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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
Limitation Program {LLP} and the Multispecies
Community Development Quota (CDQ) Program

LOCTATION: Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) off aAlaska

SUMMARY : Amendment 39 to the Fishery Management Plan {(FMP)
for the Groundfish Fishery of the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands Area, Amendment 41 to the FMP for
Groundfigh of the Gulf of Alaska, and Amendment % to
the FMP for Commercial Xing and Tanner Crab
Figheries in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Area
would implement a license limitation program and a
multispecies CDO program.

The LLP would limit access to the commercial
groundfish fisheries in the EEZ off Alaska and to
the commaercial 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 ths LLP.
Licenses would be issued to eligible applicants
based on fishing during a general gualification
pericd and in endorsement areas. Groundfish and
cral species licenses would represent a transferable
harvest privilege authorizing directed fishing in
specific areas designated on each license.

The Multispecies 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 c¢rab fisheries that are not allocated
from the existing programs. CDQ programs are
intended to assist certain western Alaska
communitiss to develop commercial fisheries.

Trawl fishing would be prchibited east 0f 140° W.
longitude in the Gulf of Alaska to prevent conflicts
between gear types, prevent fixed gear loss, and
provide for the needs of local fishing communities
dependent on the fisheries of that area.




REESPONSIBLE Steven Pennoyer

OFFICIAL: Administrator, Alaska Region
Naticonal Marine Fisheries Service
705 West Sth Street
Juneau, AK 98802
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.
copy of the finding of ne significant impact, including the
environmental assessment, is enclosed for your information.
Also, please send one copy of your comment to me in Room 5805,
ESP, U.S. Department of Commarce, Washington, B.C. 20230

Sincerely,

SOSRS e g

Acting NEPA Coordinator
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
of \
LICENSE LIMITATION ALTERNATIVES
for

GROUNDFISH AND CRAB FISHERIES OF THE NORTH PACTFIC -

Introduction

This section of the analysis summarizes the action contempiated and the peed for such action. including the
sequence of events in the Comprebensive Rationalizarion Plan (CRP) initative 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-terms CAP
management regimes, inciuding further development of IFQ alternatives.

The documnent contains two primary alternatives for consideration: (1) the "No Action’ alternative and (2) some
form of License Liunitation system. The possible configurations of the License Limitarion alternative cover a
broad range and are shown below (the numbering scheme is explained later):

GROUNDFISH LICENSES
COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING INTTIAL ASSIGNMENT
ANALYSIS FORMAT

Numbering
Nature of Licenses Scheme
Single license forall species dud BrEaS ... . . i et ar e 100000
Licenses for FMP areas (e GOA and BSALy . ... ovene s, e amn et ke ettt e e 200000
Licenses for FMP sub-areas {le, EG, CG, WG, B, Al Lottt ir ittt svarecmanacrraresueranens 300000
Licenses for Pollock, P.Cod, Fladish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries . ... ... . i ina.. .. 400000
Licenses for Pollock, P.Cod, Fladish Rockfish, and Other fisheries by FMPareas ... ... ...vevereeennan, .. 300000
Licenses for Pollock, P.Cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries by FMP sub-areas ........ o eeiecceee 500000
Licenses for fisheries (see box by FM P sub-areas . . i iiiiiiiat it ieiie i ctn et taarenaaanss 700000
Licenses for fisheries (see box) by the following areas: EG, CG, WG, BSAL . ...t ivivinn s, ceenen 800000

FishenesSpecified Under Options 700,00 and 800,000

BSAI Fishery Lirenses: GOA Bhery Licmses:
Pollock, Pacific Cod, Atka Mackersl, Yellowdin Sole, Other Flatfish, Pollock, Pacific Cod, Deep Water Flats, Shallow Water Fladisk
Rocidfish, Seuid (Fixed Gear), Rociceole Turbots Adca Mackerel
License Recipients
CUITEOE DWIIBES 4 v v v v e e e et s tam mmes et m aa st b amn e amaae s e nbnsmcaaeansaranncaaanearsaenesnnnnnns 10000
Current owner, then owaer at the time of landing, then permit holders (no duplicate} ... ... oo it 20000
Current owners, then permit bolders (Do duploates) ... . i it i cnar e 30000
Current owners, owners at the time of landing, and permit holders (duplicates allowed) ............ ... .. ... 40006
License Designations
N O PBSITICUOIIS 4t v e e ot e e b st rmr s e m ot b e e e mra s ame et a b rassm e ats ke nnnas s aas e ey 1000
Carcher vessels & Catcher/processors ... i cnsiiii i iia e inianan e 2000
T .1+ N 3000
BEediTarclr A 31 T o T 4000
Catcher vessels & Carcherfprocessars and vessel langth ... . o ittt iiara e cananass 5000
Carcher vessels & Catcherfprocesseors and Inshore & Offshore . . oL L i i i i ieenans 006G
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Inshore & Offshore and vessel length ... .. i i ns et 7000

Carcher vessels & Catcherfprocessors, Inshore & Offshore, and vessel Eznglh P Ceetedeaanaieasas 8000
Qualifying Perieds
B I L B T T 3 R B S 100
Jun. 28, 1989 - Jum, 27, 1992 .. it iiiaar e, e 200
Jun. 28, 1989 - date of finalaction . .......... e v e e 300
Jam. 1, 1990-Dec. 31,1993 ... oot e et emea et araae 480
The three years prior to the date of final aCtOM ..o v v i ivieiennenrvcnniannn. e 500
Jun. 28, 1989 - Jun. 27, 1992 & the chree years priortothe date of final action .. ... ..o nninn ot . 600
Each of the three calendar years from /150 - 6/27/92 & the 365 days prior to final zetion,

except for fixed gear P. cod use §/23/91 - 6/27/92 rather thanp W1/90-6/27/92 . . ciiii v iiiiinnunn TO0
Landings Requirements For General License Qualification .
Opelandmg ... o.ovvvvnvnnanns S resesteersrrren et rrere et s . 10
ALY For T S Cerevaes e verreacanas e 20
5000pounds .. ..o it Ceaeeen i aeeierceaanas e raan vreeaa. 30
10000 pounds .. ..ooiucnnnan.... e fereseenas eeeeraeens Seiiaearanns RN .. 40
20,000 pounds ........ fresiiaaan v eae e esireaaaa s iterieeacrenan Chener e Caee e c.. 50
Landings Requirements for Endorsement Qualification
One landing in qualifying pered ., ..nvvneentn oo, e easvieuNrer et aceaany i deeamaaeraaen Cherenans i
Two landings in qualifying perod .. ........... S reaeeenas e g e retis e enarans reaeiaaas ekiavenaaan 2
’Ihreelandmgsmquahfymgpanoé .................... e mmarrrraerenterraenn N 3
Four landmgs in qualifying period .........ce Criaeanan b taa e ee i ns e ek e 4
One landing in year prior to council acdon ......... et iaeeas R Freesraaararasenany Craereararans 3
Two landings in year prior to cometl action ........ R i earrkreseniaaacrE e e rans 8
Three landings in vear prior to cOMMCH BCHOM L. vt v int ittt isa v o inimranrsaan e anaeeratarenrans 7
Four Jandings In year priortocouncil 400D ... vvviviiinnnniircrnnnass e riseaceansacsesesr e s anran 8

In addition to options affecting the assignment of licenses, the Council has included options affecting the

. These are independent from the initial assignment of licenses and
includes Who May Purchase Licenses, Vmsciil.&cense Linkages, License Separability, Vessel Replacement and
Upgrades, License Ownership 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 gne element from cach 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
pature of the components.

(GROUNDFISH LICENSES
COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING THE OWNERSHP,
USE AND TRANSFER LICENSES

th May Purchase Licenses
; Licenses could be transferred cmly toy persons defined under Title 46 US.C,
’.L Licenses could be transfemed o "persons™ with 76% or more U5, ownership. with “grandfather” rights for license recipients

with 75% or less U.S. ownership (Title 46 U.S.C),

VesselLicense Linkages

I. Vessal must be transferred with licshse *

2 Licenses may be transferred without a vessel, Le., licenses may be applied to vessels other than that o which the license initially
wias issued,

Options Regarding the Separability of Species and/or Ares Designations

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

2 Species andfor Azea designations shall be treated as separable licenses and may be tansfenved as such.

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

1. No resiictions on vessel replacement of vpgrades, sxcept that the vessel mast meet the “License Designations™ defined by the
initia} allocation.

2 Vessel may not be replaced or upgraded.

3 Vmimybcw;:fawdare;;gmdedw&&sné)ebeaadsof&s:mgﬁlaasdeﬁﬁedanwéwmmmmmy&m&mk

License Ownership Caps

1. Mo Limit on the number of [fcenses or endorsements which may be owned by 2 "person.®

2, No more than 5 area licerises 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/ares endorsernents per person with grandfather provisions.

6. *.No more than 10 fishery/area endorsements per person with grandfather provisions.

7. No mare than 18 fishery/area endorsernents per person with grandfather provisions.

Yesse] License Use Caps . .

i No limiton the number of licenses {or endorsements) which may be nsed an a vessel ... oo .

ra " No mare than 1 area license (sndorsement) may be used on a vesselin 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 srea licenses (endorsements) may be ased on a vessel in a given year,
5. No mare than 4 apea licenses (endarsements) may be osed on a vessel in a given year.
6. No more than § area licenses {endorsements) ray be ased on a vesse] in a given year.

Vessel Designation Limits

1 A vezsel which gualifies for multiple designations {te.. both as a CV and as a CP or as both inshore and offshore} ander the
use restriction component will be able to participaze under any designation for which it qualifies.

2 A vessel which qualifies for mubiple designations ender the use restriction compenent must choose one of the designarions for
nse.

Buy-back/Retirement Program
1. -~ No boy-backietirement program.

2 . Fractional Bcenise system. (Fractional licenses may be issued to vessel owners at the time of landing and/or permit holders }
3. Industry Funded Buy-buck Program with right of first refusal on all transfers of licenses.

Two-Tiered Skipper License Program

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

2 ** Implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.

Community Development Quotas,

No CDQ allocations

3% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.
7.5% of any or all groendfish TACs for CDQs patterned after curent program w/o sunses provision,
10%: of 2ay or all groendfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.
15% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after currenr program w/o sunset provision,

€ Wb

owmmunity Development Licenses,

No Community Development Licenses.

Grant an additional 3% pon-tansierable Heenses w CDO)s comumenities,
Grant an additional 7.5% non-transferable licanses o CDQs communities,
Grank an additional 10% non-tansferable licenses 1o CDQs communities.
Grant an additional 15% non-transferable licenses o CDQs communities.

ther Provisions {Choose any or none of the following)
Licenses repwesent a use privilege. The Coundl may convent the Keense program 1o an IR program or otherwise alter or rescind
the program withoot compensation to license holders.
Severe penalties may be invoked for failure o comply with conditions of the License,
Licenses may be'suspended or revoked for multiple viclations.
Implement a Skipper Reparting Systen which requires groundfish license holders 1o report skipper names, address, and service
recaonds to NMES.
Deevelop and pnplement mechanisrs to collect management, enforcement costs and/or rents from the indostry, incluading tazes
. and fees on the industry.

e Mg

CRNF RN

Mebona
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The components and alternative elements and options for a crab license limitation program are set forth in the
same format as for groundfish. These were developed concurrently with the groundfish alternatives and are
similar in some cases, but tailored to the specific nanire 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 ownership, use. and transfer of crab licenses. These elements and options
are as follows:

Components and Alternative Elements . Numbering
Scheme

Nature of License

Single license for all species AN AIBAS L. .o ittt i et eaaa i e eeaany 10000

Licerses for species (.., C. apifie, C, bairdi, Red, Blue and Brown King Crab) ....... S S 20000

$Licenses for each speciesfares combination .. ....ooiiii i i fnvammnaa s s— e Vemmaaas 30000

License Recipients —— ) _ : '

B ITTONL CWTHETS o v v v v e smwncnmssmmmme e bbb s e st attrs sy edhacn basoenassansansnnessnnesnernannsnssnrsenss 1006

Currentowners and permit BOIerS .. oo i it i e va e e ena 2000

License Designations

INO DESITIEEOMS 4 4 e s s e e o e e v aecaanaae st e ca s xaesoara s matmas e kmaatam by e s em s rrrerarn s r s araan s 100

Catcher vessels & Caloer PTOCEms01S L .o .. ittt i it et e ra et r st ana s 200

e N S 300

HCarcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel Jength . oot it i e st atera i et e 400

Qualifying Period

DT O o T R S U AR i0

$6/28/8% - 6/27/92(6/29/80 - 6/25/83 for D.H. Red & 6/29/83 - 6/25/1988 for Prib. Blue) .. o0 ovovniiii i iaiian Pl

Minimum landings

R L1 (LT 1

! landing for Red & Blue King, 3 lardings for Brown King, C. opilio, & C.airdl ... . eiureiinirirrrerisnscnsnvensnnns 2

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

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

Whe May Purchase Licenses

1. Licenses could be wansferred only to pc:ms defined under Title 46 CFR 67.03.

R Licenses conld be mransferred to “persons™ with 76% or more U.S. ownership, with “grandfather” rights for license recipients
with 75% ot less U.S. owrership (Title 46 CFR 802),

3 Licenses are non-transferable.

Vessel/License Linkages

1. Vessel must be transfemed with license

2 Licenses may be transferred without a vessel, Le., licenses may be applied to vessels other than that to which the license was
inidally was issved.

()ptmus Regarding the Separability of Species and/or Area Designations
Spevies and/or Area designations are not separable, and shail remain grooped as i the initial allocation.

2_ Spexcies or Ares designations shall be treated as separable Brenses and may be transfered as such.

3. Species or Aren designations shall be regarded as separabie sndorsernents which require the owrer to also own a more general
license before use or purchase.

Yessel Replacement and Upgrades

1. No resttctions on vessel replacement or opgradkes, except that the vessel must meet the "License Designations™ defined by the
initial allocation.

rA Vessel may not be replaced or upgraded.

3 Vessel may be replaced or apgraded within the bounds of the 20% Rule as defined under the meratoriom proposed rule,

Buy-back/Retirement Program

1 Mo buy-backfetirement prograsm,

2. Practdonal lcense system. {Fractional licenses may be isseed to permit holders.}

CWO FACURRENTLICLIMIT\DOOEXECS UM DO E-4 /1754 Paged



3 Industry Funded Buy-back Program with right of first 7efusal on all transfers of licenses,
Two-Tiered Skipper License Program

1. Do not implernent 2 Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.

2 Tmplement & Two-Tiered Siipper License Program.

Community Developrnent Quotas,

1. No CD4 aliocations.

Z Set aside 3% of crab fisheries with GHLs far CIX)s patterned after corrent program w/o sunset provision.
k) Seragide 75% of crab fisheries wASHLs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sanset provision.
4 Ser aside 10% of crab fisheries w/GHLs for CDQs patterned after cutrent program w/o sunset provision. -
5. Set aside 15% of cxab fisheries wAGHLs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sonset provision,
Community Development Licenses,

1. No Community Developrment Licenses.

2 Grant an adkdibional 3% non-transferable licenses to CD(Q)s communities.

3 Grani an additional 7.5% non-transferable beenses to CIDQs communities. —— e .-
&, Grant an additional 10% non-transfezable licenses iy CDQs communities.

5, Grent an additiona! 15% noretransferable losnses to COQs communities,

Otber Provisions ({Choose any or pone of the following}
L. Licenses representt a nse privilege. The Council may convert the Beense program to an TRQ progsam or otherwise alter o sescind
the program without compensation © Ecense holders.

A Severs penalties may be invoked for failure o comply with conditions of the license.

3. Licenses may ba suspended or revoked for muliple violations.

4, k@kmﬁa%&w«ngSanmmmmmﬁhmmmwm&mm&maadm
records s NMFS

s. Develp at}ﬁmrpmi mechanisms @ epilect management, eaforcement costs and/ot rents from the industry, including taxes
and fees on the indusiry,

&, No Future Super-exclosive Ares will be proposed.

Individual Transferable Pot Quota System

In addition 0 the components above, an Individual Transferable Pot Quota (JTPQ) System Alternative has been proposed in concept only.
Undez this option, the compones affecting the initial assignment of aab licenses will remain unchanged. However, once it is decided
which persons qualify for which vessel sire and processing designations, licenses wounld be linked th 2 imited nomber of pots. Pots could
be ransterred to meet individoal vessel requirements. Many of the component sets regarding the use and tansferability of licenses may
nios apply under a ITP() systemn. The Council will have (0 specify in more detail if additional analysis of the TTPQ system is desired.

Current Status of the Fisheries

Chapter 2 of the document is devoted to summarizing the current status of the groundfish and crab fisheries, with
information oo the current levels of caich, value, and participation for various groundfish and crab fishedies off
Alaska. This is further developed in the form 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
docurnent contains further information on current status of the fisheries, with roore specificity be vessel categories
within various sectors, and inchudes this information over a time series of 19%0-1992. Data from 1993 were only
recently coropiled and 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 cuo when comparing impacts of the various licenss
limitation altzrnatives,

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, primarnly distributional in

nature, of the various potential elements and options for the license limitation alternative. A surmumary by section
follows:

Alternative 1: No Action

This alternative is tzrmed No Action. as opposed to starus quo, because it attempts to reflect the potential
evolution of the status quo situadon, if No Action is taken by the Council on the License Limiiation 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 maﬁui based on financial break-even criteria. Very few vessels have entered the groamdfish
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, there does
not appear to be any changes in the financial benefit of entering the fishery, particularly if the moratorium is

resubmited for approval.

If the moratorium is resubmitted and no action is taken on license limitation, the fleet could draw from up to about
13,500 vessels that are qualified. If the Council revises the maratorium to eliminate halibwat and sablefish longline
vessels that will participate in the IFQ fishery, then the moratorium fleet would have about 4,000 vessels to draw
from. This potential 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 carching power is tied up in fewer than 500 vessels, the gmblcms of
excess capacity that contribute to the problems listed in the problem statement siill will exist. .

The final part of this section surnmarizes the expected evﬁhmon of the status quo in thc event the Councﬂ tzkas
No Action on License Limitation. Critical to this expected evolution is resolution of the moratorinm 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 fumre imited entry, particularly IFQs. Those already in
the fisheries may atternpt o maximize their catch histories in anticipation of IFQs, also exacerbating the race for
fish and its artendant problems. If a moratorium is resubmitted and implemented, these fears would be at least
partially mitigated.

The break-even analyses that have been conducted in analyzing inshore-offshore and the moratorium demonstrate
this overcapitalization. The moratorium analysis showed that there were 20-25% more trawl vessels in the
groundifish 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-vessed prices,
product prices, catches, amortization schedule, desired return on investment, 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 fess 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 garner a greater share of the harvest This could happen if potental
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 some form of moratorium 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 alterpative, is that if all efforts are dropped on license limitation, more attention could be directed,
more quickly, to developing a more comprehensive solution to the overcapitalization problem.

Under the No Action alternative, other current initiatives by the Council could go forward. These include analysis
of a continuation of the inshore/ofthsore/CD(Q program scheduled to sunset the end of 1993; requirements for
total weight measurement in the fisheries; a full retention/utilization mandate to address bycaich, discards, and

waste; and, further development of IFQ alternatives.

Alternative 2: License Limitation

(General Discussion of License Limitation

Tis section 3.2 provides a generalized discussion of license limitation, including (1) a discussion of bow license
lirnitation may provide short term, and even long term, economic benefits under certain conditions, (2) examples

of various license limitation and fleet reduction programs previously anempted or currently in exiswence, and (3)
amore detailed examination of basic economics of license limitation programs.
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Section 32.1.1 describes literature and theoresical aaaiys.es which suggest that license limitation programs, under
certain conditions, may generate, and even sustain, economic bedéfits in subject fisheries. Conditions necessary
for this to oceur include (1) a beterogenous fleet where all vessels are b&s:caily alike in their operations, (2} strict
limitations on the fleet's ability to substitute costly inputs which increase efficiency, (3) minimal economic
pressure 10 exploit the resource, aud (4) lack of ‘rent seekdng' behavior by fishery participants attampting 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 summarizes various limited entry programs and attempted vessel buyback programs in existence,
noting the mixed successes of such programs. Some success is évident in programs which actually reduced units
of effort or gear and adequately controlled the growth of additional inputs in the fisheries. In 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 if there is any expectation by participants of increased value
of the license or of the license evolving inty more specific fishing privileges-(value}-such as IFQ allocations.

