 39 31 70 3' 30 7 71 .. 115 
10 17 5 32 38 68 " 25 8 72 51 12J 
15 26 8 " 30 77 71 .. 7 121 " 186 
9 19 8 3' 20 " 30 26 7 6J 26 69 

18 15 2 33 27 80 30 21 3 54 " 95 
59 101 25 165 1.. 329 208 1'5 30 361 201 688 

<26 870 227 1523 1223 27.CB 2 38!!_____!.!.63 242 3 905 t 570 15 -475 
191 1'0 .. 355 109 464 1,2-43 250 25 1 518 181 1,679 

8 
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3 2.2.1 Thti N•tur• of llc•n••• 
COrtllljlUiel.ion Jl!SX.11 

I 
~---SpiKlot .,6(l'f 

Al AMCK 0 
GlRB 'OftT 0 
PCOO 2 
PtCK 0 
ROCK 3 
RSOL 0 
sato 0 
YSOL 0 

Spadea En00rtenHwl1 1 
BS A'"'4CK 2 

GTAS "OFLT I 
PCOO ,. 
Pl CK 15 
ROCK "ASOl 'SOID 0 
YSOI ' ' 

Scadfila En00rlemeot1 81 
CG AMCK 1 

OFLT II 
PCO{) 302 
PLCK 81 
SFtT 21 

~f!ueiat EOOO!'tiHninl& '28 
(0 AMCK 0 

OFLT 'PCOO '"'PLCI( • 
SFLT _! 

S[!itd4il [ndo!a~aon11 >•1 
WG AMCK •

OflT 10 
PCOO "'PLCK "SFLT "'§l1eJ,;~ Endoltfj(f)W\11 I IJ 

TDI al l lcorafl! j -016 

rutaJ V•1IM1 I U52 

,,.... 
CV 

60-12'4'! 12&'t To<eJ " '""0 I 1 • 
1 0 3 10 13 
0 0 0 I I 
0 I 3 • 11 

0 0 0 • •
I I • " •• 
0 0 0 • •
0 0 0 2 •
0 0 0 0 0-2 3 12 •• 71 
3 I • • II

• 0 .. 16 "12 I 20 " 36 
19 I .. 20 .... I 30 " "11 I " 17 •• 
10 I 16 11 "'0 0 0 ' 2

• ·--1 " 11 23 ., 1 117 "' 289 
2 0 ' 0 3 

26 0 " " ..
•• 0 361 .. ""29 0 110 ' 

,,. 
29 0 .. • .. 

161 0 670 " 
.,, 

0 0 0 0 0 

' 0 ' 0 5 
15 I ,., 10 '92 

' 0 12 1 "1 0 ' 9 ' " 1 403 11 
2 I • 0 ' ' 0 " 8 20 

" I " 15 ••
1 I 29 • "5 ' ,. • " 3~---·! __1_5? ,, 18' 

192 15 1 323 -~ l~~ 
110 1 1163 " 1 '21 s 

Curr•nl 
lltenM• ill.OM to Cun•M V••••f OwtwH11 flued 

on lh• Y•aura, J•oolilill)I 11 111102. Dcte•mtMr 11, Hl\l:J1 Catch Hbtory. 
YH••I must hno mod• a t.ndlno in an aro• oech ca!•ndu ~·•· 

Curren! Owne<'• Shthi ot Reisldenoa 

-­ Otho< -- ToiaJ 
CV CV ' <&iYI 60-l~fl 125'-t '"" CP TUI!! <l!<l'I 60-12-4'1 126'+ T~•• CP UtemM 

0 ' 0 ' ,. 37 0 ' I ' 41 ••I •• • 30 .. 10 • " • " .. 89 
0 • • ,. .. •• 0 ' • .. ., 

"I •• II 30 •• •• 3 •• 12 3J ,, 100 
0 11 .. 32 •• 18 0 " 15 ,, .. ..
• 22 7 31 ., "'' II " • " 

,, 
"" 0 , 2 • 30 35 0 3 .. • .. "• 0 0 0 " 19 0 0 0 0 21 "0 0 0 0 3 -' 0 0 0 0 ' 3 

" 66 •• 151 336 .., :n "" 163 395 SSIJ 
0 " • '" 23 ., • 27 ,. ... ••12 '2 11 71 11 "" .. " H 00 ' 92 .., 
5 .. 23 .. ., 111 " 

,, 2' 11< ' lrJ 213

• Pl 2" 126 "" 22< 30 110 30 110 118 288 
5 72 ,, 101 00 m "" .. 25 131 105 236 

11 63 17 91 .. 116 30 " 18 122 102 '"I "' 1• 76 ,, ... ' .. 11 00 8• 176 
0 0 0 0 " ,. 0 0 0 0 30 30 

' " " .. 03 129 ' •• " " 
,. tb? 

" ""' 145 65' 62~ .-.!~ ...... 129 '"' 16' "" 133 I ""' 
0 I 0 1 ' • ' ' 0 • ' T 
3 .. 1 30 21 61 "" '' 1 13 39 "'31 51 • 100 ,. 136 339 122 • .., .. 631

• •• l "' 18 01 89 IT 1 m 21 200 
10 " 3 •1 1l 

' 
.. 31 "" 3 103 " 58 188 17 2<I 103 31< ... 317 11 "'° 168 I 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

' 0 0 1 10 II ' 2 0 • 10 16 

"" • 0 '6 16 •• 406 "' 1 •21 26 "' 0 3 1 ' • • • • I " ' .. 
0 0 0 0 1 1 ' I 0 ' ' " • 1 [,() ,, •J m 29 ' '" 4~? 
1 ' ' 11 • 11 7 10 J 20 • ,. 
3 • 1 10 " 

,, 
" 10 1 " "" .. 

1• 26 • <1 30 71 71 •3 l 121 .. 1116

• 18 • .. "' " 30 ,. 
' 

., 
"' 80

• 2<) ' 33 " •• "' " '=zi ---'' ---" 31 19 19 135 ~·~ ~---1JJ 111-0 114 7l __JJ~ __4Qf} ,.._ 606 Zl! ~g'Jt 1 177 2408 -~r210 1 Of!!___,_,, I 4-47 _i.Q!ll 

"' l<O " '" 100 "'' 1 2it3 211-0 25 "" 161 I 619 
9 

8 
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3.2.2.1 Tho Naturo or licenses 
Conngurotlon 816X11 

Area Sf!eclB• 
BSAI AMCK 

OTRB 
DFLT 
PCOO 
PLCK 
ROCK 
RSDL 
SOIO 
YSOL 

Sn9ciet Endofaemen11 
co AMCK 

DFLT 
PCOD 
PLCK 
SFLT 

S~ocles Endofaementt 
EG AMCK 

DFLT 
PCOO 
PLCK 
SFLT 

Soocles Endofaementa 
WO AMCK 

DFLT 
PCOO 
PLCK 
SFLT 

Snedea Endortem8nlt 
Total Licenses 
Tolal Ve1aelt 

I 
CV 

<60'1 60·125'1 
2 3 

" 6 
7 12 

28 19 
15 " 20 11 

' 10 
0 0 
3 8 

91 B3 

1 2 
17 26 

302 65 
61 29 
27 29 

'26 151 
0 0 
3 2 

366 15 
9 3 
3 1 

381 21 
6 2 

10 ' 58 17 
21 7 
20 5 

113 35 
1 013 290 
1 052 110 

Alaska 

>125' Total CP Total 
,1 6 6 " 0 20 17 37 
1 20 17 37 
1 •8 20 66 
1 30 " "1 32 17 •9 
1 15 11 26 
0 0 ' ' 1 12 11 23 
7 161 120 301 
0 3 0 3 
0 '3 12 55 
0 367 28 303 
0 110 9 119 
0 58 8 .. 
0 579 55 ... 
0 0 0 0 
0 5 0 5 
1 362 10 392 
0 12 1 13 
0 ' 0 ' 1 •03 11 '"1 9 0 9 
0 " 6 20 
1 " 15 69 
1 20 8 35 
1 26 8 32 

' 152 33 165 
12 1 315 219 153' 

1 1 163 52 1 216 

Currorrt 
llconooa luuod lo Curronl Yoao.ol Ownoro Batiod 

on Tho Vouol'o, January 1, 1993 aDocombor 31, 1993, Catch Hlt1lory 
Vaaaolo muat h.lvo m1do o londlna In on am oach calondar voar. 

Current Owner'a State al Residence 
Other Tatel 

CV CV 
<60'1 60-125'1 >125' Total CP Tolal <60'1 60-125'1 >125' Tolal CP Vessel a 

0 25 6 31 ... 75 2 20 7 37 62 89,. •9 19 .. 81 165 30 55 .. 10< 96 202 
5 66 23 .. .. 178 12 78 " 1" 101 215 
7 .. 29 130 101 231 33 113 30 176 .121 297 
5 72 " 101 91 102 20 66 25 131 106 237 

18 71 17 10< 91 195 36 82 18 136 106 2'4 
1 58 16 75 78 153 5 68 17 90 89 179 
0 0 0 0 30 30 0 0 0 0 " "2 51 13 68 63 120 5 69 " 78 " 152 

52 •66 "' 665 663 13-46 1'3 569 15" 888 £,]BJ 16'9 
0 1 0 1 3 ' 1 3 0 ' ' 3 7 
3 28 1 30 27 67 20 52 1 73 ' ' 30 112 

37 57 6 100 36 136 339 122 6 <67 .. 531 
6 .. 7 63 ,. 61 6Q 77 7 173 27 200 

IO " 3 <7 17 .. 37 63 3 103 25 __1_2~ 

58 166 17 2'1 103 "' <66 317 17 620 158 976 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 1 10 11 ' 2 0 6 10 16 

<O ' 0 " 16 61 <06 20 1 '27 26 '"0 3 1 ' ' 6 9 6 1 ,. 5 21 
0 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 0 ' 1 5 

" • 1 00 31 81 '" 29 2 '" '2 ~ 
1 8 2 11 6 17 7 10 3 20 6 26 
3 • 1 10 " " 13 10 1 " 20 " " 28 6 " 30 77 71 " 7 121 " 166 
9 19 6 " 20 " 30 26 7 63 26 69 
9 20 ' 33 16 •• 29 25 5 59 22 81 

37 79 19 135 66 221 150 1" 23 267 11!;!: ~Q§ 
188 739 18' 1 111 883 199< 1 201 1 029 196 2 <26 1102 3 52B 
191 1'0 ,, 355 109 ... 1 2-43 250 25 1 516 161 1 6711 

8 
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I Conflgurollon 111X11 lh:ensea l:asued lo Cu1T•nt Vessel Ow 
Vo ..ol'c, J•nuo~ 1. 1993 • Oecornbor 31 

nero Based on tho 
1993, Colch Hi•lo"'. 

Cutront Ownor"s State ot Resldonco 
1 AlaskaI OU1erl To1all 
I 1 2151 4641 1.6791 

·in 1993 28 unra<: lsterad vessels rennrted landlnas. 
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Conflgurollon 112Xl1 I LIC41naea ioaued to Curronl Voaael Own•ro Baood on tho Veaool'o, 
Based on lho Vo•oel'c. Januarv 1, 1993 • Decombor 31, 1993, Calch fllalon.<. 

Current Own.,.• Slate ol Residence 
Alaska 01her Total 

CVI CPI Total CV! CPI Total CV! CPI Ucenaes 
1 167 481 1.215 371 93! 464 1538 1411 1 679 

' In 1993 28 unroolslured vessels roportad IMdlnas. 

--·-­ ...---·-·- -·-~··-- ---·,..··-··-··-
CanflguroUon 113X11 Llcon11<>• lcoU<ld to Curronl Voaool Ownoro Baood on tho 

VHaol'o Januo"' 1.1993· Oecambor 31.1993. Catch Hlato~. 
Current Ownora Slate ol Residence 

Alaska 

I 
TO!lll 

<60' I 60·125'1 >•125'1 Total <60'1 60·125'1 >·125'1 Ucensos 
1 00'.l 118 141 1 215 

Other 
<60'1 60·125'1 >-125'1 TOI.al 
203 174 871 484 1 286 292 1011 1 679 

• In 1993, 28 um..,ls1&red ve.,•I• reoorted landll1os. 



  

__.., ____ -·--··-- ---·n••--•-••­ --H-···  Configuration 114X11 I Uconaea l8'1uod lo Current Vaaael Ownars 
Baaed on Iha Vo..ol'o, Januarv 1 1993- O&Cembor 31. 1993, Catch Hlatorv. 

Current Owner's S1ate of Aesiderx;a 
Alaska Othllf Total 

In-ShoreI Off-ShoreI Total In-ShoreI Off-Shore I Total In-ShoreI Off-Shorol Licenses 
1 140 751 1 215 267 1971 464 1 407 2721 1 679 

•tn 1993. 28 unredstored vessels renorted landinqs, 
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Dul•n•·--·-··­ -~ .. -... 
Conllgurallon 116X11 LlconDo looued to currant Vaaa&I Owner& Based on the 

Vassal's. Jsnuarv 1. 1993. December 31. 1993, Catch Hlalory 
Current Owner's Slate ol Residence 

Alaska Other Total 
CV CV CV 

lo-Shorol Oft-Shore CP Toi al In-Shore! Off-Shore CP Total lnShorol Off-Shore CP Licenses 
1.140 27 48 1.215 267 104 83 464 1 407 131 141 1 679 

•In 1993 28 unr~istorod voasols ronnrtod landinos. 
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llcontoa lotuod to Curront Voatol Ownoro 
Botocl on tho Votsol'o. January 1. 19'93 .. Docombor 31. 1993 Catch Hltlorv. 

Configuration 117X11 

Current Otrnefs State of Rasldaf'\Cle: 

., 
OtherAlaska To<ol 

fn-Shore I Ott·Shore I In-Shore I Ott-Shor•lo-Shot& Off·Shor• 
< 60-12:5'1 >•125'1 < 25'1 >• Tl.lie!<60'16()..125'( >•1L3' tk:em:8'S.66'16().125J?25' Tl.lie! < ,,eo-12s•1 >-125'1 <60'1nu-1"25*1 >•12:5' 

1,67Q188 69 101 15 lOS 77 •&1 1238 158 11 48 13-4 901 050 89 1 33 211 13 1215 
• 1n 1993, 28 unttt0ist&t&d vessels (unun&d landings . 

(. 

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

Cantlgu~llon 118X11 

Al"'ka 
CV 

In-Shore Off·ShOfe 
<60'160-125'1 >•125' <6-0'180-125'1 >•125' 

1 050 89 1 2 21 0 
• In 1Q93, 26 unrAnistor&d vessats fAOnrt&d !andlnos. 

LlconooD laauod lo Curront Yoaool Ownoro 
. 8111od on lho Voasol'o Januant 1 1&Ql .. Docombor 31.1993. Colch Hlsto""". 

Current OwnElf'a State of Rnld&nolt 
Olh8f T<l4ol 

CV CV 
In-Shore otf·ShOfe In-Shore OH-Shor& 

CP To!ol <60'160-125'1 >-125' <80'160-125'1 ,.125· CP T<J4ol <80'160-<125'' >-125' <-60'1 60-125'1 >-125' CP """'""'52 I 215 188 69 10 3 71 1• 109 46-4 1 238 158 11 5 92 14 161 1 679 

.... -W•M•'_"_,,_ c ­






I 
l-2.2.t O\u1lt1Y1no Plillfk>d• c~1 

Ccrnll~alkln TIU.11 lki.n... ~to eu-r.nt v....1°""'*• B•-.d 
OR Tho v....r., Jenucry 1, 1u1 .. o.o.nbcrr :11, tHS. Cakh H'-'°"f· 

v.....i mull( h1w• m• • Mndlna fl an.,.. OC11Ch Cll'-n4ar YO#. 
CUHMll 0wno(t Still.I ol Ao.lktonce 




1 .Mulu __ Ohtt Total 

I CV lo-­ CV CY 
A;w S~IM I <WI 80·12.f' 126'• Total CP Total <60'1 M·U~·fl 126't TiMJ CP Tata! <OO·J 8Ch124'! 126"t Tota.! Cl) licon:Nt 
;Al AMCK 0­ O 1 \ 7 8 O 3 0 3 :M 37 O 3 f .t ·O ~ 

GTHB 2 1 0 3 10 13 1 18 8 30 4ft 18 t 16 8 ~ 56 611 
Ofl. T 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 a 8 1.C 2G 40 I) a 8 I.( 33 47 
PCOO 2 o 1 3 e 11 I HJ t1 30 e.6 ~5 3 11 12 33 13 lOEI 
PlCt< 0 0 0 0 II b 0 t'/ t6 32 "6 re 0 t1 llS 32 1$.'4 M 
nocK 3 1 1 5 11 1& 11 '22 1 31 t7 10.. 1l 23 a ~ 16 120 
Asot. o o e o a e o 3 2 a 30 )6 o a 2 s :;e. 41 
SQH) O 0 O O 2 2 0 0 0 0 HI' tO O 0 O 0 21 21 
Y$1 O 0 O 0 O 0 0 0 O 0 3 3 0 0 O 0 3 3 

~Spll(;~ Eodo«H!lMHt.a .7 2 3 12 __._,, 11 14 86 "" 151 336 "81J---~l M _g ____Jfil ~5 ~~. 
BS 1>.MCK 

QTRB 
OFLT 
PCOO 
Pt.Cl< 
ROCK 
RSOL 
SO!O 

S!:IKi.tEOl.b<Mm9ruI 
YSOl 

CG MtCK 
OfLT 

' 

2 
13 

1 
24 
15 
HI 
.c 
0 

et 
3 

1 
17 

3 
I 

12 
II 
14 
11 
HJ 
0 

e.1 
I 

2 
26 

1 
0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
O 

1 
I 

0 
0 

6 
ti 
21l 
44 
30 
31 
16 
0 

111 
12 

3 
4J 

6 
15 
16 
20 
16 
O' 
t1 
2 

112 
11 

0 
12 

t I 
3-4 
36 
&.c 
4£ 
44 
H 

2 

2e1i1 
Zl 

3 
Mi 

0 
12 
5 
8 
6 

11 
1 
0 

42 
2 

0 
3 

24 
42 
68 
it 
n 
63 
M 
0 

4'17 
6t 

t 
26 

$ 
17 
t3 
~ 
2'4 
t1 
\8 
C 

1,(! 
13 

0 
I 

30 
71 
lM 

1'25 
101 
il 
76 
0 

M4 
M 

1 
30 

t'J 
11 
63 
ilia 
ao 
16 
74 
28 

6'2l 
&3 

3 
21 

53 
I~ 
\11 
2:2"4 
HU 
11& 
1411' 
28 

1216 
12'9 

4 
~1 

2 
2-5 
12 
30 
20 
30 

6 
0 

1n 
8 

\ 
20 

21 
<Ce 
78 

t10 
&e 
1-4 
e& 

0 

£SO 
gg 

3 
62 

1 36 
11 

'" '"'26

•• 
17,

• 

..... 
110 
131 
122..
• 

2•1--t2i 
U 7! 

0 4 
1 73. 

28 0-.t 
112........ 

Ill?.. 
lO 

"' ,..,. 
2.. 
2'.l6,., 
1151 

:.ol 

.....---Llli 
- f52 

·-: 1 
39 112 

pcoo m as 0: 367 26 ~l 37 57 e 100 s.e jJ.G 339 122 a .a1 a..t Mt 
Pl.CK 81 2'> 0 110 9 IUl a 46 1 el te Ill ell 11 1 t13 27 2001 
srLT 

ISp-.:Mot EnOOrwmtr.t 
ta .Mict< 

OFLT 
PCOD 

21 
426 

o 
3 
~ 

n 
161 

O 
2 

111 

o 
o 
o 
O 
t 

&e: 
61~ 

O 
6 

362 

a 
66 
o 
0 

10 

&.i1 
W 

O 
6 

m 

10 
M 
O 
1 

4-0 

:M, 
166 

O 
G 
ll 

3 
\7 
o 
0 
(} 

,, 
?41 

C 
1 

Ml 

1 1 
103 

o 
10 
lll 

~ 

o 
1i 
11 

37 
438 

o 
.C 

408 

e3 
3t7 

0 
2 

20 

3 
17! 

•• 
1 

120--.-54-m
1031 2S 12~' 

• • •• to 18 
421 2'6 ""f'lCK Q 3 0: 12 1 IJ 0 3 I 4 .C II i $ l HI: 6 21 

Sf'Lf 3 1 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 I 3 I Q 4 1 6 
~~IM fn<;:bMl'Mrtl 361 2t 1 40J l1 ~ '414 .ill a 60 31 II m 2'B 2 ~ __....__..E ~< 
wa AMCK 6 2 1 t o u t e 2 11 t 11 1 10 :;, 20 ~ 2e 

OfL T l!J .of i) l<l e 20 3 • l to ,.. 24 13 -10 1 24 2{) « 
POOO 6& IT 1 7.( i5 !\I r,, 10 e .u ~ 11 7l -4l 1 121 411 1~ 

Pt.CK 2t 1 1 29 I ~ i 1i II .:W 20 M 30 26 1 &l 28 8fol 
. snr_ 20 _ a 1 2'6 e ~ i 2'0 • 33 te ~ a 26 r; 69 22 e~ 
~Endoi'um.rll 111 J5 4 16] l3 IMi ~l 19 10 1~ M 221 160 1t.C 2~--~!!r--...Jl~-.400: 

ITQ(l.llie.t-... I 018 m I& I 3<.) 2TU I 6~'.l llM b06 231 1,,...1 J 177 2 ~ 1 210 1 004 341 2,!:!~ _.l~! ~ 
TDiAl'f•IMis I 052 1\0 1 1.161 52 1,216 \ii 140 24 3M 109 "84 1.~43 250 2~ 1.616 161 1J!7Q 
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Current 
Llcenee• l88uod to current Vessel owners 

Based on Iha Vooaol'a Januarv 1. 1993 ·December 31. 1993 Catch Hlslo"'. 
Current Owner's Slate of Residence 

Other Total 
CV CV 

CP Total <60'1 60·125'1 >125'1 To1al CP <60'1 60-125'1 >125'1 TotalTotal CP Licenses 
10852 974 162 145 281 335 443 160982 244 311 1 257 1 417 

3.2.2.5 Distribution of LICGnoos 
Configuration 115X21 

Alaska 
CV 

<60'1 60-125'1 >125'1 
820 99 3] 

To1al 
922 

Current 
Llcen88a laoued to current V&11•el OWnors 

Based on Iha Veoael'o. Januarv 1. 1993 ·December 31 1993. Catch Hlatorv. 
Current Owner's Slale of Residence \' 

O!hor 
' 

Total ' 
<.V vv 

CP Total <60'1 60·125'1 >125'1 Tola! <60'1 60-125'1 . >125'1 TotalCP CP UoonsesTo1al 
34 477 72 135 281 235 104 339 441 207 301 678 138 816 

 3.2.2.5 DlslrlbuUon of UCGnsu 
Configuration 115X3 I 

Alaska 
LV 

<60'1 60·125'1 >125'1 
369 72 21 

T.£>lal 
443 

Current 
Llcene&o looued to currant VB&aal Owners 

Baaed on the Voaael'o, Januatv 1. 1993· December 31. 1993 Catch Hloto~. 
Current Owner's State of Residence 

Other Tola! 
CV CV 

Tola! CP ..;60'1 60·125'1 >125'1 TotalCP <60'1 60·125'1 >125'1 Total Tole.I CPTotal Uoon••• 
103375 30 405 62 129 261 219 322 133 727369 195 301 s94 

 3.2.2.5 DlatrlbuUon ol LICGnsae 
Configuration 115X41 

Alaska 
CV 

<60'1 60·125'1 >125'1 
307 66 21 

3.2.2.5 DlatrlbuUon of Ucenees Cu/Tent 
ConflguroUon 115X.S1 Llcenoee laaued to currant V&aoel OWnore 

Baaed on the VaHo• '· Januarv 1. 1993 • Oecamber 31 1993. Catch Hlato~. 

Ala!lka 
Current Ownar's State of Residence 

Other Total 
CV CV CV 

<60'1 60·125'1 CP>125'1 Tote.I Total <60'1 60·125'1 >125'1 Total CP To1al <60'1 60-125·1 >125'1 Tote.I CP Licenses 
239 61 2921 302 331 50 119 281 197 103 300 289 180 301 499 132 631 

 
 
 

:; 

 
 

 

 

Cl 

~ 
~ a 
:!l 
!E 

~ 
i;;' 
?;; 
"' 
a 
>< "' 


..... 
oo.

B
lf
~

_::

~
~

"~
" ! 

i





















:J.2..2 l L.ndlnjl• A-ii~I• for CndofMtl'loul Ou1llt1?•Hon 
 
~ '(:;;;rtgunlloo 11 &X11 I l!OM1* ~i6o.n.otv~i Ownoof• O&ciod """""' 
 
0 Gf'I ThD v.....r., Jenu#')' t, 1ffS· Dooornbor 1t, tl92., C.tth HS.tofy. 
 
~ V..-.mull( tl.ve mlldo O J..odtla t't IW'I NM Mith CAIOondat ·- -·. ~ 


---------- Cv1t•n1°'1t(lltf'a$tt.!•ol Aitll~nc.
0:!J Aluka ~t.t TOla! 
 