This section also addresses other mechanisms for fleet/capacity reduction, including the fractiondl licensing
concept. A fractional licensing program is one way to achieve fleet/capacity reduction, without the imposition
of government tun buyback programs and the attendant administrative complexities. However, a fractional
licensing program would likely involve a reduction in use-rights for at least some, if not all, license hoiders.
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 models which were developed o compare profit functions of status quo and mied eatry. Due w
the capital snuffing phenomenon associated with both open access and license limitation, any short term economic
gains associated with a license Imitation program will likely be dissipated over the longer tarm, 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 Groundfish License Limitation Alternatives

Section 3.2 2 represents a major focus of the apalysis, and provides the distributional results of the various license
limitation alterpatives under consideration. This section also discusses the relatve effecoveness of various
alternatives, primarily in terms of numbers of vessels receiving licenses and the namire of these licenses.
Admimstrative and enforcement implications of various aliernatives are also addressed where possible.

Six main components, each having from four to eight options, significantly influence the ultimate composition
of the license program. The six components are nature of licenses, license recipients, license designations,
qualifying period, landings requirements for general license qualification and landings requirerents for
ecdorsement qualification. The Council's choice of specific options within the six components will determine
the overall configuration of the license systern. The components and options can be combined into almost 72,000
differsnt configurations. Three main or reference configurations have been examined for this analysis. The
CURRENT reference configuration is a soapshot 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, The Universal configuration would issue a single license 1o fish all species in any arsa once a
current owner bas qualified by making one landing anytime between June 28, 1989 and June 27, 1992, the ending
date being intended w reflect the control date established by the Council in its final consideration of the
moratorium, The Universal canﬁgurauon 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. E is emphasized because it embodies much
of the State of Alaska proposal and can be considered to be a "core” altemative 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 June
27, 1997), and sometime in the 365 days before final Council action, assumed for analytical purposes to be

CWO FACURRENTLICLIMITDOOEXECSUM.DOC E-7 HITH4 Pagel


http:eccihoin.ic

January 1995. The exception to this is for fixed gear Pacific cod wherein one year, June 23, 1991 - June 27,
1992, is used instead of January 1, 1990-through June 27, 1992.

Identifying these three reference configurations has scvem} purposes. First, they provide a point of departure for
discussing each of the six main components of the license system and the effects of each option within each
component on five different atrributes: initial fleet size, potential for increases in capacity, mobility of the fleet,
complexity of program implementation and administration, and enforceability. Secondly, by systematically
varying each option within each component for each of the three reference configurations, distributive impacts
oa 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 2 series of tables 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
carcher processors, and bow many will qualify for endorsements or licenses in.-various areas and fisheries, Trends
shown within those tables are used to summarize the effects of selecting a specific option within each of the size
components. Then the reference configurations are examined in detail to descnbe: impacts of choosing one or the
other.

Narure of Licenses

There are eight options within this component, ranging from a very general License covering all fisheries to a
highly spesific license for a particular fishery and snbarea. This component's major influence is on potential
increased capacity, mobility, complexity and enforcement. It does not by itself have great impact oo the initial
flest size though there is some interplay between this component and qualifying period if landings performance
is reqquired 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 maximun flexibility to move between fisheries and
arzas, the licenses would be uniquely associated with particular vessels and thus would ¢ap overall fleet growth,
and would be less complex w0 implement and administer,

Chocsing a highly specific program such as the State of Alaska proposes would be highly complex to administer,
very difficult to enforce if Sshery specific licenses are issued, and several fisheries such as rockfish would not
be allowed in a directed fishery. The State of Alaska proposal, represented here in the Explicit configuration,
would stricty limit the mobility of the flest to enter different fisheries and areas. The benefit of that is that it
would better control fleet movernent and thus slow overcapitalization of a specific area and fishery, thus reducing
preemption problems and crowding. A liability is that if many highly specific licenses are issued initially, even
though the initial fleet size is unaffected, if the licenses are transferred to new vessels, potential flect size could
be much greater and thus exacerbate the already existing overcapacity problem. An aiternative which would
eliminate this 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 mumber of vessels potentially operating 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.

Thbe loss of the directed rockfish fishery under the State program equates 1o a $14- $20 million loss in revenues.
If a 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 th:-sz fishery specific licenses would be extremely
difficolt to enforce,

License Recipicats

Four options are available under this component ranging from issuing licenses just 1o current owners, to issuing
multiple licznses to current owners, permit dolders, 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 imunediate
expansion of the fleet, and would lead 1o major increased capacity in the long term. More licenses lead to greater
complexity. Mobility and enforcement would not be affected by this component as much as by other particular
componeats. The total number of owners fishing in 1993 was 1,679, while 2,954 would qualify under the
TNIVERS AL configuration (any landings in the three-year period prior to June 24,1992). Issuing licenses to
unique permit bolders and landings owners increases the Ecense pool 1o about 4, 500 licenses. Issning 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
choice 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. Choice 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 increase. such as in the 20%
upgrade rule in the proposed moratorium. However, 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 10 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 of several specific
periods after January 1, 1990, and the year before final Council action. Choice 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 t0 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 of Alaska would producc an initial fleet size of 1,501, 178 fewer than
ﬁshe:d in 1993,

Not all sectors would share the gam or pain equally. The net loss in vessels for Alaska residents under the State's
proposal would be 157 vessels, mostly stnall catcher vessels. Many of the remaining vessels would be extremely
limized 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

ft.
Landings Requirements for General Licenses or Endorsements

There are five options for licenses and ten for endorsements. Choice 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 requiremeat are mostly small,
Alaska based catcher vessels.

Endorsement options apply only to license programs that would issue fisheries or area-specific cndorscmcn'rs
Thus, MLR options for endorsements do ot influence initial fleet size (in absolute numbers of quahﬁcd vessels),
but they do affect the number of species-arcas opportunities for fishermen, and therefore there is a direct effect
on the overall fishing effont 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 effort reduction.

CWO FNCURRENTLICLIMIT\DOCEXECSUM.DOC E-9 S/17/54 Page 9



Altemative Ownership, Transfer, and Use Provisions

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

The section describing who may purchase licenses dwells mainly on foreign evmc:shxp restrictions, noting that
litle informarion is available 1o describe foreign ownership now.

The section on vessel and license linkage discusses options for transferring licenses with or without the vessel,
Orly being able to transfer licenses with the vessel assumes an emphasis on issuing licenses only to current
owners and closely associating each license with a specific vessel. This would be the most restrictive of the
options and no pew vessels would be allowed into the fleet unless a provision was made for transferring licenses
for vessels that were destroyed or sunk. The end result of this option would be.an aging of the-fleet with attendant
problems relative to safety and efficiency. Allowing licenses to trade independently would allow more flexibility
for vessel owners and license holders to tune their operations, Allowing freely transferable licenses 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 resirictions, (2) a complete prohibition, and (3) limited upgrade ability subject vessel size
categories and/or 10 the moratorium 20% rule. The first option would be least restmictive and would allow for
mcreases in harvest 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 category
restrictions and the 20% rule may provide the greatest flexibility while still maiutaining a lid on total capacity
expansion. As noted earlier umder license designation however, choice of these upgrade and transfer options has
significant impacis on the availability of licenses to specific types of license holders, such as those with very large
boats and/or near the upper part of the size designation range.

Vesse] license and endorsement caps are discussed in the analysis. The options range from no limit to a limit of
15 area licenses and/or 15 fishery/area endorsements per person.  Each option has a grandfather clause. Any
particular option may or roay 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.¢., 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
effectively 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 a more comprehensive, market-based system (such as [FQs) the likelibood of
creating an effective buyback program is very swail, Fractional licensing may hold more promise, particularly
if the license program is envisioned as a long term solution, -

Community Development Programs

Two types of programs are discussed, one that would set aside a perceatage 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 non-CD(Q 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 addressing problems 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 Egconamic Impacts of the Reference Configurations

In gencral it appears that the universal configuration is less of everything in a license program. It is less limiting
than other options, and therefore less effective. It is also less disruptive and would appear to have fewer negative
tmpacts on Alaskan residents. The same cannot be said of the explicit configuration, which appears to have some
of the necessary mgmdzcms 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,
partdcutarly in Alaska coastal comimunities.

Anylipcusepmgramwﬂipm(hmwinmandim. The winpers 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 wnaffected. If however, the reduction in harvesting capacity falls below that necessary needed to
barvest the OY, a loss to the nation may be seen. This will very likely result in new capital flowing inwo the
fishery. Because existing capital in the form of unlicensed vesseis would be idled,-a new.influx of harvesting
capacity would be of questonable 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
bard cuts are made however, the remaining fleet will still be locked in a race 1o harvest the resource.

Potential bepefits from any license program have to be weighed against other costs and standards 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 petential impacts of a Licease Limitation program must be viewed pot 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
torairium (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 direct linkages to future concurrent programs. These linkages
are discussed in this 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 retemtion of all species for which a TAC
exists, except PSCs, with a minimum requirement for food grade utilizarion, (2) total cawch measurement for all
vessels participating in the license program, (3} a phased-in transition o 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 and of itself, aside from the 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 considered on separate, but concurrent, tracks, -

The concept of imposing a Full Retention/Utilization mandate adds funtber complexity w the enforcement
functons 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 o retain, species for
which they have no {icense. This will depend, of course, on the stdctness of the allowable catch 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 on 2 separate, but concurrent, track and the more fully developed
cast and benefit implications of the proposal will be available when that study is completed  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 implementied in the absence of a license limitation program.

The proposal also contains an explicit transition from the GLS to an IFQ program, where the TFQ program is

based on. and would replace, the GLS system. QS/IFQ would only be awarded to GLS license holders and, the
eventual QS/TFQ allocation would be at least partiaily based on a license holders' performance under the GLS
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program, This performance under the IFQ program would be based partly on caich history and partly on bycaich
pesformance, with a penalty for 'dirty fishing.' via the Harvest Priority Multiplier. One aspect of this transition
period, hasing IFQ allocations on cazch history during the GLS program, could tand to exacerbate the current race
for fish, and all the attendant problems, as license holders attempt to maximize their landings. On the other hand,
the Harvest Priority Multiplier envisioned in this proposal may counicract this tendency, as fishermen alter fishing
behavicr to lower bycatch of PSC species. One of the intents of the proposal is to rectify bycach/waste problems
in the fisheries pbor to allocating IFQs, as opposed w basing IFQ allocations entirely on historical fighing
practices. )

One of the advantages of implementing the license program as 2 first step in a phase-in approach would be to
provide some stability for qualified participants, in terms of knowing wha 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 license 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 op what the rules 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 0 be made in the more imrmediate context of
the license limitation alteratives, :

The inshore/offshore issue is also 4 potential linkage issue as the Council proceeds with development of a CRP
program, whether itbe a license program, JFQ)s, or some phase-in approach. With the current split scheduled o
expirc at the end of 1995 (along with the pollock CDXQ program), the Council has initiated an apalysis of
continuing the current allocations for 1996 and beyond. As with the other proposals discussed in this section,
this amendment could be pursued regardless of action on license limitation.

One other item of note when discussing linkages is the proposal for a Mandatory Skipper Reporting System. As
a link 10 eventual IFQs, this mechanism offers an opportunity to rectify data deficiencies which have, in the past,
plagued any artemnpt 1o evaluate "skipper crew member options’ 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 meaningfid evaluations in the future.

Analysis of 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: Natre of
Licenses, License Recipients, License Designations, Qualifying Period, and Landing Requirements. The options
within each of these are fewer, simpler, and more straightforward than for groundfish and are summarized below
along with a summary of the Transferability, Ownership, and Use provisions.

The analysts developed two reference configurations for crab around which 1o structure the analysis, the "CRAB"
reference configuration and the "CURRENT™ reference configuration. The "CRAB” configuration consists of
a species/arca specific license issued 1o current owners, designations by CV/CP and vessel size category, a
qualification period of 6/28/89 - 6/27/92 {cxccpt for Dutch Harbor red king and Pribiiof blue king c¢rab), and
a single landing mmnmmh For comparison, the "CURRENT™ configuration is basically the same except that
it examires participants from the 1993 fisheries.

Narure of Licenses

Thres options exist for crab: (1) 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 most definéd by the choice of qualification period described beiow. Rather, the
implications rest in flexibility, mobility, and potendal fleet expansion. If an umbrella Jicense is required, with
separable and transferable endorsements, then the total number of vessels is capped, with endorsement wransfers
ailowed. The species specific nature of crab 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 o
Along with allocations 1o current vessel owners, there is an option to allocate licenses to permit holders in the crab
license Hmitaton program. The choice under this component has major wplications for initial and fumre
nurnbexs of vessels (capacity) operating in the fisheries. The information in the analysis shows that a total of 354
vessels made crab landings in 1993, compared to 531 licenses which would be issued to current vessel owners
under the "CRAB" reference configuration, which requires a landing between 6/28,89 and 6/27/92. Adding
permit holders to the initial .allocation could create double, or more, the number of initial licenses. If these
additional licenses can be applied 10 new vessels, the implications 10 the already gvercapitalized fisheries are
significant and detrimental.

License Designations

Regardless of the initial mumber of licenses granted, and the natare of such licenses, the license designations
which affect upgrades and transfers will significantly affect the future growth in capacity. As with groundfish,
potential designations inclede CV/CP and/or vessel length categories, along with the 20% rule associated with
the moratoriurn. The Council may ¢hoose 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) 1/1/78 10 12/31/93 and (2) 6/28/8% to 6/27/92. Reaching back in ime
10 1978 will grant many more licenses than cumrently participate in the crab fisheries, likely exacerbating the
problems the Council is attempting to address. This option would allocate 707 total vessel licenses, compared
0 551 under the more restictive qualification window. In 1993, 354 vessels participated in these fisheries,

Minimum Landing Requirements (MLR)

The first option requires only 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 speciesfarea 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 1,615. Under the endorsement concept. the total number of
vessels would remnain the same, 551 under the "CRAB" reference altemative, If the Council adopts only a species
designated license (endorsement), the nurnber drops to 1,375, again notng 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 held rue 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 offers the potential for an effective
means of capping capacity, while allowing for the greatest flexibility in fishing operations, noting that these
artributes exist with or without the imposition of a limited license.

Conclusions Regarding Crab License Limitation

Compared to the various alternasives under consideration for groundfish, the potential crab license program
configurations are relatively simple. As seen in the collection of tables, the alternatives under the crab license
limitation program would ¢reate 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 owners would receive licenses
who are not current participants, as exhibited 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 1o
longer active in the fisheries, and likely a number which far exceeds that necessary o economically harvest the
available resource, pmcuiariy considering recent closures and harvest reductions in two of the most important
crab fisheries. .
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Because none of the configurations under consideration actually reduce the mmmbers of vessels (capacity), and
because the qualification windows are fairly liberal to recent participants, they cannot be expected to have any
major distributional irpacts or cost-benefit impacts. None of the options would cause perturbations to the 'status
quc’, 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 administrative and
enforcernent costs may be the most significant economic impact of a crab license limitation program, An ITPQ
program would have the potential to generate some positive rents to the crab fisheries and provide a mechanism
for market driven ailocations 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 Fmpact Considerations

From the beginning of the CRP process in 1992, the industry and Council have expressed. concemn over the
poteatial social ramifications of a compreheasive limited entry program of the scale-being-conternplated. This
concern was particulariy acute relevant to the prospect of an IFQ program which would cover all of the groundfish
and crab fsheries, and would privatize these fisheries indefinitely, with specific assignment of harvest rights.
In the sumsmer of 1694, Council 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
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 Comrmmity Profiles developed under separate contract, the Council will have comprehensive
social information to aid in their decision making process for CRP. The Community Profiles cover 127 Alaskan
coastal communities and & dozen Pacific Northwest communities, with an emphasis on describing each
community’s involvement in the fisheries. These Profiles are being finalized and will be available concurrently
with public review of the license Jinitation analyses, The mare detailed industry sector profiles and limited social
impact assessinent 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 tbe analyses o cover simple Heense Lmitation. 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 noted above, be available mﬂtanwusiy for public review.
They will constingte part of the overall amendment packagﬁ for Secrctarial review of any Counci
recommendations on Hmited entry alternatives,

In order to roumd out the social impact work being conducted, the results of the economic/distributional analyses
contained in this document will be provided to 1Al for additional work specific to the major license limitation
alternatives under copsideration. Distributional results of three 1o four core alterpatives will be evaluated and
tied together with information in the baseline study conducted already by JAL 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 apalysis.

Environmental Assessment

In general, a license limitation program is not expected 0 significantly affect any of the specics under
consideration, other non-target species, mariné mammals, seabirds, endangered or threatened species, or the
phiysical ¢r lnmnan eqvironment relative to continued status quo (No Action), The manper in which the {isheries
are prosecuted and managed will not change under either alterpative, rather it would define the participants
eligible to engage in such fisheries. A

When evaluating the potential configuration of a license limitation alternative, from among the various elements
and options under consideration, the differences of concern are primarily in the numbers of licenses which are
allocated and would be'allowed o operate in the fisheres, Alternatives which increase the number of potental
licenses (vessels), beyood those currently operating, have the most potential to increase environmeptal effects
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associated with the race for fish. Compared to status quo open access however, any alternative which caps the
fleet is expected to lessen the effects of comumiercial 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 umpacts,

Summary and Conclusions

Egonomic Impacts

In summary, none of the proposed actions would have an annual effect on the economy of more than $10(0
million, nor would they tigger any other provisions of Executive Order 12866 which would invoke a finding of
‘economic significance,” Continued status quo is likely o 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 ocour despite the curret economic rent dissipation-in the fisheries, The 14 specific problems

which result-from continued entry and capitalization will likely be exacerbated. A decrzase in the net benefits
to the nation derived from these fisheries will be the inevitable resalt.

Relative o the status quo, the license limitation alternative has the potential 1o prevent further deterioration of
economic benefits, or 10 generale addidonal economic rents, depending on the options chosen within thar
alternative. For these benefits 0 occur, a licenss himitation program would have o be adoptad which caps the
fleet at somewhere near its current levels, These net benefits ¢an be characierized as short term benefits, which
will likely be dissipated over the long term as incentives are greated to increase individual vessel catching
capacity. This is the fundamental shortcoming of license limitation programs, though Section 3.2.1.2 describes
some conditions under which additional rents could be sustained over the longer term. These conditions inciude
effective cap..ity limitations, Hcense buy-back programs, fractional licensing systems, or some combinations
thereof, thought 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 eventuat IFQ alfocations.

Any configuration of a license program which qualifies significantly more vessels than currently participate will
not result in pet benefits, even over the short term, and may acnially exacerbate the fundamental problems in these
fisheries. In the absence of additional regulatory programs, any license himitation program (based on the current
suite of elements and options) will not significantly address the overall CRP problem statement, but may pardally
address soane of the problems, under certain conditions (these are discussed below), A license limitation program
could also provide some stabilization for the industry as a whole, relative to open access, in terms of identifying
the field of partcipants while more cotuprehensive management solutions are being developed. In this sense, the
effects of a license limitation alternative can also be viewed 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-aliernatives. 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 1o 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 implementad,

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 imgaf;:s to these industry sectors or regions, Although the total number of licenses allocated to a
Speciiic fegion may be fairly consistent with recent participation patterns, these licenses will not necessarily grant
the allocant the fishing opportunities or flexibility to which they are accustomed, An example rests in the species
endorsement concept for groundfish, where many vessels qualify for some area licenses, but not all, and for the
areas in which they do qualify, their species endorsements may be very limited.

The alternatives under consideration include continued status quo (no action) or implementation of some form
of License Limitagon program, There currently exists an extremely wide range of possibilites for the specific
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elements and provisions of a License Limitation program. Selection of a Preferred Alternative will aid in a more
definitive evaluation of bow the program addresses the 14 problems outlined in the Council's CRP Problem
Statement. A prefimyinary evaluation is provided below. The nurnbering of the problems is not intended to reflect
any prioritization.

Under status quo, without a vessel moratorium, this problem will not likely go away and will be exacerbated as
additional vessels are allowed 0 enter the fisheries. A License Limitation program could address this problem,
af 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 misimem landings
requirerents, Any of the options which do not reduce the current mumbers of vessels will not address Problem
#1. A Full Reteution mandate, bemg considered separately, may also positively address this problem by
effccnveiy reducing harvesting capacity (in order to match processing capacity). -

However, even if short term gains are dedived by a reduction of effective harvest capacity, they will likely be
quickly diffused by capacity increases, as has 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 terrn. 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 IF(s, and
which defines the 'players’ to be included in such allocations.

Status quo fisheries ranagement is predominately driven by allocation and preemption conflicts betweea industry
sectors striving for raw fish product, PSC bycatch apportionments, or rights to processing. None of the
altematives contained herein will, in and of theroselves, 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
couid be made within the context of this amendment; however, some of the primary driving forces in fisheries
allecational disputes, such as bycaich apportionments, would remain uoresolved. The option to designate licenses
by inshore or offshore would restrict transfers between those sectors, but do little to alleviate overcapitalization
problems within sectors o allocational problems between sectors, if a separate inshore/offshore allocation is not

nnplementad,

During the development of the License Limitation alternatives, license designations by gear type were explicitdy
excluded from further consideration. Suck designations may bave reduced future preemption conflicts to some
degree, depending on transferability and use provisions. However, even gear designations would not have
necessarily soived many of the preemption issues facing the industry and the Council. Ugless Spemﬁz: allocations
of TAC and PSC bycatch are made up front, as has been done with BSAT Pacific cod, such preemption conflicts
would likely continue to face fisheries mapagers. Current alternatives under consideration do not directly address
thig problem.

This problern is primarily a function of excess capacity and as such is subject to the same findings as ip 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 of participants, but
contains o inherent incentives 1o reduce or alter the race for fish and the attendant gear crowding problems. The
proposals for a crab License Limitation program include a potantiai Individual Transferable Pot Program (ITP),
which could directly address this problcm by effectively capping capacity and allowing a market based
allocational mechanism, However, it may be worth noting that ;t is the ITP, not the License, which is the
mechanism for addressing this problez.
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None of the alternatives directly addresses this problf.:m in the groundﬁah and crab fisheries under consideration.

The fixed gear halibut and sablefish fisheries are scheduled to operate under an IFQ program beginning in 1995
which is e:xpacmd 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 stows down
the race for figsh, may mitigate this problem.

As with other problems associated with the race for fish, bycatch loss of groundfish, crab, and other non-target
species may be reduced by a management regime which alleviates the race for fish. None-of the alternatives
herein directly address this problem, though a License Limitation program which reducescapacity could
conceivably constrain the derby nature of the fishery, Bycatch loss of non-target groundfish and crab species may
be alleviated by a full retention mandats, an alternative which is available under either status quo or License
Limitation. However, the full retention proposal does not include a mechanism for addressing 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 o reduce bycatch of PSC species by tying a vessel's performmance under the License program to future
IFQ accrual, Because this particular proposal would affect future TFQ aflocations, it will be more fully analyzed
when detailed IFQ analyses are undertaken. Similar to a VIP program, the ‘multiplier’ concept could be
izz}@}mm under statug quo as well as a License Limitation program. Similady, the original Harvest Priority’
pmgmsak 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.

As with #6 above, the alternatives contained in this document directly address this problem only if combined with
some other action such as a Full Retention, Harvest Priority, or other program which reliss on individual
accountabiity,

Although a License Limitation program does have some ability to reduce effective fishing capacity, at leastin
the short term, it will pot eliminate the basic derby nanmre of the fisheries and, therefore., is not expected to address
this problem to any significant degree.

Economic instability caused by short seasons and presmptions will not be significantly addressed by any of the
alternatives contained herein. However, some economic stability in industry sectors, and even couununities, 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 teyms 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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As part of the origipal inshore/offshore amendment and the sablefish/halibut IFQ amendmept, the Council has,
through the allocarion of CIXQs, addressed this problem to a significant degree in the BSAL The current Licenss
Lismitarion proposal also contain options for additional set asides of CDQs for the saine groups of communities
involved in the existing CDQ program. The pollock CIQ) program established in 1992 is scheduled 1o sunser
after 1995, unless roiled over by Council action. Any additional set asides established as part of this armendment
would likely increase the benefits to these communities relative 1o Problem #10. This action could be taken by
the Council independent of approving a License Limitation program. Some of the License Limitation altematives
may actually diminish the prospects for some communities, not necessarily involved in CDX) programs.

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

As described in the EA section of this document, nooe of the alternatives 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 alternatives is likely to be similar in nahire to current open access
fisheries. However, any alternative 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 slowing down the race for fish and reducing catch of
noD-target of undesirable fish. The overall effect of sucha pmgmm on iotal removals from the nutrient flow of
the ecosystem is, however, undetermined.

As noted earlier, any of the potential economic benefits of 2 License Limitation program, even a fairly restrictive
program, are likely to be short-lived. Long-term, sustainabie economic benefits may be amributed 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.

Under the status quo (no action) alternative, the current enforcement regime will continue to be in place as
modified by other action taken by the Council and NMFS. The License Limitation altematives, even in the
sumplest form, have little or no capacity © 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 10 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 fumction in many ways like an expanded VIP program. coupled with monitoring and enforcement -
of specific 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 groundfish and
crab resoarees.” To this end, there does not appear to be significant differences between the major alternatives
under consideration: Starus Quo and License Limitation, Under either alternative, fsheries would continue to
be managed similarly, 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
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could be implemented under either a License Limitation program or under continued Status Quo. Many of the
issues for which the CRP process was initiated involve ecopotiic alioéations of the resource.

Magnuson Act (Executive Order 12866} and NEPA requirements for actions contemplated by the Council (and
S0C) are addressed in Chapter 3 and 5 respectively, whers we evaluate 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) 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.

neic . s Nati

A deBinitive evaloation of the proposad action's consistency with the National Standards is difficolt to complete
at this time due to the large array of alternatives under consideration. At this time, we will attempt a generic
evaluation, which includes the range of potential license limitations program configurations. A supplement to
this section will likely need o be completad at a point when the Council determines a Preferred Alternative; i.e.,
the specific form of License Limitation it will be forwarding to the SOC. A preliminary evalvation for each
Natignal Standard is included below:

Opamm }qeki (OY) is defined as the amount of fish which will provide the greajost overall benefit 1o the Nation

inchuding maximum sustainable yield (MSY) as modified by any relevant economic, social, or ecological factors.
Under e:{}w’fﬁc 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 antainment of OY, For exampie, 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 arrowiooth is not a species of relevance in OY considerations
at this tme.

In the case of rockfish in the GOA, the annual estimated value of this fishery is in the neighborbood of $14-320
million, an amount which represents potennally foregone value to the Nation if fisheres for rockfish are
prohibited. It is possible that some of these rockfish, and therefore some of the value, will still be captured as
bycatch 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 rates are set. The Council and SGC
bave recently implemented 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 over levels seen in the last few years, Pactoring in this increased abundance
would increase the potential loss’ of QY if licenses are not issued for this species.

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 NMFS would
continue to manage the fisheries using the best information available.
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Nothing contained in these proposed actions will aiter the way in which fish stocks are managed relative 10
National Standard 3. Current management practice is consistent with this standard.

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 state residency; rather,
the primary test of inclusion rests with pamczpanon history in the subject fisheries, Decisions still need to be
made by the Council regarding who would receive licenses based on participation history from among the
following major groups: cufrent vessel owners, past vessel owners, and permit holders (skxpper and crew
mambers for example).

In regards o Community Development Quotas (CDQs) under cousideration, these are not considered to
differentiare between residents of different states because not all residents of any state are eligible to recei 2 such
allocations. Although they are restricted t western Alaska, 2 relatively small percentage of Alaskans will receive
the benefits of such allocations. Furthermore, CDQ experiences to date indicate that the benefits of such a
programn accrue o vessels not directly included in the CD{Q allocations, through cooperative fishery business
arrangements. Many of the vessels participating in these arrangements are from states other than Alaska.

The alternarives under consideration also contain provisions for limiting the amount of fishing privileges which
may be allocated, or subsequently acquired, by fishing catities.

Utilization of the fisheries resources will not be directly affected by any of the altematives under consideration,

License Limiation will only define the eligible piayers of the game, but will not necessarily affect the utilization
patterns in the fisheries. If a full retention program is implemented in conjunction with either the License
Limitation program or the status quo, this couid result in more ¢fficient utilization of the resource. Again, such
a proposal is being developed and analyzed separately from this proposed amendment.

Though the results of a 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 wﬂl deﬁne the field of players, making future deveiopment of
broader CRP initiatives easier.

Though a License Limitation progfam would assign specific fishing privileges in North Pacific fisheries,
transferability and use provisions being considered altow for a significant degree of flexibility for fishermen to
respond to changes encountered in the fisheries in the future.
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Compared to the stamis quo, impiementation of a hcmsc 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- specz.ﬁc fisheries Jicenses
will require monitoring and enforcement on a level comparable 1o an IFQ program (these issues are discussed in
detail in Chapter 4). Tihds may be particutarly wue if coupled o some type of full retention/utilization mandate.
To the extent that this program is seen as a bridge w IFQs, for some interim time period, it-may result in
unnecessarily igh and duplicative costs, especially if the costs and infrastructures associated with an evenmal
IFQ program are different in nanure, If, however, similar administrative and enforcement infrastructures are
practicable, then duplication of costs may be minimal.

In 2 more immediate sense, costs associated with implementation of a cornplex License Limitation program may
be seen as unnecessarily high and duplicative to the vessel moratorium passed by the Council. This is pardeularly
true if the License Limitation program is viewed as only an interim measure in 3 step-wise CRP process, one of
the stated intents of the moratorium. At the time of this writing, the resolution of the moratorinm is still pending,
stemuming from the August 5 disapproval by the SOC. It is possible that the moratorium will be revised and
resubmitted by the Council.

Secton 303 (hi/)

Under Section 303 (b)(6) of the Magnuson Act, the Council and SOC are required 10 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 ecopomics 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 Koense limitation concept) are
various opticns 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, tucluding current vessel
owners, past vessel owners, permit holders, and skippers involved in the fishedes.

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.

Treatment of social and culmural concerns is described in Section 3.5. The Council and analysts have devoted
considerable time and sxpease to caphuring the social context of the subject fisheries through community profiles,
industry sector profiles, and current and scheduled impact assessmeats 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,

k! ]

Section 303 (a)(9) of the Magnuson Act requires that any plan or plan amendrsent 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 Councils. The intent of the proposed license limitation
program i 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
underlying problems facing the Ssherdes . As such, the license limitation aiterative does not resolve the
underlying problems of existing overcapitalization and excess effort in the fisheries, uniess an effective buy-back
program is developed. but may prevent these problems from worsening while more comprehensive solutions are
being dﬁvaloped The effectiveness of a license limitation program and the status quo have been analyzed as to
their respective abilities to achieve this objective.
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The license limitation altemative would deny access o 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 Jeast any participants through the Council's June 24, 1992, control date would qualify for a
vessel license. Opnuns for license designations would also restrict the ability of vessel owners to significantdy
increase the capacity of their vessels. As a result, fishermen are not denied the opportunity to enter the fishery,
of 10 upgrade their vessels, o long as they draw from the existing Capitalized fleet of qualifying vesseis. 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,
vessels which have entered the fishery in the most recent year, or which may enter betwesen now and
implementation of a license program, could also be denied access.

The consetuences of still further capitalization of the fleet will contribute to existing conditions of mstablhty and
financial risk for the industry, and will likely aggravate allocation problems throughout the fishery. In the face
of constant prices and cawch 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 preduct
quality, and unsafe operarions are pexpetuated under the status quo alternative, Vessels remaining in the affected
fisheries would likely be impacted positively, relative to status quo, open access, under a license limitation
altemative.

E icinants in Adiacent Fished

Under a icense limitation alternative, it is expected that some vessels and their owners who are restricted from
participating in Council-managed fisheries will num elsewhere. The effect could be © increase pressure on a
declining number of unrestricted fisheries, aggravating rmanagement problems in these areas, The entry rate of
frst-time participating vessels in the Alaska FEZ fisheries over the past 15 years has averaged nearly 900 vessels
per year. Under the proposed license limitation alternative, some of these pew entrants may simply redirect their
vesse! acguisition to the pool of available beats that qualify, particularly in the case of a new participant whose
primary motivation is to fish the Alaska EEZ. Altematively, new eotrants also include fishenmen 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 sbove, the consequence of limited entry in one fishery is to transfer the
overcapitalization problem to another. Potzntial new enirants denied entry into the Alaska EEZ fisheries have
an increasingly small or number of open access alternatives available along the West coast. Within Alaska many
of the commercially irmportant state-managed fisheries such as salmon, sabiefish, heming, and GOA crab are
already operating under a limited entry program, affording protection from an influx 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 piche 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 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 Washingron, Oregon and California. As a resuit, 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 ynanticipated new entrants displaced
from these adjacent fisheries.

The combined impact of the limited entry managernent programs either in ¢ffect or being considered off the West
coast may slow the unpeeded flow of new capital and catching capacity into these fisheries, Capital investment
shifted out of the commercial fishing industry can be redirected to coundess other productive ventures in the
economy. Less forumate are those vessel owners who find themselves or their boats denied access o the
fisheries. Owners of non-qualifying vessels may bave the ability 0 purchase rights to operate in certain limited
entry fisheries, or sell their boats wr other fishennen who possess these rights. However, recognizing thai the
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" -
méustry ig crvmapztakzed with excess fishing capacu} zt :s mewmble that owners of some excluded vessels will
incur losses on their investment. 7

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 1o new entrants. Premiums may develop
for certain types of vessels, owing 10 shortages of these classes, which would increase the Cost 10 prospective
vessel owners. Alternatively, small fishing firms owning non-qualifying vessels may experience a decrease in
the value of thelr investment to the extent that the vessel’s opportunities have been limited. Based on pm;ccnons
from the moratorium anatysis, it is estimared that from 450-900 small vessels may enter the fisheries in any given

YCar.

The small vessel category has besn documented to account for a proportionatzly small share ef the total catch
tonnage and revenues generated in the Council-managed fishedes. Nonetheless, the incomes earned by small
vessel owners may represent an important part of apnual income to the affected fishermen, Five thousand doliars
of income from a halibut fishery may be vitally important to these small fishing operations. Access to the fishery
is not a frivial concern to magy of these small scale fishermen, to the sxtent that they have few alternative means
outside of fishing for earning income, The impact of license limitation is to restrict the opportunities of some
small vessel owners, yet offer a stabilized economic envircnment for the majority of the affected small businesses,
The benefits acerue from preventing a further erosion of per vessel net retumns and operating efficiency,

Compliance costs for small business entities are expected to be mibor, since the existing procedures for
application and issuance of fishing permits will be used to verify participation. In summuary, 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 increased stability and financial security for the existing participants in the Council-managed
fisheries.

Coastal Zone Management Act

The alternarives in this proposed amendment are consistent, 10 the maximmn extent practicable, wii the
provisions of the CZMA of 1972 and would not conflict with State of Alaska laws or regulations.

Administrative and Enforcement Costs

The license Lmitation alternative poses several issues that will impact administrative costs, including: (1) the
determinarion of eligibility; (2} the appeliate procedure; and (3) enforcement  Determining eligibility will require
the verification of a vessel's status based on the participation critenia adopted. The vessel participation file
generated as a partof 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 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 aiso be affected by the qualifying criteria chosen by the Council; for
example, a minimum landings requirement would add to the potential numbers of appeals when compared t0 2
simple participation ¢riteria. The cost and administrative requirements of the appellate procedure will be
influenced, in large, by the eligibility criteria emaployed. Given the size of the fleet involved, and the lack of pdor
experience with such regulations, the appellate process might easily require the part time services of a two ot
three person siaff during the initial allocation period.

The procedure for enforcement of the license limitation systam is presumably no different than the present peroait
system. The issuance of a permit constitutes the right to operate in the affected fisheries, and vessels operating
in these fisheres 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
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this alternative. A species-specific license, for example, may reguire 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 o the implementing agencies.

Administrative costs in general will be influenced by the qualificarion criteria adopted. Highly restrictive
eligibility criteria, while supporting the goals of limited entry, may entail proportionately greater administrative
costs. In this regard, the expectzd benefits 1o be gained through specific license limitadon provisions need to be
weighed against the potental differences in administrative and enforcement costs.



1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MFCMA) established management authority
over all living resources within the United States Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) from 3 to 200 nautical
miles offshore. The MFCMA created cight 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
Chukehi Seae, and the Pacific Qoean seaward of Alagka,

Two major functions of the Council include development and maintenance of fishery management plaas for
those fisheries under its anthority 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 pian. The Council has developed fishery management plans (FMPs) for Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands (BSAID) Groundfish, Gulf of Alaska (GOA) Groundfish, BSAT king and Tanner Crab, Southeast
Alaska Troll Salmon, and Scallops. The Couseil also has authority under the 1982 North Pacific Halibut Act
to develop regulations, including limiting access, for participants in the Alaska halibut fisheries. Counci!
actions affecting balibut 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 1s 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 groundfish fisheries under the Council's authority, Such action
will require an amendment to the BSAI king and Tanner Crab FMP, the GOA Groundfish FMP, and the BSAI
Groundfish FMP.

L1 Action Contemplated

This analysis addresses the Council's proposal for a License Limitation Program in the groundfish 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 licenses to
fish for groundfish and crab off Alaska. This program may be a first step toward a more comprehensive,
market-based ruanagement program such as individual fishing quotas (IF(Js).

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 access management.
Section 303(h)(6) of the Magnuson Act provides authority to limit access to a fishery * . . . 10 achieve
optimum yield if, in developing such a system, the Council and Secretary take into account:

present participation in the fishery,

historical fishing practices in, and dependence on, the fishery,

the economics of the fishery,

the capability of fishing vessels used in the fishery to engage in other fisheries,
the cultural and social framework relevant to the fishery, and

any other relevant considerations.”

DO W
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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 enbance public understanding and comphance,

The Magnuson Act (Section 3(21)) further defines ”. . . The term ‘optimum’ with 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 opportunities; and (B) which is prescribed as such
on the basis of the maximum sustainable vield from such fishery, as modified by any relevant economic,

social, or ecological factor.”

1.2 Purpose and Need for Action

When approving inshore-offshore allocations (Amendment 18/23) in 1992, the Council made a commitment
to develop and implement a "comprehensive and rational management program for the fisheries by January
1, 1996." at which time, the inshore-offshore allocation and the attendant CIx program for pollock would
be scheduled to expire, The Comprehensive Rationalization Plan (CRP) would be a priority issue for Council
consideration and would examine, initially, the following altematives to the status quo:

I 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 imited number of licenses. Participation without 2 license would be
prohibited. :

4. Gear Allocation: Allocate z percentage of the TAC of specific fisheries to épwiﬁc gear groups.

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

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

7. Trip Limits: Limit the catch of a given species in a given trp to less than a specified amount. The
pumber 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 0 suspend operations in fisheries where the
prohibited species occur. The quotas would be transferable.

9. Nan-transferable [FQs 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 wers
met they would have to quit fishing. Transfers of quotas would not be permitted.

i0. Transferable [FQs 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 be permitted.
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it Auchions: Specified amounts of each Specics would be auctioned for a set number of years. This
alternative is not cwrently allowed under the Magnuson Act.

The first meeting to specifically consider CRP was in November 1992, Experts in the field of Emited 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
CRPinitiative. 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 off Alaska, in excess of that
nesded to harvest the optimum vield efficiently, has made compliance with the Magnuson
Act's Naticnal Standards and achievement of the Council's comprehensive goals, adopted
Decernber 7, 1984, more difficult under current management regimes. In striving to achieve
its comprehensive goals, the Council is committed to: " (1) assure the long-term heaith and
productivity of fish stocks, and other living marine rescurces of the North Pacific and Bering
Sca ecosvstem, (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 upen
that industry, and (3) efficiently manape 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 lonp-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 pressurss within the over-capitalized groundfish and crab fisheries under the Council
junsdiction off Alaska are the following problems:

L. 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.

Preemption conflicts between gear types.

ted

4. Gear conflicts within fisheries where there is overcrowding of fishing gear due 1o
excessive participation and surplus {ishng effort oo limited grounds.

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

6, Bycaich loss of groundfish, crab, hermng, salmon, and other non-target species,

including bycatch which is not landed for regulatory reasons.

7. Economic loss and waste associated with discard mortality of target species
harvested but not retained for sconomic reasons.
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"8 Concerns regarding vessel and crew safcty which are often compromised in the race
for fish.

9. Economic mstabmtv within various sectors of the fishing industry, and in fishing
comimunities cansed 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.

I Reduction in ability to provide a quality product to consumers at a competitive
price, and thus maintain the competitiveness of seafood products from the EEZ off
Alaska on the world market.

12. Possible impacts on marine mammals and seabirds, and marine habitat
13. Inability to achieve long-term sustamable economic benefits to the Nation.

14. A complex enforcement regimen for fishermen and management ahkc which
inhibits the achievement of the Council's comprebensive goals.