M ~ ~ ~ 


:I: ~.a----~* <WI 60·12.t'I 12S't Tot.! CP Tallll .,;WI 80·J24'1 126'• TOll&J CP Total ..:eat 60·124'1 125'+ Toi!! CP1~ 

>-i >J AMCK O 0 t I 1 e 0 3 0 3 3o4 31 0 3 l • .(1 .t6

6; otf\a 2 t o :J to 13 1 1a a 30 ..e 74 9 •• a " tl4I M1 
 
f;; OFLT 0 0 n o 1 ) 0 a 8 t'4 21 40 0 I 6 14 33 •1 
 
• POOD 2 \J 1 3 O 1t 1 1& '1 30 M 9.5 3 lil 12 33 73 108 
 
~ Pl.CK 0 o Cl 0 .e e O 17 16 3:2 44 74 o 11 15 3'2 M 
 .. 
rg ROCK 3 t 1 & 1i to a 22 1 31 1!17 HM 11 23 6 42 ra 12GI 
7. RSOt 0 0 0 0 I! e 0 3 2 6 3o 36 0 3 2 15 le 41 
 
0 5010 O 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 O HJ Iii 0 0 0 0 21 21

X YSOl o o o. o..._o o o __o o 3 3 o. o o o ___, ____, 

Seeci.. EOOGIM0'4rtl - 7 2 3 12 6!J HI !! 4.9 1at 336 .«11 2-l ~ 62 113 395 ~ 
BS 	 AMCK 2 3 1 • 15 1 0 24 e 30 23 153 2 27 1 36 2e &<I 
 

OHUJ 13 6 0 tQ: HI 3.4 12 "2 11 11 11 I~ 215 -44 17 QoO V'2 U'2 
 
OFLT 1 t2 1 2U HI 36 15 U 23 M l\3 t71 12 7& 119 209 !XI :IOft 
 
POOP 2.t llll t 4' 2Q 8"4 0 i\ 2'il 126 ~ 71.t 30 \10 30 170 IU ­

Pt.CK I~ u I JO 16 45 5 n 14 tot ~ U11 20 M 25 llt 105 ne 
 
ROCK Ht H 1 31 11 .a t1 83 17 ii M 118 30 Tl. 18 122 102 22.t 
 
ASOl '4 tO I H\ It 26 1 U 16 715 1.t 1'49 tli 84 \1 g() Ill 1115 
 
0010 o o o o 2 2 o o c o 21 2a o o <1 o 30 30 
 
ysa._ 3 a 1 1~ 11 :r.i 1 &1 tl oe tl3 129 A 69 14 11 7.t 162 
 

§P.tclN EndOi'Mmtl•• _!_7___.}___, ---"-' ·--'-'' __,_a~ .i2 447 1.t! 154 82t r;;, 12il 155Q~ __m . 13'.i ~· 

ca AMCK I 2 0 3 0 J () t Q \ 3 • 1 3 0 .. 3 1 
 

~ l tlFlT 17 26 O 43 12 65 3- 2e t 30 21 61 20 62 1 l'J 3'9 112 
 
POOO '°2 e..s 0 :)e7 2e 393 37 57 a 100 ~ 13a. m 122 0 "87 .... 431 
 
P\CK 81 29 o 110 i flOo 8 "3 1 63 HI l!li tlP 11 1 f1l 200 
 

~.-• . SFlf 27 29 2 ~ 58 tl: ~ HI :M 3 .t7 11 CM ,.., 03 l _fil "25t--Ji~ 

rs;;..::l.. Eni:bMfT•fU 428 151 0 619 65 ~ 6S f&e t7 '>-41 103 $4..( 317 11 820 \M 918 
 
to 	 /o.MCK 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 D ~:-1 

OF\.T l :Z 0 15 0 A 1 0 G I 10 11 .if 2 0 I 10 11 
f'COO 366 I& 1 :a.62 10 m 4(1 6 Q 4!i HI el 408 10 \ .tir 20 '63 
PlCK Y 3 0 12 1 13 0 3 I 4 4 e 9 t t t8 I! 21 
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3.2.2.1 The Nature of Licenses .Universal..... ··-·····-·· 

Configuration 115211 


Alaska 

CV CV CV 

CP <60'160·125'1 >125'1 Total Total Licenses<60'160·125'1 >125' Total Total CP <60'160·125'1 >125'1 Total CP 
2,105 2,185 401 216 451 662 769 2,95480 107 2,341 375 51 I 2,767 1871,940 159 6 

\•Licenses Issued to Current Vessel Owners 
' 

Based on the Vessel's, June 28, 1989 ·June 27, 1992. Catch Hlstorv. ' ' 
Current Owner's State of Residence 

Other Total 

­

0 

Cl 

1'5 
Q 

~ 
~ 
[;; 
I; 
"' 
~ 
>< 

---l'" 

1
0 
l(' 

-~ "'-~ 
';::: 

.,, ~ 
! 

, 

 



3.2.2, 1 The Nature of Llcenaaa Univeraal 
ConHgutaUon 215211 lh::on••• laaued to Current Y••••l Ownera 

Bated on tho \101101'•. Juno 28 1989 ~Juno 27. 1992 C•tch History.

Alaska 
CV 

Af.. <60'160-125'1 >125' Total 
BSAI 231 88 3 322 
GOA 1 875 148 5 2020 
Total Ucenses 2.106 236 ! 2,350 
Total Vessel'3 1,940 159 6 2 105 

CP 
29 
76 

105 
80 

Current Owna(s State of Residence 
Olllar Tolnl 

CV CV 
Tolal <60'160-125'1 >125' Tolal CP Totnl <60'160-125'1 >125' Tolnl CP lic...,.s" 

351 102 182 41 325 101 426 333 270 44 647 130 777 
2,104 335 176 30 541 gs 637 2.210 324 35 2 569 172 2.741 
2 455 437 358 71 866 197 1 063 2543 594 79 3 216 302 3 518 
2,185 401 218 45 662 107 769 2,341 375 51 2,767 187 2,954 

-·-·-.- ---- ------- -- ---- ---- -· '--· 

ContiguroUon ~1$21 t I Llconaoo laauod to CtJrronl Yo11ol Ownore Bated ' 
on Tho Vaaao1'a, Juno 28, 1989 .. Juno 27. 1QV2, Calch Hlatorv ' ' 

AJaslw 
CV 

At.. <60'160-125'1 >125' Tola! 
iii" 23 18 2 43 
BS 223 88 3 314 
ca 861 128 3 992 
EO 1,030 25 1 1,056 
WO 183 44 3 230 
Tota.I Uctn1s&S 2 320 303 12 2.635 
Toto.I Vessels 1,040 159 6 2,105 

CP 
16 
29 
52 
38 
22 

157 
80 

Current Owner's Stal* of Residence 
Other Tola! 

CV CV 
Tola! <60'160·125'1 >125' Tola! CP Total <60'160-125'1 >125' Total CP tk:enses 

59 31 60 18 100 84 193 54 78 20 152 100 252 
343 IM 179 40 313 99 412 317 267 43 627 128 755 

1,044 175 142 16 332 67 399 1,o36 270 18 1,324 119 1.443 
1,0IM 203 41 3 247 32 279 1,233 66 4 1,303 70 1,373 

252 61 105 28 194 83 277 244 149 31 424 105 529 
2.792 584 527 104 1 195 365 1,560 2 884 830 116 3.830 522 4352 
2,185 401 216 45 662 107 769 2 341 375 51 2,767 187 2 954 

Cl 

~ 
5ia 
:'l 
!l! 
~ 
r;; 
?;;.,, 
~ x 

~ 

UnlvoreaJ 

.[ 
a• 
Ir 

-" ~ 
j 
~ 

~ 
! 
 

:J.2.2. 1 Tho Naluro of Llcanaea 
C.OnHguroUon 415211 I 

Alaska 
CV 

~!'!".. <60'160·125'1 >125' Total 
FLAT 281 1Q 2 361 
OTHR 445 115 2 543 
PCOD 1,541 145 6 1,693 
PLCK 238 61 2 301 
ROCK t.178 110 2 i~90 
Toia.ltkt1MM 3 683 491 14 ~·.1ea 
Total veruts 1 940 159 6 2,105 

CP 
34 
33 
67 
25 
68 

227 
80 

Llconooo la1uod to Curron1 Voaaal Ownoro Baaed 
on Tho Vouol'o Juno 28. 1980 ·Juno 27 1002 C.loh Hltlorv 

Curren1 Owner's Stale of Ae$1denoe 
Od\<>r Total 

CV CV 
Total <60'160·125'1 >125' Tola! CP Total <llll'160·125'1 >125' Tola! CP Llcbn-.. 
395 93 147 34 274 97 371 374 225 35 635 13l --766 

576 101 141 35 277 gg 376 546 237 37 820 132 952 
1,760 258 199 44 499 104 603 1,797 345 50 2,192 171 2,363 

326 55 125 31 211 89 300 293 186 33 512 114 626 
1.358 268 158 31 457 g5 552 1446 268 33 1.747 163 1 010 
4 415 773 770 175 1.718 484 2,202 4456 1 261 180 5906 711 6617 
2 185 401 216 45 662 107 769 2,341 375 51 2 767 lal 2 954 
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3..2.2.1 T~ N1tur• of tle•n••• 
ConllliJU111Uan 71S:Z11 I 

CV 
~!M~§Q_&dw ----;oo1-.o:m'l 
" AMCK 0 2 

GTRB • •
Of\.T 0 2 
PCOO " 13 
PLCK 0 0 
ROCK • •• 
RSOl 0 l 
sato 0 o 
YSOl 0 0 

~2;\id$1 EndO!S4fffi81UI 
,. 41 

us AMC.K ! " GTAB •• .. 
OFLT .. ,. 
PCOO ""' 62 
PtCK •2 ., 
ROCK .. " RSOL .. "5010 o t 
YSOl • 21 

~egde1 f1idorumenta "! 305 
ca AMCK ' 0 

DFLT .. 33 
PCOD .676 111 
PlCK "' ••
SflT " 39 

Snede1 Er.dorHIMtTlt .., .,. 
rn AMCK 0 0 

OFlT 3 1 
PCOO "' 10 
Pt.CM; 12 2 

SflT 10 2 
Snides EOOOrNm,.llll 11111 16 
wa AMCK 0 0 

OFLT IS 15 
PCOO "" 38 
PtCK •,. '2 11 
SFl1 " •n 

5,.ildlft . 
" 

r~Lk;vn~.!'!:.• i3:59 .,. 
rocat v"""'• ' ... ... 

-
Al~ks. -

>Jl!' - TO!al CP '"'"I ' IO 13 
I •• 13 "0 • • 11 
2 " .. "'I I 10 11 
2 25 15 40 
0 l • •
0 o o 0 
0 o 3 3 

' .. "' ,.. 
! " • " l 5-0 "' .. 
2 .. " ,. 
' ... 21 ,,. 
2 

., 
" 10< 

2 ., 
"' 111 

' 
., 16 .. 

o I 1 ' 1 ,. II " " 690 "' 62' 
0 • ' •
' 18 • 61 
3 105 " 

.,, 
1 ... " 250 
0 l 1~ • 121 -­f I 22i " 1300 
o 0 0 0 
0 • • • 
' "' 20 m 
0 " • 18 
0 " 3 16 

' 162 32 ... 
' I • 10 
1 31 13 .. 
3 ,.. ,. 213 
0 33 t2 .. 
' 23 - 12 35 

282 .. --'-'l
3!~ 

,.. 3 '451

• 2 105 80 2 185 

lJ!l/\rlol(J;~J 

U1;1n1•• M1u.-d to CUtfHll V••••t 0.rMr• U.a.-d 
on TI10 Y••••Y• Juno 211 1089 •June 27 1002 Calch Hl1torv 

CunlKll Ow™H"• Slil.le ol Retldenaii -O\hor 
CV 

"'"' 60·1'25'! >t25' r,,., CP T~ ..wj 60-125'1 ''"' To<oJ .Q~· .l!Q'olflt!MI 
I "' • 27 •• ,. 1 .. ' 30 .. ..,. 2< ' " •• 105 •• '' • "' " '" 3 " • " 00 " ' 11 • 25 •• .. 
" .. 13 .. 76 160 '2 •• .. 110 ... 210 

3 33 13 •• 00 109 ' ,, 
" 60 10 120 

16 •1 7 10 ,. "' ' 61 • 95 90 185 
3 6 • 12 " 

., 3 • • 13 "' 60 
0 2 0 2 0 2 0 • o 2 0 2 
0 0 0 0 12 12 0 • o 0 16 !6

•• '"' •• 300 .,. 138 IOI "' .. ••• ... 900

• 14 16 .. .. l&2 3 aa 19 100 ( ., 
"'.. .. 25 ,.. ., 227 ,, 

"' ,. 19'. Oil ,.,
•• 105 •• m .. ... •• H3 30 ... . ' 101 "'"BO 112 ,. 291 .. ,.. ,.. '" " ... 125 '°'31 109 3! Ill .. ••• ,, 

"' 
,, 

'"' 106 ,., 
32 110 .. 16S " ,.. .. 161 ,. 

''" IOI '""17 100 •• ... 11 "' 31 131 "' '" " 200 
o • 2 • • 10 0 • ' 1 5 .. 

15 00 '' 130 n .., !3 111 "' jM ·-..J!~ ____2:!~ 

21• 8llJ '" _Ll~ .., \ &SI ... 116S .,. '<~• 1?~ ___l.JJ~ 
o ' 0 1 10 " 2 I 0 3 " ".. " • .. 42 100 .. 15 3 136 " ,., 

102 103 13 218 .. m m '"' " 1.013 "' 1, 112 

•• er 10 .. '6 1'2 206 113 II 3)0 ., 302.. '' 1 ,, 36 "' "" ... 1 189 •• ?;!§... 260 32 ... 192 ... I 131 603 37 LID __2~ -----.Ll!!! 
0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
• I 0 • " "' 7 2 0 • 20 29.. • I 104 11 121 ""' 19 2 ... 31 ..,
• 0 0 • 12 11 11 2 0 19 16 ,, 
2 3 0 • • " 12 • 0 " 1~ ---"'­

!05 13 ' 119 63 112 .,, 28 ~ -~ 001 .. ..., 
0 11 • -" •• 61 0 17 1 ,. 31 61 

12 0 " 10 •• m 27 .. 18 101 .. 160 
- 32 00 21 ... " 223 ... 128 30 3<3 .. .,. 

r .. 20 ., .. ... "' 16 20 "' " 100

• " 20 77 " 132 .. ., 2Q 100 ., uq 

'' ... .. 410 216 ... ""' ,,. ., 
e~~ __ 3'0 __1,1!!? 

E-!5 '60! .... ~_.j_,§[! __•.J!? _ .... 2'211 q~ ___ 5e5o __!.._~ __1.~~Q.., ,,. .. .., ·101 ]69 2 341 37' " 'l 161 ,., .. 96.( 



3.2.2.1 Thea Hall.Ir• ol Lk•O••s-- Unlv•t••I
Configuration 81521 J I 

Alnska 
CV-

~l)ll Sgecisa - - <60"1 80-\25'l >125' To1a1 
BSAl AMCK 1 " 1 16 

arna 30 u I 58 
OfLT ,. 36 2 .... 
PCOO 211 62 3 ~ 

PLCK •2 '3 2 Bl 
ROCK 59 .. 2 105 
ASOL " 37 1 52 
SQID 0 1 0 1 
Y.501. B 21 1 36 

§.Q.acitH Enoou.&1nen -~--AH.___,~ 715"--
CG AMCK 2 0 0 2 

DFlT .. 33 1 7B 
PCOD 675 117 3 795 
PLCK 107 •• 1 23• 

___2flT ,. 39 0 1\3 
SpoclU• Erx.lotaamarr 002 235 5 t 222 
EO AMCK 0 0 ' 0 

OFLT 3 1 0 • 
PCOO m 10 1 752 
PLCK 12 2 0 "___S~kl 10 2 0 12 

Spoclea Endor!!!f!!!!L~ 766 15 L 762 
WO AMCK 0 0 l 1 

OFL T !5 15 l 31 

PCOO 153 36 3 ""PlCK n " 0 33 
SFLT 13 10 Q 23 

S~ec;h~1 EOOOfaemen 203 ,. 5 282 

Tollll lk:&naet. z3.(0 631 " 3 001 

Ta/al V•areJ• ,... 159 • 2105 

·-
CP TollU 

" 27 
18 ,. 
15 79 
2e 32< 
\1 10< 
27 121 
16 68 

1 2 

" •r 
" --~ 

2 4 
0 67 

43 830 ,. 250 
8 121 

78 1 300 
0 0 
5 •

20 712 
4 18 
3 15 

ag BU

• 10 
13 .. 
19 213 
12 '' 1g 35 
55 347 

312 3 31-3 
60 2 \85 

Llc•n••• tuv" to C!.lt?!llnl V••••t Owntr. 8aa•d 
on Tho Vuaor• JunG 26 1980 ~Juno 27 1992, Calch Hlstorv 

CUHenl OWnfff'I Stet• at Aesld&nco 
01her Tolal 

CV CV 
<60'1 60·1='5'1 >12S' Total CP Tota! <BO'\ 60·125'1 >125' Total CP ...b!£!!!!!! 

3 75 20 98 65 163 • 69 21 11' 16 190 
26 101 26 155 85 240 58 128 27 213 101 ... 
22 10-, 26 157 87 2« 48 1'5 JO 221 lD2 323 
8< 178 40 300 100 400 295 258 43 500 120 72< 
31 109 31 m .. 2"9 73 152 33 258 105 31il 
37 m 26 179 85 .... ""31 137 29 

158 30 284 I07 391 
17 100 28 145 60 225 ,., 

"" 2'J3

• 6 2 6 • 512 0 1 2 9 " 15 00 25 130 ___1? 202 23 117.~--""- 16'1 63 ?>O 
-·-·~ 

2JT •78 228 l 3'43 006 i_q!m __6~ t UH 2-4] ~n ·-·0 1 0 1 10 11 2 1 0 3 2 " " 42 2 5a .. too 58 75 3 t36 ' SI 161 
102 103 13 218 5a 27< 111 220 16 1,013' ' ll9

•• 
1, 11'2 

19 Bl 10 96 1'2 206 113 11 330 62 JD? 

" 55 1 76 3~ 11' 68 .. 7... 100 46 23~ 
149 """ 32 192 &41 1 13! 503 _;u _1A!1 270 --1J!i! 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

• 1 0 5 15 2Q 7 2 0 •
856 

2Q "'• 1 10< 17 121 835 19 2 ll9J.. 31 
5 0 0 •

5 B l< 
12 17 17 2 0 10 16 35 

2 3 0 12 5 0 17 ~1& :II) 
105 13 l 119 53 172 871 28 2 001 --"-' -~ 0 17 6 23 26 51 0 17 I .. 37 Bl 

12 43 15 70 55 "' 27 58 16 '"' llll lll9 
32 00 27 149 74 223 185 128 30 343 "" •31! 
7 ..
• 

20 01 63 154 20 15 20 12' 75 1U!J 
51 20 11 55 132 •• §1 20 100 67 16! 

57 205 410 21' 885 ~o 309 BJ 692 ,,... 1 032 ..... ,•2• 349 2321 11&l 3 507 2 BOO 2061 373 .~.~? _J,~ __,_Mlg 
401 2\B 45 002 101 76£; 2 3'41 375 " 2767 187 2054 
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3.2.2.2 ltconu Aoc:lplonto 	 Untvoro&rl 1 

Confl~tatlao 135211 Lleona.o ktauod.to Cutron1 'VOOMt Ownoro or Permit Holdera or Lendlng":a. OWnllfO 
B•..U on tha Vaaoto. Juno 28, 1881 ·Juno V. 19H. Catch Hlotory. -~ 

I Curter1t Ownec't State ol R,,•,,•,,ld"'"'=""'----~--------------1 
Olher 	 Total ------ Alaska

CV I CV I I CV ' 
~ - •.-•I f 	 <60' 60·1?5' >125'1 Total! CPI TotalJ <60' 60·125' >"1'2'5'1 Tot.ltd cl>I Toi-al <60' 60·125' >125'1 IU<Q!I "PI.. Lk:tw1te&: 

Current Ownotal Total 1 1I 	 2,95-4!2,105voa1e11 	 1.~o 1MJ 6 2. 16~ '401 218 .5[ 862 107 769 2.3•1 375 51 2,7671 161 
602 61 OOJ 11<4 225 53 3S2 227 610 693 <438 65:Pt)(mlltloldtrJ S79 211 12 1,HM 266 1,.i.a21 

La.ndlng'a Own&rt 96 18 1 __2"11ll5 81_!£!! 35 •1 5 Si '4'4 125 ~3t 69. 61 ,_,1 "'2
Option A Tola.I: !awe to C.O. & P,H. ~o t\fe not aJs.o C.O. 

...38[_!> 
-·--- urn a12 ••I 2.0011 1<1! 3.o..r 515 ..1 001 """'I 3341 1.a"!!j a 03' 011 11•1 '·""'II • 
~Opilon a Tola.I: l1suu to c.o. & P.H. ·•rho 816 not alto Co.. and to LO. wha are neither C.O. ()( P.H. 
 

521 4,.,,..2.615 3Bi! ml 3,022\ Ho\ 3,171\ 550 482 I03! ).135! 378! 1,613! 3,165 010 122 •.ml 

UniRoel of 	 - --- - -- -
M ...... , ..... ·--··~- • ·--• •-•••-

Conllourallon 146211 	 Llconaoa luuod to Curronl VOOHI Ownom and Landlng'e OV.noro: and Pttmtt Hold•ru I ltuod on tho Voaul'o Juno 21 1989 - Juno 27 1992 Colch Hlatorv. 
I Currtflt OWO&f'• Stele of ••kJenca 

- Olh•r lolal 
CV CV 

Tolalj 
CV 

...60:' 80·125' >125' Tota! CP To1a1 <60' 60·125' >125' CP Total ... eo· 60·125' >125' Total CP 
GunflfH OwntKil Total 
Vatitll 1,9-40 159 6 2.10~ •• 2.H!5 401 216 45 662 101 769 2,341 376 51 2,761 181 
I atldlf9'• Owner• 1,1>!2 112 7 2,011 116 2.097 321 217 •2 MO 12• 704 2,!S3 389 49 2.5111 210 
Pennll Holdtlff. 1 001 306 11 2211< ... 2396 300 266 •• 621 "3• 1160 2.261 612 12 21106 353 
QptlcnA: C.0.+ LO 3 712 331 13 4 116 lfl<l .i 2a2 722 '33 87 1 242 "31 I 473 H!H 754 100 use 397 

Ot:11kln B; C.O.+ P.H 3.901 485 :13 .... 11'< 4 5a'.l 701 ••2 100 12113 ... 1629 <1lll2 9-17 123 son "'10 
OmlooC:C.O.+ l.0.• P.H. 5 733 '"" 30 6 400 ... 6 680 \ 022 699 142 1 8113 . 410 2333 6 75S 1 336 172 8263 750 

Ucenaea 

2,95'1 
2,801 
3,258 
5165 
8212 
9013 

Cl 	 

	

 

l	  
	

Uni-·-·-·- -·--··-- .,__ , ,_, .. _ 	 -····· -· --· 
CunUgur11tlon ti6:tl 1 j Llc•n••• l••wd to Curront Voo.aol Ownoco or Londlng'o Ownora or P•rmH Holdons, 

B••.od on tho Vaaritfo, Juno 28.1181 ·Juno 27. 1892., Catch History. 
1 current owner·• St~1e or Realdeoce 

f------c=-~A~l=•~•ka~--,----.-- OltHlf Total 
CV CV CV

r--,-=o7 Total CP Tolttl ...e.o· 60·125' >125' Tolell Cf Tola! <60' 60·125' >125' Tolal CP llceoaeao'c-c6-=a---1-=2•'5~•~-,"12:-:s, 
 
 Guuool OwnurrJ tOla1 	 -- ­

Ves1elt 	 1.~0 159 6 2,105 80 2,185 •Ul1 216 45 662 107 169 2,341 375 51 2,767 187 2,95-4 
liuldlng'•OwJlM• 2'36 27 2 265 12 217 61 52 5 108 46 1$4 287 79: ] 373 5t! "431 
P1M1n!IHOk1otl ,..tO 201 11 652 5'7 709 100 215 SJ 368 222 59C ~lJ "18 6" 1 02\i 279 __1~ 
Option A lotal: lasue to C.O. & LO wt10 ate 001 Diao C.O,

2 176 186 8~ 2 370 92 2 462 .i;52 26B 60 770 15.3 923 2 626 .CM 58 3 t.tti 245 3 385
-;0:-µ-.110-n:-e=ro-1"1...,,-:7	 P.H. ~,er• nelliiiu"' C.O, or l.O.11_ao_a_1c-o-oc".o=-.-clc'L:'-.°'o~w-cho-.,~,~001 al"° CJ?·· alld 1~ 1

2616 381 101 30l2f 1491 3171 b52 <483 1(13 1138 375 1513 3168 070 122 ,(\flll 52.t <4684	 
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3,2.2.3 llceneo OoslnnnUons Unlvoreol 
Conllgurallon 111211 I Llcensaa lasued lo CurTonl Voasol Owners Bea.ad on the 

Ves•el'o, June 28, 1989 -Juno 27, 1992, Celch Hlotory. 

i 
Current Owner's State of Residence 
Alaska I Other I Total I 
2.185 769 2.954 

-·-·-·- -

Other Total 
CVI CPI Total CVI CPI Licenses 

Conllgurallon 112211 UcemMIO l••Ued to Current v ....1 Own"'" Based on lh& vea..l'•,I Buod on the VeHel'o. June 28 1989 - June 27. 1992. Celch Hlslorv. 
Cur1ent Owner'• State of Residence 
 

Alaska 
 
CVI CPI Tolal 
 

2 105 801 2.185 
 662 1071 769 2.767 1871 2,954 

4­

Uoll Desi.. ,,. - --- - - - - - --- --- -al 
ConllguraUon 113211 

Alaska 
<60'1 60-125"1 

1.993 174 

Ucenoeo loouad to current Veaael Ownera Baaed on the 
Va•eel'o June 28, 1989 -June 27. 1992, Cetch Hlstorv. 

Current Owner's State ol Residence 
Oth..- Total 

>•125'1 Total <60"1 60·125'1 >•125'1 Total <60'1 60-125'1 
181 2 185 413 241 1151 769 2,406 415 

>•125'1 Llcons&~ 
1331 2 954 
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 ---·-·- -·--··-- ---· ··- .. -··- -···. -· --· 
Configu111Uon 114211 Llconaea loaued to Currant Voanel OwrtaroI Based on Iha Veo..l'o. June 28. 1989 • Juna 27. 1992 catch History 

Current Owner's State of Residence 
Alaska TotalOther 

In-Shore I 011-ShOfel Totalln·Shorel Olf·ShOfel Totaj ln·ShOfel Olf·Shorel License~ 
2,072 1131 2, 185 527 2421 769 2.599 3551 2,954 

·-·-·- -·- --- - - -····-·-·.
Configu111Uon 116211 Llcenooo loouod to Current Voo..1Ownero Baaed on Iha 

Veo..l'o. June 28. 1989 ·June 27.1992 Catch Hfatorv 
Current Own91'a State of Residence 

Alaska 
CV 

ln·Shor•I Off-Shore CP 
2.067 38 80 

Other Totaj 
CV CV 

Total ln·ShOfel OU-Shore CP Total ln·Shorol 011-Sh<><o CP Licenses 
2,185 626 136 107 769 2,593 174 187 2954 
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D .............
---·- -·--··-- _................

Ccn11"'11frtlun 1112:ll Lk:anH• Jc#auod to CUttont V••-t OWnoto 
 

8_.d on tho VoaHta, Jun. 26 10&0 ·Juno 27. 1H. Ctrteh $-llalof'V.

Cunt'lt OWMf"I Slaf• of Aea~t» .• ···--- ­TotolAIMkA --- .. -----·­

111-ShOft "'""' Jn Sh0t$ I Ofl·a.fl<lA 
,..so·1eo-12s·1 ,... 12s·1 Tv:~~~j!?Q-J~~l_!Q!.!! To1al 

10~"""/n~tlQrt I OU·SOOl't ii 
'1:60'1&0-125' >•12S'I Total1 ..:BO' S0..1iUV ,..,.f25'1 roo.il r .. .i ..:&,rit}(l.1Z!fl~ f(l(a/l d;cr16lf.t2s·1 .... 12s·1 Tot~t- Llt»n•~~., ,.,6271 m 911 2421 2 327 221 "2-5991 ,. 165 11 II 35& 2 954 l 936 1:12 •l 20~2 67 •2 t• t\3 2185 "' '"'"' '" 

( 

3.1.2.3 lk:•m-• tH1lgna1h10• Univ 
 

Conllj1.Jf~lon 111:11 
 UGiona•• lit.U.0 to CUrr.anl V•o ..t 0.M1'1i 
Baud on lha Youara JuMo '' 11u10 ·Juno V 1m Ctrteh Hfitto"". 

Cun9flf C'MnotM'• _Qlllt ol n•ki.nce 
I 

..,.... Tote! 
CV 

In.Shore :;;d 011-Sl'ofv 
.:60·T00-12s·1 >•i2s· .:acrlro..1~~~• ,.., 2324 247 221 11 128 

CV 

ln..ShOf• I Ofl·Sho<• 


CV "'"" 
tn..Stiot'i I OH-Shore 


<tlO'IW.125'1 >•125'l ..00100.125~;::t'ii· CP 
 125'1 ..... 125·! ..:OO'lfl0.12s·I >•125' CP Tc<aJTo!al '"'"CP ~l'l~- ""' II .. 101300 
,., 29 ----m 20&<2 \8& liil <I 30 1 60• "" """' 
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 Contlguratlon 115111 Licenses Issued to Current Vessel Owners 
Based on the Vessel's, Januarv 1, 1978 ·December 31. 1993, Catch Hlstorv. I 

Current Owne(s State of Residence 
Alaska 

CV 
<60'160·125"1 >125'1 Total CP 

4,




376 254 101 4,640 96 

Other Total 
CV CV 

Total <60'IG0·125'1 >125'1 Total CP Total <60'160-125'1 >125'1 Total 
4,736 983 301 68 1,352 112 1,464 5,359 555 781 5,992 

CP 
210 

Licenses 
6,202 

W, 

°' 
 

3 Period Uni···------ - ----· -.., -- . .. 

Configuration 115311 Licenses Issued to Current Vessel Owners 
Based on the Vessel's. Januarv 28. 1989 ·date of ftnal actfon, Catch Hlstorv. 

Current Owne(s State of Residence 
Alaska 

I 
Total 

CV CV 
 
<60'160-125'1 >125'1 Total 
 CP Total <60'160-125'1 >125'1 Total CP Licenses 

2,257 177 BI 2,442 551 236 55 842 109 190 3,474Bl 2,523 951 2,806 413 631 3,264 

Olher 
CV 

<60'160-125'1 >125'1 Total CP Total 

Oualllvlna Period Uni------ . 
onfiguration 115411 Licenses Issued to Current Vessel Owners 

Based on the Vessel's, January 1, 1990 • O&eember 31.1993. Catch Hlstorv. 

Current Owna(s Slate of Residence 
Alaska 

I 
Other Total 

CV CV 
 
<60'160-125'1 >125'1 Total 
 

CV 
<60'160·125'1 >125'1 Total CP<60'160· 125'1 >125'1 Tolal Licenses 

2,193 175 61 2,376 
CP Total CP Tolal 

187535 232 52 819 3,38280 2,456 107 926 2,728 407 601 3,195 
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4 Quallfvlnu P•tlod Uni
nllguntUon 115511 I Llcen••• faaued to Cu1tent V•.oa•t Own•ra 

Based on th• Ve11el'a, Catch Hlstorv thtff vettrs nrtor to th• dato of ftnal action. 
Current owner's State of ResldellC9 

Alaska 
CV 

<60'1 60·125'1 >125'1 
1 659 147 61 

Total CP 
1,712 61 

01har Total 
CV CV 

Total <60'1 60· 125'1 >125'1 fowl CP Total <130'1 60·125'! >125'1 Total CP licenses 
1,773 373 199 45 617 102 719 1,932 346 511 2,329 163 2492 




-· 
C<>

I 
 

' ' 
 
........-.·? ---·" ......... -··-- -···--·--· 
 
C<>nllguntUon 115611 Lie.nae• losued to Current VooHI Ownero 
 

Bu<H:l on th• Vusel'• June 28. 1989 -Juno 27. 11192 Catch Hlsto~ thrH vaora prior to flnal acllon. 

Currant Owno(s Stato o! Residence 
I 

Alaska Total 
CV 
 

<£0'1 60·125'1 >125'1 Total 
 To!al Ucoooo'
1,772 359 195 42 696 100 696 248860 1 918 342 48{ 2308 1601 559 147 6{ 1,712 

CP 

Other 
CV CV 

<60'1 60-125'1 >125'1 Total CP Total <130'1 60·125'1 >125'1 Total CP 

"·'·""'·"' """ ........ ,. ........ -··-- ----·-·--· 
 
Llc.n..• 1 ..uod to Current ve..el Owner• 
 

Boaod on !ho Voaool'a, Jonuory 1, 11190 ·Juno 27, 11192, Calch ll!atory. 
 
v....1mu•t have mode. l•ndtno In Heh calendar veer. 
 

C<>nflgurnUon 115711 

CV 
<60'/ 60-12§'1 
894 115 

Alaska 

>125'1 
41 

Tota 
1,013 

CP 
45 

Toti> 
1,058 

<60'1 
130 

Currant Owno(a State of Resld•l1C6 
Othar 

CV 
60·125'1 >125'1 Tolal CP 

154 281 320 09 
ToWI 
419 

<60'1 
1 032 

Total 
CV 

60:125'1 >125'1 
269 321 

Tolal 
1 333 

CP 
144 

Ucone-11~. 
1 477 
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Landi R Is for G I LI Quallllcatl3 ·- --·------~- -----,---·- " " " Uni 
Conllgurallon 115221 

Alaska 
CV 

<60'160-125'1 > 125' Total CP 
1,532 152 4 1,688 74 

Total 
1,762 318 208 411 567 

Licenses Issued to Current Vessel Owners Based on the 
Vessel's, June 28, 1989 ·June 27, 1992, Catch History. 

!Thia Ootlon Includes a Two landlnas Minimum.I 
Current Owne~s State of Residence 

Other Total 
CV CV ' 

<:60'160-125'1 >125'1 Total CP Total <60'160-125'1 >125'1 Total CP Licenses 
106 673 1,850 360 451 2,255 180 2,435 





--- G Quall fl - -- - -··· --· -·-··­
Licenses Issued to Current Vessel Owners Based on the 

Vessel's, June 28, 1989 ·June 27, 1992, Catch History. 
!This Option Includes a 5.000 Pound Minimum.I 

Current Owne~s Slate ol Residence 
 
Alaska 
 

Configuration 115231 

Other Total 
CV CV 

Total <60'160-125'] >125'1 Total CP LlcensosCP Total Total<:60'160-125'1 >125' 
967 184 197 401 421 1,492913 54 104 525 961 330 431 l,334 158777 133 3 

CV 
<60'160-125'1 >125'1 Total"" CP 
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3.2.2.5 Landi R ts for G I LI Quallllcall Uni. - - - -

 

- . 

Configuration 115241 Licenses Issued to Current Vessel Owners Based on tho 
Vessel's, June 28, 1989 ·June 27, 1992, Catch History. 

(This Option Includes a 10.000 Pound Minimum.) 

Alaska 
CV 

<60'160-125'1 >125' 
628 129 3 

Total 
760 

CP 
42 

Tota! 
802 

Current Owner's Stale of Residence 
Other Total 

CV CV 
<60'160-125'1 >125'1 Total CP Total <60'160·125'1 >125'1 Tola! 
146 190 391 375 103 478 774 319 421 1,135 

\• 

' 
CP Licenses 
145 1,280 

.'.;,· 

_............-­
-·-·-·- -··-···-- ··-·.. -----··~···- ·-· --··-·-·· -·------ ---····-------
Configuration 115251 Licenses Issued to Current Vessel Owners Based on the 

Vessel's, June 28, 1989 ·June 27, 1992, Catch History. 
!This Option Includes a 20.000 Pound Minimum_) 

Alaska 
CV 

<60'160·125'1 >125' Total CP Total 
511 120 3 634 41 675 

Current Owner's Slate ol Residence 
Other Total 

CV CV 
<60'160-125'1 >125'1 Tolal CP Total <60'160-125'1 >125'1 Total 
115 181 391 335 100 435 626 301 421 969 

CP Licenses 
141 1,110 
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Th•N I LI Exnllcl 

 

Configuration 116111 

Alaska 
CV 

<60'160·125'1 >125'1 Total CP Totnl 
921 HS 41 1 040 51 1.091 

licenses lssued to Cunent Vaasel Owners 
Based on tho Veuel'a, J•nuary 1, 1090. Juno 21, 1992, C•tch History. 

Vasse1 rhust have made a IBndina In each calendar veat. 

Currant Owna(a State ol Residence 
Other Total 

CV CV 
<60'160· ! 25'1 >125'1 ro..1 CP 1'otal <60'160-125'1 >125'1 Total CP Lkienl6s 
138 147 JOI 315 95 410 1 059 262 341 I 355 146 1,501 

 
" 
 

-' 

 
, 
  

 

-·-·-·" -··­ ... 

Ala•ka 
CV 

<60'1 60· 125'1 > 125' Tomi CP 
1G 9 I 26 13 
56 32 1 69 20 

443 91 2 536 23 
380 6 1 395 12 

96 18 2 116 11 
999 156 7 1 162 79 
921 115 4 1,040 51 

Llconaeo l.Gsued to Cunent Veuel Ownero flaS&d 
on Tho VNoel'o, January 1, 1990 ·Juno 27, 1992, Cotch History 

Ves.sels must havo made o landing In en area eech catendar \leer, 

Cvrront OwnOt"a State ol Ro•ldence 
Other Total 

CV CV 
Total <60'160-125'1 >125' Total CP Tomi <60'160-125'1 > 125' Total CP Llcoo'"! 

39 14 12 6 32 52 84 30 21 7 58 65 123 
109 32 117 27 176 90 266 98 149 26 265 110 375 
559 88 45 3 136 19 155 531 136 5 672 42 714 
407 42 10 1 53 6 59 430 16 2 440 19 466 
127 13 35 13 61 34 95 109 53 ts 177 45 222 

1 241 169 219 50 458 201 659 1.188 375 57 1 620 280 1.900 
1 091 130 147 30 315 95 410 1.059 262 34 I 355 146 1.501 

Conllgurollon 316711 

Arna 
Al 
BS 
CG 
EG 
WO 
Tota! UOOMSS 
Total Ve~sels 

Cl 

El 
!'.'.'.
:l'
tJ 
:::J 
V> 

s
:t: 

r;; 
~.. 
!.'!
8 x 

V• ""' 

a
R
~

;-

~
.

'O.e

i

-·-·-·· ···-· ···-·-··-· -· ---··--- --~·..-·. 
Conllgunollon 215711 

Alaska 
CV 

"'"" <60'1 80· 125'1 > 125' Tomi CP 
8$111 64 33 1 98 20 
GOA 907 107 4 1 018 41 
Total Licenses 971 140 5 I 116 61 
feta! Vessels 92! I 15 4 1.040 51 

license.a laoood to Current Vessel Ownero \· 
B..ed on tho V014el'o, January 1, 1990 ·June 27, 1992, Catch History. 

. 
V8S4•1• must have made • l•ndlna In an area each calendar vear. 

. ' 
Current Owner's State of Re.sldenoe 

Other Total 
CV CV 

Tomi <60'160-125'1 >125' To.,I CP Total <60'160-125'1 > 125' To!al CP Llceooa 
118 35 119 29 183 92 275 99 152 30 201 112 393 

I 059 139 78 15 232 43 275 1 046 185 19 I 250 84 1 334 
1 177 174 197 44 415 135 550 1, 145 337 49 1.531 196 1,727 
1.091 138 147 30 315 95 410 1.059 262 34 1.355 146 ! 501 






0 
['.; 
~ 
CJ 
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~ 
In 
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IP.a 
;;< 

;!;'; 

~ 
Ir 
~ 

~ 
':::: 
E! 
! 


--·~" H•W ··-·~·~ ~· ~·--··---

CcnUgutaUon 415111 I 
...... 

CV 
§riedN •6iYI eo.125·1 > \25' 
FLAT 111 61 . 0 
OTHA 110 ., 0 
PCOO ... 110 •
PlCK .. ,. 0 
ROCK '21 .. 0 
f(i~·~ 1,SOO l"' •
fQ!al l/M&fM• 021 115 • 

f<'W CP T"al 
106 ,. 106 
m 20 2'1 

°"" .. 1.011 
130 17 "',., 29 4~2 

I ... ---1~ 2013 
1040 .. 1091 

...~...... 
Lk•noao i!IDUod to C\inont Vooool 0¥tMro Buod 

on lho VooHl'o, Jonuory 1, 1900-Juno 27, ttH, Catch History 
V••••I mun h.vo modo o landlna In M otoa uch otJonder veorO 

Coo.nt OwntO Slale of RMkkM'lot 

"""" fo<aJ 
CV CV 

.ecrl w.126'1 ~125· T«al CP Toldl .. 00·1 00.12&"1 >l25" '""' CP Uoot;1;ae,. IOI " 161 "" 231 163 162 " 319 "" ... 
30 12 " m .. 221 ... ... 13 38' ... •68 

124 ••• .. '°' .. ... DT6 261 ,. 1,209 ... 1,4t2.. .. .. 110 83 ,.. ... 120 " 2<0 100 3U.. 102 " llM 61 ... 39a I.. .. 611 110 681,,. 630 "' 666 ... 1 319 I 8,'Ji 850 BT 2.1!!~ --~ ............l.m,,. w 30 ... •• 410 1 osa ... 34 1 355 ... I Ml 

( 


·­





 

l.:r,:i:.t lhol Htl\UO of LI··-'" .. ~-~ 
Conll(IJ100on 51$111 

CV 
At.. Soi:ldM ~00·1 ft0..\25'1 

8SAI FLAT 3 •
OTHR , •PCOO .. ,, 
PLCK ' •unr• ' • 

·~ 
,. ••

FLAT .. .. 
OTHA "' .. 
PCOO ... !02 
PlCK 10 32 
AOC~ j!Ot ., 

Soltdoot fndot«IW'l'\IWltt I ... 282 
Tat:! tJC:91'i$M I 6'1 3~;! 
ltia.1 VM&illf .,, 115 

....... 
:>12~' TotaJ CP 

0 " " 0 • 15 
I .. 20 
0 • " ' 11 " ' 131 ,. 
' ... 13 
0 161 15 

• 910 .. 
. 0 102 11 

0 ... 2'

• 1.J52 10<

• 1889 163 

• 1 OOl .. 

. ...... 
llcanuo boood to CU11on1 Yttool Ownoro BMod 

on 1ho Yoaool'a, J.cnucry 1, 1990. Juno 27, 1fU:t2, Catch Hlotory 
Voo.09'0 rnuO'I hov• mado o ~dlnn In on oro1t oe.ch e:ot11\dA1 w•t.r 

Coowil CM!IWI 81811 <II AMkSenC:O 
Ohe< T"~ 

CV CV 
T«W cSO'I 90-1251 ~126' TO!lll CP T<'Al <601 fl0...\26'1 -1.fil ~ ______£ lJot"*M.. 3 70 13 .. " 160 • 18 13 01 .. 188 

2' I 85 13 19 ,, 16' • 71 13 .. 00 118 
118 35 ,,. .. 163 Q2 m "" m 30 .., 112 ,., 
22 I 02 13 ,. " 160 ' .. 13 •• .. 112,. ' ., 1' 78 " 161 • ro___J1 

---·~ 
.. 111... " ,,. 11 Im ... ... 118 <t~lil •• """ 467 1106... 30 .. • .. 32 ... 126 00 • ... .. 210... 2l ,. • 70 30 100 158 ., • ••• •• 296 

1.011 114 11 .. "'' 43 ... """ 113 .. 1.112 .. 1.266 
113 II ,. 9 •• 21 ., 81 87 • .., 38 ... 
382 ., ., • 133 33 188 ... 11• • ••I ___._, 

---~' ... "' .., "' II« ••• 10ll I 7t3 .,. .. ~ ... ~2 
2072 ""' ••• 131 1048 ... 15119 I il1 ... 138 2 &35 Tl8 3 !JI 
I 001 138 m 30 ,,. •• 4!0 t 059 >62 J< 1 365 ... I 6<ll 



"' ............. ....................... .... ,, .......
~

Conllgur•tloo 615711 

I 

-· .... So&ci&I <.:60'1 

Al FLAT 0 
OTHA 0 
PCOD 16 
PLCK 0 
HOCK 0 

§n.,eciat Enck.lr1etnonia •• 
!JS FLAT 3 

OTllA 3 
PCOO "'PLCK 2 
ROCt< 3 

Se&ciaa fndoft&meott 61 
co FLAT 71 

OTHA 00 
PCOO <JI 
PLCK ., 
ROCK 1!6 

Spadea Eritb1&menla. 755 
(Q FLAT 3 

OfHR 17 
PCOO J59 
PLCK s 
ROCK 15' 

Slloc1&1 EndOUOil'TlOJlll 538 
WO FLAT 10 

onm 21 
PCOO 05 
PLCK 8 
ROCK • 

5,_.,11.t1 EndoftB1maonl1 "3 
Total t1C90uu 1 ~19---fotal veaaeis 921 

CV 
60·125'1 

0 
0 
9 
0 
0

•
1

•
32 

6 
7 

58 
37 
<2 

"" 30 
<9 

2'6 
0 
0 
5 
0 
1 
6 

'2 
11 

1 
3 

21 
346 
11S 

Aln'ka 

')-125' Tptal CP Total

• 0 9 0 
0 0 9 9 
1 re 13 39 
0 0 1 1 
0 0 9 9 
I 26 ., 13 
0 10 .. 25 
0 9 15 2' 
1 60 19 108 
0 a " 22 

·--9 10 .. 2§ 
1 1re 16 '°'0 108 1 115 
0 ae • 13< 
2 521 22 5'3 
0 81 5 66 
0 16} • 11• 
2 1 (}03 '49~ 
0 3 1 '0 17 2 19 
1 365 12 377 
0 5 1 • 
0 1~-~ 

___1 162 
1 ... 5 2'.l 5"'8 
0 .. 1 21 
0 23 6 31 
2 11< 11 125 
0 • 1 15 
0 12 7 \0 
2 172 •• 212 
7 --1Al1 ~ ~ 
• 1 040 ' I 091 

l..le.n•N tnuod to Cuntnl VN••I Own•r• E!.•••d 
on Tho V•Nl'o, JanuJI)' 1, 1890 • JCM\• 21, 1992, C•lch Hlatoty 

Vtuala mu-1 NY• n\ldo • landltv• In an •Nt• each c•l•nd•r 111ear. ' Cuf'"nl nwnef'& Sti!18 of ~&sldene(I 
Other Tola.I 

CV CV 
<60'1 60·1g[[ >125' lotJ..:60'1 60·125'' :>125' Total CPCP TOIUl Ucan1a~ 

0 1 
0 ,.• • 33 39 •• • I 

5 I 6 <2 "'39 5 •• ••.. 12' 6 32 60 62 30 21 1 58

• 
1 • 

63 12\ 
0 3 30 34 0 3 I 37 "0 6 0 •• ' •6 33 32 • • • 6 •2 

"2 61 13 
30 113 teO 233 30 30 10 79 ~2! r--l~ 

62 73 155 5 13 02" 00 180 
0 ll3 IJ 76 " 100 3 69 IJ 85 60 ,,. 

32 117 21 176 90 266 66 HO 26 265 109 3H 
0 62 13 75 73 ... 2 00 13 "" (. 87 170 
2 13 7~ 

• 

••
36 366 70 '1!3" __ill .. 5 66 13 "" ' 85 ___1~ 

380 863 103 .-26 l!Q 609 ~ 1 067 
19 22 2 18 •• 90 2 ..."' 20 176 
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Conll11uuuon 144tH 
P"t2Go!J 

LANO!HG'9 OWNER!S 
Alalloka 

Cv 
~!!:'L__J?e,!cl.. «n 24'1 176'• lot•! 
Al AMCK 0 0 0 0 

oms 0 0 0 0 
OflT 0 0 0 •PCOO 16 • I "' PlCK 0 0 0 0 
ROCK "O 0 0 0 
ASOl 0 0 0 0 
sao 0 0 0 0 

Y& 2 Q 0 0 
Sfl:!5:1" l;.nd2!l:~• J• • ' t! 
U-:al ~~ V.ual•.. 16 • I ,. 
OS AMCK 0 6 0 • 

Olf\G ' • 0 12 
OFLT 2 11 0 "PCOO 56 ,6 2 .. 
PLCK 2 II 0 13 
ADCK 3 12 0 "nsDL I • 0 IO 
SQIJ 0 1 0 I 

YSCC • 7 0 l 
"!\don " " 102 '__ill 

Ict!!,~!:! Ytt!~-· S.L..,...__J.§___ i __.._ 
ca AMCK I • • I 

OFLT 19 23 0 "PCOO "' BR 2 ... 
PLCI( 52 30 0 ., 
Sflf iL_~O 0 ~ 

1~.!!Jndo!J•flWll• "' ••• ' .., 
I~&u Ye•"• •n 90__...._l ,_-11i 
rn AMCK • 0 • 0 

O+lT 0 0 0 0 

PCOO 366 • I .., 
PLCK • 0 0 • 
~El.T '----2----2 ---,;!

~~ En«i~.ifl«lt. 37'4 3 t 

lwJ •·*• V.t.t. 36! 5 I 373 

WU AMCK 0 1 0 I 
DFLT • • 0 • 
PCOIJ 65 •• 2 ••• 
PLCK • ' 0 '" snr ' 2 0 ' Set'*• Er.doru;o1l'*lli 100 27 2 

fO(alAl'f!V_.l'b ~· 
.. 2--12! 