1.3 Management Background

After developing the Problem Statement and identifying an initial list of potential 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, industry, and public in attendance with the
intent of identifving 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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Tabie 1.1 Council, Industry and Public Pell Comparing Alternatives and Problems
PROBLEMS

1 2 3 4 | 5 | 6 7 g | 9 w1234
Exclusive Regisraion  + | 14 | 25 {18 | 21 | 7 | 7 s |13 |26 217 |1w]li1z]is
- 133 F22 129 |26 ] 40 | 40 | 39 {34 §21 |25 |40 |37 35 32
Seasonal Allocations + | 18 18 19 i4 9 22 20 20 22 14 27 39 19 14
129 | 29§ 28 | 33 {38 J25s [ 27 127 |25 |33 b20 ] 9 | 28} 33
License Limitation +1 20125 j 22 |23 {19 1511 |24 241518119 }f25¢2n
-1 18 22 | 25 {24 {28 |32 |37 |23 |23 |32 |29 {2822 |26
Gear Allocations +f Bl iz 21l iz{2{nliwsjr]|ie]o9
-1 34 |24 110 | 29 L 26.0.25. 128 | 35|25 136 |31 ]2 |31 38
Inshore-Offshore +l 14 729 115 {14] 36wt i2sieinr|nlinls
<133 |18 [ 32 |33 | 44 |41 {37 | 37 | 22|28 |35 |36 | 36 | 38
CDQ Allocations + 18 13 S 10 5 7 10 iz | 23 35 14 7 13 5
138 [ 38 |39 | 37|42 |40 |37 |35 |24 12 ]33 | 40| 34| 42
Trip Limits +l 16|14 9 1514w 8 |77l 1zlw]13|7]|:s
13t 133 | 38 § 32 133 {37 |30 |30 ]30 |35 ]|37 [34]40] 40
TFQs for PSCs +} 26 | 24 [ 24 |20 |15 |36 {19 23 |27 14|23 |22 2716
2y 23 23 27 3z 10 |28 ) 24 |20 |33 {24 252N
Non-Transferable [FQs  + | 19 | 16 | 18 {20 [ 19 {18 )18 |30 |23 |26 {28 f19]221]18
-l 28 [ 31 {29 {27 p 28 | 29 129 j 17 | 24 } a1 J 1o |2 |25 | 29
Transferable IFQs +139 [ 35 | 35 |10 {31 3t |28 43 {37 |2 |40 ]2 | 397125
-1 9 {1z 1213116 |16 |19] 4 10187 1188 |22
Auctions #1027 |24 11712211616 {15 |28 1811523 151915
120 b23 {30025 131 {31 |38 | 1929 {3224 |32 28] 32

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

1.

1l

Exclusive registration essentially will 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
pollock fisheries were considered by the Council in 1992 and 1993, but never approved for
Secretarial review.

Seasopal allocations could also lead to many shorter races for fish depending on the number of
different seasons. “i)epeﬁdzzig on the primary goals in the setting of the seasons they could reduce
bycatch or economic discards, alleviate vessel safety concerns, increase product quality and prices,
address marine mammal concerns and could protect stocks during bioclogically sensitive periods.

Timing a season to address one symptom, however, would very likely exacerbate other symptoms.

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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10.

11.

as crab. Since the allocation of licenses is an "all or none” proposition, they could be very
contentious. The Council studied and rejected license lmitation for sablefish and halibut.

Gear allocations could address many of the symptoms including concerns over preemption, byveatch,
gear loss, marine mammals and product quality. However, as with the allocation of Pacific cod in
1593 and sablefish in 1986, the allocation process s verv 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.

Continuing the inshore-offshore allocations could address the concern over precoption across the
two sectors, but does hittle to address preemption concerns within each sector. It essentially creates
two races for fish.

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 comumunities,
but reduce the amount of fish available to other fishers and likely intensify the race for the remaining
TACs.

Trip Limits are generally viewed as forcing inefficiency on the fishing fleets. Unless the number of
trips is limited, there are no incentives to reduce capacity. Those sectors of the fleet best suited 1o
fish under the trip limit will likely be provided with some additional stability; other sectors, primarily
those with greater capacity, will face increasing instability. If all catch is counted against the trip
limit, this alternative could reduce economic discards, however, the monitoring and enforcement
costs of such a system would be high.

Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQs) for prohibited species could alleviate excess capacity and
preemption issues for those species for which PSC is a constraint. Because IFQs for PSCs will slow
the race for fish thev 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 will have Little impact.

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. If the allocation did not match the needs of the fleet, there could be increased
bycatch, discards, and unfished quotas.

Transferable IFQs 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
panaces, 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 who do
not receive sufficient IFQs initially, it may lead to greater economic instability.

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-basex allocations.
Auctions are pot currently allowed by the Magnuson Act and could make it difficuit for the Council
o achieve social objectives.
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As Table 1.} shows, the Council and public clearly indicated that transferable [FQs 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 varous 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 an 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 [FQ 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 staff was 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

of [FQs.

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 [FQs. 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 (full 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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142 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 mdustry and the Council, and analyzed in this

document.

Groundfish Licenses. The suite of Groundfish License elements and options 1s separated into two sets. The
first set deals with those elements that affect the initial dssignment of Licenses; the second deals with elements

that affect the pwnership. use and transfer of licenses.

The following components are defined for initial assignment of licenses: -Nature of Licenses, License
Recipients, License Designations, Qualifying Periods, Landings Requirements for General License
Qualification, and Landings Requirements for Endorsement Qualification. These components are shown in
bold text with their accompanying options listed below. In developing a preferred alternative for the initial
assigament of groundfish licenses, the Council will need to choose ong 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 pot face a decision ‘choice’ on this issue.
Management and enforcement costs are nonetheless studied and included in this document.
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GROUNDFISH LICENSES
COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING INITIAL ASSIGNMENT

ANALYSIS FORMAT
Numbering
Nature of Licenses Scheme
Single icense for all species and aIBAS . ... ... .. i L e 100060
Liceases for FMP aresas (Le., GOA and BSAD . ... i e e i e 200000
Licenses for FMP sub-aress (i.e.,, EG, CG, WG, BS, AL} .. .......... e e SO 300040
Licenses for Pallock, P.Cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries ... ... ... ..o o oL, 400000
Licenses for Pollock. P.Cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries by FMPareas ... ... ... .. .. ... ..... S00CO0
Licenses for Polleck, P.Cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries by FMP sub-areas ...........0........ 6000C0
Licenses for fisheries (see boxd by FMP sub-Breas . ... .. it it e 700000
Licenses for fisheries (see box) by the following areas: EG, CG, WG, BSAL............. ... ool 800000
FisheriesS pecified Under Options 700,000 and 200,000
REA Dok Ligsasaa: QOA Fishery Lisensey
Pollock, Pacific Cod, Atica Mackerel, Vellowfin Sole, Cther Flafish, Paltock, Pacific Cod, Decp Water Flats, Shallow Water Flatfish
{Reckdfish, Souid (Fixed Gear}, Rocksols, Turbots Atlca Mackors!

License Recipients
L0 e 03t e 10 T T O 10000
Current owner, then owner st the time of landing, then permut holders (noduplicatey ....................... 20000
Current owners, then permit holders (noduplicates) ... ... .. . ... i 30000
Current owners, owners at the time of landing, and permit bolders (duplicates allowed) ..................... 40000
License Designations
NOTESIICHOME . ..ttt a ittt s e et e s e e e e e 1000
Catcher vessels & Caloher/PrOCBSEOIE . L\ s ottt it e ettt e e it ie e it it e bt 2600
Vessel length .. .. . i i e e s e e e 3600
Inshere & Offshore ... ... ... . .. i i i e e b e e e e 4000
Catcher vessels & Caicherlpmccssors andvessellength ... . ... . 5000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processorsand Inshore & Offshore ..o o il GO00
loshore & Offshore and vessel length .. ... . . . e e 7000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors, Inshore & Offshore, andvessellength ... ... .. ... o oL BO0G
Qualifying Periods
Jam. 1, 1878 « Dec. 31, 1803 L e e e e 100
Jun 28, 1989 - JuD. 27, 100 e e 200
Jum 28, 1989 - date of Bnal 80000 .. ... . i e e e e 306
Jan 1, 1050 - Dac. 31, 1003 L e e 460
The three vears priorto the date of final action . .. .. .. .. e 560
Jun. 28, 1989 - Fun. 27, 1992 & the three years priorto the date of finalaction ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 600
Each of the three calendar years from 1/1/90 - 6/27/92 & the 365 days prior to fnal action,

except for fixed gear P cod use 6/23/91 - 6/27/92 rather than V180 -6/27/92 ..., ... .. ... ..., 700
Landipgs Requirements For Geaeral License Qualification
Ome Landiig .. i e e ey 10
TW0 BAOAIIES ..ottt r e e e e e et e e e 20
S BOUDAS . . e e e e e 30
000 pounds L e e e e e 40
ZO000 POUDAS .« . . oottt it e e e e e i 50
Landings Requirements for Endorsement Qualification
One landing 11 qualifving period .. .o L e e 1
Two landings I QUL VIOE PETIOd ... .. i i e e 2
Three landings in qualifying period .. ....... f e e e e e i iarearaa e 3
Four landings in qualifvingperiod . ... ... oLl e 4
One landing in vear prior 10 cOUNCIL 8EIOI . ... .1t ti ee eaaaeeeeae 5
Two landings in year prior to counmeil ACHOM .. ... ... e 4
Three iandings in year priorT to coumel ACHAD .. L. . L e 7

Four landings in year prior to ¢oumel BCHOM . . .ttt i et e e e e e e e g
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In addition to options affectung the assignment of licenses, the Council has included options affecting the

These are independent from the initial assignment of Lcenses
and includes Who May Purchase Liccnsa Vessel/License Linkages, License Separability, Vessel
Replacement and Upgrades, License Ownership Caps, Vessel License Use Caps, Vessel Designation Litmits,
Buy-back/Retirement Program, Skipper Program, Community Development Quotas, Commmity
Development Licenses, and Other Provisions.

In developing a preferred alternative, the Council will need to choose png element from each componest 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. V

GROUNDFISH LICENSES
COMPONENTS AND . __TERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING THE OWNERSHIP,
USE aND TRANSFER LICENSES

Who May Purchase Licenses
i “Licenses could be transferved only to "persons” defined under Title 46 U S.C.
2. Licenses could be transferred to "persons” with 76% or mere ULS. ownership, with “grandfather” rights for license

recipients with 75% or less U.S, ownership (Tide 46 U.S.C).
Vessel/License Linkages
1. Vessel must be transferred with license
2 Licenses may be transferred without 2 veasel, Le., Leenses may be applied to vessels other then that to which the license

inttially was issued,
Options Regarding the Separability of Species snd/or Ares Desipnations
1. Species and/or Area designations are not scparable, and shall remain s & single license with those initlal designations.
2. Species and/or Ares designations shail be treated as separable icenses and may be transferred as such.
3 Species and/or Area designations shall be regarded as scpambl:: endersements which require the owner o also own 3

general licenss before use or purchase,

Vessel Replacement sand Upgrades
I No restrictions on vessel replacernent or upgrades, sxcept that the vessel must meet the "License Designations” defined

by the inital allocation.
2. Vessel may not be replaced or upgraded.
3. Yessel may be replaced or upgraded within the bounds of the 20% Rule as defined under the montorium proposed rule.
License Ownership Caps
i o limit on the number of lisenses or endorsements which may be owned by a "person.”
2 No mote than § area licenses per person with grandfather provisions.
3. No more than 10 area licenses per person with grandfather provisions,
4. No more than 15 ares licenses per person with grandfather provisions,
5. No more than 5 fisherv/area endorsements per person with grandfather provisions.
6. Mo more than 10 fishery/arca endorsements per person with gmndfather provisions.
7. Mo more than 15 fishery/ares endorsements per person with grandfather provigions.
Vessel License Use Caps

No limit on the number of licenses {or endorsernents) which may be used on a vessal,
No more than | area license (endorsement} may be used on a vessel in a given year.

No mere than 2 area licensss {endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given year,
Weo more than 3 ares lcenses {endorsements) may b used on a vessel in g given year.
Nao more than 4 area licenses {endorsements) may be used on a vessel In a pven year
Mo more than 5 area licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given year,

esse] Designation Limits
A yossel which qualifies for multiple designations {i.c., both as a C¥ and as a CP or 85 both inshore and offshore) under

the use restriction component will be able o perticipate uadcr any degignation for which it qualifies.
A vessel which qualifies for multiple designations under the use restriction component must chooss one of the designations
for use.

e B W

w
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Buy-back/Retirement Program

1. No buy-back/retirement program. :

2. Fractional license system. (Fractional licenses may be 1ssued to vessel owners at the time of landing and/or permit
helders.)

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

Two-Tiered Skipper License Program

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

2. Implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.

Conununity Development Quotas,

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 petterned after current program w/o sunsct provision.
4, 10% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.
5. 15% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.
Community Development Licenses.

1. No Community Development Licenses.

2. Grant an additional 3% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities.

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

4, Grant an additional 10% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities.

5. Grant an additional 15% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities.

Other Provisions {Choose any or none of the following)
1 Licenses represent a usc privilege. The Council may convert the license program to an [FQ program or otherwise aiter or
rescind the progrem without compensation to license holders.

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

3 Licenses may be suspended or revoked for multiple viclations.

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

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

taxes and fees on the industry,
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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
groundfish 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 mmc:shxp, use, and transfer
of crab licenses. These elements and options are as follows:

|
|

CraB LICENSES
COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING INITIAL ASSIGNMENTS OF LICENSES
NUMBERING
SCHEME
Nature of Licenses
Single heonse for Bl SP00Ies BN AITAE .. ... .. ittt ittt iamt e e aaaceataaaa i aaeaean 10000
Licenses for species {e.g., C. opifio, C. bairdi, Red, Blucand Brown King Crab} . .. ..o iiinnrriiniirrannnens 20000
$Licenses for each species/arsa combimBHON | . .. e . 30000
Licepse Recipients
Ay s 3L - T T4
Cumrent owners and permit Bolders ... ... e et rae e eas 2000
License Diesignations
O T Ol ... it i sttt tn s s tata s st e e e et e ane e tr et s er et et 160
ORI 3 Er 1o R B O et vt U 200
R T3 T k¢
1Catcher vossels & Catchqum andvessellength .. ... i e 400
Qualifying Period
T B S b - T T B U 10
H6/28/89 - 6/27/92 (6/29/80 - 6/25/83 for DH. Red & 6/25/85 - 625/1988 for Prib. Blue) ... ... ..o oviit e et 20
Minimum landings
By Rt 11 A i
1 landing for Red & Blue King, 3 landings for Brown King, Cloopilio £ C o babrdi . .. i e, 2

—

In addition to the elements affecting the inttial assignment of licenses, altematives exist which affect the
ownership, use, and transfer of licenses once they have been issued. These are shown below. In developing
a preferred alternative, the Counctl should choose one element from each component set (component headings
are shown in bold text.)
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CRAB LICENSES
COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING OWNERSHIP, USE AND TRANSFER OF LICENSES

Who Ms} Purchase Licenses

1. Liconses could be transforred only to "persons” defined under Tile 46 US.C.

2. Licenses could be transferred to "persons” with 76% or mors US. ownership, with "grandfather” nghts for hicrnse
recipients with 73% or Jess U.S. ownership (Title 46 U.S.C).

3 Licenses are non-transferzble.

VesselLicense Linkages

1. Vessel must be transferred with licensz

2 Licenses may he transferred without a vessel, Le., licenses may be applied to vessels other than that to which the license

was initially was issued.

Options Regarding the Separability of Species and/or Area Desipnations

1. Species and/or Area designations are not separable, and shall remain grouped as in the initial sllocation,
2 Species or Ares designations shall be treated as separsble licenses and may be transferred as such,
3. Species or Area designations shall be reganded as separable endorsements which require the owner to alse own 3 more

goneral loense before use or purchase.

Vessel Replacement snd Upgrades

L No restrictions on vessel replacement or upgrades, except that the vessel must mest the "License Designations” defined
by the initial nllocation.

Vesse! may not be repisced or upgraded.

Vessel may be replaced or upgraded within the bounds of the 20% Rule as defined under the morstorium proposed rule,

W

Buy-back/Retirement Program

1. No buy-back/retirement program.

Z Fractional ficense system. (Fractional licenses may be issued to permit hoiders. 3

3 Industry Funded Buyeback Program with right of first refusal on alf transfers of licenses.

Two-Tiersd Shipper License Program

1. . Do notimplernent @ Two-Tiered Skipper License Program,

2 Emplscmcr't a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.

srumunity Dévelopment Quotas.
Neo CD(} aliocations.
Set sside 3% of crab {isheries with GHLs for CDQs patterned afler current program w/o sunset provision,
Sct aside 7.5% of crab fisheries w/GHLS for CDQs pattemed after current program w/o sunset provision.
Set aside 10% of crab fisheries w/GHLs for CDQs patterned afler current program wio sunset provision.
Set sside 15% of crab fsheries w/GHLs for CDQs patternad afler current program w/o sunset provision.

ViR

smmunity Development Licenses.
No Community Developrment Licenses.
Grant an additional 3% non-transferable icenses to CDQs communities.
Grant an additional 7.5% non-transferable licenses o CD0Qs commumties.
Grant an additional 10% non-trsnsfersble licenses  CDGs communities.
(frant an additional 15% non-transfersbic licenses to CDGs communities.

ek b e ey

Othter Provisions {Choase any or none of the following)

I Licenses represent & use privilege. The Couneil may convert the license program to an IFQ program or otherwise alter or
reseind the program without compensation to license holders,

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

Licenses may be suspended or revoked for multiple violations.

Imploment 8 Skipper Reporting Systom which requires groundfish icense holders to report skipper names, address, and
service recands to WMFES.

Drevelop and implement moschanisms to colleet management, enforcement costs and/ar rents from the industry, including
taxes and fees on the industry.

&. No Future Super-exclusive Ares will be proposed.

B

L

Individusi Transferable Pot Quota System

In addition to the components sbove, an Individual Transfrable Pot Quots (TTPQ) System Altemnative has been proposed in concept
only. Under this option, the components affecting the initial assignument of crab licenses will remain unchanged. However, ones
it is decided which persons qualify for which vessel size and processing designations, licenses would be linked to a limited number
of pois. Pets could be transforred o moet individue! vessel requirements. Many of the component sets regarding the use and
transferability of licenses may not apply under a ITPQ systern. The Council wifl have to speeify in more detail if additional analysis
of the TTPQ) system ts 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 provided in Chapter
3 where the alternatives are examined. The 1993 information is provided as a 'proxy’ for the status quo
situation; 1e., it allows the reviewer to compare the distributional aspects of license limitation alternatives
with the current fishenes. Appendix [ of this document also contams additional information on the current
status of the fisheries for groundfish and crab, more specific by vessel categories. The Appendix also
contains the information over a three-year time sertes (1990-1992) which captures some of the trends of the
fisheries.

After 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 of the industry.

The final section of this chapter, Section 2.3, presents a general discussion of fishery economics. ’I'h]s will
aid the reader in understanding economie impact conclusions later in the document.

This Chapter is nol intended to capture the potential effects of the "Status Quo' or No Action Alternative.
Rather, it is intended to describe the current situation in the fisheries, as a backdrop for cither a No Action
or License Limitation choice by the Council and Secretary of Commerce. Potential effects of takmg 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 anoually in the "Economic
Status of the Groundfish Fisheries Off Alaska" (ESG). The document is prepared by analysts at the
NMFS/Alaska Fishery 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 summarized in Table 2.1 and show that just over 284,000
mt of groundfish was barvested in 1992 compared to 276,000 mt in 1991, for a2 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 mn 1991, but thers was
a 0.8% overrua in 1992

Table 2.2 shows the 1991 and 1992 BSATJ fisheries. Overall barvest 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 192,060 mt or about 9%. Overall catch in the BSAI 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 vear 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 o estimate the average catch per vessel by gear group
for 1991 and 1992. It shows that the catch per vessel in the lonpline fleet is much smaller than the catch per
vessel in the traw! fleet. Over all areas, however, ooly the longline fleet increased their catch per vessel from

1991 to 1992,

Table 2.5 shows the estumated ex-vessel value of the commercial fisheries off Alaska for shellfish, salmon,
herrng, halibut and groundfish, Groundfish ex-vessel values generally have increased the past ten vears with
a particalarly big jump from 1991 to 1992, Salmon values were high in 1988, very low in 1991, and
increased a.gam in 1992, Crab vaiues have been relatively stropger in recent vears. Halibut values, though
very high in 1991, fell by nearly half in 1992, Overall ex-vessel values have shown a stes Yy increase i the
§G~yea.r period from 1982-1997. 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 pecessary to harvest the available resources, and that
many vessels will be idle during the fishing year unless they can participate in other fisheries. In geveral, the
groundfish fisheries in the last 10 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 2.1 Blend estimate of the Gulf of Alaska groundfish catch by species and target fishery, 1991-92 {metric tons).