Unlqul b1ndln;•O.M>I'• 
In tta Norlll P.cfflo '" '" • ... 
1~1 Llc9:nMt lMlut>d Uhd..­

Ion A ICO+lOI 1144 '"' • t ··~ 

__£f
•••
"•10 
s 
0 
0 

" ~ 
5 

11 
16 

''II 
" "I 

'" 
---1l!l 
--1.i 
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' "•
' " ---1l•
',, 
'1 
ll 
12 

7 
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" • 
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" __.!1 

" .. 

-~ ..~ .. 
llc•nNfl l•ti1.1"4 \o CtitHnt V....l C>wn•t .. LMdlnQ• •nd P•nntl Hold•,• Bawd 

on lh• VMMrw, J ..1t1•<y I, 1110 ~Jvn• V, 1H2. C.tch Hhrtory. 
V-.1 mu.t h•v• tn6dil • llltnd!nt In •n .,....im cal.ndat y..,, 

c.., St•••-'"' ,_,,~ < 

ToW 

~~Tat!! . ao.1:>4·1 . """ CP -----.Tut~· T- Cft-~• 0 t t 2 .. " 0 I I ; ,..
• 0 ' 0 • " 

,. 0 • 0 • ., ••• 0 • I ' 
,. ,, 0 • I • 3J ., 

" " 11 6 " .. ., 30 .. I ., .. "'• 0 2 ' ' •s ,. 0 • I • ., ••
10 0 6 0 • 37 ., 0 • • • .. "' ' ' I 26 28 " 102 I 1 ,. .. 111 107 

0 0 0 ll • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

' 2. n 0 n_J 7 0 0 0 0 __J __/ 

" " " ,.. 31 ,. ___!Ol ,.. T -'411 ,, 
" " • " 66 .. 30 21 7 .. 70 ·i~ 

" 0 " 10 ., 50 100 0 .. 10 •• .. ' "' " 2 51 12 •• '' 131 • .., 12 71 .. '",. 0 65 12 11 16 "" 2 ,. 
" .. .. ,., 

111 29 '" 26 ... 95 .., ... '"' " ""' "' """30 0 6, 12 " 17 162 2 " 12 .. .. "' ,. 2 53 12 " 13 1<0 • •• 12 .. .. "'.. 0 •• 10 " 7< '" I .. 10 ,. .. ,., 
2 • 3 2 • 3 ' 0 • 2 • • 10 

__u 0 59 II ~ 66 JM,._._Q •! --11 18 
,. 

Jl1,., ,, 101 "" .. 61.L_J09 ,,, I II!~ 

'" 
,, 116 " 170 • ... '" "' ''"2 • I 0 ' ' ' I I • ' • •.. 8 12 0 20 " " 

,. 
" 0 " 17 " "" 10 <O • "' .. '"' "I "' • .,, .. ..... • 20 3 32 II " " .. , 11' .. "' 113 • .. ,, 1 " "' •L.__I " ·~ --!,l,, ., .. "' "" "' I m 

" • •• --11!~9L..._J_;.i2...---J -.--Jll __il ~~ 
0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 0 

' 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 1 ' ' ""' 33 8 I ., • .. ,.. 
" ' "' .. "' ' I 0 0 1 0 I • • • • 2 • 
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ConllgureUon 7117i 1 

-··.-----· 
Lloensoe hiaued k> Current Vessel Ownare Baaed on tho 
 
Voeeera, Jonu1uy 111990-Jvno 27, 1992, Catch Hletory. 
 
V••••I muat have m"• o landlna tn on area oach veer. 
 

Current Owner's State of Residence 
Atea S""".. I Alaska Olher Total 

24Al AMCK 7 
GTRB 9 32
OFLT 7 29 
PCOD 39 82
PLCK 7 34
ROCK 9 39 
RSOL 7 25
SQUID 0 0 
YSOL 3 6 

~es Endorsmsnts 88 359271 
BS 	 AMCK 12 lOll 

OTAB 23 142 
OFLT 22 148 
PCOD 108 266 
PLCK 22 148 
ROCK 25 144 
RSOL 21 140 
SOID 2 a 
YSOL 16 135 

120 
165 
110 
374 
170 
169 
161 

10 
151 

SOACJes Endorsm9ftts 251 1239 1490 
CG 	 AMCK 2 3 5 

DFLT 45 33 78 
PCOO 543 125 668 
PLCK 86 45 131 
SFLT 54 33 87 

$00C1u.<J EndorS.Elfnents 730 239 969 
EG AMCK 0 0 0 

DFLT 1 1 2 
PCOD 377 51 428 
PLCK 6 1 7 
SFLT 4 0 4

Sn.u.rte:s Endo1 sements 388 53 441 
wa 	 AMCK 6 22 

OFLT 12 42 
PCOO 125 89 
PLCK 16 39 
SFLT 10 38 

31 
41 
36 

121 
41 
48 
32 

0 
9 

28 
54 

214 
55 
40 

~es Endotsomeots 169 230 399 
Tola! LJeoruws 1626 2032 3658
Total VossolSIA11 Area,, 1,091 410 1.501
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ConUguu10on 712711 

'"' SnedM 

" AMCK 
GTRS 
OFLT 
PCOD 
PLCK 
ROCK 
RSOL 
SQ1D 
YSOi. 

Saedea EndtX111ttntnl1 

BS AMCK 
GTRB 
OFlT 
PCOD 
PlCK 
ROCK 
ASOL 
SOlD 
YSOi. • 

Snodaa End0111.11menl1 
CG AMCK 

DFlT 
PCOO 
PLCK 
SFlT 

.§:.... ,....,, El">dcn911ltnU 

£G AMCK 
OFLT 
PCOD 
PLCK 
SFlT 

seQd111 EndoBll!'nW'lt• 
wa AMCK 

OftT 
PCOO 
PLCK 
SFlT 

S~6ld81 EnJcutmiw111 

f ot&l llC81UIM 

fotal YM&e!1t.•,11 N4U 

....... 
CV! CP 

0 1 
0 •
0 1 

26 13 
0 ' 0 • 
0 7 
0 0 
0 3 

26 ., 
' •• ,.
• ".. ..
• "10 15 

' 
,. 

1 I

• 19 
'" 109 

1 1.. 3 
521 n 

61 •
50 '••• 3S 
0 0 
0 1 

"' "• 1 
3 I 

"' 1§ 
0 •• •11• 11

• 7

• •m ~·,,.. 251 
I 040 61 

............. 
lh:•n••o loou.d to C\lt'ttnt Vooo1I OWl\Ota &ood on tho Vo• ...l'o, 

Baaod on tho v ....ro, Januuy 1. 1 HO. Juno 211 1m, each Hiotory. 
V"o•I• mun h.avo mndo o la.ndl""" tn an or•o 0111eh vo•. 

Curuml Dfwnor'1 State of Ftotld""1Cllll 

"'"" r .. ., 
lot!] CVI CP CVI CP LIOlnlH 

7 2 " .. 2 20 31

• 3 20 32 3 ,, ., 
1 • " 20 • 31 ••,. 32 "' u .. .. 121 
7 • ,. ,. • " ..
• • " 

,. • " ••7 2 "' " 2 30 ,, 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 • • 0 • •.. .. 217 211 80 ... 359 

12 62 •• 100 .. .. 120 

"' 12 lO 1'2 81 .. ...., ,. 12 ... &< .. 170 
100 "' llO ,.. 265 109 m., ,. 73 146 .. 81 110 
25 " 10 1« &< " •••
" 71 •• 1'0 78 .. 161 

' 5 , • • • '"16 71 &< 1'• 11 ,, 1&1 
251 .., ,., 

1 "'" 

.,. ... .... 
2 1 2 • 2 3 ••• 20 " •• ., 18 16.., 101 18 m .,. •o ..... 32 " •• 113 .. 131 

5' 22 11 33 72 .. 11 
130 182 ., ,,,. .,, ., ..~ 

0 0 11 11 0 11 11 
I ' 0 1 ' 1 2 

"' •• • •1 "' 11 ...
• 1 0 1 • 1 1

• 0 0 I 3 1 •,.. .!" 10 .. "' 31 "'• 11 II ., II 11 28 
12 " 21 " 21 21 .. 

12$ .. 33 .. 170 .. "'•• 21 1B ,. 30 " n 
10 21 1z 38 2$ ., '! 

"'" j~O 100 230 263 136 399 
I 192e "'"' .., .,,., .... I 204 3868 
1 001 ,,. .. '10 ':355 "" 1 ''" 

8 



Conlli;p.naOon 71l1U 

,,.. SnliKl• 
Al AMCK 

GTAO 
orLr 
PCOO 
PlCK 
ROCK 
RSOl 
50!0 
VSOl 

SE~' EflQor1~M1f1 
!l8 AMCK 

CHHS 
OflT 
PCOO 
PLCK 
ROCK 
RSOl 
$010 
'l'SC:X. 

s2~"' Endooacnan11 
CG AMCK 

OFLT 
PCOD 
PlCK 
SFLT 

f~~fll En«>rillf1Utnta 
EQ AMCK 

DFLT 
PCDO 
Pl CK 
SFLT 

~~· EOOontMl'HKllt 
WQ AMCK 

Ofll 
PCOO 
PLCK 
SFLT 

Sp~l ElldfoO:em~lf 

fctAJ lk.'OOSN 
TOl&l V~vb!IAll AfQa:! 

llc•n••• lt•U.d to CUttant V••••I OwnH• 6u•d en lh• 
Y11111'a, Janu.ry 1,1900 ·Jon. 21, 1•02, Cdlc:h Hltlory. I 

V••••I must hn• mai:t. a landloo In an ar•• •.c::h vau. 
Cutrlilfll Owrnw'• Sia!• oJ fl&aldeoot 

Aluk.a °'"" '""'<&O'l 60-12&'1 >•125' '""' <00'1 60-\25"1 >•t2S' '°'" -<60'1 60-126'\ >•125' lloenuie 
0 0 ' I 3 3 18 " 3 3 20 JI 
0 2 1 • • • 20 l2 • • 21 " 0 0 I 1 • 7 11 "' • 7 " 36 

18 12 9 39 20 21 " 
., 38 33 "' 121 

0 0 1 ' • • ,. 3' • • " "0 2 1 • • • " '" 8 11 31 ,. 
0 0 1 ' • ' 10 " • 2 26 32 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 3 3 1 0 • • I 0 • •18 .. .. .. " 62 168 ?11 .. .. 22? 359 
0 • 1 12 • •• •• 108 • "" .. 120 

' • 11 " • 13 .. .., 
12 82 11 ... 

' ' 11 22 ' 
,. 63 ... • ., ,. 110.. ,. 

" 108 ,. 
"' llO 266 98 m 103 37< 

2 • II " 1 " ... 148 • .. " 110 
3 II 11 25 • " 02 "' 12 .. 13 "'"I • 11 21 I 13 .. l<O • 82 71 101 
a I ' 2 0 • • • 0 • • 10 
0 __•___!Qr.-H!. ' •• 59 "' ' " •• "' 10 95 .. 251 .. .,. 611 -1...ru ,.. 13< ... ~
I 0 I ' 0 I ' 3 I 1 3 •
" 

,, 2 .. 8 " 1 ,, 
"' 43 • 18... .. • &<3 ., .. 10 125 610 1« ,. ... 

" 31 2 .. 9 20 • .. ., •• 10 131

•• "' ' .. • 20 1 3> 30 .. • 81 
641 118 II 130 .. Ill ,. 2'.10 820 205 "~~~ 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 1 0 I 0 I 0 I I 2 

310 • 2 m 38 IO 3 61 ... " • ...
• 0 I • I 0 0 I • 0 I 1 
3 0 I • 0 0 0 0 3 0 I •,,. • • 38'\ ,. 11 3 ., 

"' 10 • «1 
0 I ' • 1 • 13 22 ' • " 28

• 3 ' 12 ' 20 20 " • 23 " .... 20 1 "' 12 " 30 •• 110 ., 31 "' • ' • 18 I " 20 39 • 21 " ••
3 2 • 10 I 11 2!i --l• • 19 ,. ••

113 ,. 21 169 " 110 103 230 130 "' 130 ''! 
I 120 "' ,., 1820 ,.. ,,. ... ""' I '°' 1 262 1 002 3050 

050 12' •• I "'11 ,.. 170 "' '10 I 000 ,., 110 I 001 

'IA-'·"' l-'"'111,.• u•••<>n••H.lffli f,;_llO:UA<;;ll
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3,2..2.J ll D••I £,.ptlctt 
Coni!gutadan 714'11 Llc•n••• "*"°M to Curre.nt v....,Own•t• lh14ed on tM 

V••••I'•• January 1, 1to0. Juno 27, 1H2, Cttch Hbt1ny 
Yooool must havo m•do o landlnn In ort Al'Oa o-.:h v••· 

Ctmfli11 Own-.. Stale of RIM.k:lono. 
AJuka .,.. SoedM tn-ShOle.I Oii.Shon; tn-..'ihofol "'"" ,....Qfl.SI~• lll-Sh0f111l '"'" Olf~OOf• lla.tfllM!., '""AMCK 0 

• ,. •
'
' 

••
1 23 I 30 

OTRB 0 ' 30 "32 .. 2 39 

,.
31..,.OFLt 0 I 21 2 34 36 

PCOO 23 .,22 121 
Pl.CK 0 " ,."° I •o,. ..ROCK 0 ' •' 3 

1 "36 3 "•ASOL 0 1 1 .. 
..0 

I 31 
0

32 
SOIO 0 0 0 

••
0 0 0

YSOl 0 3 3 0 0
Soede• EndQ(tMtfW\11 23 65 .. 0 

f 

32 230
• m• 30.

•
359
•

BS AMCK 0 12 

..• 
102 10812 120• •GTAB 1• >3 II 131 1'2 16 1'0 160 

OFlT ,.20
"' 

14022 1.. 10 100 110 
108PCOO ,. 

•• m 266 113 201 3".,PlCK 2 20 1 141 Ha 161 HO 
10
• ,.,...ROCK 21 .. m 169•ASOl I 20 .. ,,

•
0 

... 140 1 I .. 161 
SO!O 0 2 10 
YSOl 0

•
135 
• 0 ...10

,, ~1!,_ 18' 161 
SnedfJ ErwtorletTieot; ,.. 8 12\! 

1 .,.1 ... ...• 1 2'48 I <llO 
ca AMCK I I 

l"' 

..'" ..,' 0 3 3,. • ,.•OFLT 1• ..10 23 ..38 ..,,.33 ..,I ,."PCOO 001 ..31.. 16 

••
Pl.CK ".. 131 
SFLT 20 

""".,33 .. ..,..~n.0.1 Endoni9f'l'lffl1t .,," 100 730 ...• 111 ...220l!• 
EG AMCI< 0 0 0 .. 0 0 0 0 0 

Ofll 0 I 1 

PCOO 13 


I 01 .,. 
0

• 
,
311

..•• ••
0 22 

1 "'"aPLC!< "" I I 0 "I•SFLT l I 0 0 0 •
7

., ...'
I 

'° 
23

I 

I 
I 

1$nldo!Jt E~IH'Tltr111 312 ..I
wa AMCK 0 0 

OFlT ..12 11 
•• ••..• • ... 136 "16PCOO 111 27 .," 

,
21< 

..••,.PLCK • "•
... 

16 I 65 
SFlT ,.ty ,,I n " •• .. 

230 182 231 
rotat Lk«lt• 1 24i2 "Scldtot Endors1NT1en1t 1211' ' 169 ,.. .... •002 1826 '032 3858 ,.,...... 

1116

100l otal VlllUfllt/All Nf!IU 1 014 ""71 I 091""' I 001 "" 
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ConllgounJon 11•111 