Pactfic | Arow- | Flathsh | Flafish

Targel Fishery Pollock | Sablefish Cod tooth decp | shallow | Rockfish | Other Total
1941
Longline target
Sablefish i 20,399 718 1,093 85 i2 1,339 7046 24,442
Pacific cod 32 24 1,324 13 5 4 79 116 7598
Rockfish 2 24 48 5 8 21 525 9 643
Longline otal 44 20,448 £,15! 1,112 99 56 1,943 831 32,683
Pot target ‘
Prcific cod b5 . 10,487 H . 3 3 133 10,721
Other . . ¢ . . . . 1 2
Pol tolal 95 .| 10,488 ! . 3 3 134 10,723
Trawi targel )
Pollock
" Boltom 13,966 212 993 1,315 BIS 099 244 142 18,387
Pelagic 0,497 6 205 153 7 39 a5 45 81,047
Sablefish 5 64 9 73 64 4 29 3 255
Pacific cod 9.202 1] 54,832 2,211 1,325 4,808 607 | 1,897 75,082
Arrowtooth 382 85 103 1,595 336 23 387 42 2,933
Flatfish ' .
Deep Y 1,666 &12 971 1 10,679 6,602 1,520 },064 592 23,907
Shallow 194 50 186 337 256 568 74 56 1672
Rockfish 1,389 1LIt7 655 3,985 729 221 15,999 302 24,601
{Other 71 22 271 120 41 235 372 § 301 4,209
Trawl Total 107,381 2,681 [ 58230 | 20457 | 10,136 8,207 18,852 | 6,150 | 232,082
1991 Total 107,524 23,135 | 76,981 | 21,570 | 10,234 8,266 21,200 | L1151 276,022
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Table 2.1 Gulf of Alaska (continued)}

Pacific | Amrow- ] Flatfish { Flatfish ;
Target Fishery Pollock { Sablefish Ced tooth deep | shallow | Rockfish | Other Total
1992
Longline target
Rablefish 13 20,477 580 1,266 &t 3181 1,707 815 28,029
Pagific cod 64 i38 | 14,893 209 3 16 119 619 16,066
Flat shallow . 0 . . . 3 . . 4
Rockfish ¢ 44 55 3 0 ] 739 4 844
i Other I 8 7 2 0 0 ¢ 3 22
Longting total 71 20666 1 15466 1,479 64 3,211 2,565 1 1,441 44,965
Pot target
Pagific cod Z 01 15,009 1 ¢ 2 2 174 10,190
Rockfish . . 0 . . . i . 1
. Other . . 1 . . . . 4 5
Pot total 2 0 10,0069 I 0 2 3 178 13,195
Trawl target
Pollock
Rottom 11,588 &7 765 729 259 527 139 207 14,282
Pelagic 71,305 11 279 © 257 14 105 15 303 72,285
Sabietish 13 9 Y 15 2 0 I 3 42«
Pocific cod 7,922 76 1 49,470 2,334 427 4,348 403 1,284 66,263
Arrowlooth 35 32 38 94 14 2 41 3 274
Flatfish deep 1,403 617 1,099 §,324 6,394 1,257 999 .81 21,764
Flatfisls shallow 709 123 1,113 1.650 473 4,33 168 564 9,137
Rockfish 543 1,717 S8R0 4,176 418 132 18,780 SOR 26855
Gther 230 36 G712 960 300 248 1,500 | 13492 17,737
Trawl Tolal 93,769 2,708 1 54319 | 19,54t 8,293 1 19,950 22,018 | 17038 | 228640
1992 Total 93 85] 23,376 | 80,120 | 21,021 8363 |1 14082 24,926 1 18,5657 284,477

Source: NMIS Alaska Region biend estimates,
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Table 2.2 Blend estimate of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Istands groundfish catch by species and target fishery, 1991-92 (meiric tons).

Pacific Arrow. Rock Yeilow Flat Rock Alka
Target Fishery Pollock Sablefish Ced tooth sale Turbot fin Other fish mackerel | Other Totaf
1991
Longline larget
Sablefish 8 2,528 283 196 0 1,300 . 26 275 1] 125 4,745
Pueifie cod 2,542 158 78,617 2,139 22 574 3 32 284 3 7,132 92,002
Arrowtooth . k) . 5 . 1 . . 4] . 4] 8
Turtsl . 6 0 1 . 12 i i . 2 23
Rock[ish .. 9 2 t . 3 . 3 13 Co 0 A
Other ¢ . 25 i . . . 4 . . 35 61
Longline tota . 2584 2,905 79,697 2,358 22 1,890 3 357 581 4 7,386 971187
Pot target : ,
Sablefish f . ] . B . 0 . . . . ; 0
Pacific vod 3 a 6,673 1 0 g 39 1 o2 2 224 5,943
Other : . . . . . . . . . . 14 i)
Pot intal ; 3 th 6,673 i 0 0 39 i 2 2 224 6,544
Traw! target
Pollock
Bottorm 327,528 28 21,908 71,152 2,58¢ 208 856 5,744 645 462 4,165 372,016
Pelagic 1,224,008 i 4,125 568 238 125 52 1425 289 8 1492 1 1,232962
Sabiefish 28 97 12 E53 . 189 . 19 29 ) 23 551
Pacific cod 41,060 1 ¥ 20,141 3466 6,560 195 592 4,509 2,648 BT | 4,799 154,879
Arrowtooth 171 30 25 1,463 2 403 0 {26 0% 2 113 2434
Roek sule 20,040 8 6,365 2 36,283 1 7.231 6,157 88 1 2,830 79715
Turbwt , 221 2587 i3 1,995 b 5,060 0 i52 106 70 213 R,196
Yellowfin sole 8,062 H 3,994 175 9,665 G ] 104,596 13410 29 i 3,802 143,733
Flatfish, other 3112 2 957 602 12358 9 4276 4,027 19 . 891 15,129
Rockfish 809 47 1,028 1,497 106 127 6 341 5270 215 603 10,069
Atks mackerel 926 55 2,411 i 122 46 . 56 B4 24,978 R84 36,459
Other 2 1 2 45 £ o . 5 g . 24 76
Trawl Total 1,625,966 543 131,682 18671 56,800 6357 | 117609 35,991 10,015 26,732 1 19834 | 28503702
1991 Total 1,628,897 3,448 218,052 21,030 56,823 8248 | 117,651 34,345 10,517 26,137 | 27445 | 2155298
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Table 2.2 Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (continued)

Pacific Artow- Rock Yellow Flat Rock Adka
Turget Fishery Poliock Sablefish Cod tooth sole Turbot {in Other fish mackerel | Other Total
. 5 . : H
1992
Longliae arget
Sablefish 1 1,807 £39 268 . 1,445 . & 304 . 144 4116
Pacific cod 3,188 179 104,943 1,655 28 514 91 275 B3B 57 | 11,168 118,957
Turbot D 28 12 4 R 15 . & 4 ) 3 134
Rockfish ’ , 0 . i . 2 . ] I . & 4
Loengline total 3,190 2015 101,085 1,928 28 2,099 9 281 1,147 57 1 11322 123,201
Pol target )
Sablefish ) 0 G 0 i . . ] . i . 4] H
Paciic cod 7 ! £3,680 3 2 4 24 i 3 12 669 14,423
Hher - . . . . . . \ . . . i5 15
Pot ol : 7 13 £3,680 4 Z 9 24 i 3 12 684 14,439
Trawl target
Pallock
Bottomn 63129 6 14,620 3,751 6,650 173 8i8 7391 507 291 4,553 675,053
Pclagic 160,781 2 3,653 38 444 13§ 23 1,220 132 49 1,370 768,127
Sablefish . 26 , 1 . 2 . . 2 . 1 1IN
Pacific cod 16,679 14 47,885 2,865 3,502 g1 217 2,487 1,176 3,073 3,007 81,042 | -
Asrowitooth 127 { 24 108 13 10 & 44 3! 1} 24 374
Rock sole 13,073 . 5282 526 26,094 D 6,636 4,845 0 B 1,974 55,448
Yellewfin sole 12,855 It £.533 437 14,413 _ 1} 137,384 17,033 0 L] 1915 168,533 |©
Flatfish, ather 1260 f] 424 243 685 4 1,527 1,248 .22 2 1,55%¢ 6,964
Rockfish 1338 25 1,232 1,556 61 26 ¢ 243 11,935 2,164 582 19328
Adke meekerel 683 i 3,404 205 44 34 £ 39 3,494 44 358 193 52468
Other 4 . 153 7 { tH . i 33 . 656 RER
Traw! Total 1434595 5 90,261 10,817 51,507 661 | 146,664 34661 17,314 45,957 | 21,797 | 1,858,248
1952 Total 1.438,197 2,104 205,178 11,950 51,838 2168 146,781 34884 18464 50,035 | 33,808 1,996,104

Soutce:  NMFS Alaska Reglon blend eslimates,
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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. ’ )

Gear 1986 1987 1588 1989 1990 1991 1992
Gulf of Alasks
Hook & Line 965 1,571 1,579 1352 1,610 1,842 1,904
Pot 21 2 46 22 103 167 234
Trawl 61 113 122 135 174 215 234
Other 7 24 15 3 34 11 18
All 1,036 1,784 1,669 1,494 1833 2,100 2215
Bering Sew/Aleutian [slands
Hook & Line &0 121 110 78 105 196 . 168
Pot 3 11 12 5 10 4] 73
Trawl 43 74 101 129 135 169 191
Other 4 1 a o 2 1 11
All 111 204 330 209 248 391 402
All Alasks
Hook & Line 1,356 1,704 1,549 1,363 1,636 1,902 1948
Pot 24 31 o5t 26 111 204 285
Trawl 80 153 184 205 225 262 256
Other B - 25 15 4 35 12 23
All 1,449 1,859 1,749 1,576 1914 2227 2341

Note:  Includes motherships, but does net include catcher boats dciiv&:“mg exclusively to motherships. Totals sxclude duplication
if veasel used more than one gear type or fished in more than one arca .

Source; National Marine Fisheries Service groundfish fish ticket, weekly processor, and blend estimates data bascs, 7600 Sand
Pom: Way N.E., BIN C15700, Seanle, WA 981150070, .
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Table2.4 Catch Statistics and Vessel Totals by Gear Type for the Fisheries Off Alaska.

1991.1992,
CGULFOF ALASKA

1991 1952
Cear Carchimb Vessel Average Carch {mt) Carchimt) Vessel Average Carch (mt)
Longline 32633 1,842 18 44,865 1,904 24
Pat 10,723 167 64 10,1958 234 44
Trawi 232.092 215 1078 228 640 234 977
TOTAL 26022 21004 131 284,477 2215 128

BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN ISLANDS

1991 1992
Ger - Catsh(mt) Vessel Average Cateh (m) | Cateh{mn Vessel Averaze Cateh (mb)
Longline §7.987 156 4994 12321 168 742
Pt &£544 41 168 14,439 73 198
Traw) 2050222 168 12.131 1,858,248 191 9729
TOTAL 2.155.298 391 5512 1996104 402 4,965

ALL ALASKA

1591 1952 |
Gear Catch{mn Vessel Averape Catch (mt) | Catch(mt) Vrssel Average Cateh {mit)
Longline 130,470 2038 64 168,176 2070 &1
Pot 17,667 208 85 24,834 307 R0
Trawl 2,282,314 384 5944 2,086 888 425 4,910
TUTAL 2.430.451 2.227 1.091 2.279.608 2.341 574

NOTE: 1. "TOTAL” will be less than sum of gear types because some vessels use mulitple gear types.

1.
2

Average catch is the catch per vessel for each 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 percentage of total).

Year Shelifish Salmon Herring Halibut Groundfish Total
Value (§ milhons)
1982 216.5 3107 15.9 257 211.0 783.8
1983 147.7 320.6 29.8 43.0 188.0 729.1
1984 1034 343.0 20.4 19.6 2394 725.8
1583 106.9 3896 36.9 375 260.1 831.0
1986 183.0 404.1 38.4 70.1 268.6 964.2
1987 215.2 473.0 41.7 76.3 336.7 11429
1988 2356 744.9 56.0 - 66.1 444.6 1547.1
1989 279.2 506.7 18.7 844 42573 ‘13143
1990 355.1 3467 24.0 86.9 474.9 1487 .6
1591 301.1 200.1 28.6 91.6 478.4 1199.8
1992 335.1 5445 .27.0 48.0° 675.1 1629.7
Percentage of Total

1982 27.6 39.6 2.5 33 26.9 100.0
1983 20.3 44.0 4.1 59 25.8 100.0
1984 14.2 473 2.8 27 33.0 100.0
1985 12.8 46.9 4.4 4.3 3L3 100.0
1986 19.0 41.9 4.0 7.3 27.9 100.0
1987 18.8 414 36 6.7 29.5 100.0
1988 i52 482 3.6 4.3 28.7 100.0
1989 212 386 14 6.4 324 160.0
1990 23.9 36.8 1.6 5.8 319 100.0
1991 25.1 25.0 2.4 7.6 39.9 100.0
1992 20.6 334 1.7 2.9 414 100.6

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

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service, Alaska Region; National Marine Fisheries Service office

of the Pacific Marine Fisheries Commission, Pacific Fisheries Information Network, 7600
Sand Point Way N.E., BIN C15700, Seattle, WA 98115-0070.
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Table 2.6 Groundfish Ex-vessel Value and
the Number of Vessels Fishing Off Alaska

Ex.vessal Vessel | Average Ex-Vessel
Year Value Total Valpe, Per Vegsel
1986 | 268,600,000 1,449 185,369
1987 336,700,000 1,855 181,118
1988 444 600,000 1,749 254202
1989 425,300,000 1.376 269,860
1990 474,900,000 1914 248,119
1991 478,400,000 2227 214818
1992 | 675.100,000 2,341 288,381
Tabie 2.7 Pollock Fishery Seasons
Bering Sea DAP Pollock Season Lengths
Year Days Open Closed
1984 365 /186 12/31/86
1987 365 1/1/87  12/31/87
1988 365 /1738 12731788
1989 365 /1789 12/31/89
1950 i80 /1590 6/30/560
i A-Season B-Season
Year Davs Open Closed Open Closed
1951 147 YisL 222m1 6/191 9/4/91
ins, 1992 159 1720792 3/6/92 6/1/92 9722492
G, 1992 i3 1720/92 3/6/92 671792 7/28/92
Ing. 1993 7 {127 12083 372497 81503 1393
Off. 1993 71 1/20/93 223/93 B/15/93 9/22/93
23 Scptember 17, 1994 (9:57am)



Crab Fisheries off Alaska

Current information on the status of the crab fisheries off Alaska is contained i several sources, including
'The Status of Living Marine Resources of Alaska, 1993, the Economic SAFE documents, the ADF&G
Westward Region Shellfish Reports, and Appendix IT of this document which details recent levels of
participation in these fisheries. Some of the information contained in these documents is summarized here
for the major species of importance: red king crab, blue king f:z'ab 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 BSAL: the Bristol Bay, Norton
Sound, Duich 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
Ray, 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
of 1992 and the fishery was opened with a GHL of 16.8 million pounds. Levels of participaticn in this fishery
recently have ranged from 246 vessels in 1990 to 290 vessels in 1991 through 1993. Alaska Department of
Fish and (ame announced on September 6, 1994, that the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery would remain
closed for the 1994/1995 season because of low 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 m 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 registraflon 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 sigmficantly on the St. Matthew stock from 31 vessels in 1990 o
174 in 1992, In 1993, however, only 92 vessels participated, likely due to low CPUEs encountered in recent
seasons. The GHL for 1993 was 4.4 million pounds, the largest since 1984.

Brown king crab fisheries occur primarily in the Adak and Dutch Harbor areas with most of the harvest in
the Adak area. The Dutch Harbor fishery in 1593 had five vessels registered and caught about 1 million
pounds. The Adak fishery had landings of 2,382 mt and 2,837 mt i 1990 and 1991, respectively. Current
GHLs are based on histonc harvest levels. Effort has been around 17 vessels for the past few years.

YTanner and Sonow Crab

The prirsary 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 mullion 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 eastern and western subdistrict, with approximately half in cach area  Traditionally
high abundance levels, wheo 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 1o continue for a few more vears, until larger vear classes recruit to the fisheries.
The numbers presented above are fairly 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 of vessel 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 economists from NMES and the Council devoting much time
and energy. Unfortunately, due to the accelerated procéss for the License program, complete profiles are
unavailable at this time. For 1992, information detatling the numbers of vessels in each category and the
enich and processed product is available and is presented below.'

The 21 different categories have been defined as follows:

I.

THI = Trawler Harvester 1. Trawlers> 123 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 heensed officers on board. Thev are primarity mid.
water trawl vessels with large auxiliary epgines, and in general will have the capacity to deliver both
onshore and offshore. Owners are typically not Alaska residents.

TH2= Trawler Harvester 2. Trawlers between 90 and 125 fest.

These vessels also use pots. They are required to have 30% observer cbvmga and 6uly 1 Licensed
officer. They are primarily mid-water trawl vessels with Jarge auxiliary engines, and in general will
not have the capacity to deliver large amounts of fish onshore. Owmers are typically not Alaska
residents.

TH3 = Trawler Harvester 3. Trawlers between 58 and 50 feet.

These vessels also use longline, and pots. They do not, in general, have large auxiliary engines and
thersfore 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 Kodizk, while ancther large group is located in
‘Washington and Oregon.

TH4 = Trawier harvester 4. Trawlers < 38 feet.

Thesé 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.

LH1 = Longline Harvester 1; 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 hatl from Kodiak and other Alaskan ports.

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 aiso in the sablefish and halibut fishenes.

LH3 = Longline Harvester 3; Longliners < 50 feet.

This category is mainly representative of the "Sitka" fleet  They also use trolls and jigs, and are
invoived in salmon fisheries as well as the demersal shelf rockfish fishery.

PHI = Pot Harvester 1; Pot vessels > 125 feet.

These vessels are principally crab vessels: - Because of their large size, they will generally be required
to bave 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 recent years, some of these vessels have fished Pacific
cod with pots. They may also use longiines and trawls.

' Though some information on motherships and shore plants is available, it was not developed at this
time because only harvesting vessels and catcher processors are included in the license altermative.

23 September 17, 1994 (%:57am)



10.

Il

12,

13,

i4.

is.

i6.

17

L0,

19,

20

2L

PH2 = Pot Harvester 2; Pot vessels < 125 feet.
These are smaller crab vessels which also use longlines and trawls.
TP1 = Trawler Processor 1.

These are large factory trawlers generally over 200, with the ability 10 process surimi, fillets, and
headed and gutted products. ’

TP2 = Trawler Processor 2.

These are large factory trawlers generally over 200", with the ability to process fillets, and headed and
gutted products.

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.

LP1 =Longline Processor 1.
Process their longline caught fish mnto headed and gutted product.
PP1 = Pot Processor 1.

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 beaded gutted product.

MP1 = Mothership Processor 1.

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

MP2 = Mothership 2.

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

SP1 = Shore plants 1.

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

SP2 = Shore plants 2.

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

SP3 = Shore plants 3.
Al groundfish and crab shore plants located on Kodiak island.

SP4 =Shore plants 4.

All groundfish and crab shore plants in Aleutians Islands and the Prbilofs.
SP5 = Shore plants 3.

All shore plants which process groundfish located eastward of Kodiak Island.
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The number of vessels and average length in each category are shown in Table 2.8 below by residence of the
owner.” Larger vessels usually are owned by non-Alaskan fesidents. Alaskan residents show up primarily
in the PH2, LH2 and LH3 classes, and the TH3 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 m Table 2.9.

*  Because of the indistinct nature of the categorics, placing vessels into categories is a difficult
process and not entirely acourate. It is possible that some vessels have been mis—<lassified. To that
end, a document describing the vessel and processor classes will be released under a separate cover
for review by the industry. It is hoped that with industry review any vessel inapproprately classified
will be brought to the attention of the staff.
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Table 2.8

OWN’ER RESIDENCE AND AVERAGE LENGTH OF HARVEST VESSELS

NUMBER OF VESSELS OWNED BY

VESSEL CLASS ALASKANS (OTHERS AVERAGE LOA (FEET)
LONGLINE HARVESTER 1 49 55 69
LONGLINE HARVESTER 2 97 19 54
LONGLINE HARVESTER 3 1020 176 37
LONGLINE PROCESSOR 1 13 44 131
POT HARVESTER 1 9 27 151
POT HARVESTER 2 217 144 76
POT PROCESSOR 1 1 33 167
TRAWL HARVESTER | 1 20 155
TRAWL HARVESTER 2 7 35 110
TRAWL HARVESTER 3 35 45 73
TRAWL HARVESTER 4 10 2 55
TRAWL PROCESSOR | 0 20 291
TRAWL PROCESSOR 2 0 13 2271
TRAWL PROCESSOR 3 9 22 165
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Table 2.9

BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN ISLANDS AND GULF OR At ASKA COMBINED

1992 CATCH OF GROUNDBPRISH AND CRAB BY VESSBEL CLASS

.

{ALL IN POUNDS) .
BAIRDT BLURKING BROWNKING  OPILIO RED KING

VESSEL CLASS FLATTISH OTHER PCOD POLLOCK  ROCKRISH CRAR CRAH CRAR CRAB CRAR
LONGLINE HARVESTER | 6,681,056 1,749,400 4,339,218 L7513 ELTREL 13,178 @ 1469 & 52,413
LOMULINE HARVERTER 2 17,347 &% 2,831,060 4,53 634,341 0 0 a ! i)
LONGLINE HARVESTER 3 43,302 FT 1041307 24,128 §.245,187 O H g g8 8
LONGLINE PROCESSOR T #4973 850 30,293,2280 114 695,068 1 846.230 4,304 0dd 1223784 L5 8 4 614580 115,122
LONOGLING SURBTOTAL 15,675, 568 32.882,641 3123773951 9,766,459 T 478 90 1,267,061 76,933 1,469 4,619,989 167,838
POTHARVESTER | 4 8 1,178,355 [ g 4,812,898 322433 2,646,571 51,558,138 1,538,630
POT HARVESTER 2 265,552 714 LRSS 48,215,085 132588 2391019 L8 A 7245 195619048 570073
POT PROCESSOR | 13,358 18928 18665911 4431 3,088 3,967,794 289 875 3,801,0101  44.028.101 1,297,778
POTSUBTOTAL 219,109 206,242 36,347 348 43,310 516 1254761 32 694 483 3 446,733 7074500 291 200178 8124 441
TRAWL HARVESTER 7772583 243,321 5,313,873 161,769,668 7,469 4350341 30,651 o 4,676 858 163,493
TRAWL HARVESTER 2 $,169 487 638,403 22,077,145 489,438,127 §81,981 1,067,852 0 ] 1,017,763 68,185
FRAWEL HARVESTER 2 T840 211,637 66,731,672 155,055,148 835476 175,289 6,102 (1 182 4%8 164,100
TRAWL HARVIISTENR 4 $32,0%7 450 7,765,440 4,256,824 6,743 b 0 ¢ ] 0
TEAWL PROCESSOR § 12H24408 26329020 I516.442]  1,168,180,78} 1,304,652 0 0 0 o 25,239
TRAWL PROCESSOR 2 86619939 25165549 IBA4L432]  EE6S4287] 6,220,386 6 0 ¢ 0 0

TRAWL PROCESSOR 3 279,311,627 140,210.856] 51,377,082 F1014.046] 66086498 0 0 1] 0
TRAWL SUBTOTAL 436278, 876] 189,303 168] 206926 038] 2. 540 840 454]  14,671.06% 1,813,522 36,754 (] 5,997,071 921,017
SPECIES TOTAL 452213500  2235.662,051] 490,153,231 2, 39RR35459]  ELEDIASG] 15775067 2,560 446 7,175,969 301,819 436 9. 412,993
NOTE:

Crub catches appear in categories other than *Pot Harvesters.” For example, the "Trawl Harvester 2" category sccounted for 1,087,892 lbs of bairdi. This is due to the
uveriap between sectors for which the data is compiled. While primarilly using trawl genz, some vessels in this category also harvest crabs with pot gear.




Finally, for the main species of each group, the chartlets in Figures 2. 1a - 2.1¢ show the distribution of catch
within each category. With these figures, one can judge the relative performance of different vessels within
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 2.1a shows
that 27 of the longline processors caught less than 3,000,000 lbs, and fewer than four caught less than 20,000
Ibs. 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 2.1a describes the pot harvester 2 class and paints a
different picture. For that class, 67 vessels caught less than 20,000 lbs. Approximately 275 vessels caught
less than 500,000 Ibs. The most restrictive license aiternatives under consideration would require landings
of 20,000 Ibs or more for qualification. - These chartlets show how maay vessels of each class would mest

that requirement based on catches in 1992.
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Figure 2.1a
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Figure 2.1b
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Figure 2.1c

TRAWL PROCESSOR 2
40000 NO VESSELS CAUGHT < 26,000 LBS
& 000G 4 « v e e e e =TT e m e e w e s m e m e e n _
§ e u i e e At AL I,
.
2
AT, S U
0 t ¢ { + } + f t
1 i 3 4 5 ] 7 3 $ 10
NUMBER OF VESSELS
TRAWL PROCESSOR 3
40000

NO YESSELS CAUGHT < 20,000 LRS

POUNDS ({600}

1 03 0§ 7 % 11 13 15 17 19 2 W 285 =
NUMBER OF VESSELS

33 September 17, 1994 (9:57am)



Figure 2.1d
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Figure 2.1e
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23 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.

Origmally, 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 progect For the project to be feasible from a financial perspective, the e::ncpt*:ctt:d3 stream of
returns discounted* to its present value, would bave to exceed the next best use (or opportunity cost) of the
original capital outlay.® 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 bas 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-clectric 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:

L. 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-of returns. 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 $1000 return and a 50% probability of 2 $200 loss, the expected return is $400.

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

*‘Future returns are discounted because hurnans 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 philosopby. If one business values current wealth over future
wealth, a higher discount rate will be used. Businesses with relatively short "life- spans " will 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 1n 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.

*Three theoretical approaches deal with this problem: 1) A Pareto superior solution is one which
leaves no individual worse off and at least one individual better off. Parero 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, bas not been successfully applied in practice, primarily because of
the wnability to find the "correct” social welfare function.
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3. Discount rates vary from individual to individual, and therefore choosing one rate to represent
"Socicties™ discount rate is Inappropriate. '

Welfare economists are the first to admit that the usefulness of cost-benefit analysis has its limits in the pubhc
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 dufficult, ime consurming, and ofien 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 gualitative terms those which are more difficult
to assess.

Two dreas 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 bave to pay. This
is represented in Figure 2.2 by the lined area above the price line, P1, and below the demand curve. Gains
i consurer surplus will occur as a result of a change in management regime if consumers end up paying less
for the same quality product or paving 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 intemational market for seafood, among other things, demand estimates
are currently unavailable for gronndfish 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
Flgure 2.2 Consumer And Producsr Surplus defined as the sum of
each producer's net
refurn or rent.
Producer swrplus s
shown as the gray-
shaded arca in Figure
22, Changes in
producer surplus wall
occur when the cost of
production  changes,
which in tum brings
about a change in the
supply curve, or if the
demand changes. As
an example, imagine an
mcrease in the price of
otl which increases the
cost to supply products.
Such a change 15 shown
Quantity in Figure 2.3, The new
supply curve  has
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 sutn of these changes is the goal of cost-benefit analysis in the public
policy arena. From the figures, 1t is easy to see that consumer surplus has been reduced by the darkl~ shaded
small tnangular arga plus the unshaded area between the price lines P1 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 nght of
the pew supply curve and below the old price line represents a loss of producer swrplus. 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 i1s unambiguous, and is represented by the small darkly shaded area plus
the cross-hatched area.

Supgiy Curve

Prics

Consumar Surplus

Domand Curve

Producer Surplus
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In TAC-regulated fishenies, as
are found in the North Pacific Figure 2.3 Kaw Consumar And Producer Sumpius
fisheries managed by the

Council, the ecopomics of Now &
supply’ and demand are Prico ow Supply Gurve p
somewhat different.  This is /
because the TAC stnetly 7
limits supply. Therefore, the Consumer Surpius ),
supply curve turns vertical at /
the TAC. This is shown in /!
glgurlfﬁcsz & memsi:fagggz ' //} il
som%whax., because it IS P2 ///////zf'ﬁb._ //

probable that the portion of N I N .

the supply curve left of the
TAC lize 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 Quantity
addition, the price P1, which
under normal circumsiances
will be in equilibrium where
supply and demand intersect as shown, becomes indeterminate under a TAC regulated fishery; the price could
fall anywhere between point 4, ih: intersection of the TAC and the supply curve, or point B, the intersection
of the TAC and the demand curve.” For convenience, we have chosen 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 Price
Lned area. Notice that both
consumer and  producer
surplus 15 less than what
would have occurred wathout
a TAC* By increasing or
decreasing the TAC, a policy

Domand Curve

Flgurs 2.4 Consamer k Producor Surpkus With TAQ Supply Curve Changa

TACISupply Curve

decision, consumer and
producer surplus will clearly
change. r

. . N Pomand Currs
While TAC increases or Broducer Surpis
decreases 1impact consumer
and producer surplus, other
policy actions may impact TAC Quantty
surplus as well. Figure 2.5

. P is indotorminate, but wil fol Detwaen A and B doponding on the
shows the impact on ?f‘“—"duw reistiva markai powsr of processors and fshing.
surplus of a cost increase.

"Exactly where the price falls is a function of, among other things, the relative bargaining power of
the consumer and the producer. In the case of catch delivered to 2 processor by catcher vessels, the producer
is the catching vesse] and the consumer 1s the processor.

*This could lead to the conclusion that society is worse off with a TAC-limited Sshery. However,
the imposition of an overall TAC, because of the common property pature of fisheries, can prevent
overtishing 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 veftical dt thé same level of output. No change in price is
depicted, because price is indeterminate with a discontinuous supply curve, and at the existing price,
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-hatched area represents
the loss in producer surplus resulting from the cost increase.

It is important to note
that 1n addition 1t Figure 2.5
changes affecting
seafood producers and
seafood consumers, the Prico TAC/Supply Curve
changes may impact "
other marine resources,
such as marine
mammals and seabirds,
and the marine
ecosystems as a whole.
The relatively new field
of environmental
economics fries to place *
values on these non-
market products and
services, so that they
may be treated on the
same {t&rms as  more

Consumor & Producsr Surplus With TAZBupply Surve Changs

Damand Cures
Produser Surphs

traditional consumables. ) TAC Quisntty
Placing values on the P iz indotorminats, bul will fall batwsen A snd B depanding on the
non-market good_g, and rolntive markst power of procoesors ang fishing,

services in the marine
environment is beyond
the scope of this analysis, however potential impacts on the ecosystem are discussed in Chapter 5 and sbould
be considered in the final decision. Additionally, impacts on safety, bvcatch, 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 ars also counted. Implementation, moritoring and enforcement costs of specific
alternatives will be addressed later in this document

’Although there will be no formal attempt to quantify the decision making costs for the CRP, it should
be nowzd 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/ofishore 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 altematives 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 bepefits 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 compreheuasively 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 of E.Q. 12866.

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

(D Have an annual effect on the economy of $100 million or more, or adversely affect in 2
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 communities.

(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 reciptents thereof, or

4) Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal 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 required by
NEPA and other federal mandates when a governmental agency is contemplating a change in policy. The
Council is examining license imitation 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
systemn. The Council has also indicated its mntent to revisit the inshore/offshore allocation, and to examine
alternatives to lncrease the utilization and retention of harvestad groundfish and crab. Complicating the
picture somewhat is the Secretary of Commerce's recent disapproval of the Council's planned moratorinm.
Given the Council's stated intent, discussion of the no-action alternative assumes the following:

Do oot eact a license limitation program,
Revise and resubmit the moratorium.
Continue studying [FQs.
Revisit the inshore/offshore allocation.
- Examine alternatives to increase the utilization and retention of harvested groundfish and
crab resources.

Coee
* o+ % e & "

Analysis of the no action alternative will focus on possible evolution of the groundfish and crab fisheries
without 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 apalysis of the fleet is
presented using cost data collected in the inshore/offshore ana}yaisg Possible directions are discussed for the
industry in the absence of license limitation.

3.1.1  Results of the Moratorium Analysis

The 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
Groundfish 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 Coromerce disapproved
the Council's proposed moratorium on August 5, 1994, citing inconsistencies with thc National Standards,
the Council may decide to revise/resubmit it at their Scptamber 1594 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 of moratorium rights, Vessels under
125 ft could increase length by 20%, not to exceed 125 £, but longer vessels could not inerease length
Vessels could crossover from one moratorium fishery to another even if they had never participated m the
other fishery during the qualifying years. Vessels under 26 ft in the Gulf of Alaska and under 32 & in the
Benng 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 gualified vessels to be used in the groundfish and crab fishenies, replacing
them with nﬁa-quaiiﬁﬁ:d new vessels.

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

Another approximately 4,000 vessels qualified for the moratorium because they landed halibut and
groundfish, but data available for the moratorium analysis did not identify the groundfish species landed.
Halibut s strictly a hook-and-line fishery, so it 15 likely that these vessels used the same gear type and
harvested some combination of sablefish, Pacific cod and rockfish for their groundfish compeonent. Other
data show that probably half (2,000 of the 4,000 vessels) of those "groundfish” landings were only sablefish.
Therefore, we conclude that roughly 9,550 vessels (7,550 + 2,000) will comprise the mitial sablefish and
halibut IFQ fleet starting 1 1993, OF the 13,500 moratonium gualified vessels, the above estimate leaves
ancut 4,600 vessels (13,500 - 9,530 = 3,930) that qualify because they fished species other than sablefish and
nalibur.  In semmary, 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 groundfish fishery were disallowed. Conversely, there is the
potential that under the current Council moratorium proposal, all of the those 9,550 vessel owners 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 12,499 of 13,507 moratorium qualified vessels were less than 60
feet in length. In 1991, nearly 5,000 vessels participated in the groundfish, crab, and halibut fisheries under
the Council's jurisdiction. Approximately 4,250 or 85% of these vessels wers less than 60 feet, but harvasted
only 6% of the total caich that year. This indicates that although the number of vessels which could have
fished under the moratorinm was potentially very large, the actual catching power of a great majority of those
vessels was quite limited,

At the other end of the spectrum, 353 vessels greater than 90 feet caught 87% of the total groundfish catch
in 1991. Clearly, the vast majonty of the catching power of the fleet is accounied 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 2 shorter qualifying period, such as Januvary 1, 1988, through
February 9, 1592, only 417 vessels over 90 feet would have qualified. In other words, only 54 vessels of this
length have "dropped” out of the fishery since 1980, and 43 of these were less than 125 feet. Only 12 vessels
between 125 feet and 190 feet, and none greater than 190 feet, left the fishery between January 1, 1980 and
Jaruary 1, 1988

The moratorium analysis also cites a break-even analysis developed for the groundfish trawl fleet (Wiese and
Burden 1991}, In their aizpma::h, agpregate vessel capamty 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 flest of 138 vessels. The actual fleet had 165 vessels, implying excess capacity
of 27 vessels, 20 catchers and 7 factory trawlers. The break-even approach uses raw product prices, cost
levels, and catch to assess capacity. Using a similar approach, adjusted to 1991 conditions, projects a 1991
break-gven fleet of 175 to 200 vessels, compared to an actual fleet of approximately 250 vessels. The
‘increase in break-even fleet size 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 simitlar; there are 20 to 25 percent more trawl vessels in
the groundfish fisherv 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 I, because the findmgs apply directly to the license program as well as
the moratorium. Included in the Appendix is 4 table examining the impacts of adding one additional vesscl
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 forees which would impact producers will operate under the
moratorium or status quo, leading the analysis to conclude that the moratornium would have little impact on
producer surplus and, therefore, little impact on the net national benefits aceruing to the fishery,

Nearly three vears have passed since the February 9, 1992 cut-off date for the moratorium, Using avatlable
data through April 4, 1994, we estimate that 394 pon-qualified vessels have fished in Council fisheries. This
is a significant decrease from the numbers of "new” vessels that normaily 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 and groundfish fisheries since the cut-off date set by in the Council's Moratorium.
This oumber is derived by first ignoring those vessels which would be exempt anyway, and then aiso
deducting those vessels attributable to the halibut fishery (156) and those which operated only in State waters
{12): 1., 8 crab and 14 groundfish vessels entered which would not otherwise qualify, for a total of 22,
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Table 3.1 Vessels Entering Council Fisheries Behv:znfebmaw 9, 1992 and April 4, 1994,

A
Fishery ' Total Vessels Non Exempt Vessels (2287
Halibut 343 156

Crab 11 8

Groundfish (with Federal Permits) ’ R 14 14

Groundfish (no Federal Permit but legal landings inside state 2 13

waters)

All Sisheries under the Counctl junsdichon 394 : 191

Figure 3.1 was developed for the moratorium analysis. It shows that very few vessels remain in the fishery
after 3-4 vears. 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 groundfish
fishery than can be justified based on financial break-gven criteria. Table 3.1 above shows that 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 elsewhbere. Nounetheless, under the No-Action Alternative there does not appear to be any changes in
the financial benefit of entering 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 of 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 owners 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 15 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. 1t 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 1s dated and controversial , it
is the best and most complete set of information available.'® Using those data identified above, a "break-
even"” analysis was undertaken with the fishing flests as defined in the inshore/offshore analysis.!! Most
break-even analyses atizmpt to determine how much caikch a given vesssl must have to remain a viable
cconomic uzit.'® In this case, rather than increasing the catch of a given vessel we inerease or decrease, as
necessary, the number of vessels in a given sector, holding the sector catch constant.’? The “Break-even
Fleet" includes the maximum number of vessels in that sector while maintaining positive returns,

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

19 Under the CRP analysis, Representative Vessel and Processor Profiles are being constructed.
However, for a variety of reasons including an acceleration of the license alternative and the
reluctance of the 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.

' Since the analysis concentrated its efforts on pollock in the Bering Sea and Guif and Pacific cod
in the Gulf, data on vessels which were pot 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 flatfhsh.

*Viable economic unit implies that all fixed, and variable costs are being covered and the operation
1 generating a normal return on the owner's investment (i.¢. it is also covering its opportunity costs)
inciuding 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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somewhat dated and controversial, five additional "break-even” fleets were estimated by (1) increasing ex-
vessel and product prices by 10%, (2) increasing catches by 25%, (3) decreasing the assumed time horizon
for return on investment. (3) increasing the desired return on investment, and (5) decreasing the assumed
initial vessel and permut 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 moratoriurn, or under a license limitation program,
then the potential benefits of either 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 nuruber of vessels was taken
directly from Tabie 3.2a on pages 3-14, 15 of the final SEIS."! Tlus 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 homegencus fleet with linear cost and production functions, the "Modelled Fleet” totals are
estimated by multiplying the number of vesszls by the various cost and revemue 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 Flest” for the modelled vessels. The break-even fleet is calculated by
adding vessels to each sector, while bolding 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 additional 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/ofishore analysis.

Tables 3.6-3.10 show the break-cven fleets if certain assumptions are changed, and demonstrate the sensitivity
of the break-even analysis o different parameters. Table 3.6 calculates the break-even fleet under the
assurnption that ex-vessel prices and wholesale prices all nse 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, especially assuming a 15-year horizon for returns to investment.

Table 3.7 shows the break-even flect 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 2 25% increase in total revenues. However, catching and processing 25% more fish also increases
variable harvesting and processing costs by 25%, so the net effect is significantly less than the effect of 2 25%
price ingrease, or even the 10% increase shown in Table 3.6. As seenin 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 fshing vessels under this

"The flest modeled in the Inshore/Offshore analysis was a "modelled flest” rather than the actual
fleet 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 information 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 modelied only for the
GOA. Since Pacific cod was not a part of the alternatives for the BSAL these vessels were not
included. As another example, the "purse seiner” and "crabber” classes developed in the
wmshore/offshore SEIS were used ozly to supply the various processors with sufficient raw product
of crab, salmon, halibut, and herring. Since the inshore/offshore amendment did not change the
hma&s of these vessels, the cost profiles used were immaterial and, therefore, pot fully developed.
Therefore, these two classes were dropped from this break-even analvsis.
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scenario if there was a-high likelihood of catch levels remaining high over the life of the investment, assxxmcd
to be 15 years,

We have assumed for simplicity that each vessel owner is in the fishing industry to make a reasonable retum
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 pot enter into his or her business decisions. Under these
assumptions, feturns on an investment must equal or exceed returns that the same amount of capital or labor
would make elsswhers, ie., the opportunity cost of capital and labor. In calculating the net economic remm
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.” 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 (of return on
investment), and the time allowed for repayment (the time horizon of the investment), We have assumed a
10% rate of return over a l5-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 assumptions regarding initial investments and expected refum 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, expected return to investment also
decreases, and profit increases for each new vessel “or any given amount of fish canght and processed. Table
3.8 shows that the break-cven flect would increase uy 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 of other 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 hcadmg

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 assumed a 10% return over 15-years. Because of uncertainty and vo!anlxty in the
fishery, it can be argued that a 15-year time horizon is too long. Table 3.9 calculates the fshery 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 purchase the vessel). Increasing
opportunity or fixed costs results in a smaller break-even fleet {42 fewer vessels) than in Table 3.5. A similar
umpact 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 scemario, we assume a 174 return over 3 15-year time
horizon, which results in 53 fewer economically viable vessels than the "break-even” {leet shown in Table

3.5

YThe opportunity cost of the vessel owner's labor must also be deducted from net revenve. We have
assumed that this is included in administrative salaries which are a component of fixed costs.

a5 September 17, 1994 (12:22pm)



Tahle 3.2 Parameter Definitions Used in the Break-Even Aralysis of Inshore/Offshore Vessels

Number of Vessels

This is the number of vessels modeled in each particular table.