~1!!9w ..... 
Al AMC){ 

arna 
OFL T 
PCOO 
f'LCK 
flOCK 
RSOl 
SOJO 
YSOL 

2!P-!Q!,ts;!)d0fl QrffUinl II 

BS AMCK 
GTRB 
OFLf 
PCOO 
Pl CK 
ROCK 
ASOl 
SOIU 
YSOL 

S£1Xilill En~0<1~1>n!1 
cu Ahl.CK 

OfLT 
PCOO 
PLCK 
SFLT 

~~~· (ridort..OIW'ltt 
EG AMCK 

OFLT 
PCDD 
PLCK 
SFLT 

seildii• Endcn!!YI~-· 
WO AMCK 

OFLT 
PCOD 
PLCK 
SFL T 

J;!e~• Etxlcn~llf,111 
Tuallk;$nfN 
l °'al V~!111!M NflU 

Lk•n••• l••u.d to Cun•nt V••••I 0.n•r• Bu•d on lh• 
V••••l'•1 Janua..-y 1, 1m •Jun• 'J1, lOO:Z, Clllch Hblory
'I••••\ multl t.w-1• m•lk •\and\..... In •n ••• •M:h v•v. 

------ ----­ Cutt90t <MMW'• Sta1e ol A&!.,'":1•1ot 

"'"'"" Olh.. To<al--;;;. d CV I · CV ~.i 
ln-Shorol 011-Shou• GP To<al ...ill:fil!'?'.!101~.--1<" To<<I ln-Shorol Olf-S~~ 

0 a ' 1 I I ., 2< ' 1 
0 0 • • 2 1 ,. 32 2 1 
0 a 1 1 2 ' .. ,. 2 '23 ' " 

,. 22 10 "' ., •• 13 
0 0 1 1 1 3 30 " 1 3 
0 0 • • ' 3 " 

,. 3 '0 0 1 ' I I ,., .. I 1 
0 0 0 0 a 0 a a 0 0 
0 !t ' 3 a 0 6 ~ 0 0 

23 ' ., .. ,, 22 211 211 •• ,. 
0 ' • 11 • .. ... 100 • ""• ' .. 23 11 01 1-0 m 15 "" 2 6 .. " • .. 72 ,,. 10 " ,. 10 .. 100 .. 62 ao 268 173 92 
2 • " " l .. 73 148 • "• • " 2S 12 ., 70 "' 18 .. 
I • .. " • " •• 140 1 11 
0 I 1 ' 0 • ' • 0 •
0 • 10 " • •• "' 135 • 1'., 60 109 "' 150 &32 551 I 1'39 g4~ .., 
\ 0 I 2 0 1 2 3 I I ,. 16 ' " 10 10 13 33 3B ,. 

501 20 22 6"3 .. " 18 '" ... 39 
65 16 • .. ,. •• !J " "' 32 

" 16 • .. • " 11 " .. '" .,, .. " IJO 122 6') '' ,,. 7•• 128 
0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 I 1 I 0 0 I 1 0 ,.. I 12 311 .. 2 ' " ""' 3 
6 0 I • I 0 0 1 • 0 

' 0 I • 0 0 0 0 l 0-,,, I 15 '!"' .. 2 • ., .,. 3 
0 0 • • 0 II 11 22 0 1l

• 0 • 12 • ,. 21 " " •• 
"I ' II "' 21 ,. 

" •• 138 32 

' I I 16 I 20 18 ,. • 21 

' I ~--· 10 I 20 17 ,. • " 128 ~ 38 169 " .. 100 no ... IOI 
1 2•2 "' 251 ""' 36' 112 .,. 

2 "'' 
I 626 .,. 

l 014 ,. 
" I 001 "'' •• 95 ... "" 121 

-~.,.,v•• 

GP Ucvn11191,. 31.. "31 ,.., 121 
37 ".. "30 32 

0 0

• •,,. 359 ... 120.. 165.. 170 
100 m., 110

•• ... ., 181

• 10 

" "'... ""° ' s ,. ,. 
"" ... ,. ,,,
•• ., 
92 009 

0 0 
I 2 
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" .. 
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co AMCK 0 • 0 • 1 1 
Oflf • I • 10 ' "POOD ,., ,. I ... " '"PlCK "' • • ,. • .. 
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fota.IAtN Ef0JfHITlilfU "' " ,., 
" 

,., 
TotaJAre.a 11.._b ,.,, ,. I 301 •• "' EO AMCK 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OftT 0 0 0 0 I 1 
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TolalNu\l.._b .. 0 I ,. ' " WG AMCK 0 0 0 0 • •

OflT 0 ' 0 1 • 'POOD 23 • I ,. IO 36 
PlCK 0 • 0 0 I I 
SFLT 0 0 0 • • •

TotalArN E1m~ 23 • 1 ,. ,. ... 
f(l(a!AtNVllUlb "' • I ,. 10 ,. 
T~alV.....latAIAt... "' .. 3 "" 

,. m 

Lkon...,, ......_,to ~t Voa-t °""1oro BMllHI on Ibo.,,.._,.. 
J-. ....-.1 ttltO ·Juno tr. 1fKJ2. C•teh H•t,_ 

Cuo•r« Ownota R of R•idrtl'l(;o 
E•e:amAluJQI WN•rnA!uka Kodiak A.Iuka 

CV CV CV 
<&iYI eo· 124'1 l26+ '"'" CP T-•• <60'1 60·124'1 125'• Totol CP '"'~ .;;60'1 60·124't t26't T""' CP ,,,.,, 
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CRAB 
 

TABLE APPENDIX 
 

1bis Table Appendix contains a list of the five numbered components and associated options for developing a 
license system for crab. This list is followed by two series of tables, one series for each of the two reference 
configurations: CURRE.'l'I' and CRAB. 

CURRENf Reference Configuration· #314Xl. This is a baseline configuration that most closely reflects the 
composition of the fleet in 1993. It is not an alternative per se but does provide a benchmark for comparisoc of 
the other alternatives. In the table that corresponds to that unique number will be found fleet composition in 
numbers of vessels by residence, size, and mode of operation as a catcher or catcher processor in 1993. In the 
computer nms that were made to prod!lce these tables, options within =h main component (Nature of Licenses, 
License Recipieots, License Designations, Qualifying Periods, and Minimum Landings) were changed to assess 
this effect oo the compositioo of the fleet The variants of #314Xl are shown in sequential tables. For example, 
there are two different options under License Recipient., identified by the se<:ond number from the left in the 
configuration number. The correspood.ing configuration numbers are 314X l and 324Xl. In the analysis proper. 
these tables are used to draw inferences about changes that will result from choosing a particular element within 
a component. The CURRENT Reference Configuration number "'ill show under each of the five main 
components. but its corresponding table will only be pr...sented once. 

CRAB Reference Configuration· #31421. The se<:ond set of tables in the series has all the variants of the 
CRAB Reference Configuration. This configuration would issue licenses for each species/area combination w 
current vessel owners. Licenses will be designated for use as catcher vessel or catcher/processors and by vessel 
length. To qualify a vessel must make a single landing in areas and periods as indicated under Qualifying Period 
#20. The unique reference configuration #31421 table is included once with the variants produced by scrolling 
down through the options under each of the five components. 
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Components and Alternative Elements ~umbuing 

Scheme 
Natui-e ofL~:me 
Single license for all species and areas .............. 10000 


Licenses for species (e.g., C. opiUo, C. bairdi, Red. Blue and Brown King Crab) ....................... . . ...... 20000 

~Licenses for each species/area combination '' .... '. 30000 


License Recipients 

+current o~ ...................... , ................... , . , ......................... , ................ I())() 


Current ownera and permit holder.; .. .. .. .................................................................. 2000 


Lictrue Designations 

No restrictions ..... , . , .. , ... , .... , .................. , ......... , ... , , ...... , ..................... 100 


catcher vessels &:: Catcher/processors .. , .. , .................................................................. 200 

Vessel lenglh .. • .. . .. . .. .. . . .. .. . .. .. .. . . • • • . . .. .. . . . .. . . • .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. . . . . . . . . .. .. . . . 300 


teatchet VesS<:ls & Catcherlprocessors and vessel ienglh ........................................................ 400 


Qualifying Period 

Ian. J, 1978 ·Dec. 31.1993 ................................................................................ 10 


~6(28189 - 6!27/92 (6{29180. 6(l!j!f;3 for D.H. Red & 6{29/85 - 6,'2.511988 for !'rib. Blue) .............................. 20 


~linimum landirigs 


*No minimum ..~ ...................................................... , .. , ................................ 1 


! landing for Red & Bloe King, 3 landings for Brown King, C. opilio, & C. bairdi ..................................... 2 
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CURRENT 1993 CONFIGURATIONS 
 

3.2.3.1 Nature of Licenses (10,000 - 30.000) Page 
114Xl .................................................................................. 7 
214Xl .................................................................................. 7 
314X1 ................................................................................. 8 

3.2.3.2 	 License Recipients (l.000. 2,000) 
314Xl ................................................................................. • 
324Xl .................................................................................. 9 

3.2.3.3 	 License Designations (l00 • 400) 
 
311Xl ................................................................................. 10 
 
312Xl ................................................................................. 11 
 
313Xl ................................................................................. 12 
 
314Xl ................................................................................. • 
 

3.2.3.4 	 Qualifying Periods (10) 
314Xl ................................................................................. • 

3.2.3.5 	 Minimum Landing (I - 2) 
314Xl ................................................................................. • 
314X2 ........................................ ' ........................................ 13 

'3 l4XI. the "core .. configuration. can be found on page 8 only. It is not duplicated even though it appears in several 
components 
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3.2.3.1 Nature of Licenses Current 
Conflgurallon l 14X1 

(114X1 ·Current Owners 

Single license good for all species and areas Issued lo Current Owners 
which made landings (no minimum) between 111193 • 12131/93. 

Alaska 
Catcher Vessel 

en 
LO 
;...' 
23 

-~ ~ 
83 

[q 
'A 
10 

13 
'~ 

~ 
116 

ro 
0 
I­

~ 
3 

~ 

~ 
119 

Other 
Catcher Vessel 

en 
Ill ,...' 
20 

-~ ' ~ 
151 

{() 
N 
'A 
47 

ro 
{}. 
~ 
216 

"'-
{:, 

~ 
17 

ro 
{}. 
vi 
ri 
235 

Total 
Catcher Vessel 

iR ,_' 
43 

" 
 -N 

' !a 
234 

{() 
N 
'A 
57 

ro 
{}. 
i'; 
334 

ro 
0 
I-
Cl. 

" 
20 

~ 
I-p 
354 

3.2.3.1 Nature of Licenses Current 
Configuration 214Xl 

Single llcense tor each spades good for all areas Issued lo Current Owners 
which made landlngs {no minimum) between 111193 • 12131/93. 

214X1-KING CRAB 
Red 
Blue 
Brown 

214X1-TANNER CRAB 
C.opilio 
C, bairdi 

Alaska Other Total 
Catcher Vessel Catcher Vessel Catcher Vessel 

iii iii g iii 

~ 
ro 

15~ 0 - {:. ~ {}. ~ "0 

"' ro I- I- en [(] bl N [q I-- - en -U) ' N i'; Cl. ~ 
U) ' i'; ?;; 

ll) ' ~;:., ~ 'A ;:., ~ - ri ;:., 5i': -" A /\ 

20 82 8 110 2 112 19 143 47 209 3 212 39 225 55 319 
0 39 7 46 2 46 1 96 26 123 4 127 1 135 33 169 
0 4 0 4 0 4 0 8 11 19 0 19 0 12 11 23 

0 60 10 70 2 72 0 123 42 165 17 1821 0 163 521 235 
3 79 10 92 3 95 1 148 41 190 13 203 4 227 51 292 

]i 

~~ 
~ e 

5 324 
6 175 
0 23 

191 254 
16 298 
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3.2.3.1 Nature of Llconso9 Current 
Coollguratlon 314X1 

LJeonooa: tor o.oc:h apoGloa/otoc cornb,natlon laauod to Curront Ownota whtch mado 
lond!ngo botwoon 1111\ll- 12131/QJ (no minimum). Thh1 llconoo wlll bo apo«;;lffod tor uno 

on utchor votfl.Olo within to-ngth chttl)OD ot cclchor ptocoaooro. 

,<J.,ka Other T«el 
Calmer v...e1 Calcl\or v...el Catcher Vessel 

.. l l ! " ! l ! ~ 
"' "' ~ ... ... 

~ 
.. 

~ ~ t-1 ~ ~ r; fl ~ ~ r; II; <Ii ~.. .. ... .. 
314X1·KINQ CRAB 

Norton Sound 
Rod 151 01 01 151 0 151 191 01 01 19 0 191 34f 01 0 
Bloo1 Of 01 01 01 01 0 Of 01 01 0 01 01 01 01 0 

SI. LawrenceJSI. Ma!httw 
Rod 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blua 0 39 7 46 2 46 1 ~ 28 123 4 127 1 135 33 

Brown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
Pfb!lol 

Rod 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Bluo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

l:!rown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 1 0 1 0 0 1 
Mak 

Rod 01 31 01 31 0 31 01 71 1 81 11 91 01 101 1 
Brown 01 41 01 4 0 41 01 81 10 181 0 181 01 121 10 

OU1cl\ Hamor 
Rod 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blu• 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

B(OWl'l 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 3 7 10 0 10 0 4 7 
Bristol Bay 

Rod 5 79 8 92 2 1)4 0 138 46 184 2 166 5 217 54 
Blu• 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Brown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
314X1-TAHNER CRAB 

Eoslem Berln~ Sea 
C.opllo 01 401 81 46 2 '4!11 01 nf 38 1131 14 1271 01 117 42 
C.balrdi Of 751 . 61 81 21 831 01 1251 36 1611 91 1701 01 200 42 

Western Bering Sea 
C.opllo 01 541 IOI ... 21 6$1 01 1171 <421 t591 171 1761 01 171 62 
C.bai'dl 01 501 10 6() 21 621 01 113 331 1461 · IOI !Sal 01 163 43 

Ea.stem Aleutians 
C,opliol 01 01 01 0 0 01 01 01 0 01 01 01 01 01 0 
C.bolrdi 01 11 0 II 0 11 01 1 0 11 01 11 01 21 0 

W9$.lam AJeuUans 
C.opllol 01 01 01 0 01 01 01 01 0 01 01 01 OI 01 0 
C.balrdil 31 01 01 3 0 31 I I 3 0 41 01 41 41 21 0 

I ! ~... 
r; !'; p 

34 +?'0 'J 

0 0 0 
169 6 175 

1 0 1 

1 0 I 
0 0 0 
1 0 1 

11 11 12 
22 01 22 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

11 0 11 

276 4 260 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

159 161 175 
242 11 253 

223 191 242 
21)6 121 218 

0 01 0 
2 01 2 

0 0 0 
6 01 6 
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3.2.3.2 Uce1 _Rocf •nit Current 
Conllgu1allon 324X1 

Lie.onto fur o•ch •p0<:lo1/aroa combination l11uod 1o Cuuont Ownoto: and CFEC Pormlt Ho!dor1 which mado 
lond!ng• botwHn 1/1/0l - 12/'J1lt3 Cno minimum). Tho llconoo wlll be apoelfif;d lor uao 

on c1tchor Vo•ffll wtthtn longlh clataoa or C111tchor pocooaoro 

Alaska Other T"'lll 
C-Ellcber Ves.s al Catcher V~sel Catcher V&SSlllt 

~ ll ll 1l 
" ! ! J "0 

Ii: ~ t- ,... ,... 
Ii: 

N 

l\l "' 
N 

l\l ~ ~ m 
.,; ~ "' '"; f; ?; "' -;: f; S'; " 6 •324XH\IHQ CRAB 

Norton Sound 
Rod 131 01 0 131 01 1 JI 211 0 01 211 01 211 341 01 0 
8kl• 01 01 0 01 01 01 01 0 01 01 01 01 01 OI 0 

St. lawr&nca/St. Mathew 
Rod 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blue 0 47 7 54 1 55 1 88 26 115 5 120 1 135 33 

Bfown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
Prbllol 

Rod 0 1 0 11 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Blue 0 0 0 01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I 

Brown 0 0 0 01 0 0 0 0 1 I 0 1 0 0 1 
Adak 

Rod 01 z II 31 01 31 0 9 11 101 1 111 01 11 2 
Brown 01 61 1 13 01 13 0 12 111 231 0 231 . 01 18 18 

tMc/\ Hrubor 
Rod 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Bkle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Brown 0 3 3 6 0 6 0 2 6 8 0 6 0 5 9 
Bmlol Bay 

Rod 4 93 12 109 2 Ill 1 128 42 171 2 173 5 221 54 
Bkle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Brown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
324XHANNER CRAB 

E:astam Bering ~ 
C q:ilio 01 521 1 59 31 621 01 831 37 120 161 136 01 135 « 
C.bahl 01 I IOI 10 120 21 1221 01 1561 45 2!)11 161 217 0 266 55 

Weatooi Baling ~ea 
C.q>llo 01 171 13 il()I •1 941 01 132 •• 1611 241 205 01 209 62 
C.bnhl 01 77 13 001 41 941 01 126 <II 1671 161 183 01 203 54 

Eastern Netr!lans 
C.q>llo 01 01 0 0 01 01 01 01 0 OI 01 0 0 01 0 
C.bai'dl OI 21 0 2 01 21 01 01 0 01 01 0 0 21 0 

We-slam A1tiutlan11 
C.opllol 01 01 0 01 01 01 01 0 0 01 01 0 01 01 0 
C.bud •I 01 0 • 01 <I 01 JI 01 31 01 31 41 31 0 

ll ll "if,... t- ,... 
r, l'; e 

34 01 34 
0 01 0 

0 0 0 
169 6 115 

1 0 1 

0 I 
0 0 0 
1 0 i 

13 1 14 
36 0 36 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

14 0 14 

280 4 284- ---0 0 0 
0 0 0 

179 191 !96 
321 181 339 

271 261 299 
257 2i'.ll 277 

0 01 0 
2 01 2 

0 ~r--Q07 1 



3.2.3.3 Llcen.., Doolonatlons Current 
Configuration 311 K1 

llcen...,. lor oach opecl...iarea comblnaHon losuod lo CurHnl OWnero 
with no reelrlctlooo whlch mada landlngo botween 111193 • 12131/93. 

311 Kl • KING CRAB I ALASKA I OTHER I TOTAL 
NononSound 

St. tawrenc&ISI. Mathew 

Pribilof 

Adak 

Rodi 151 191 34 
Blool 01 01 0 

Rod 
Blue 

Brown 

Rod 
Blue 

Brown 

0 
48 

0 

1 
0 
0 

0 
127 

1 

0 
0 
1 

0 
175 

1 

1 
0 
1 

Rodi 3 91 12 
BrownI 4 181 22 

Dutch Harber 
Rod 0 0 0 
Blue 0 0 0 

Brown 1 10 11 
Bristol Bay_ 

Rod 94 186 280 
Blue 0 0 0 

Brown 0 0 0 
311X1·TANNER CRAB 

E..mm Bering Sea 
C.opllol 481 1271 176 
C.balnll 831 1701 253 

Western Berlng Sea 
C.opllol 661 1761 242 
C.belnlll 621 1561 218 

Enstam Aleutfans 
C.opllol 01 01 0 
C.behdll 11 11 2 

Westam A.leutlans 
C.opllol or OI 0 
C.balnll 31 41 7 

n 
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hi 
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3.2.3.3 llcana• D•algna:tlona Current
Configuration 312X1 

Llcenao lor o&ch opoclealaroa oomblnallon huiuod to Currant Ownora which 
 
mada landtoga bolwaon 111103 ~ 121311"3. Thia lloonaoe wlll bo opoclHod for uao on 
 

catcher votaola or catch procoaaoto. 
 

I ALASKA OTHER I TOTAL !TOTAL 
I CV ! CP CV CP1CV!CP1 All 

312Xl·KING CRAB 
No'1on Sovnd 

Red 15 0 19 01 341 0 :l4 
Blue 0 0 OI 01 OI 0 0 

St Lawrence/St Mathows: 
Rod 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Bluo 46 2 123 4 169 6 175 

BtO'Ml 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 
Ptibilof 

Red I 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Sluo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

BrO'Ml 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 
Adak 

Red 3 01 81 11 111 1 12 
Sr own 41 OI 181 01 22 0 22 

Dutch Harbor 
Red 0 ·o 0 0 0 0 0 
Bloo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Brown 1 0 10 0 11 0 11 
Brbtoi Say 

RIJ(f 92 2 184 2 276 4 280 
Bloo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Brown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
312Xt-1ANNER CRAB 

Eas'9m B&riog Sea 
C.oplllo 46! 21 1131 141 159 161 175 
C.bahi 811 21 1611 91 242 111 253 

Wes?&rn Beting: Soo 
C.oplllo 84 21 1591 171 2231 19 242 
C.ooid 601 21 1461 101 2061 12 218 

Easturn Altu.Itisns 
C.oplllo 0 01 01 01 01 0 0 
C.ool-di 11 01 11 01 2 01 2 

Wesoorn Alaullans 
C,oplllo 01 01 01 01 0 0 0 
C.bardi 3 01 41 01 1 01 7 
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3.2..3.3 tlcon•o O•slanaUona Curr•nt 
Configuration 313Xt 

LICf>ntoa for cr.ach •~loa/atoa comblnelloh losuod to Curront OWnoro wht<:h ma.do 
landlngo bolwoon 111193 .. 12f31/93 (no minimum}. 

Thia Ueonao wUI bo OJ>Kltlod lof uao wtthln length c:laGACO, 

Alaka other Tola! 
Cntch&r Vaual Catcher V&Uel Cate:h~u Vessel 

'­ 1l 11. J '­
1R "' ~ 

... 
1R ~ ~ "' ~ 

"' ~ 'A ~ ,; ~ ". ~ ~ 'A 
313Xt·KINQ CRAB 

Norton Sound 
Red! 151 01 01 151 191 0 01 191 3-4 01 01 
Bluel OI 01 Ol 01 01 0 01 01 0 Ot 01 

Sf, Lawrence/St MetOOw 
Red 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blue 0 41 7 48 1 g7 29 127 1 138 38 

Brown 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
Prbllof 

R&dl 0 I 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 
Shu . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Brawhl 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 
Adak 

Red! 01 31 01 3 0 71 21 91 01 101 21 
Brown 01 41 01 41 0 81 101 181 01 121 IOI 

Dutch H81bor 
Red 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Bl\le 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8(0Wll 0 I 0 0 0 3 7 10 0 • 7 
Brbto! Bay 

Red 5 81 8 94 0 139 47 186 5 220 55 
Bl\le 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Brown 0 0 0 114 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
313Xl-TANNER CRAB 

Easlem8edngSe4 
C.C!lllo 0 421 61 481 01 78 491 1271 0 120 55 
C.banl 01 771 61 831 01 128 441 1701 01 203 50 

Western Bering Su 
C.C!lllo 01 561 IOI 661 01 119 571 1761 01 175 67 
C.bal-d 0 521 101 621 01 11-41 421 1561 0 16!! 52 

Eastem AM.IJ\i$1\& 
C.C!lllo 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 
C.balrdll 01 11 01 11 0 11 01 11 0 21 01 

Weslem AJauUans 
C.cpllo 01 01 01 01 0 01 01 01 0 0 01 
C.banl 31 01 01 31 1! 3 Of 41 (I 3 01 

~ g 
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3.2.:l.15 Minimum Landlna• Curren! 
Configuration 314X2 

Licon••• tor ooch t1pooel••l•roa eomblnotlon lasuod lo Curro:nt Ownor• which mado 
landing• Ntwoon 1111'9'3 • 12J'31f~3 {two landing• minimum). Thia lh;on•o. w\I\ t>o t1pocltt~ 11)t UM 

on e•lchor vo11•I• wHhln longlh cl101oe or eotchor procos1011. 

AJas!UI Oihar l~af _, 
Calchet V8$.5~ Calcliet V&$$ol Cnlchar V&s:sel 

~ l ll l ! 
8 

" 0 )!. {!,. )!.

"' 
N 

!<! I­ I­ I- m ~ m !<!~ ~ r; ':! ~ r; .; 
~,; 'A ['; ,; " ?; 0 ,; 'A 

314X2·KINQ CRAB 
Nor1on Sound 

Rool 15 OJ 01 151 01 151 191 0 01 191 01 19 341 OI 0 
Bklo 01 01 0 OJ OJ 01 OJ 0 01 01 01 0 01 01 0 

SI. Lawrooca!St Math&w 
Hoo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 0 0 
Blv• 0 39 7 .. 2 .. 1 11'3 26 123 • 127 11 135 33 

Brown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 1 0 1 01 1 0 
Pitlllol 

Roo 0 1 0 1 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 1 0 
Blu• 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Ol 0 0 

Brown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 I 0 1 OJ 0 1 
Mal< 

Roo 01 0 01 0 0 0 01 01 01 0 01 OJ 0 0 0 
Brown OI T 01 11 0 1 01 3J 81 11J OI 111 0 • 8 

Outdl Hartx>r 
Roo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Bklo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Brown 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 6 8 0 8 0 3 6 
Brtslol Bay 

Rod 5 79 8 92 2 1'4 0 138 •e 1M 2 186 5 217 is.I 
OkJe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Brown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3HX2·TANNER CRAB 

E:oslom Boring S... 
C 'l'llo 01 40 6J 461 2 411 01 431 211 M 101 741 0 83 27 
C.bud 01 41 61 471 2 49 01 1031 271 130 91 1391 0 1"4 33 

We:3t&m &ring So 
C.opllol 01 24 31 271 I 2a 0 1061 421 148 171 1651 01 130 45 
C.budl 01 5-0 51 55 2 571 01 •11 22J 1131 101 123 0 141 27 

Ea.stem Aloau\lans 
C.oplio 01 0 01 01 0 0 01 OJ 01 0 OJ 01 0 0 0 
C.bUdl 01 0 01 01 0 0 0 01 01 0 01 01 0 0 0 

Western >Jeutlans 
C.q>llo 01 01 01 01 01 0 0 01 OJ 0 0 O! 01 0 0 
C.bUd 2J 0 01 21 01 2 11 01 01 11 01 11 3 21 0 

l ! ~I­

I'; ?; e 

34 0 ""0 0 0 

0 0 0 
169 6 175 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 
0 0 0 
1 0 1 

0 01 0 
12 01 12 

0 0 0 
0 0 0

• 0 9 

278 • 280 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

110 12J 122 
177 111 188 

175 181 193 
166 121 160 

0 01 0 
0 01 0 

0 0 0 
5 01 5 

~ 
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3.
 
C

2.3.1 Naturo ol Uc•mot Crab

onfiguration 11421 
Slnglo Uconao C:Ood for all itpoclo• and aroot l11uod to Curront Ownoro 

!ho UcO!U<> wlll bo ap<>cll'lod for UIO on calchor vonola wHhln lo.ngih elauot or <Xdchor PfOCOISOf1 

which modo landing {no minimum) botwoon 6/28/89 • 6/27/92 (6/29/80 • 4/25/al for DH rod and 6/29/85 • 6/26/88 lor Prlb. bluo) 

Alaska Other Sla1e> loI al 
Catcher Vessels 

0. 

"' b 
""N +-
~ "' N-

0 
0... 
~ 

:g 
0... 
n. u 

~ 
~ 

Colcher Vessels 

~ ... 
IJ 

]i 
0... 
ui 
p 

Catcher Vessels 

~ 
IJ 

]i 
,2 

""N +0. ..
"' ~ [(!
b -

0 
0... 
() 

~ 0. 

~6 
+ 
rn 
N 

~ 
() 

I11421 - Current Owner> 42 145 21 208 4 212 . 37 219 59 31$ 24 339 79 364 BO 523 28 551 

3.

C

2.3.1 Naturo ol Uconoo1 Crob

onllguratlon 21421 
 
Slwillo llconso lor oach apodo1 good for an OIOOll lo&uod to CUll'onl Ownorv (No Minimum) 
 

6128/89 • 6/27/92 (6/29/00 - 6/25/83 tor DH Red & 6/29/85 • 6/25/88 tor Prib. Blue) 
 

21-'21 ~ KlnoCrab 

21.42l ~ Tonoor Crab 

A!osko Other Stoteo Total 
Catcher Vasseb Catcher VEmeb Catcher Vessels 

" ~ ~ n " ~ ~ ~ " ~ I 
N + ,2 

!Ii ~ + 
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N + 
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[Ii 6 tJ "' ~ "' (J ti "' !ii "' b < h ;:'.:! d ;:'.:! 
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3.2.3. l Nature of Licenses Crab 

Conngurotlon 31421 
Ucense for each species/area combination luued to Current Owners which made landing between 

6/28/89 - 6/27/92 (6/29/80 - 6/25/83 for OH red and 6/29/85 - 6/25/88 for Prlb. blue) No Minimum 

Alaska 01ht>r SI ales To1ol 
Colcher Vesse~ Catcher Vessels Colcher Ve!IS<>ls 

0 ~ " ~ 0 
15 ii+ .... .... "' + .... + .... 

"' > "' > "' > 
~ ~ ~ 

31421 • King Crab 
Norton Sound 

Red 0 

Blue 
•......oJ •...•.!L...... L ...... l... .......it ........ [.......1i ........1I .. ·· ..~l········oj········!J-········~J ·· ....... 

SI. lowr•nc&/St. Malh•w 
I i I

Rad 

01u0 1..........!l .......'.l!ll ........lQl .......~\I ....... 2.L.. 331 .:i:i>L::::rn::::: m:.:.:::t~L: !i<iL::::JL:::::J.5.L::::ii.L:::@r:::::i~L. m 
BtOWll 

Prlbflo,_1_ _,_ _,,--.,--...---.---+--.--,---..--...---r--f·--.--,---,---...---.---1
Red 

Blu•L....... !J.. ..... ~!... ....Ql. ..... ..!•.. 
Blown: 

··········1r·······i1······331 ·.... ·91.......4:il ..... 61·····49! ···· ·21 ····:;91 ···· ....91 ·· ·wj · ·····1.1 ·... 56 ............................................ '"'"""" .................................................................... 
0 0 0 1 1:,s................,..,.-....-1~....,­....­.......,~1-....-.i-,~1,.......­.......,J......,.­....'""+~t-1.-.........,..1.­....-%-r+­......,.·1°'~1-......~"'·l-····-····...,.·~1.-...­......,,~t-..­........,..~,...-1--....­..~'T1.-......,..~,,.,.il-····-=r"'A-....­....".~,,........-... f>il-fi31 

Ou/ch~::I ::::::!::::: ~?I ::: :~j:::::::7:~1: : :IL... 7.3L..3!!......?•!.... .Jl .. R1l.........!.L... mL... ~lL..J.?.s.l .•..JoJ ....t~L ... llL ~ 
21 ····r·· ··11 ·..·yit.......iiil........:;1 ..···2a····· ·01 .......iil ...... i2r.. ·-w1······ ..·;;1 ····· 2:;

81owr 

Bl~:,~.°.:Jl m.J.J9! ....... J~l .J3.~I .. m.~1 ... J,l,(>Lm .~1 ....l.~j ... • ~J.1 ....~1 .......~1 ... ?,!~L .. ?.! ..?.~1..... ~1.....~j......~1.m~.11 
Blue' 

Blown 

31421 ~Janner Crab 
Co1l11rn B~rfn Sea 

~· :::= .. ,, .. ,,,1 .......~~f ........i~~-- ...1TII .. ,, .. -.j 
Ws.st•rn 8e1Jn Sea 

~.·;;,:: ......... ... ·~ ... \M.... ~~1 3 

Ewlern Alounan• 

91 21 m1 .... ~Jl ... ...l!~L.....1?.L...\93 
\ 14 21 146 49! 197 191 216 ~l····~~cil ···~!····~!·····~' 264 

330 

.. ~l·········· 1 l·······~il·······iil· ...\nl····.. ·· 1 ~1·· 1·m·"····· M··.. ·· 1 f~l········nl·····~!I···· 'il·····2TI 

~•:::l·..······al····..·..2l ·..·.. ·+· ...·1ol··· ·l···;J· ..... 2l········ ·~!·········..!·· ......;J.........;1..... ~I ··· ·im ........ ii-···· ·· ~, ........i·iJ ········ ~I···· .. i~ 
We1fern Aleutlan1

z-:::l••••l •,.••1r:::.::r::=]•• >••••l.. m•!l· ••• 5j........!l••U••••2l·.......i~l·••••••3j••••1~l•·•••·~l•,.•m•~l·••••¥I·•• i~•••••••• 
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l.2.3.2 tk:enao R•clpt•nft Cmb 

conngurallon 32421 
Ucansa tor each 1pacla1/araa combination luued lo CFEC Permit Holders Only which mode 

landings between 6/28/89 - 6/27 /92 (6/29/80-6/25/83 tor DH red and 6/29/85-6/25/88 lor Prlb. blue) 
No minimum. The license will be specHlod tor use on catcher vessels within length c1aues or colchor processors. 

Aklsl<o Olhef Slofoo Tola! 
Cotchet Yaswb Cotch0< Veue~ Cot<:hor V0$$eb: 

I I I l 0 l ­ 11 l 
11 

• a" !! 
0 1 1· 1 ll'ilnq ~ t"' t~ 'l;l -~ 

!!; ~ + ~ !!. ~ $ N _+ ~ ~ ..... fl; ~ ! ~ $!. E 
6 2 ~ 6 ~ ~ h ~ ~ 6 ~ ri A ~ ~ 6 ~! o 

32421 p Kina Ctab 
Norlon Sound 

RooL....!?l.......... ·-'~ ...... '91 .........~............ ......~L.......1 ..~L .2.~L ...9L....11L....rn ....QI ....?.~ 
lllu• 

St. lawronc•'.151. Mathew 
Rad ...........1...........1..........t..........,........., , ..........,..........:i· ..........1...........1...........1...........t..........l.......... t.......... J_ ........ 1..........1.......... 
Bluol ......Ql ......2.~ ..... .\9 ......~~ ......1. .. J'Ct .......l .......~>;.......?.?. .......!6. ......1.~ .....1~1. ......... 1 .......~!. .....}.? .. ..\.2.0. ..... 1.~ ... ...!.~~ 

S1owni 
Prlb~I j 

R.O ...........1...........1..........1·········r··..······1 .. 61 .. l...........,...........,...........l...........f..........,..........1..........1..........1.......... l...........I.......... 
ru!~~l·········9 ........I.~ .......,.~ ........~~t'"'"'..........101""''"'"~ .......~-~- ,.... .J..t........~?. .........i ...... ~-~ ...,....~ ·······~ii .......!.~ .......~~ ·········r .......~¥! 
Adak~~,....-,.,,-~---::r-::-:r-=--::r--~---::r--c~--=--:-.--:-:1&::1 ...... ~1 ......:~I ·1 -r I ·~ ·1 -·1 ·-1 ·-1 f j I I I I I I•~1 ·~it·········:1····· ·;a·.. ···61 · ~iii· ··rn ..·..)i1··.... 1~f····~~1-.. ..g/- ...1;1..... rn·· ..i6il ..·····i·il .. 1~~1 

D:~~ .. ?.~1- .....~,......t\91 .....3,. ..1.1.2, .......l.61 ···J?.6j........J,.....l.~O.,........\?.t···J~?.1 ......~~1 .....!2.<,......121 .2.~~, . .1.~,.....?.B 
&ow11l"'..'""'Ol'""'"'"J ' .......6'"'''"'"'8 . ""6 ''""'i'j .........0 '"·::·1·0L···:T§ .......26 .,.......6 '""'JJ'"'"•'O '""''j'j """'''.iO "'"'"j'j '"''""i'O ... 4J 

8

'::.'.':18.~~?J .i.~>.I ...?.1J.....!~.1l ..... .A.....1.e4 ....3] ... .!.~.?.I ......?.o.! .....!~{ ....?.~L..?nl........21 .... H\il .......s.!J .... ~2.~l .......3.3.L ...~5.a.1 
Bluo ........... ,1 .......... 1., ... , ..... 1.• ... .. ,., , .......... • ......... 1 ....... "", .......... 1...........1...........1.......... , 1...........1 .......... ,. .......... ,. ...........i..........., ..................... .

••own 
.lU21 ~ Tonn.rCtab 

Eolilom B•rln Sea 

~~:::, .........i·····¥i~ .......~iil·····~ii~f ......!jf-.. ·~~-~········~l-·· ..itjl··..·:·5~J·····~~~l· .. ····~~l· ..··~~········~t·--·~~·6t·····i~·~~· .. ··~il"·..··~~I····-~~ 
Wo1tom B•rlng S•a _ .. __ _ __ mm­ _ • ___ mm­ _ _ _ m·­

~-· ::l·········~f.......!.~j.......~~j.......~~F···~J-·..··-~if·-······~t--· .. !·~·tl····· ..~-~l·· ...?.i~l-··· ..·~~l·····~~~l········~F···~1-~J ..···'·~t·..·-~-i~f····· ..~~1.....~jf 
Ea1tom Aktu1lcm1 

~-:,:1······iol ..·····3l ··l·····1;;!·······l· .. 1;l·······~l· } 
Wo,,•m Alovtlan• 

0 
ii~.. :,:~1······· ..1·!--·······~l·········..•· ................,Q: 

6 
0 
6 

2. 
5 

........~ ............ 
6 

~, .......,71 ...... .,~, ........~1'"""" .. l·! 01 ........:J 
It; 

21 '''"'1~! ··21 ..... ;~·····~!-··· ~!·······~!-·· i;1-······-~!···2~ 









l.2.3.3 Uconso OoafQnatlona Crab 

connguratlon 31121 
llcon101 for ooch apoctoa/aroa co~naUon lsauod lo Curronl Ownors 
wlh no rodr1cflons which mode landing bolwoon 6/24/89 - 6/27 /92 
(6/29/80 · 6/25/83 lor DH red and 6/'l'l/85 • 6/25/88 IOf Prtb. blue) 

~ 

~ I ~ ~ 
31121 ·Kina Crab 

Notion Sound 
Roo~l..-...o~J-... ....~.1[---<11...
Blue 

st. Lawronco(St. Mathow 
Red" I I 

Bluol ...... ~~l...... ~.e( .....!?I 
Brown 

Prtbllol 
Rod
Blu01 ·····71 ····4;J·····6·i..........

 .........'!1 .......... 
 

B1own I 
Adak 

Rodi .Y>l.. ....~.61 ......~.' 
Blue 

Brown! 13!°·····6(4 73 

DWchHarrbo=.,r~~~~~ 
Roo( ...... !~(...!~.1( ...}g~ 
Blue_ ................................ . 
 

Brown! 21 211 23 

Bristol Bay·,.-,..,-,.-,..,-,,.-,-,! 
Roo( ....1~1il ....33.lil .... ~~.11 
Blue 

Blown 
31121 -Tanner Crab 

fa,;'";,!j~~·n~.!~.~1 ....3~. 
C.b<Jlrdl II 216f JJC 

w~·:,~:r::r~.!~.~1 ...3.?.2 
c. bolrd/ 9 241' 33 

Eattom .A.rlo'-'uti=an"'i•--r---l 

~-:,::f.......i~ ........ ~1 .......i~I 

Wollam .A.._le_ul~/a~n.-•__jf+---t~ 

~-:,:f........1f.......i~·······i~ 
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3.2.3.3 Uconse Oeslr:motions Crab 

Configuration 31221 
Llcoll40 for oach 1pOclo1/oroa combination luuod to Curront Owno.. which mado landing 

botwoon 6/2&/69 - 6/27 /92 (6/29/&0 • 6/25/M lo< DH rod a bluo and 6/29/&5 • 6/25/&& 10< Prib. bluoJ 

Alosl<a 

~ 
~

{j ?; 
31221 ·King Crab 

NodonSound 

Ci 

Other Stales 

CL 

" 
l! 
0 

iota\ 

Ci "­ I 0 
(J 2 

Rod 

B.'u• 
...........................,.............11 .............11 .............!l..............1.............! 

SI. Lawronco/SI. Malhow 
I I IRoo ............. l..............1..............1..............1..............l..............l..............l..............l.............. 

Blu•1.........}.l .........2. .......~.~ ..........?.~ ...........1.• .........~~ .........\9.5 ...........!~ ........n1 
Brown 

Prlb::::1•••••••••••> ;j ·•••••••••••••f•> mom 71''"'" •4·31••>•>> "6!""''''"491''''''"' ooj ••••>• ""'6l'"' '"561.............. ................................,......................................................................... 
Brown l 1 

A:::1.m····· i~J·.. ······ ....lj ........i;J........~~I·..·· ......!J..........~ ......... ~11·- .......~j ........~ 
ou1~~dt~~L...... ll........ ?..JL.....1~~L........7.L ....n1L.... .1~~L....mmL....~9.•I 

Btuo 
Brownl 21 I 21...........isf........ ':il .........iil'"'"'.iol............':il ..........:fa 

·~~:i~.=.mL.......)J.........11~!.... "1191 ........)oL... .?.~~l ....... ~~-~l ......... ~.Jl ....... ~~.11 
Bluo 

Bra'INT\ 

31221 • Tonnor Crob 
EOllom B•rln Soa 

~-=~ ······ ii~ ............~1--.....irn· .. ···l~il····· .. 1i1·.. ····~n1·······~~l·· .. ··~;1······ ~~t 
r=~.8.~;j15..~~ .. }j ......~~1····.... .l~~j··.....1~j··.....l~~1 ........~Jj-.......Z~j-......f.j~ 
£Ollom Aloullam 

~·:::Im•• "i~l••••••••••>•••l m>"'i~I••>•• '"~/••• mm•d••m.. »•~l ••>•••i;J••>•»»>••il·•••••>»>i~ 
WoJtom Al•ullarw 

~-;:,: , .......... Jl···· ..·····! ····· ..·· ,11 .......... i~I..... ·3J······....·iU··,·····ill···......... ~l ..········i~ 
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3.2.3.3 License Oe!lgnatlons Crab 

Connguratton 3132 l 

llceMe tor each 1pecl••/area combination 1'11U•d lo Cumml Own1111 which mode 
landings 6/28/89 • 6/27192 (6/29/80 · 6/25/83 lor OH red and 6/29/85 • 6/25/88 tor Pdb. blue) 

(no minimum). The llcenso wlll bo specnkld lor use within length classes. 

I I 

~ 
31321 • King Crab 

Norlon Sound 

Alaska 

;-; 
~ ~ 

0 
1l ~ 

Other Slates 

~ 

~ 
+ 
~ 

0 
1l ~ 

~ 
~ 

Iota! 

Redl .......... ..J.............J............J............ L.........!J.............J ............!...........!L.........!, ............. 
Blue 

SI. Lawrllnco/SI. Mathew 
I I i 

+ 

:!l 0 
1l 

..........! 

B1ua 
Redi ............. , ............. l.............l.............l.............J.............J.............t.............l.............J.............J.............I............. 

,...........;.1.........2.~ .....\.0. ......)} ......................~?. ....... }i .......J~ ............I .........!.~ ........ ~~ ......El. 
Blown: 

Ptlb/lof. 
Red 
Slue 

Slown 

.............1.............1.............1.............1.............r.............1.............1.............,.............1............. 
i ..·········'I··· ?.j ........ 1 ... J .............!1 ........~.3 ........!.~r·..····-~-~ .........~! .......}~ .........!.~ ........ 6.[ 

Adak 
Red

eiownl ········1......... l~l···········il·........l~l-.........Ql........ ~~J·........J~f .......tIJ..........~1.........~~l........Jrl······~1 

Dutch Harbor 

Red ... .}.0 ........~!l ..........~ .........?.3.........?..! .....JgQ .........1.9 .......H! .........~.! .....!1!l .........!~ ......2Q~ 
BluoBlown .. ...... .. .... · i ........! .........ii ............ ....... ii ...........6 "'""15 ........23 

Brl1lol ;80,,,_________ _________4 
4 

____~-----l 

Rod ......~ .......!..\.3 ...... ..1.~ .....JI~ . ......} ......!~~ .........~1 ......~.?.~ ..........~ .......?.7.?. .........~0. .......~.~..1.i 
SIU9." .., ,., , •••, ,1, •••••••••••• ' ••••••••••.• , ... ., , ., •• .,. , ,(.,,,, .,, .,, , , •I ,., ,., "'""'"" 4,., ,. ........ j.., ...........1.•••••• , •• ,. •-I··••••••••••••·""" ........ .. 

Blown 

31321 • lann•r C!ab 

c~:;'.."~j8.~~
1

:~(~~~il ........:~l······iHl .........~l······1~~1···· ..···~~f .....Hil···········Il······~~il· .. ··..··:Jf ······~16 
g,w2:f8..~'.'.:f.5.-.:~jJ ...... 1·Jf...... £~1 ...........l,..,.. !.9i, ...... ~U:::::::1:~~1· ..... 6l··.. 1rn ....... ¥~1- ..3~~ 

£mletn Aleul1ant 

g,·:I ........al ....... 2J ............1...... i~l .......2I ·· .....~1 ........1f......;i ......igJ...........~I···..····· ii··· ·i~ 
Wasletn Alsuttan• 

~-;:;:f...........1.......... ~l·· ...........f..........ll··....... d.........~!···-iJ .........iU·... ·~I .... ~!·· ···~f· ..·T~ 
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l.2.l.4 Qualltvlna P•rtod• Crob 

Conftgura!loo 31411 
Ucun5"1 lor eoeh apecl.../area comblnallon l&1uod to Curren! Own<H• 

which made landing bolw""n 1/1178 • 12/31/93 (No Minimum) 
Thu license wlll be spuclflod for u1& on catcher veut... wllhln length clasae• Of colcher proceasora. 

AIOli<O 01herSto1& lotal 

~ 8:1~ 
Catcher VO<SSeb Catcher Vessels 

~ ~ ll Ji ll 
ll I ~" ;§ " N + 0 0 N + 0 

~ 
~ 

~ ~ "' 
~ ~ ... &; 

~ "' ~ ~I~u .,; (j u< !'.:! d ,; ~ 
3Ull• KIOQ Crab 

- ­ I . I::I··.. ····!·· .. -~1 .........1J........~!······ ·I ·.....~1 .....JI .... 7., ........1\......9\........4j ....... l.~ .........11 ...... !4 ·:·· ·.2.f ...1s.r ....~1 ......1~: 
St. Lawtonco&. Mathow 

Red' I t 

ai"" .........,. ··aol.... 20r··ia41.........,, .....ioal ·--·21 ... i••f --··39!----i·,;5l ·--i9j--·2a•j ..... '"i;l·.. 2241 .... siir·2aiii.....231 ·:frilll,.,.,J ............., ........;r .. ··6 ........... · -·;; .................6 ..... ·:; ..... i.o ......., ...... i3 ......o.....9 ........7t..... 16 ......3 ...... Fi 
PrlbUo/ 

•.:: ::::::~ :::::H ::::::::~ :::::~; ::::::::~ ::::::~~ ::::J :::::\~~ ::::=~~ :::!li :::::xi =xrn::::i§ ::I~ ::::::U :::~~l:J~l:::~~1 
J.daka.:: .....J....~.~ ....:b ......~i .......}......~ ......~ »••irl ....~J ...m......:-! ....+ij ........j- .... 1·~~ .......u....~ ... Jn.. ·~~1 
DmchHart:>or"-r---.~...,.,..~-,--,,.--,--..,..--~~=---:=--,.,,-.,.,.,,--....,.,-cc+--::-::r--..,-,,,,.--=,-,,c=--=.,,.,--=~

Roo[ ......l2( ... ~.1J.........~! ...... ?.~L ... 2.l.....!.!L...\!I ... !~L .. !~J ... 1~.9J ......J!....1.d.....f>ill .....1.4.o.L....J§L..~( .......~f ... g1~!
a.:;t........,...... i'6f ··...·..1,j·· .. iii· · .. ii ....231.... ;j·.... 621 ..... :iot····· 831 ......i.:il ·... ·9J ......il.....fol ...... ii6l'..Tosl· ....13 116 

BmtruBay~~~~~~~~~~~~+-~~~~~~~~~~~-4--~~~~~~~~~~~~
Red 17 183 29 229 6 23 10 236 70 316 31 34 27 418 99 544 37 581 _-......-1 .. - ...... 1--~-~-~-~- .... ~ ...., ... ~~-~~-~ ......................................." .................................. ,.....................................,, ............................................-...........,,............. 

B•<>wn 
3141 l ~ tonoor Crab 

Eag?!E,r~~;r....m....}~ ·i:: ..... ·~ ...m......rn ... J~ii .... 1~ ·-~~·~ ··~: .....1~; .... ¥.. }r;. ....~ :.~~ ......~~ ... ~~ 
Wo1tom Sorl $oa I 

C. opl!O 70 16 8~ J 86 I ll l 47 159 18 177 1 lOl 62 244 21 265c. bo1«11 ....... ..... 7.......:i .................. ·9 ............ , ......i2 .......i9 ........ ......ii . .......o .... T4 ··r4 ......iiii ..... 6 ... 33 
Eatlom J.loutran< ~ 

1 
. 

~- :1::;,j ..·3~f ......i2l ... ···J··.. ;11· · ·I·· ..,?··· ....~I· a1! ··3!··..3~j......!····4~··3il.... 4n· ·il.....0~!···· .. ~j .... e~I 
Wodom .AlouNan1
c.opnor"""T-~,1~~r---,1..-~,-~~,r-~..--~,,,-~-.~~1.-~.-~~11---=or---;2:-i-·--co::r~~2r--=o.---,,211 

c_-.. i~·-~-~--~~~,~~7-~·,·~-~~-~ 
TololV""6b/AllAreol 931 IBJI 291 305\ •I Jlll 47\ 2491 o•I 3641 321 39~ 1401 4321 971 6691 31ll 707 
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3.2.3.5 Minimum Landi Cmb 

Conllgurallon 31422 

lkonoot for ooch 1pocloo/aroa combination luuod to Currant OWnor whkh modo landlng bolwoon 6/28/t9 • 6/27 /92 
 
(Requlr83 1landlng fOf rad &. blue king. 3 londlngs for brown king crab. oplllo Tonn8f crab and balrdl Tonner crab) 
 

Tho DcoMo wDI bo 1poclnoct for uoo on catchot vottoll wHhln k>ngth clouot or catchor procCGtOrt. 
 

Alaska Other States Total 
Catcher Vessels CatcherVeoseb Catchet Vesseb 

~ + ~ In.... ~ ~ 
"' ri 11 I .0£! 

31.f22 - Kina Crab 
NOt1on Sound 

Roo(..........J........... 1........... 1.......... . ········~········· 1 l··········l··········l··········1 l·········l·········1 1········61 .......g,........gj········~l········§l ·······6Blue 
st. Law1onco . Mathow 

Red 
Blue ········i ·······20 ········iii[.....3.i[·······21 ·····3·31··········1·······55i·····..i·91·······741 ·······i4l ......iiii[ ········ii ·····151······29! ....iosl······i'i)I ...i2i 

........... ··········· ................................................... ·········-~·-········· ................................. ·········· .................... ··········· ...................... 
Blown 

Prlblorl~~~~~~~~~~~~~-t~~~~~~~~~~~~~-1~~~~~~~~~~~~~-1 
Red ···········1···········1···········1··········· t··········1··········1··········1···········1···········1···········1···········1·········;j ··········1··········1··········1··········j···········1···········'
Blue( ........ .! .........~ .........9. ......... !. ...................7 .........! .......~·'· .........?. .......~3. ........6. .......h ....... ~ ......3.9. ........9. ...... f!ll.........~ ......~ 

Blown 

Adak.~~~~~~~~~~~~-+~~~~~~~~~~~--l~~r-~r-~~~~~~--1 
Red 12 · 2 14 l l 30 10 40 6 4 0 42 12 64 6 60

Blown ........... ·········5 ········3 .............................................i.i ·······i·;; ·······32 ·········;; ······3.. ········a ······:13 .....Ti ······;w ........ 'A .....'44 
Dutch Hafbot 

Roal .......3.9.L. ....3.?I.........3. l... ..n l.........!l.......7.31 .......~.!J.......?.6.I .........!.I .....1.~~I.........!. l... ..\3..! I......~.\I ... ..1.3.~I.......\9!.....\9..~J.........~I 204 

Blue.·········· •······· ii ·········ii····· · 21 ····· ···· t········21 ··········1·······..;1 ······ i..11······ i·a1·········31·....iil ········at .......iit·······i2t ······20r········3Blown 23 

Bmt~.~B""'~~~~~~.....,.,----,-,--,..,.,-l--.....,-~~~~~~~~~~-1-~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Red .........6. .... 11.Q ........16. .....1n ........3. .....!3.......•.3 .....!.~ .......g .....?.Q!> .•.•..•~9. ....~~..........9. ...}¥. ......6..~ ....3.3.~ ......~.3......~.6.l 
Blue 1•••••••••• 1........... 1......................................................... . 

Blown 

l 1~22 • Tannor Crab 
Eadom Borlnq Soa 

~· ::l···········l····..·~~l········i~l·······!~f ········~f ······!·tl·........!l···..l·1-t~·······:~l·····~·~~l····..··:·~1······!!~········61····~1······~1····~~J·l······~I····~~ 
Wollom B•llr. Soa 

~.· :,:l···········~...?.~l········~·i~······~~t········~t···: .. ~~··········· 
Ea1tom A.loutlan1 

c. oplJoc. boltdl ...................... .. 
6 

Wcntom A.leutlan1 

"' 
1·······!·~l·······?.~l········1.!.l .....\.\~I· ......g,.....u~l······~l·····13.Xl······~I ····'~·~ 

0 
7 q1 .. :l ®I §I········~ 

~·::I····...... ,......... j...........,......... ,.........,..........,........,J ········· l·······--'l..........1........21··.....J........~, ........g, ....... gJ .. ······~l····....g1 ....... ~ 
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APPENDIX VII 
 

Additional Alternatives Receiving Significant Consideration 

November 14, 1994 



Additional Alternatives for Council Consideration 

Discussions held during the September Council meeting in Seattle, regarding license !imitation alternatives. 
generated tw0 additional. specific alternatives to be analyzed and presented at the December meeting. These two 
specific configurations, which vary only by qualiJying period, are analyzed in this appendi~ and are intended to 
elicit public co=ent which v.ill aid the Council in developing the license limitation program's final stt\lcrure. 
First we outline the major provisions as they relate to the initial allocation. Second, we describe the highlighted 
use. ownership and transfer provisions. Theo 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 alternatives identified by the Cowicil is outlined below. 

• 	 Nature of Licenses 
Licenses for fisheries (see Table I) by F.vlP sub-areas 

In addition· to the target species listed by FMP sub-area in Table !. BSAJ trawl sablefish (as well as any other 
spc..ies 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 Rv1P sub-area. 

Tab!e l. List of target species by fl.1P sub-area 

I Berine Sea and Aleutian Islands 11 Eastern. Centr:U. and \Ve-stern Gulf 

Poll<>:k Other Fb.tiish PoUock Shallow W:uer Fbrf15h 

?J.C~":c Cod Rock sol¢ P:ici.fic Cod Deep w-. Fb:fish 

?\ockfl.Sh Squid (fixed geot) Rock:fish Fl;illieod Sole 

Alk.l ~1J.Ck:l.'!fe! TurOOt.s Atb ~1ackcret 

i"r::UC*-':¥:..1 Sole 

I 

!.icense Recipient 
Current ovmers of vessels at the ti.'":"le of fuial Council action 

Option A: Current ov.ner must be a U.S. citizen pursuant to Tide 46 
(i.e.. 50% U.S. ownership). 

Option B: 	 Current owner must be a U.S. citizen defined by Tide 46. 
Sec. 802 (the Shipping Act of l916), Le .. 75% U.S. 
ownership/control. 

I.icense Desipnatjoo 
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length. 

Oualifvjng Period 
 
Option A: 	 Jwie 23. 1989. June 1991. 
 
Option B: 	 January l, 1990 - December 31. 1993. 
 

Landings Regujrement For General License Oualilication 
 
One landing in qualifying period. 
 

• 	 I anding' Regujrernent For Endorsement Oualification 
One landing in qualifying period. 

H: :_~CLC\.l.IT--OOC\A.??£:-.UDCVU 



B<l." l Fisheries Sped..dcd Uc&r O?tiotu 700.000 at1.d S00.000 

R>:; :\! Ejsherv l k.enw: 

Pollock. P.JCific COO, Atb .\Uck~r:L YeUo""iin SoJe, Ol.b¢r Fl.la1J.t.• 

RocJC:sh.. S®id (Fixed GCJ.t). Rock role. TllJ'bou. 

GOA ~stx;rv ( jg;;p:s: 

Potluck. Ple'..dc COO. Dc::p "h'au:.r Fla.rfi~h. Stull-Ow W;J1.;r 
Fll!fish, At.k..l ~l :i«.:re! 

R~-\ifi;~'t}~ &.f~··asttki'i'~~; 
?(}llo.:k. hciik :c~.t: Arb '~b.?k~dfY~·~:s;J:f'Otb~'ii~thb~ .Po1b:~·~ifi~ Coo..~~\v~ie~.FWri~:Shii;,; 

:~;.t;:·FJ~tiob~·~tk·:·~~erd. Fb~~~.~·kr~& 

.tddirinn.l1~~li~i.\1 ~~~~~~;:ru··~'b;~~,~·11 ·r;~ ~J: ifSAJ ij~~d·~·~i· ~~:A.;»r~b Ki ·a~~ $Ob-~~~\~;~·~ ~1;~~di~~idht;: 
a sul>-3.r~~ tk·~~ ' 

~:;;:,~~~~0Ji•'. J)l'.f l•)Af .;t}. ·· 10000 
Cu.-rent ov.11er, then 0"'11er at the time of landing. Lien permit holders (no duplicate) ....................... 20000 
 
Cur.em ov.ners. then permit holders (no duplicates} ................................................. 30000 
 
Curem ov.ners. owners at the time oi landing. and p<rmit holders (duplicates allowed) ..................... 40000 
 

License Designations 
No restrictions ..............•....•.... , ............ , .• , ....... _............................ , .. I 000 
Catcher vessel> & Catcher/processors ............................................................. 20(10 
Vessel length ......................••....•. -. .............•.................................... 3000 
lnshore & Offshore ..... -.·.·«. . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . ............... 4000 
cau:her .~f5&:6Hi:~N~r~~·~+<ssei i~~ii :; .... : :... • .. ~ : . .J,.; ... .}.:.,>'.s:i:fooa 
Co:cher vessels & Catcher/processors and Inshore & Offshore . . . . . ................................... 6000 
 
lnshor::: & Offshore and vessel lengt.:1 ...... , ..............••........................ , .. , . , ......... 7000 
 
C:l:ch~r vessels & C~tcherlprocessors. L'1.Shor~ & Offshore. lnd vesSl!I le:-igt.1 .......... , .. , , .. , .....• , ..... 3000 
 

.. lOO 
,· ·. '.>' ; :·, ,, : 

~.··.·····•.•··~..-~.·#······· .. · _,;., 2oa

List or Components and Alternative Elements Affecting Initial License Assignment 

The main body of the EAJRIR presented an analysis stri.icrure 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/RJR. That structure divided the license limitation allocation alternatives into six componeotS with 
various elemencs v.ithin each component To form a complete license allocation alternative the Council will need 
to choose one e!emeot 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 Narure of 
licenses componenL The amended numbering scheme is shown below. The specific elemems of the 
configuration identified by the Council are shown in shaded text. Specifically the two highlig.lued configurations 
are#9l52ll and#9!5411. 

Numbering 
Nature of Licenses Scheme 
Si.'lgle license for all :Species and arell .......... , ................ , ....... , ..... , ........ , ........ 100000 
Licenses for Th!P areas (i.e.. GOA and BSA!) ..................................................... 200000 
Licenses for Rv!P sub-areas (i.e .. EG. CG. WO. BS. All ............................................. 300000 
Licenses for Pollock. P.cod. Flatfish. Rockfish. and Ot~er fisheries .................................... 400000 
Licenses for PoUock. P.cod. Flatfish.. Rockfish.. and Other fisheries by FMP arelS ......................... 500000 
Licenses for Pollock. P.cod. Flauish. Rockfish.. and Otha fisheries by FMP sub-arelS ..................... 600000 
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 1) by FMP sub-areas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 700000 

t~~;;5s~~ft!-~~~~~~i·~~M
0

~~,~~~,~";·)~::~?~i5:t!~~~M:•:·::;0·;;;;;;;}:~ti)::::i:1:··~t ··~-~~~ 

2 
 






Tue three )'eats prior to the date of fmal actioo ........................................................ 500 
Jun. 28. l 989 ·Jun. 27. 1992 & the three years priorto the date of fmal action .............................. 600 
Each of the three calendar years from 1/1/90 • 6(17/92 & the 365 days prier tO fmal action. 

except for fixed gear P. cod use 6/23/91 · 6(27i92 rather than l/l/90 · 6127/92 ...................... 700 
 

i~J~:,:~: :: ::: :: : : : : : : : : : : : :: :: : : : : : :: : : ::::: ::: :: : : :: : : : :: ::: :: ::: : : : : : : :: :::: ::: : : : : : : : : :· ;~ 

!0.000 pounds . .. . . . . .. . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . .. . . . .. . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . 40 
20.000 pounds .................................................................................. 50 
 

Landin~s Reauirements for E;ndorsement Oualification 
oh~'J;;~dirl!!ji'**1\fii~'.~ '.i;!,\1:t;1;I,i'.J: t,;~:,;i:J;·~;;JEfif~1;1~:[f~sl·~.:1:y;:;:;:!'f.c;·;:fiit'.'.'!':11;::;rJ1i:';\t:;:t1 t 
Two l:uidings in qualifying period .................................................................... 2 
 
Three l:uidings in qualifying period ................................................................... 3 
 
Four landings in qualifying period .................................................................... 4 
 
One landing 41 year prior to council action ............................................................. 3 
 
Tv.·o !andings in year prior to council action ............................. , •......................•.•... 6 
 
Three landings in year priono council action .......................................................... 7 
 
Four l:uidings in year priorto council action ........................................................... 8 
 

L'se and Transferability Provisions of the Highlighted Configurations 

The two configurations llighlighted by the Council incorporate some specific elements from the original list of 