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 (m) This i3 a breakdown of the catch of the vessei(s) E;y species in metric toos.

Ex.Vegsal Value Total ex-vessel value of all species harvested by the vessel(s).

Variable Cost Total varisble cost of harvesting of all species by the vessel(s).

Fixed Cost Total fixed cost allocated to harvesting,

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

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

Vaniable 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.

Totat Income” Ex-vessel value of ﬁaiivmed fish p:. » wholesale value of processed product.

Total Expenses Fixed and varisble harvesting ¢osts plus fixed and variable processing costs.

Net Revenus Total incame minus total expenses. This does pot include the opportunity cost of
capital, depreciation or any mterest payments which are captured in the estimate of
SPPOTUNILY COStS.

Vessal Value The estimated purchase price of the vessel ncluding harvesting and processing
eguipment. For the limit seiner class, this includes the value of salmon permits.

Opportunity Cost This 15 estimated as the next best opportunity for the vessel owner's investment in the
vessel, equipment and permits,. We assume the owner could have purchased 2 mortgage
of the sume value with 3 10% yield over a I5-year period. The value shown represents
the annual pavment which would accrue 1o such & 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 Return | Caleulated 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 "Break-even” Tables 3.5-3.10 adding an additional vessel to &
given sector will turn this number negative for that sector.

Incremental Vessels v,

Modelled Flest

This i3 mumber of vessels added to (or subtracted from) the modelled fleet as shown in
Tsble 3.3 for each particular scenaric.

Incremental Vessels v,

Break-even Fleet

This is number of vessels added to {or subtracted from) the modelled fleet a5 shown in

Table 3.4 for each particular scenario.
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Table 3.3

Vessel Level Information

Freeze At-seal Sharebased| _ l
Vessel Type H&G FT Fillet FT| _ Surlml FT] _ Longliner Trawler Trawlerl  Longliner Combo Tota!
Number of Vassels 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
Harvasting: '
Pounds of Calch 9,006,297 33,666,086 93.373,316 1,803,994 34,327,950 | 17,867,857 352,169 5,978,951 196,376,620
Pallock {mt) 1,848 12,019 41624 | 2,385 7,533 2,167 67 577
Pacilic Cod {mt) 726 2471 741 215 3,460 574 79 432 B,700
Flatfish (mt) 1,399 746 21 560 2,726
Rockfish (mt) 15 10 21 5 52
Halibut _(mi) 28 466 30 15 53g
Sablefish (m1) 99 95 79 5 277
King Craty 17 17
C. bairdi {mi) 10 10
C. Opilio {mt) 66 66
Total Catch {mt) 4,086 15,275 42 365 819 6,410 8,107 189 2,713 79 964
|Ex-Vessal Value $0 $0 $0 $310800 | $2694403 | $1,517,689 $278,134 $918,135 $5,719,161
~|variable Cost $1,184646 | $2330586 | $2,616045| $605057 | $1,755254 | $932314 | $168937 | $743628] $10,345 467
Fixed Cost $204,175 $362,100 $594 000 $201,000 $343,500 $218,100 $26,825 $56,500 $2.006,200
Processing: ' ‘
Pounds of Product 3577107 7,506,558 15,123,557 1,082 562 0 .0 0 -0 27,289 784
Product Value $4,223 433 $8,581,014 | $14949,708 | $1.715,7684 $0 - $0 $0 $0 $29,469,939
Variable Costs $1,739 461 $£3,401,779 $5,564,102 $475,876 $0 $0 - $0 $0 $11,181,218
Fixed Costs $380,000 $754 800 $1,469,000 $220,500 $0 $0 -$0 $0 $2.824,400
Total Income $4,223 433 $0,581.014 | $149045708 | $2026584 | $2694,403 | $1.517,689 $278,134 $918,135 $35,185 100
Total Expensas $3,508,2682 | $6,858,365 | $10,243,147 | $1,502433 | $2098754 | $1150414 1 $195762 $800,128 $26,357 285
Net Revenus $715,151 $1,722649 | -$4,706 561 | . $524 151 $595,649 $367,275 $82,372 $118,007 $8,821 815
Vessel Value £4,800,000 | $9,500,000 | $25,000,000 | $3,000,000 | $2,500,000 | $2,750,000 |  $375,000 $600,000 | $48,525 000
Opportunity Cost $631,074 $£1,249 001 $3,2686 844 $304. 421 $328,684 $361,553 $49,303 $70,884 $6,379,765
Net Economic Relurn $84,077 $473,648 $1.419717 $129,730 $266,965 $5,722 $33,069 $39,123 $2,452,050
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Table 3.4

Modeled Number of Vessels

Freezer Al-sen| Shorebased|
Vessel Type H&G FT Fllel FT Suriml FT]  Longliner Trowler Trawler;  Longlinen Combo Totall
Numbar of Vassals 14 20 12 20 12 18 104 58 258
Harvesting:
Pounds of Catch 126,088,158 | 673,321,720 11,120,479,792 | 35,079,880 | 411,935 400 | 021,821 426 | 36,625,576 1 346,779,158 | 3.072,931,110
Pollock {mt} 25,878 240,389 499 488 0 28,625 135,598 0 125,660 1,055,635
Pacilic Cod (mt) 10,161 49,423 8,596 4,308 41,516 10,332 8,265 25,149 158,044
Flatlish {mt) 19,580 14,825 0 420 6,716 0 0 { 41,652
Rockiish {mt) 2185 208 0 420 64 0 0 0 805
Halibut {mt) 0 557 0 9316 0 0 3,146 859 13,878
Sablefish {mt) 1,368 o 0 1,906 ) ] B 265 293 11,829
King Craby ¢ c 0 0 0 ¢ 0 960 980
C. bairdi {mt) 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 609 =609
C. Opilio (mt) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 : 3,817 3,817
Tota! Catch {mt) 57,209 305,500 508,385 16,370 76,922 145,926 19,677 157,341 1,2687.329
Ex-Vassel Value $0 $0 $0 | $6216000 | $32332836 | $27 318,402 1428925036 | $53,251,830 | $148.045 004
Variabla Cost $16,585044 | $46.791,720 | $31,392,540 1$12,101,140 | $21,063,048 [ $16,781,652 |$17,569,448 | $43,130.424 | $205,415:016"
Fixad Cost $2 858 450 $7,242 00C £7,128,000 1 $4,020,000 $4, 122000 | $3925800 | $2,769800 | $3.277,000 $35,363.050
Processing: . N
Pounds of Product | 50,079,488 | 150,131,160 ] 181482684 | 21,651 240 1] 0 0 0 403,344,502
Product Value $59,128,062 |1 $171,620,280 | $179,396,496 [£234 315,680 $0 $0 $0 $0§ $444 460,518
Vatiable Cosls $24 352 454 | $68,035580 | $66,769,224 | $9.517,520 $0 $0 $0 $0 | $168674,778
Fixad Cosls $5,320,000 | $150098,000 ; $17.628.000 | $4 416,000 $0 $0 §0 $0 $42 456 000
Total Incoma $59,128,062 | $171,620,280 | $178.308,496 |$40,531,680 | $32332,836 | $27,318,402 [$28.925.936 | $53,251,830 | $592,505,522
Total Expenses $49,115,048 |$137,167,300 ; $122 917,764 [$30,048 660 | $25,185,048 | $20,707,452 [$20,359,240 | $46,407 424 | $451,908 844
Net Ravenus $10,012.114 | $34 452980 | $56,478,732 1$10.483020 | $7,147 788 | $6 610950 | $8 566,688 | $6 844 406 | $140,596 678
Vassel Valus $67,200,000 {$190,000,000 | $300,000,000 1$60,000,000 | $30,000,000 | $49,500,000 1$39,000,000 | $34,800,000 $770,500,000
Opporlunily Cost $8,835038 | $24,980,018 | $39,442,133 | $7,888427 | $3.944.213 | $6507,652 1 $5127477 | $4,575287{ $101.300 545
MNet Economic Retum | $1.177,076 $9. 472962 1 $17 006,590 | $2 5945493 $3,203,575 $102,998 | $3,439,211 | $2,269,119 $30,2086,133

Serpe
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Table 3.5 Breok Even Number of Vessels
Freszer Al-sea] Shorebased|
Vessel Type H&G FT Filtet FY Sutiml FT} _ Lonplines Trawler Trawler]  Longliney Combeo Tolal]
Numbar of Vassals 14 24 15 23 16 18 149 74 333
Harvesting:
Pounds of Catch 126,088,158 | 673,321,720 {1,120,479.792 | 36,076,880 | 411,935,400 | 321,621,426 | 36,625576 | 246,779,158 | 3,072,931,110
Pollock {mi} 25878 240,389 499 4688 0 28 625 135,595 0 125 660 1,055,635
Pacific Cod (mi) 10,161 49 423 5,096 4308 41.518 10,332 8,265 25,143 158,044
Flattish {mt)] 19,590 14,925 0 420 6,716 0 0 0 41,652
Rocklish {mf) 215 208 0 420 84 0 0 0 ans
Halibut {mf) 0 557 0 8316 0 G 3,146 8559 13,878
Sablefish {m1) 1,365 0 0 1,606 0 0 8,265 293 11,829
King Crab a 0 0 0 4 4] 0 980 960
C. bairdi {mi) 0 U i) 0 ¢ 0 0 609 809
C. Opitio {imit) ¢ 0 0 0 D 0 0 3,817 3,817
Total Calch {mt) 57,209 ans 500 508,385 16,370 76,922 145,826 19,677 157,341 1,287,329
Ex-Vessel Value $0 $0 $0 | $6,216,000 | $32,332,836 | $27,318 402 |$28,925,836 | $53,251 830 | $148,045,004
Variable Cost $16,505044 | $46.791,720 | $31,092,540 1$12 101,140 | $21,063,048 1 $16,7681,652 |$17,569,448 | $43,130,424 { $205 415,016
Fixed Cost $2,.858,450 | $8,690,400 |  $6,810,000 | $4.623,000 | $5496,000 | $39025800 | $3,006925| $4,181,000| $42,681,575
Pracessing: .
Pounds of Product 50,079,498 | 150,131,160 | 181,482 684 | 21 651,240 0 0 0 0| 403,344,582
Product Value $59,128,062 | $171,620,280 | $179,396 496 1$34 315,680 $0 $0 $0 $0 ] $444 460518
Variable Cosls $24,352,454 | $66,035580 | $66,769.224 1 $9,517.520 $0 $0 $0 $0] $168674,778
Fixed Costs $5,320,000 | $18,117.600 | $22,035000 ! $5 071,500 $0 $0 $0 $0]  $50544,100
Total Incoma $59,128,062 | $171,620,280 | $179,356,496 |$40 531,680 | $32.332 836 | $27 318,402 [$26 925936 | $53,251,830 | $592 505 522
Total Expensas $49.115,548 | $141,635300 { $123 106 764 1$31,313,160 | $26 559,048 1 $20 707 452 [$21 566 373 | $47,311,424 |1 $467,315.469
Ne! Ravanus $10012,114 | $20984 980 | $50,280 732 | $9.218,520 $5773,7881 36,610,050 ) $7,059563 1 §5,040,406] $125100,053
Vassal Value $67,200,000 | $228.000,000 | $375,000,000 |$69,000,000 | $40,000,000 | $49,500,000 |$55,875,000 | $44,400,000 | $928 975,000
Opporiunity Cost $6.835,038 { $20.975 021 | $49,302,666 | $9,071,601 $5250,951 1 $6,507,952 | $7,346,097 | $5 837,438 $122 135 6852
Net Economic Retum | $1,177,076 $£8,959 $987,066 $146,820 $514,837 $102,958 $13.465 $102.970 $3,054 201
Incramantal Vessels v.
Modalled Fleal
Tabta 3.4) 0 4 3 3 4 0 45 16 75
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Toble L6 Breok Even Vessals Wilh 10% Increase in Ex-Vesssl and Product Prcas
Freezer! Al-gses| Shorebased :
Vessgel Typa H&G FT Fillel FT Surimi FT|  Longllner Trawlel] Trawler  Longlinet| Combo Tolal
Numbaer of Vessels 19 31 18 287 21 22 187 114 440
Harvasting:
Pounds of Galch 126,088 158 { 672321,720 11,120,479,782 | 360790801 411835400 1521621426 | 36,625,576 | d46 774158 ] 3072031110
Pollock (mb) 25 878 240,089 494 488 0 28,625 135,595 0 125,660 1,055,638
Pacilic Cod (mt 10,161 49 423 8,896 4,308 41,516 10,332 8,265 25143 158 044
Flatlish {mt) 19,500 14,825 0 420 8,716 0 0 4 41,652
Rocklish (mt)] 215 205 0 420 64 0 0 0 505
Halbut {mt) 0 587 ) 9316 9 0 3,145 853 13,878
Sablelish ) 1,365 0 i 1,908 g 0 8,265 293 11,829
King Crabl o 8 0 g 0 0 a 960 960
. bairdi {mi) 0 0 4 g i} g 0 609 609
. €. Opifio (mt) 0 0 0 0 0 0 .G 3,817 2817
Total Catch () 57,209 308 500 508,385 16,370 78,922 145926 19,677 157,341 1,287,329
Ex-Vessel Value $0 $0 $0 | $6,837.600 ] $35566,120 | $30,050,242 1$31,818,530 | $58.577,013 ] $162849.504
Variable Cost $16,585044 | $46,791,720 1 $31,302 540 1$12,101,140 1 $21,063,048 1 $16,781,652 1$17,560.448 | $43,130424 | $205415.016
Fixad Cost $3,879325 1 $11205100 ] $10,6D2000{ $5628,0001 $7213500| $4798200 | $5016275| 36441000 $54 893,400
Pracessing: -
Pounds of Product 50070 408 | 150131180 | 181482684 | 21,651,240 0 0 g 0 403,344 582
Product Value $65,040,868 15186 782308 | $197,336,146 1$37,747 248 $0 10 $0 $01 $488906570
Variable Costs $24,352 454 | $68,035500 ] $66,760.224 1 $9 517 520 $0 $0 $0 $0 ] $168,674,770
Fixed Costs $7,220,000 | $23.401,900 | $26,442.000 | $6,174,000 $0 $0 0] ° $0]  $83.237,500
Total Incomae $65,040 868 | $188,782,208 | $197,036,146 |$44 584 848 | $35 566,120 | $30,050,242 1$31,818, 530 | $58 577,013 | $651,756,074
Total Expengas $52.036,823 [$149,454 300 | $135,295.764 [$33.420,660 | $28.276 548 | $21,670 652 1$22 585,723 | $40,571 424 | $492,221,004
Nt Revenug $13,004,045 | $39328,008 | $62040,382 |$11,164 1881 $7289572 | $8.470390 | $9.232807 | $9,005589 | $159,534,080
Vassel Value $91,200,000 |$204,500,000 | $450,000,000 |$84,000,000 | $52 500,000 | $60,500,000 |$70,125,000 | $68,400,000 | $1,171,225,000
Opportunity Cost 411,990,408 [ $38,719,027 | $59.163,200 {$11,043.797 |  $6902373 | $7.054 164 | $9218599 | $8902806) $153,085,374
Net Economlc Retum | $1,013,637 £608 981 £2.877.182 $120.391 $387,198 $£516,227 $i3,208|  $12,783 $5,549,606
Incramentatl Vessels v.
Maodalled Flaet
Tahin 3.4) 5 11 6 8 g9 4 83 56 182
tncramantal Vessals v.
Braak-aven Fleet
Table 3.5) 5 7 3 5 5 4 a8 40 107
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Breok Even Vessols With 258% Increose In Tolal Calch

Toble 3.7 {Also Increases {olal produclion, vardable cost, and revenue.}
Freezer At-sesl Shorebased
Vessel Type HAG FT Fillet F1 Surlmi Ftl  Longtiner Trawlsr Trawlerl  Longliner Combo Total
Numbaer ol Vessals 1B 30 18 28 20 22 1Eil 83 415
[Harvasting:
Pounds ol Catch 157,610,198 | 841,652,150 [1,400,599,740 | 45,099,850 | 514,919,250 1402,026,783 | 45,781,970 | 433,473,948 | 3,841,163 888
Pollock {mt)] 32347 300,486 624,361 0 35,782 169,433 o 157,075 1,319,542
Pacilic Cod (mi)] 12,704 61,779 11,120 5385 51,898 12,915 10,332 31,420 197 555
Fiatfish {mt)] 24 487 18,657 0 525 8,396 0 0 0 52 065
Rockfish {mt) 269 256 0 525 80 ] H 4 1,134
Halibut {md) ] 697 { 11,645 0 0 3533 1,074 17,348
Sablalish {mt} i,707 0 0 2.382 0 ] 10,332 367 14,787
King Crab 0 4 0 ) L) 0 4] 1,200 1,200
C. bairdi (mi) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 761 761
. Opilio fmt) 0 0 0 0 0 0 { 4771 4,771
, Total Catch [m) 71,511 381,875 635, 481 20,463 96,152 182,408 24,596 186,676 1,609,161
Ex-Vessel Valus £0 £0 $0 | $7,770,000 | $40,416,045 | $34,148,003 1$36,157 420 | $66,564,788 | $185,056,255
Variable Gost $20,731,305 | $58,489,650 | $39,240,675 1515,126,425 | $26,328,810 | $20,977,065 [$21,961 810 | $53,913,030 | $256,768,770
Fixed Cost $3675,150 8 $10,863.000 | $10,6920001) $56280001 $6870,000 ] $4,798200 | $4,989450 1 $5,254,500 £52,770,200
Procassing: ' .
Pounds of Product 62,599,373 | 187,663,950 | 226 853 355 | 27,064,050 0 0 0 K1) 504,180,728
Product Value $73,910,078 | $214, 525 350 | $224 245 620 |$42 B94 600 $0 $0 $0 $0 | $555575648
Variabla Cosls $30,440,568 | $85,044,475 ] $83 461 530 |$11,896,900 $0 $0 $01 | $0] $010843473
Fixed Costs $6,840,000 | $22,647.000 ] %$26442000 | $6.174 000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $62,103,000
Tolal lncome $73010.078 | $214,525 350 | $224 245,620 1$50,664,600 | $40.416,045 | $34,148 003 [$36,157,420 | $66,564 788 $740.6831,903
Tolal Expenses $61,687,023 1$177,044,125 | $150,836 205 |$38,825 328 | $33,198,810 | $25,775,265 1526851 260 | $59,167,530 | $582,485,543
Net Ravenuse $12,223.055 | $37,481,225 | $64,400415 [$11639275| $7217.235] $83727381 $9.206,160 | $7397 2581 $158,146,360
Vossel Value $46.400,000 | $285,000,000 | $450,000,000 1$84 000,000 | $50.000,000 | $60,500,000 1$69,750.000 | $55,800,000 | $1,141, 450,000
Opportunity Cost $11.359334 | $37,470026 | $59,163,200 |$11,043,797 { %$6573680 | $7.954,164 | $9,170206 1 $7.336237 { $150,070,743
Not Economic Return £863,721 §11,185 45,246,215 $795.478 $643,546 3$418,574 $35. 864 $61,02¢ $8,075 617
incramental Vessels v -
Modelied Fleet
Tablg 3.4) 4 i0 8 8 i) 4 82 35 157
Incramental Vessais v,
Break-aven Flost
Table 3.5) 4 8 3 5 4 4 37 19 B2
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Break Even Vessels With A 25% Decrease In Vessel Values