options for the ownership. use and transfer of licenses. as well as Commuriry Development Quota allocations. 
The oriirinaJ list is found on pages 146-147 of the E..vRIR. This list of element and options is reprpdut:~.P.()n ttie 
next t.\;O pages. Options specifically highlighted by the Council are shov.11 in shaded text (ifii$'.ls-sJJaded). 
Struck-out elements indicate that the llighlighted con.figuration would not include these options (Jris is s~ icke11 
=l. Components without shaded or stricken elements indicate that the Council did not S]l<!Cify a particular 
opuon. :-:one of the:se options alters the nrnnrer or distribution of licenses issued initially. Th= provisions may. 
h<Never. impact a fisher's behavior under the licer..se !imitation program by restricting the number of licenses that 
may be purchased (reducing the number of fishing opportunities available to an individualifirm). limiting chMges 
in vessel size. or by reducing the TAC available to aH license recipients. 

CO..\lPO!'iE;>.'TS A!'iD ALTER"ATIV'E EL£~U:YTS AFFECTl~C TI!E OW;\'ERSH!P, USE A~'D TRA?'SITR OF LtCE"5ES 

1no \lay Purchase Licenses 
i. Licenses could b<! cransferred only to "p<rson.s" defined under Tide 46 U.S.C. 
1 L:ce:l.Ses could be transferred ro "persons" w!ch 76% or more U.S. O\lone:-ship. v•ith "grand.father" rights for license 

reci;:ients with 75% or less U.S. ownership {Tide 46 U.S.C.). 

\' e:;seLILicense Linkages 

l. 	 V.ei:":"U:l'~.f ~~,9'."flf~!'T·~.. \l(i.tl;JiS';P;'~.'·;· .. ,............... , •., ..... .,..,,,,. .. .. .•.• N••····... ' . ' .. ,.. ..... .... .... ....... .... .. ......., ·.····'

' 	 Lkcilites mav.. bi.triin.~fmea. Without i~i; i.e.; lli:eruies maJi' l,e applied to.. ve:;.,;eli other th:in ...th~..one to 

wbkh.~ li,:'eRSe;lh; i!~iJJ;;..<asiS.$Il~; 

Options Regarding the Separability of Species andJor Area Designations 
I. 	 Sp¢:ies Jr.d/or Area desigr..ations are not ~par:lble. and shall rern<lin as a si.nglt! lice:isl! v;ith t.iose L1.itia.l desigf!:ltiuns. 

so_c-7_i,~~-}m-4!9f:::::Y.~?,.:e,~-~t~~~9-~:-~R,~).J~,:-'.!T:~!.-~.9~-~ ,~~.9t¥?1:9!~'.'.-Fsj!~~~. ~ct. rr;?--"".,. ~e r:~ferred ~- s_l:l:~~·-, .-y .'; :o·; ·; :;o·:-·- _ 
J. 	 SOe<:ies""1idtotA,i'ea (jesimstmns sfuill be.r..,,.<;ded :>S separable endor.;.,ment.<i .which roqujre the <>wner tn 

ai:>O l}irn :f~~al'ii6.inse 6~!'<?<iUS<f iliiiilrch:.$e.: 

3 
 

http:so_c-7_i,~~-}m-4!9f:::::Y.~?,.:e,~-~t~~~9-~:-~R,~).J~,:-'.!T:~!.-~.9~-~,~~.9t�?1:9!~'.'.-Fsj!~~~.~ct.rr





Vessel Replacement and Upgrades 
l. 	 No restrictions on vessel replacement or upgrades. except that the vessel must meet the ..tJse Resrrictions" (License 

Designations) defined by the initial allocation. 
:. '1/essel ma) not be teplaced 01 upgtaded. 
3. 	 Vessel may be replaced or upgraded within the bounds of the 20% Rule defined in the moratorium proposed rule. 

License Ownership Caps 
1

1. 	 lio lhnic Otl me nwnbe: O\~ Hanses Ul eudo1sewents wi..;.ch rnay be JYdlt:d by J ..ftlSOU: 
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 !!lore than 10 fishery/area endorsements per person with grandfather provisions. 
7. 	 No more than 15 fishery/area endorsements per person with grandfather provisior.s. 

lfrssel Lice use Use Caps 
t. 	 t<o lh1ri. ou che ncu11be1 of l~cen:ses (ct et.doi:seiuents) wlrich a.a1 be used on a 11esset. 

f<fo u101e d:r.ut l a:ie::r l:icense (endorsen1e.n) way be useJ oa a \'essei in J g; ... eu 1 eJJ. 
3. 	 ~.;v aIUte than 2 dlt.:'J ticeUSeS (eadUi5ellltlICS) tl+Jj be used on 'a lltSstl i:n agi~ett )CJ!. 

z..;.., .i101e dnw J J:tea licenses (eGclo1sen1e:::ccs} u1ay be used on a 11esse; in a gii;en ye:n. 
.). :.:.,; uiore d1an 4 mea lice.rses (e1.do1sernencs} t.1a_. be used on a: 1;essel in a gii;en ye...t,; . 
6. 	 tiv ..note chan 3 a:;: ea licenses \endo1serue.u:s} 1uay be ased on a :;ess:et Ur a g~"en ;ear. 

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

Buy·back/Retirement Program 
I. ?\o buy-back/retirement program. 
 
' Fnctional license system. (Fraction:il licenses may be iss-Jed to vessel O'-rners ar the time of l111dL1g and/or permit 
 

':ciders.) 
'· bdus:ry Funded Buy-back i'rogr>.'11 with rigl:t of first refusal on all :ransfers of licenses. 

Two-Tiered Skipper License Program 
l. 	 Do cot implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Progra.-n. 

bplemem l Two-Tiered Skipper Lice:ise Program. 

Community Development Quot.a.s. 
L r;v CDQ AlocJcions 

3% o( any or :ill groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current progr:!m w/o s1mse: provision. 
3. 7.5\'c of any or :ill groundfish T . .\Cs for CDQs patterned after current progr:im w/o sunset provision. 
- !0% of any or all ground.fish TACs for CDQs pltterned after ct:rrent program w/o sunset provision. 
5. 	 15% of any or all grour.dfish TACs for CDQs patterned after cu:rent program w/o sunset provision. 

Co1uwuuity Development Liceuses. 
I. ~.;u Conn.1wri.y De;;elopt1.ent Licer:ses. 
 
' GtJJ.t an add:i~un::rl :l7a non-u;:ursfetable a,...enses LO CBQs COilll!Hllt~~es. 


J. 	 Gr:na Jil adt:Llt:on::d 7.5% Hon-cansfer abfe l~censes ro CDQs co.1anwr~ties. 
C, :UH :nt :IDJi,;vn:rl t0% Hou-u..ursfe1 J:b!e ;i... e.rscs 10 CDQs cotl1.H;,_..;Jes. 

3. 	 e.:::rH '1!1 adtlit~ou:d tj% .ron-ttansfetable lic ... nses to CBQs ,__ounuu;.:ties. 

Other Provisions (Choose any or none of the following) 
! . 	 Licenses represent a use prhtilege. The Council may c0nvert L~e license ;::rogram to Jn IFQ progr:irn er otherwise aher 

or rescind the progra.."'tl wit.hour compensation to license holders. 
s~,.:,:re penJJties may b~ invoked for failure [0 comply wi:.h conditions of the ticensr!. 

J. 	 L~censl!s rr::iy b<:: S".JSpended or revoked for multi pie viol:itions. 

~-ovember I 4, l (f94 



+; =~~11:.~rr1~~~i~.bl¢~i~~~ik~b'~~~~·f~rt'~~,~~i$.; 
5. Develop and implement mechanisms m collect managemenl enforcement costs and/or rents from the industry. 

inctuding raxes and fees on the industry. 

Distributions of Licenses and Endorsements 

Configuration #915211: This alternative 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 flailiead sole to the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) target species list of configuration #7 !521 L 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 BSA.l. and issue 
a target 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 .. 
roddish. flalfish, 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. !3 l endorsements by target species and 
Rv!P sub-area. This is the same number of vessels receiving endorsements under configuraiion #715211 (Sept. 
18, 1994. EA/RIR. Groundfish Table Append.ix. page 30). This is because all vessels that made legal landings 
of Council managed groundfish species are granred licenses under both configurations. However. the number 
of endorsements issued to these 2.954 vessels increased from 7.638 in configuration #71521 l to 10. l 3 l in 
confi~Jration #915211. Each oi the 2.493 additional endorsements were gramed for targeting rock:fish or 
flathead sole in the GOA. 

Closer examination of the disuibution of endorsements berween rock:fisb and flathead sole indicates that 236 of 
L".e endorsements were issued to target flruhead sole while the remaining 2.257 endorsements were for rockfish 
mthe GOA. The small boat fleet would receive mos; of these endorsements. Catcher vessels less than 60' 
accounted for over 72% ( l.634) of the rockfisti endorsements that would be issued in the GOA. 

Configuration #915411: This option only differs from configuration #91521 l in the qualification period 
sdected for the eLigibility requirement. Under this configuration. fishers were required to have made a legal 
grournifish landing between Jan. I. 1990 and Dec. 3 !. 1993 as opposed to the June 28. 1939 - June 27. 1992 in 
configuration #91521 l. 

Configuration 11915411 would grant a total of l l.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 rock.fish 
:md!or rhthead sole. Fishers thai landed rock.fish would receive 2.679 of the additional endorsemems while 32 l 
endorsements would go to the flathead sole fishers .. Caicher vessels less than 60' accounted for 73% of the total 
GO.-\ rockfish and 18% of the flathead sole endorsements. Catcher processors. on the other hand. accounted for 
I0% of the rockfish and 31 % of the flathead sole endorsements in the GOA. 

Configuration #915XI 1: Table 4 (page 8) represents !hose vessels that made a groundfish landing in 1993. 
Cor..p3.ring r..'le tot:ll number of vessels Licensed under configuration #9152 l l and 119154 l l to li915X l l indicates 
a 76% ::ind 101% increase respectively. The alternatives srudied in this appendix would also approximately 
double the number of species endorsements available to fishers. Small vessel class licenses and endorsements. 
chose U11der 60'. had the grearest increase in nwnbers. This is expected bet:ause smaller vessels hove historically 
ent~ed :md exited fisheries more frequently than !arger vessels. This is probably due to the capital expendirure 
required to bring a large vessel into a fishery versus a small vessel. 
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License and Endorsement Structure 

Within the 900000 alternative there are !WO separaie structures which have significant implications for flexibility. 
uansferability, and capacity increase after the licenses are initially issued. The first structure consists of an FMP 
area license with encb•sements for each FMP sub-area and species. This option is portrayed in Figure la (also 
in Figure 3.7E on P~!le 102 of the EA/RIR). Figure lb is an example al.location 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 ENRIR) provides graphical representation 
of this license structure. Figure 2b shows the same hypothetical allocation as in Figure lb. 

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 Licen<es 

Assume that Fisher A landed rocldish in the Central Gulf during 1990. Pacific cod in the Western Gulf in ! 991. 
and Pacific cod in the Bering Sea during early 1992. Based on the two specific license !imitation configurations 
specified in this appendi>; and an Rv1P umbrella license structure (Figure lb). this fisher will receive 
endoru:mem< to fish Central Gu!i rockfish and Western Gulf Pacific cod under a GOA license and Bering Sea 
Pacific cod under a BSAI license. 

After receiving his lice:-,se and endorsements from N"lvtFS, Fisher A deddes to se!I his GOA license. Central Gulf 
endorsernem. Western Gulf endorsement. rockfish (Central Gulf) endorsement, and Pacific cod (Western Gulf) 
endorsement ·and focus bis energies on fishing Pacific cod in the Bering Sea. Two people are interested in 
pW'chasing 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 W estem Gulf or rockfish in the Central Guli. 

This brings up an important poim. Under an FMP umbrella license system. the number of vessels fishing 
groundfish in the North Pacific could increase. over the number of vessels initially !icensed. by the number of 
people initially receiving both BSAl arid GOA Licenses. Given the license distribution in configuration #9 l521 l 
and an Flv!P umbrella license, we can determine the ma."<imum number of vessels that could fish in the North 
Pacific groundfish fishery ar any one time. Given that 509 fishers hold Licenses for both the GOA and BSA! the 
maximum number of vessels that could fish would be 3.463 versus t.ie 2.954 vessels that were initially issued 
[ic~nscs. 

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). Th.is person would only need to purchase fisher 
. .\·s rocl:fish endorsement (without the Central Gulf endorsement) to be eligible to fish rock:fish 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 co fish Pacific cod in the Western Gulf. Because Fisher A feels there is value in 
holding the Central Gulf endorsement. he offers to seU just the rock.fish endorsement to the second buyer far 75% 
of the price he is offering the Central Gulf and reddish (Central Gulf) endorsements to the first buyer. Holding 
:he Central Gulf endorsemem would allow Fisher A to purchase species endocsementS for any target species 
ii~ensed in the Central Gulf should he decide to re-emer that fishery. 

9 
 



Figure 1 a 
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FMP Sub-Area I.icenses 

Now consider t:he same siruation under a syStern 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, rocldish (Central Gulf) endorsemenL and Pacific cod 
(Western Gulf) endorsement to the first buyer. The first buyer purchases the Western Gulf sul:>-area license and 
the Pacific cod endorsement, as well as the Central Gulf sub-area license. (He hopes m purchase a CG Pacific 
cod endorsement elsewhere.) The second buyer pun:hases the Central Gulf rockfish endorsemenL The net effect 
is that three vessels can now fish in the North Pacific when only one ve.ssel was originally licensed. 

Looking ar the potential increase in vessels fishing groundfish in the North Pacific under configuration #91521 ! 
and an FMP sub-area umbrella license, compared to the number of vessels initially issued licenses. we see that 
the number could swell to 4352 vessels from 2.954. This number is calculated by summing the number of FNfP 
sub-area vessel licenses (i.e .. BS Vessels. AI Vessels. ere.) that would be issued initially. The 4.352 vessels 
represents a theoretical maximum. and is not necessarily an expected eventuality. 

Neither the Rv!P umbrella license strucrure nor the FMP sul:>-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-<:apitalized. 

1'ncth Pacific !imbrella License 

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 strucrure to be srudied in this appendi,. It is. however. the only 
option that caps the number of vessels that can fish for North Pacific ground.fish at the number initially issued 
lice~ses. and is discussed here for comparison purposes. 

It Fisher A were operating under this license structure, only the second buyer would be eligible to fish after 
;iurchasi.r.g Fisher A's GOA endorsements. The second buyer in our example. would have qualified for a North 
P1c:nc umbrella license through his Central Gulf Pacific cod landings. He would only need to purchase Fisher 
A":; Central Gulf rocldish endorsement to fish rocldish in the Cemral 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 
sor:ieone v.illing to sell them a North Pacific license and leave the North Pacific ground.fish fishery to be eligible 
to fish. 

From the puspective of a fishery manager trying to limit the capacity of the fleer with an effective License 
Limitation Program. the separability structure shown in Figure 3 may be more desirable than either structure 
shov.n in the previous figures. Under this StrUcture the number of vessels which may participate is Strictly limited 
w the number of vessels receiving a license in the initial allocation. Tnis structure is more onerous on new 
entrants v•ish.ing to enter the fisheries. and reduces flexibility some.....,·h:u for initial recipients. 
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Rgure 3 

NORTH PACIFIC UMBRELLA LICENSE 
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Stacking Licenses and Endorsements 

Stacking licenses or endorsements on a vessel would allow fishers on that vessel to target a v.ider variety of 
spo:ies. and depending on the completeness of the suite of species, may make enforcement of the program easier. 
F1Shers may also be abie to reduce their operating expenses by using fewer vessels. However. fishers may decide 
that s=king endorsements for several areas on a single vessel wouldn't be an optimal business decision. Under 
a limited access syStem thl! is driven by the race for fish. such as license limitaLion. the firm would more likely 
:::-:•to ma<imize its carch as opposed to mi.nimi.zing coSt. Tris would be especially true if the catch were expected 
to ~ount toward allocation of individual harvest rights in the future. 

,.\ssume for example that a finn owns five vessels thar qualify for Pacific cod liceMes 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 
optio11S for their general operational philosophy: 

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

Tne firm could staek its licenses on a single vessel and retire four of their vessels. 

3. 	 ne firm could le=/purchase additional vessels and have five vessels fishing Pacific cod in the Aleutian 
Islaads and five vessels fishiI1g Pacific cod in the Bering Sea at the same time. 
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Given these conditions the finn may be very likely to ma.~imize its catch by leasing/purcha.'illlg 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 
furure. 

Summary and Conclusions 

The addition of rock:fish 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 rock:fish (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 rocldish and flathead sole are added to the GOA wget 
species I ist. 

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 furure 
IFQ programs may be desired, and any increase in enforcement which is required may be outweighed by having 
more cohesive species groups. 

Neither the ThlP umbreUa license system nor the Rv!P sub-area umbrella license system allows more vessels to 
fish in the licr.osed area< 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 
ves~ls to fish a specific area wnbrella license may be an optimal solution for individuals. this would however 
add :api!al and effort to a fishery the Council has indicated is already over-<:apitalized. Limiting the total number 
oi vessels licensed to fish in the North Pacific to those licenses which were initially issued could be accomplished 
by i>suing North Pacific umbrella licenses as opposed to Th!P or Rv!P sub-area wnbrella licenses. 
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Part Two 
 

Assessment of Class B Permits in the Groundtish 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 I.imitation sysierns. 

! . Nature of Class B permits. 
2. Recipients of Class B permits. 
3. License designations for Class B permirs. 
4. Qualification period for Class B permits. 
5. Landings requirements for Class B permits. 
6. Transferability of Oass B permits. 

l. The Nature of Cla« B Permit• 

It appears tl1at the concept of Class B permits was modelled after the license limitation system adopted by the 
Pacific Fishery Management Oluncil. 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 
'.>l:inagement Council. There are at least two possible interpretations of the intent of the MTC with regard to the 
nature of Class B permits: l) 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 licerises v.ith species 
endorsements. then B !'<'rmits would be issued in terrris of sub-areas and species. 2) Cl:iss B permits would be 
a single license good for all areas and species. The ianer interpretation would clearly gram 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. &:Jjpi;m< of Cla« B Permit< 

The proposal states that Class B permits would be awarded to "recent participants in a fishery that do not qualify 
ior an A permit," The License Limitation Program under consideration by the Council could grant licenses to 
any combination of the foUowing 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 le:ist two interpretations are possibie: I) Define the Class B permit 
recipient pool the same as the evenrual recipients of Class A permits. or 2) De fin< the Class B permit recipient 
pool as any current vessel owner. landings owner or permit holder. Assuming for the momem that the Council 
chose ro allocate Licenses only to current vessel owners. then t.~e latter in~erpreta~on (2) would allocate Class B 
pcrmirs to non·qualifying current vessels ov.ners. and to all landings O'-'ners and permit holders with a record of 
pm.icipa~on. The former interpretation ( l) would only allocate Class B permits to non·qualifying current 
ov.ners. For purpose of analysis and discussion. we will use the former interpret:Hion (I) and assume that the 
Class B permits will be issued only to the same class of recipients as would Class A permits. 



Table IExamue Showm2 resu ts ofTWO Interoret1Uons of"do not oualf/'I I 

AREA Central Gulf Western Gulf Bering Sea 

SPECIES Plcific Cod PoUock Plcific Cod Pollock Squid PoUock 

\"ear of Participation 1937-89 1937-89 l9SS-89 1983-39 !990 I 938-89 

Interpretation I: A 

In terpret.ation 2: B B B B A B 

.A.nother. pernaps more important issue arises from the words "do not qualify" in the ,',fTC proposal. Assuming 
that tile Council is intem on issuing sub-area licenses with species endorsements. men a given btividual ma1· 
qualify for one endorsement, two endorsements. or up to thirty-nine endorsements. 1f a person 'iualifies for a 
single Cass A endors-,-meoL mat person could be ineligible to receive any other Class B endorsements. Assuming 
tnat it is not me intent of the proposers to make tlle Class A permit recipient worse off man Class B permit 
recipients. we will assume that qualification for a specific Class A endorsement does nm eliminate the person 
from receiving Qass B endorsements for other species and area. The following example will clarify this point. 

Assume a vessel owner has the participation history described.in tlle table below. Further, assume for the moment 
tllat participation is required in 1990 or later to qualify.for Qass A endornement; Cass B endorsements would 
be issued for panicipants wbo ..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 I'. The vessel owner would receive 
an 'A' endorsement for the Bering Sea squid fishery and would not receive any ·a· 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 Olher 
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 ftrst interpretation. the recipient appears to fare bener not to have fished at all in 1990. 
because the fisher would be allocated Class B permits for everything except Bering Sea squid. 

.l.. License Desjznatioos for Cla« B pennjts 

The MTC proposal does not specifically mention license designations. Therefore for purposes of analysis we 
assume that Class B pennits or endorsements would use the same license designations as issued for Class A 
pcrmiL> or endorsements in terms of inshore/offshore of catcher vessel/catcher process. The proposal does 
discuss a lengill 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 lengill class designations of 
Class A permitS. would be replaced with "Ma.~irnum LOA" designations for Oass B permits. The "Ma.,imum 
LOA" would be equal to the LOA in the mosi recent vessel documentation available. 

:!, Oualifyjoy Period For Cla.<s B Permit' 

TI:c proposal as drafted argues th3! some vessels and o"'ners which qualified under the Council's moratorium may 
~nt rxeive Licenses in me Groundfish and Crab License Limitation Program in the event one is adopted. At the 
:i.me the proposal was written L~e qualifying period for the moratorium was !/l/80-2/9t.l2. However the original 
momorium was disapproved by the Secretary of Commerce. and the Council v.ill be resubmitting a revised 
moratorium with a shorter qualifying period: t/l/88-219/92. It is not clear whether ;he proposer's concern was 
for vessd o"'ners v.hich fished in the early years i.e.. from 1980-1987. or whether their concern was for vessels 
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Table 2 Combinations of Class B Permit Qualifying periods with !Zroundfisb and crab qualifying ne.riods. 

Combination Class B Permits Class A Permits 

Groundfish I Janua.'J i. 1980 - December 31. 1993 June 28. 1989 ·June 27. 1992 

Groi.tndfish 2 January!. 1980- December 31. 1993 January l.1990-December31, 1993 

Groundfish 3 January !. !988 - December 31. !993 June2S. !989-June27, 1992 

Groundfish 4 January l. l988-December31.1993 January !. 1990 - December 31. 1993 

Crab I January I. 1980 - December 31. 1993 6{2.8/89 - 6!27/92 for all but Dutch Harbor 
Red King Crab (6f29/S0-6/25/S3) and 

Crab 2 January I. 1988 - December 31. 1993 Pribilof Blue King Crab (6/29/85-6(.!5/88) 

which were "moratorium" qualified. The revised moratorium results io a much smaller numb<:r of vessel owners. 
Because of this uncemiioty the analysis will exan:llne Class B permits usiog 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 perm.its, and therefore would be eligible for Class B perm.its. The 
analY,sis will use data through 12131/93 which is the most recent complete year available. 

In adc)ition to the two Class B perm.it 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 funher study on ·two alternative groundfish qualifying periods: June 28. 
l 989 - June 27. 1992 (Option 200) and January I, 1990 - Decemb<:r 31. l 993 (Option 400). Therefore the 
analysis of Class B permits in the groundfish fishery will use these two altem:ltives as reference periods. The 
analysis of Class B permits in the crab fishery will be limited to the shorter of the two alternative qualifying 
periods. (Qualifying period Option JO under !he Crab License Limitation Program spans a longer period than 
either of the Class B permit qualifying periods.) 

In summary. the analysis of Class B peimirs 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. 

5.. [ andio~.:: Requirement~ fur Qualjficatjoo 

The proposal for Class B permirs 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 lbs. be landed. (The Council has indicated continued interest in using 
a single landing for qualificatinn for C_lass A permits.) In order for the Class B permit w 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. Specifica.liy ti'Js means that a single landi.~g will qualify a vessel for a Class B permit. 

t. Tr?n~ferJhilitv of C!a..:.;" B Pi:onlt" 

The proposers L~dicate that the primary difference between Class B permits and Class A permits will be 
rran.:;ferability. Cla>s B permits will not be transferable and will be terminated upon L~e death of the recipient. 

:-'. :' L: CL !,\HT\DQC\,..\.PPE:\U LX.S 3 



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 Groundfuh and Crab license Limitation Programs have been proposed by the Council as preliminary steps 
t0ward evenrual IFQ programs. Once the hard job of defining the players is accomplished with license limitation. 
the Cmmcil 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 Cowicil has stated its intent to implemenc 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 pennits 
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 !he imerim however. it appears 
that the capacity to fish under a Class B permit is no less !han under a Oass A permit. Non-transferability does 
no!hing to lessen a given vessel's harvest capacity in a 'race for fish' allocation. system under license limitation. 

Toe Cowicil could if it chose, create a more significant difference between Class A permits and Class B permits. 
One way to acromplish this would be to indicate !hat Class B permits, or landings under a Class B permit. would 
not le:id to IFQ allocations. A second approach would be to make it more likely that Class A permits would be 
tr:insferred. 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 evencual 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 

Gr0undfi<h Class B permits can be applied to any of !he 76.000+ ground.fish configurations described in the 
main document as well as those described in the previous appendix and therefore represent a new. seventh 
ccmponenL Because there are two qualifying periods under !he Class BPermit altemati ve we have con$111lcted 
two separate elements one for each period. and added a third element which allows !he Council to choose not co 
allocare 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 !he original componenrs and elements. With the 
additional Nature of Licer.se element described in the previous appendix the total number of alternative 
configurations has increased to 241.920. 1bis number does not include !he set of components regarding use and 
transferability, which do not directly affect the initial allocation of licenses. 

Numbering 
License Classes · Scheme 
A single class of licenses ......................................... , .................. 1000000 
Two license classes with Class B Permlts For.Participants From lf!/80 - 12/31/93 ..... , ....... 2000000 
Two license classes with Class B Permirs For Participants From 1/1/88 - 12/31/93 ..... , ...... , 3000000 

'-'ature of Licenses 
Single license for all species and areas .... , ...................... , ......... , . , . , ........ 100000 
Lii:enses for P.-!P areas (i.e .. GOA and BSA.I) . . . . . ............................ 200000 
Licenses for FMP sub-areas (i.e .. EG, CG. WG. BS. Al) ...... , .......... , ....... , .... , . , . , 300000 
Licenses for Pollock, P.cod, Flatfish, Rockfish. and Other fisheries ..... , ..... , . , ..... , .. , .... 400000 
Licenses for PoUock. P.cod. Flatfish, Rockfish. and Other fisheries by Rv!P areas .... , .. , , ...... 500000 
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Bo~ t Fisheri<S Specified Under Options 700,000 '-'ld 800.000 
 

BSAI 6sherv ! jcea:;es: GO:\ F•shm I jceoses: 
 

Pollock, Pacific Cod, Alb Mack=L Y e!lowfui Sole. Other i'la<iish. Potlock. P>cif.: Cod. Deep War.a: Fbo:. S""1!ow W;ua 
RockfJSh. Sauid {Fixed Q,•fl. Rock.sole. Turbots Fhtfish. Alh Mackerel 




Box 2 Fish<=lies Specified Under Opcioos 900.000 
 

BSAt Fiihro I icens:.;s· GOA Ejshs:ry ! icenges: 
 

Pollock, Pacific Cod, Atlca MackettL YeUowfin Sole. Oilier Flattish. Potlock. P:u;;i.Jic Cod. Deep W>«r P""-'. Sh3Uow Wi<er 
 

Rockfish, Squ!d (Fc'cd 0=). Rock.sole. Turbots Fbt:tish , Atk.1 ~l:i.ck:crd, F'lltbeld Sole. Ro.;~.fish 


.-\ddiciona1.ly, BSAl trawl s.ablefish ""'ill Ix: byCJ.tch only for any BSAl licensed vessel Md :\rrowtoo:h in any sub-r~ is open co any vesst':I 
holding a s.ub-<u·ea license. 

Licenses for Pollock. P.cod. flatfish, Rockfish. and Other fisheries by FN!P sub-areas ........... 600000 
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 1) by FMP sub-areas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 700000 
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 1) by the following areas: EG, CG, WG. BSAJ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 800000 
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 2) by FMP sub-areas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 900000 

License Recipients 
Current owners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . !0000 
Current owner, then ovmer 1t the time of landing. then permit holders (no duplic~te) .............. 20000 
Current ovmers. then permit holders (no duplicates) ........................................ 30000 
Current owners. owners at the time of landing, and permit holders (duplicates allowed) ............ 40000 

License Designations 
No restrictions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1000 
Catcher vessels & C-atcher/processors .................................................... 2000 
Vcssel Ieng-Ji . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3000 
Inshore & Offshore . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4000 
Cat<.:her vessels & C-atcher/processors and vessel length . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5000 
CJ.t·~~er vessels & Catcher/processors and Inshore & Offshore ................................. 6000 
Inshore & Offshore and vessel length ..................................................... 7000 
Catcher vessels & Dreher/processors. Inshore & Offshore. and vessel length ..................... SOOO 

Qualifying Periods 
Jan. l. 1978- Dec. 31. 1993 ............................................................. !00 
Jun. 28. 1989 - Jun. 27. 1992 ............................................................ 200 
Jun. 28. 1989 - date of final action . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .............. 300 
fan. l. 1990 - Dec. 31. 1993 ............................................................. 400 
The three years prior to the date of final action ............................................... 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. 

e~cept for foed gear P. cod use 6/23191 - 6127/92 rather than l/1/90 - 6(27/92 .............. 700 
 

Landings Requirements For General License Qualification 
One Landing .......................................... . ............. IO 
Tv.o landings ......................................... . 10 
5.000 poW1ds ..........•............................................................ JO 
I 0 .000 pounds .......•.•........................................................... 40 
:0.000 pounds ........................................... : ............................. 50 
 

5 iSovember 1..;. 1994 



Landings Requirements for Endorsement Qualification 
One landing in qualil)'ing period ................ ".......................................... . 
Two landings in qualifying period .. . .. .. . . .. .. . . .. . .. . .. . .. .. . .. .. . . .. . .. . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . 2 
Three landings in qualifying period . . . . .. . .. .. . . . .. . .. .. . . . . .. .. . .. . .. .. .. . . . .. . .. .. . . .. .. . .. 3 
Four landings in qualifying period . . . . . .. . .. .. . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. . . . . .. . .. . • .. . . . .. . . . . . . .. . . 4 
One landing in year prior to council action . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
Two landings in year prior to council action . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . 6 
Three landings in year priorto council action . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . 7 
Four landings in year prior to council action .................................................. 8 

Using the nwnbering scheme above. a system with Class B Permits For Participants From l/l/80-l2/3 lfJ3 in 
conjunction with, for example. the Universal Configuration would be identified as 2115211. (This is combination 
'Groundfish !'in Table 2 above.) Class B Permits For Participants From 111/88 - 12/31/93 in conjunction with 
the Explicit Configuration would be identified as conliguration # 371571 l. 

Crab.. Class B permits can be applied to only 48 of the 96 original crab License conligurations because the 
proposed Class B permit qualif)ing period is shorter than one of the original crab qualifying periods (Option 10. 
from 1/1(78-l/l/93). With the addition of Class B permits as an option. the toral number of possible crab license 
coo.figurations 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 scbeme is shown below. 

Numbering 
License Classes Scheme 
..>. singk class of licenses . . . . . . . .. . . .. .. . . .. . . .. .. . . . . . . . .. . .. .. . . .. . . . . . . .. . .. . . .. . . . I00000 
Two license classes with Class B Permirs for panicipanls from l/l/30 · 12/3 l/93 ......... , ..... 200000 
Two license classes with Class B Permits for participants from l/l/88 · 12/31/93 ............... 300000 

Nature of Licenses 
Single license for all species and areas ................................................... 10000 
Licen$CS for species (e.g .. C. opilio. C. bairdi. Red. Blue and Bro-...11 King Crab) ................. 20000 
Licenses for each species/area combination .............................. , ................ 30000 

License Recipients 
Current owners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1000 
Current owners and permit holders ........................................... , ..... , , .... 2000 

License Designations 
 
No restrictions ................. , ............................................... , . . . . . . I00 
 
CJtcher vessels & C:llcher/processors ........................ , .......... , ................. 200 
 
Vessel length ................................................. , ....................... 300 
 
CJlcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length ............ , .......................... 400 
 

Qualifying Period 
fan. I. 1978 ·Dec. 31. !993 ....... , ...................................................... 10 
6123/89 • 6!17/92 (6/29/80 • 6!15/83 for D.H. Red & 6/29/85 - 6i25i19SS for Prib. Blue) ............ 20 

.\linimum landings 

.'io minimum .................................. , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I 
I l:t.~ding for Red & Blue King. 3 landings for Brown King. C. opi/io. & C bairdi. . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... 2 

6 November!.!, l9Q.J. 



Distribution of Groundftsh Class B Permits 

The distributions of Class B permits are based on the discussion of the definitional issues above, and the two 
alternative groundfish configurations in which the Council has indica1ed a specific interest (discussed in Appendix 
VIl). These alternatives would allocate sub-area licenses v.ith species endorsements to c=em vessel ov.11ers 
with catcher vesseVcatcher processor designations and length classes for catcher vessels. Licenses would be 
allocared to the owners of those vessels which made one landing of a species in an area from June 28. 1989-June 
27, 1992 or alternatively from January 1, 1990-December 31, 1993. Using the amended numbering scheme. the 
configurations e.'arnined in Appendi' V1l would be identified as 19152 ll and 1915411, i.e. only Class A permits 
would be issued. The tables below show the configurations wherein Class B permits would be issued. i.e. 
2915211. 2915411. 3915211. and 391541 L 

Table 3 shows the number of A and Bperrnits under configuration 291521 l. The table is broken into three pans: 
A) shows the numbers of Class A permits which would be issued. (i.e. landings between 6n8139 and 6127/92) 
and is identical to Table 2 in the previous appendix. B) shows the number of Class B permits (i.e. landings 
between 1/1/80 and 12/31/93 excluding Class A permits). C) shows the Total nwnber of permits by adding A 
and B permits together. Table 4 depicts con.figuration 29 !54 ! I in the same manner. Tables 5 and 6 show the 
allocations under 39 l52 I 1 and 3915411 respectivdy. 

Under 29152 ! I. 7341 total Class B pennits will be issued to over 40 ID vessels. Obviously the potential for 
increased effon under this con.figuration is substantial, and the resulting License Limitation Program would oot 
effectively limit actual effon in the fisheries. Under 29 !5411. 5682 total Class B permits will be issued to over 
3 356 vessels. Because the only difference between the two is , 5 month sLippage for the Class A permit 
qualil)ing period, i.e. from 6(28/89 to 1/1/90, the allocations in Tables 3 and 4 are remarbbly similar. For the 
same rea5on configurations 391521 l and 3915411 are remarkably similar. TI:e laaer configurations wouJd 
however di'.arnatically reduce the number of B permits when compared to options using ~~e longer Oass B permit 
qualifying period. 

Distribution of Crab Class B Permits 

Table 7 and 8 show the disnibution of crab Class B permits under configurations 231421 and 33142 !. (Recall 
thar configuration 31421 was the reference configuration used in the main doi:umenr.) Not surprisingly. many 
more Class B permits would be distributed under 231421 than under 331421. 

Conclusions 

Class B permits will reduce the effectiveness of any License Limitation Program because virtually any vessel with 
a fishing history dur',ng the Oass B permit qualifying period will receive 5shing privileges. for the same reason, 
Class B permits could eliminate the need for a lengthy and costly appeals process. Given the Cowicil's indication 
that the Licertse Limitation Program is a stepping stone to an IFQ program. the transferability restrictions on 
Class B permits would not seem to. differentiate the two types of licenses substJntially. 
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Table 38 
Conllgu1t1Jun :lilb?ll e Ut:•n••• IHu•d tu Ctill•Ot Ow11t1t D.io.,J Of! It•• 
 

V•tttl•. Jt11ta1y I, 11110. Ou:embft :;n, t$iJ, Cth';h Hlttoty 
 
u14 Ohl no.I H•c•lvt • l.lctn•• Vu4tt Conll{l\lfllll'm i:t621 I 
 

Cu11•1d Q,..<1••'$ Sl•h• <.>I Ro~tdtmoo 


•·--~;!~·~~~-- ---- "'"· 	 TMal 
 
CV 	 CV 

~!· 	 Sp.ci•1 -·· <GOI GO·l2SL,__uz_~ __T!!!<!! CP < I~~! ·-cc T~•~1 .::6QL!Q;t2sl >ii6 Toi•! CP lieDl'l#O$I 
 
A.I 	 AUCK 2 H 1 U 0 1; lO 11 5!1 l8 IJ. 12 45 12 69 18 87 

Gfl'ill ~z 13 2 '.H 2 39 ll .fl 16 14 lS !19 ::19 ~ 16 lit 17 l2fl 
Oflf 2 10 1 13 2 1~ 6 2-0 12 .(4 t2 SS a 36 13 ~1 14 71 
PCOO lS 14 O 2\t I !JO Hi .(4 15 JS lS 91 31 56 15 lo.t 17 121 
PtCK 2 l-1 1 11 t lli Ii :12 Hi Mi 10 65 10 46 IG 12 11 83 
HOCK 24 16 I <ll ;) ~( ;?6 4'J 19 IHI 13 101 5-0 ~'\) 20 129 \6 145 
llSOt. t l<! 1 14 1 I~ 1 ~3 l'.l. 6J 12 15 8 55 U. J'l 13 90 
soo 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 19 19 {) {J 0 Q 21 2t 
YSOl __________Q_,_. .?__ ._<_! 2 l I l 1 J 11 :-·--J 9 l 1J 6 HI 

Al Sp..cin f1.dorontt1nh 611 9£ I hU 1: l g I ~~~ _ 1$9 !JG2 1 !J 632 13'.! 76S 
~Ll{••ul• l• ?5 :1 J lo et 1 __ ._.j:04 &4 '!:!. 30 2oa ea -:n4 
OS AJACK 4 11 0 1: 1 I 11 20 ;J\ , '46 Hi :!I 8 64 8 ---.-, 

GlflD 29 2, 2 ~8 0 5!1 29 -40 11 80 9 S!.l t.8 67 1:1 138 9 147 
Ofl T 21 t I 0 '..12 l 3J 2'l 26 a 57 L 62 44 37 8 89 6 95 
PCOO 69 u 0 .SJ 2 o~ 28 :l? 15 82 .. es 91 til 15 165 II 171 
PtCK 18 1 0 ".IS I 36 21 l.t 9 &4 2 66 .t9 -41 g gg 3 102 
fiOCK so 21 I 12 0 n 2a l1 10 6~ II 80 18 52 11 141 11 152 
HSOL 10 8 O 16 0 UI l'l 2-0 a 4.7 !i 52 23 34 8 6$ 5 10 
!iOU 0 -0 I I 1 2 1 0 1 2 2(; ca I 0 2 :J 27 30 
.vsoL 8 9 o __H ____ ,J _____ n ,,, 2a 1 M u 21 1r___• ___._, ___, ___,_, 

!IS ~e_• .:iu E1ulun•m•nh ;.>19 108 -4 l11 I :ne ?! J86 3!>2 93 821 81 002 

~~_i!!.!•l• -==-------=-------'--11--_i~ ______j ~!! 6 11i: 61 8-ll 161 22! ~. , 1@0 131 2~ 331 61 _ :JUI 
CG 	 AMCK l 10 O 13 0 ll 0 1 t ll ! 14 3 17 2 22 5 27 

flflT 19 14 0 :n ti H 13 ~<I Ii 66 Hi 81 32 68 9 9!1 2J 122 
FSOL 25 1-0 O l~ 6 •I U ~ 8 lG 12 110 l9 64 8 111 \fl 12Q 
t•coo 491 ., 2 fi.•o 1• s~ a1 n 12 111 15 106 s18 119 14 111 29 140 
l'LCK 118 25 0 143 9 lt.2' 2'4 60 II 9b 13 108 142 85 11 238 22 260 
HOCK 267 '.J9 I 307 10 311 61 5'.J 10 •30 l2 1'2 334 92 Ii '431 22 459 
SflT SS 18 0 121- a • ~s 53 I BG 95 80 71 e 1!19 17 176 

CG Sr•oti•J f.nao1,.men1, 918 H11 3 1 H4 I "•" ~13 11.t _.._.L.lQ~ 606 6J 1 111 136 1 1113 
CG V•M•I• 195 IOi 3 tOl IJ1 _...!!Q . t•2 23.t 2A 1 20 12 I 21$ 
EO AMCK 0 0 0 fJ I U O I I 0 0 0- 0 t 1 

Ufll ll l O 16 2 Iii fl 4 O 9 n ?2 HI I o 26 15 .to; 
fSOL 4 I 0 5 1 (j 2 0 0 2' 6 0 G I O 7 7 t.4 
PCOO eo1 30 2 lll:l 16 a..19 l~S 22 1 11R 19 191 956 52 3 !,OH 35 1.046 
f>LCK 40 S I •6. l 49 l '4 2 !I ll 11 .i3 9 3 65 H 6.-6 
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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 nm 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 O\\'Ilership 

by sale, foreclosure or otherwise, the Class B permit would termi.iate (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: 

l. First and foremost, it allows for equity. There are many vessel ov.'Ilers 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 eiigibility for the currently proposed 

limited entry license. Most of these vessel O\V'Ilers 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 

?age"· ?roposal for A;nendrnenfJPcrmpro.dcx;JSD 
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economic value nor provide the base for increases in capacity by the development of more modern 

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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ERR AT A SHEET FOR LICENSE LIMIT:\TION ANALYSIS 
 

CorrectionLocation 

CAP should read CRP.p. E· l. , I. 4th line. 

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

foomote 20 should follow the word "rent" on the next line. p. 60. !st line. 

Figure 3.7a is incorrect It should look as follows. p. 101 

. ' I I : I '' ! ' ' "-- , I I-­-- - ' I -­---:"" i -- ~- I r---.- ~ 

J 

p. 108. Table 3.21 The note indicate that BOLD numbers are taken from 
tables in lhe back of the section. These are in fact taken 
from the Groundfish Tables Appendix. 

p. !21. Table 3.22 The 3rd set of results should be titled: 20000 (option B) 
and 30000 (option B). rather than "(option C)". 

p. ! 29. Figure 3. l l. bottom right corner. The number of vessels under Option 700 is 1.501 rather 
than 1.477. 

p. !34. Title of Table 3.24 Should read as .. A Comparison of the Number of Vessels 
Issued Licenses ....... 

p. 149. Figure 3.7a is incorrect. Tilis should be !:he same as the corrected figure above. 

p. !72. last t 3rd line. The current configuration is #3 !4Xl. where X=6f28/92· 
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 is..'illed to current owners which 
made landings between 6(28/92-6127/93 .... " 

List Of Appendices. following p. 2 l l A corrected List of Appendices is attached. 

Groundfish Tables Appendix p.45, 115711 These numbers are incorrect. the tocal should be 1.536. 
Disoibutions by class and state are off by a similar amount. 

Groundfish Tables Appendix p.45. 2157 l l Total vessel count is incorrect: the total should be 1.527. 
Bottom line distributions by class and state are also off. 
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Groundfish Tables Append.ix p.46. 415711 Total vessel count is incorrect: the total should be l ,536. 
Bottom line distributions by class and state are also off. 

Groundfisb Tables Append.ix 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 stale are also off. 

Crab Tables Append.ix pp. 7-13 The "Currem" crab configuration uses 6{28/92-6(27 /93 
rather than 1/1/93-12/31/93. 



ADDENDUM 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW 
 
FOR 
 

LICENSE LIMITATION ALTERNATIVES 
 
FOR THE 
 

GROUNDFISH AND CRAB F!SHERIES 
 
IN THE 
 

GULF OF ALASKA ANO BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN ISLANDS 
 

This addendum to the Environmental Assessment (EA) summarizes the 
evolution of this proposed program and its problem statement and 
is intended to assist the Secretary of Commerce in his decision 
making process. The addendum also highlights key distinctions 
between the current moratorium and the proposed license 
limita~ion program (LLP) . 

. :; :.?92, the Nori:h Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) 
made a commic.ment. t.o develop a "comprehensive rationalization 
plan" (CRP) for the North Pacific fisheries by l996. As a 
preliminary step, the Council then developed and analyzed a 
range of alternative management measures for addressing 14 
identified problems. The alternatives included exclusive 
registration, seasonal allocations, license limitation, gear 
allocations, inshore-offshore allocations, community development 
quota allocations, trip limits, individual fishing quotas (IFQ) 
for prohibited species, nontransferable IFQs, transferable IFQs, 
and auctions. At the January 1993 Council meeting, the Council, 
indusi::.ry, and members of the public rated various opt:ions, 
Transferable !FQs emerged as the alternative most likely to 
address the most number of problems in the problem statement. 

However, as the Council began to pursue implementation of an IFQ 
program, a variety of unforeseen issues began to arise and led 
the council to conclude that it would not be practicable t:o 
implement an !FQ program by 1996. The Council shifted its focus 
from trying to achieve comprehensive rationalization, to trying 
to take a small first step that would lay the foundation for 
comprehensive rationalization. Thus the proposed LLP is designed 
to address a much smaller problem statement than that prepared 
tor ::he CRP. The LLP is designed to (1) remove "latent capacity" 
and reduce effort, 121 lock existing effort into specific 
geographic areas, and (3) define the field of fishery 
participancs. 

The EA analyzes the statuS- f!1lQ alternative in two ways, either 
with, or without, the vessel moratorium's being resubmitted. It 
is irnoortant co note that the LLP differs from the vessel 
moratorium in the following ways. 

http:indusi::.ry


~irsc; cne LLP removes ia~en~ capacity. Under the moratorium, 
3,889 persons could qualify for a groundfish permit. To date, 
 
only 1,718 persons have applied and been issued permits. 
 
However, under the moratorium, any of the remaining 2,171 persons 
 
who are qualified may apply and be issued a permit. Under the 
 
LLP. 2,435 persons would qualify for a permit. Although this 
 
number is higher than the number of permits that have been issued 
 
under the moratorium, at least 1,454 persons representing latent 
 
capacicy would be excluded from the fishery. 
 

Second, the LLP would result in an overall reduction in capacity. 
 
Although more persons would qualify for LLP permits than 
 
currently fish under the moratorium, the increase in permit 
 
holders would occur among the low capacity, smaller vessels that 
 
accounted for less than 2 percent of the total catch of 
 
groundfish off Alaska in 1988-1992 (1,081 under the moratorium to 
 
l,907 under the LLPl. The number of permit holders among high 
 
capacity, larger vessels that accounted for over 98 percent of 
 
the total catch of groundfish off Alaska in 1988-1992 would 
 
actually decrease {637 under the moratorium to 528 under the 
 
LLPl . 
 

Third, the LLP creates a more refined system than the moratorium. 
 
The area endorsement requirement: under· the LLP would limit 
 
fishing effort to its current geographical areas thereby 
 
preventing disruptive effort shifts among different portions of 
 
the North Pacific. This aspect of the LLP would allow coastal 
 
communities to maintain traditional levels of fishing effort. 
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