Table 3.8 {l.e. a 25% reducllon in vessel opporuniy costs)
Freezer] At-seal Shorebased
Vessel Type H&G FT Fillet FT Surimi FT} __ Longliner Trawler Trawletr| Longliner Combo Total
Number of Vessels 17 27 17 26 19 21 177 87 391
Harvesting: .
Pounds of Calch 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 | 3,072,831,110
‘ Pollock {mt) 25,878 240,389 499,488 0 28,625 135 595 0 125,660 1,055 635
Pacilic Cod {mt} 10,161 49,423 . 8,856 4308 41,516 10,332 B 265 25143 158,044
Flatfish {mt) 19,590 14,925 0 420 6,716 0 0 {0 41 652
Rockfish {mt) 215 205 0 420 64 0 0 ‘0 905
Halibut_(mt) 0 557 0 9,316 0 0 3,146 859 13,878
Sablelish (mi) 1,365 0 0 1,906 0 0 8,265 293 11,829
King Cra 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 960 960
C. bairdi (mt) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 609 609
C. Opilio (mt) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3817 3,817
Tolal Catch (mt) 57,209 305,500 508,385 16,370 76,922 145,926 19,677 157 341 1,287,329
Ex-Vessel Value $0 $0 %0 | $6,216,000 | $32,332,836 | $27,318,402 |$28,925,936 | $53,251,830 | $148,045,004
Variabla Cost $16,585044 | $46791,720 | $31,392 540 [$12 101,140 | $21,063,048 | $16,7081,652 [$17 569,448 | $43,130,424 | $205415,016
Fixed Cosl $3470975 | $9,776,700 | $10,098,000 | $5226,000 | $6,526,500 | $4,580,100 | $4,748,025 | $4.915500| $49,341,800
Processing: e
Pounds of Product 50,079,498 | 150,131,160 | 181,482 684 | 21,651,240 0 0 0 -0 403,344 582
Product Valua -1$59.128,062 [$171,620,280 | $179,396 496 [$34,315,680 $0 $0 $0 $0 | $444 460518
Variable Cosls $24,352,454 | $68,035,580 | $66,769,224 | $9,517 520 $0 $0 $0 . $0] $168,674,778
Fixed Costs $6,460,000 | $20,382,300 | $24,973,000 | $5,733,000 $0 $0 $0 S $57,548 300
Total Incoms $59,128,062 {$171,620,280 | $179,396,496 {$40 531,680 | $32,332,836 | $27,318 402 [$28,925.936 | $53,.251,830 | $592,505522
Total Expenses $50,868,473 |$144,986,300 | $133,232,764 1$32,577,660 | $27 589 548 | $21,361,752 [$22 317,473 | $48,045924 | $480,979,894
Nat Revenue $£8,259,580 | $26,633,980 | $46163,732 | $7,954 020 $4,743,288 | $5956,650 | $6,608,463 | $5,205906f $111,525628
Vassel Valua $61,200,000 |$192,375,000 | $318,750,000 |$58,500,000 | $35,625,000 | $43,312 500 |$49,781,250 | $39,150,000 | $798,693,750
Opporunily Cost $8,046,195 | $25202,268 | $41,907,266 | $7,601,216 | $4683,753 | $5694 458 | $6,544 929 |  $5,147,198 | $105,007,284
Net Economic Return $213,304 | $1,341,712 $4,256,466 $262,804 $59,535 $262,192 | .- $63,534 $58,708 $6518,244
Incremental Vessels v.
Modslled Fleat
Tabla 3.4) 3 7 5 6 7 3 73 29 133
Incremantal Vessels v.
Break-aven Flest
Table 3.5) 3 K] 2 3 3 3 28 13 58
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Break Evan Vessels With A § Year ReducHon In the investiment ime Horlzon

Table 3.9 {l.e. a 10% relum over o 10 yeor perlod)
Freezor Al-sea Shurebased‘

Vesasl Type HAGFT Fillet FT Surlml FT|  Longliner Trawlar Trawler] Longliner Combo; Totad

Number of Vessals 13 21 i3 20 18 15 120 65 201

Harvesling:

Pounds of Catch 126,008,158 | 673,321,720 {1,120,479,792 | 36,079,880 | 411,935400 | 321,621,426 | 36,625,576 | 346,779,158 F 3,072,831,110
Pollock {mi) 25,878 240,389 459,488 0 28,625 135 595 0 125,660 1,055,635

Pacilic Cod (mt) 10,161 49,423 8,896 4,308 41,516 10,332 8,285 25 143 158,044
Flalfish {mt) 19,590 14,925 0 420 6716 0 ! R 41,652

Hocklish (mit) 215 205 0 420 64 0 0 ] 505

Halibut {mt) 1] 557 1] 9,316 0 ¢ 3,148 859 13,878

Sablalish {mt) 1,365 ] (] 1,806 g 0 8,265 263 11,829

King Crabf 0 [ 1] 0 0 g 0 860 960

C. bairdi (mt) 0 0 0 0 ] g ¢ 609 609

C. Opifio (rm) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,817 3,817

Total Calch {mt) 57.209 305,500 508 385 16,370 78922 145 928 18,677 167 941 1,287,329
Ex-Vassel Value $0 50 $0 | $6,216,000 | $32,332 836 |$27,318.402 1528 0250036 | $53,251,830 | $148,045 004
Variable Cost $16,505044 | $46,791,720 | $31 392,540 [$12,101,140 | $21,063,048 | $16,781,652 |$17,569,448 | $43,130,424 | $205,415,016
Fixad Cost $2654275 1 $7.604.100 $7,722000 | $4,020000] $5152500] $3 2715001 $3,460,425 | $3,672,500 |  $37 557,300

Processing: . : ' ‘
Pounds of Product 50,076,488 { 150,131,180 | 181482684 | 21,651,240 0 0 ] 0 403,344,582
Product Valua $53,128.062 1$171,620,280 | $170.396,496 1834, 315680 $0 $0 $0 $0§ $444,460,518
Vasiable Costs $24,352454 | $68.035580 | $66,769,224 | $9,517,520 | $0 £0 £0 $0| $168674.778
Fixed Costs $4.540,000 | $15.85290001 $19,097.000 | $4,410,000 30 $0 $0 $0 $44,299, 900
Total Income $50,128,062 [$171,620,280 | £179.396,496 [$40,631,680 | $32332 836 | $27,318 402 1$26,925 936 | $53,251,830 | $592,505 522
Total Expansss $48,531,773 1$138,284 300 | $124.980,764 1$30,048,660 | $26 215,548 | $20,053,162 (821020873 | $46 802,924 | $455,846 994
INet Havenue $10,596,289 | $33,335080 | $54.415732 3104830201 $6117288 | $7.265250 | $7,806063 | $64480081 $136558 578
Vassal Value $62.400,000 %199 500,000 | $325,000,000 |$60,000,000 § $37 500,000 | $41,250,000 [$48 375 000 | $39.000,000 | $813,025000
Oppartunity Cosl $10,155,313 $32467 706 | $52,802253 | $9,764 724 1 $6,102952 | $6.713,248 | $7872808 | $6347070] $132318075
Not Economic Hetumn $440.0876 $868,274 $1,523,479 1 $718,296 $14,336 $552,002 $23,2655 1. $101.836 $4,242 453
Incromantal Vessals v.
Muodelied Flaet
Tabla 3.4) (1) i 1 0 3 {3} 23 7 33
incramenial Vassals v.
Broak-even Fleel 4

Tabla 9.5 (1} {3) (2) 3 {1 {3) {20} {9) {42)




Breck Evoan Vessels With A 5% Increase In the Return on Invosimo_nl
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Table 3.10 (l.e. & 15% return over a 15 year time horizon)
Freezer At-gea| Shorebased
Vessel Type H&G FT Flilet FT Surlm( FT|  Longiiner] Trawlen Trawlerj Longliner| Combo Tota
Number of Vessels 12 20 12 20 14 15 124 63 280
Harvesting:
Pounds of Catch |126,088,158 | 673,321,720 |1,120,479,792 | 36,079,680 [ 411,935,400 | 321,621,426 | 36,625 576 | 346,779,158 | 3,072,931,110
Polkack (mt) 25878 240,389 489,488 0 28,625 135,595 ' ¢ 125 660 1,055,635
Pacific Cod {mt) 10,161 49 423 8,806 4,308 41,516 10,332 8,265 25,143 158,044
Flatlish {mt} 19,590 14,925 0 420 6,716 0 4] . L 41,652
Rockfish {m1) 215 205 0 420 64 0 o| ° ) 905
Halibut (mt) 0 557 0 92316 ¢ 0 3,146 859 13,878
Sablefish (mt) 1,365 0 0 1,906 0 0 B 265 293 11,829
King Crab 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 960 960
C. bairdi {mt) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 609 609
C. Opitio (mt) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3817 3817
Total Catch (mt} 57,209 305,500 508,385 16,370 76,922 145,926 19,677 157,341 1,287,329
Ex-Vessal Valua $0 $0 $0 | $6,216,000 i $32 332,836 | $27,318,402 |$28,925 936 | $53,251,830 $148,045,004
Variable Cost |$16,585,044 | $46,791,720 | $31,392,540 |$12 101,140 § $21,063,048 | $16,781,652 |$17,569,448 | $43,130,424 ] $205415016
Fixed Cost $2 450,100 | $7,242 000 $7,128,000 | $4,020000 | $4809,000 | $3,271,500 | $3,326,300 | $3,559,500 $35 806,400
Processing: F;
Pounds of Product 50,079,498 | 150,131,160 | 181,482,684 | 21,651,240 0 0 0 0 403,344 582
Product Value - |$59,128,062 [$171,620,280 | $179,396,496 {$34,315,680 |. $0 $0 $0 $0]| $444460518
Variable Costs $24 352 454 | $68,035580 | $66,769,224 | $9 517 520 $0 $0 $0 \ $0| $168,674,778
Fixad Cosls $4,560,000 | $15,098,000 | $17,628000 | $4,410,000 30 $0 $0 ~ $0 $41,696,000
Total Income $59,128,062 | $171,620,280 | $179,396,496 |$40,531,680 | $32332 836 | $27,318,402 |$28,925036 | §53 251,830 | $592,505,522
Total Expensas $47.947,598 |$137,167,300 | $122,917,764 |$30,048,660 | $25872 048 | $20,053 152 |$20,895,748 | $46,689.924 | $451,592,194
Net Ravenus - 1$11,180,464 | $34,452080 | $56478,732 [$10,483,020 | $6,460,788 | $7,265250 | $8,030,188 | $6 561,906 | $140,913,328
Vesssl Value $57,600,000 {$190,000,000 | $300,000,000 |$60,000,0600 | $35,000,000 } $41,250,000 {$46,500,000 | $37,800,000 | $768,150,000
Opportunily Cost $9,850,582 1 $32,493,240 | $51,305,116 1$10,261,023 | $5865597 | $7,054453 | $7,952,293 | - $6,464,445] $131,366,749
Net Economic Retum | $1,329,882 | $1,859,740 $5,173,616 $221,897 $475,191 $210,797 | - $77.895 $37.461 $3 546 579
Incramental Vessels v.
Mcdelled Fleat
Table 3.4) (2) 0 0 0 2 {3) 20 5 22
Incremental Vessels v.
Break-even Flest
Tabla 3.5) {2) {4) 3) 3] {2) 3} (25} (1) {53}




Table 3.11 Summary of Break-even Analyses
Break-even ‘
Table Assumptions Number of Vessels
14 Modelled inshore/offshore fleet 2%
3.5 Break-even inshore/offshore fleet ' 333
36 Thcrease price by 10% T a0
3.7 Increase catch by 25% _ 415 -
38 Decrease vessel value by 25% : 391
39 Reduce investment horizon by 5 years 291
3.10 Increase required investment retumn by 5% 280

Conclusion from the Break-Even Analysis

Table 3.11 summarizes the break-even analysis. It 1s clear that the fleet as modelled in the inshore/offshore
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
must be contrasted to the current fleet which, in 1993, consisted of 435 vessels over 60" LOA and an
additional 1,245 vessels less than 66' LOA. The Council indicates in their Problem Statzment that many of
the problems prevalent in the fishery are occurring because of the existence of this overcapitaiized flest. A
fully or overcapitalized fleet will provide few opportunities for growth and new investment. Even if a
moraiorium 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 trving 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-run, this results in bigher costs for the entire fleet without a
consequent increase in total revenue. Unless the race for fish cansed by the common-property nature of the
fishery is eliminated, vessel owners will continue to make decisions which seem ecocomically rational for
themselves, but detrimental and irrational for the fisheries, and nation, as a whole. Neither the moratornium
as approved by the Council, nor the license limitation altematives appear to be able to eliminate the common
property aspects of the fishery. Paradoxically, the no-action alternative may allow resolutior of the problems
facing 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, if potential fishery participants are expecting an eventual [FQ ailocation,
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 ig resubmitted and approved. -

3.1.3  Inshore/Offshore Allocation under the No-Action Alternative

The Inshore/Offshore Allocation sunsets on December 31, 1995, A new analysis of the continuation of
mshore/offshore allocation is scheduled to begin in Octaber 1994, regardless of the action the Council takes
on the license limitation program. The No-Action Alternative does not appear to impact the Council's ablhty
to take further action on the Inshore/Offshore Allocation.

3.1.4  Discards, Full Utilization, and Full Retention under the No-Action Alterpative
The issue of discards and utilization in the groundfish fisheries iufhc North Pacific has recently drawn
national attention. The Council has asked it§ analysts to prepare a document analyzing various programs

which might lead to more complets utilization of the fishery resources which are harvested. Additionally,
because the State of Alaska has proposed thar the license lmitation program be linked to a full-retention
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mandate, this section is included in the no-action alternative. The discussion will ocutline the issues around
the "discard problem” in the North Pacific and briefly discuss whether the No-Action Alternative will
preclude action leading to an acceptable solution.

Discards occur in the groundfish fisheries primarity for two reasons, regulatory aod economic. An example
of regulatory discards 15 the discard of halibut in the Pacific cod longline fishery. Regulations prohibit the
retention of halibut in a hook-and-line fishery except during the opea season for halibut. In the last few vears,
halibut openings bave been 24 hours or less, while the Pacific cod fishery is open over a peried of several
months. Because halibut and Pacific cod are often on the same grounds, halibut are caught and, subsequently,
must be discarded by regulation. An example of economic discard is found in the amowiooth flounder
fishery. Because the flesh of arrowtooth fiounder is prone to turn to mush during preparation, there is little
orno zzzarixt, and most arrowtooth flounder are discarded.

To determine whether discards will be reduced under the no-action alternative, the question must be viewed
from both the sconomic and regulatory perspective. From the regulatory perspective, the relevant question
iz Will the no-action alternative help or lunder the development of regulations which might decrease the
ikelihooxd of discards? From the economic perspective, the relevant question is: Does the no-action
alternative help or hinder the developrment of economic 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 groundfish fisheries. Vessels participating in groundfish fisheries are prohibited from keeping catches
of these highly valuable species. Regulatory discards also occur when the allowable barvest 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,
NMFS 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 When the harvest of a given species approaches a predetermined
level, say 85% of the TAC, NMFS closes this fishery to directing fishing. It is at this point that the DFS are
inplemented. In order to discourage discards, vessels are allowed to keep a set amount of "bycatch” species
in the cther fishertes 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 implementsd under a separate
amendment to the Groundfish plans, independent of the Council's ultimate decision on license lunitation.

The Economic Perspective. Economic discards will occur whenever the revesue resulting from the pet
retention of the fish exceeds the pet revepue achieved if the fish is discarded. With discards, the revenue
difference is often found in the time saved from not having to deal with 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 rockfish 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 s the case
for catcher-vessels delivering to shore-plants and motherships and for most catcher/processors, particularly
trawier 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 presest. Finally, for econemic discards 1o occur, the
sormal cawch composition must have fish of a certain species, size, or sex which, if processed, would rasult
in less overall revenue, '

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 flest 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

"In this discussion it is implicd that there are markets for the fish which are being discarded. Some
fish of course cannot be sold at aoy 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 capacity down, 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.

315 Conclusions Regarding The No-Action Alternative

If the moratorium is resubmitted and no action is taken on license Hmitation, the fleet could draw from a pool
of up to about 13,500 qualified vessels. If the Council revises the moratorium 1o ¢liminate the halibut and
sablefish longline vessels associated with the IFQ fishery, then the moratoriumn 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 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 statement still will exist.

The break-cven analyses conducted for the inshore-offshore and moratorium analyses demonstrate this
overcapitalization. The moratorium analysis showed there were 20-25% more traw! vessels in the groundfish
fishery than could be justified by the economics. Break-even apalyses that were based on the fleet as
modelled in the inshore-offshore analysis, and tested for sensitivity by varying input variabies such as ex-
vessel prices, procinct prices, catches, amortization %hﬁdule, desired return on investment, and vessel and
permit purchase price, showed that the break-even 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-cven analyses, the industry may continue
to invest capital in the fishery in an attempt to gamner a greater share of the harvest This could happen
particularly if potential fishery participants expect an eventual IFQ allocation based on recent catch histories.
This is the downside of the po-action alternative. And this could happen whether or not a moratorium is
implemented. The downside of not resubmitting some 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 more comprehensive
solution to 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 3.2.1.1 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 potennal fleet reduction
mechanists, 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 Courcil's license Hmitation
alternatives is in Section 3.2.2.

JJA‘

3.2.1.1 Limited Entry and Effort Control: Issues and Examples

Countrolling Effort along Unlimited Margins

Limited entry programs have been used to limut 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.

The State of Alaska's limited entry program on salmon, herring, and certain other species, limits the number
of persons who may operate gear. The salmon program run by the Canadian federal government in the waters
off British Columbia initially Emited the number of separate vessels."® The State of Florida bas started a
program in which individual iobster traps are subjected to lLimited licensing. The Australian federal
government limits an index of fishing capacity in a prawn trawl fishery off of its northern coast. This index
1s based on measures of "under deck volwme" and horsepower.

Some programs have limited more than one feature. For example, in the Australian northern prawn fshery,
the limit on the fishing capacity index is accompanied by a limit on the number of vessels allowed in the
fishery. As a practical matter, 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 thetr fishing effort.
Restrictions on persons, for example, can be undermined if persons are free to increase the number of gear
umts they vse. 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.'” 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 Neorthern Australia prawn fishery has been circumvented by the
itroduction of "...satellite navigators, Kort nozzles, coloured echo sounders, sonar, and new trawling gear...”
{Haynes and Pascoe, 1988; 7).

Although Limited entry cannot control effort perfectly, 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

Y*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 may 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).

'?Cne of the most spectacular examples of the use of supplementary inputs was the use of helicopters
to move drift gillnet vessels between open areas in the British Columbia herning 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 down this process.™
The present value of the rents preserved in the short run may be valuable and worth the cost of the program. -

Beyond this, however, theoretical analyses suggests that, under plausible conditions, Iimited entry can
increase or preserve fishery rents, even in the long run. Anderson (1985: 413-417)” 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 costs would be offset
somewhat as the remain:ng vessels expanded their effort to compete for the rents that bad been generated.
However, as long as there were limits to the fleet’s ability to substitute other costly inputs for the restricted
input, Emited 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 complex situation.
Nevertheless, Anderson found that in this case, as well, a limited fishery entry could often generate more reats
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 scope for the fleet to substitute increased gear mputs and
offset the limit on the number of gear operators. Although there may be mors potential for substitution

between other inputs, few inputs are perfect substitutes for one another. ‘

Camypbell and Lindner (1990: 66) have extended Anderson's analysis and pointed out additional conditions
that may be associated with the rent-generating capacity of limited entry. They reiterate Anderson's argument
about the importance of input substitutability. The more easily the fleet may substitute unlimited for limited
iputs, all other things being equal, the less capacity a program 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 notz 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 of the program will be greater "if the sconomic pressure
to exploit the fish stock is not too great”

These theoretical arguments that limited entry can heip preserve rents are given some support in many Hmited
fisheries by the existence of positive prices for limited entry licenses.® Permit prices should reflect the net
present value of the future reats 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 imited 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 pavments 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 operaticn engaged in
an activity of similar risk. Rents accruing to the superior skill of some fishermen may continue to exist under
open access. ' '

* 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.

ZThe term "input intensity" is taken from Ferguson (1965:100).
PPositive 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 pe:rzmz prlccs are gane:rally considercd strongiv sugg&stave of the presence of reats from
limitation.

*As opposed to the “ability” rent earned by fishermen who are better than the marginal fiskerman.
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at about C$7,000 for each net ton. He noted that roe herring seine licenses leased for C$300,000 while
herring sac roe gillnet licenses Jeased for C$80,000: Admost 20 years after the start of the Alaska limited
eotry program, many licenses in the onigioal limited fisheries still trade for high prices. Some dramaiic
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 gilloet 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. Townsend cites numerous examples of limited fisheries with
positive permnit prices. :

Both Anderson, and Campbell and Lindner note that under reasonable conditions, limited entry is likely to
be a "sécond best solution.” That 1s, the same amount of effort could be produced in a fishery at lower cost
using altemnative fleet structures. (Andersop, 1985:415; Campbell and Lindner, 1990:65) However, there
may be many situstions in which the available choices include liumited entry, but do not include some of the
solutions that could generate the higher rents. Many attractive management solutions may be ruled out by
the biology of the fishery, the technical problems associated with enforcement, budgetary considerations, or
the necéssities of political compromise.

The impiication 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 can expand under limited
enty. The commercial salmon fishery it Brnitish Columbia began during the nineteenth century. Since the
fish were valuable and could be exploited at relatively low cost, excess effort soon posed problems. These
problems led to a short lived limited entry program on the Fraser River as earty as 1889. Excess effort
coutinued 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 reduction in effective fishing capacity." Returns in the
fishery were small just before the ﬁshcry was limited. With the costs of social subsidies, th:: net social benefit

from the fishery was probably negative.”

At the start of the program, the Brtish 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 catch 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 capacity initially lcensed into the fleet
was greater than was needed to harvest the available resource. Ie 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-back program in the early seventies, and a further 26 were bought back in 1981 (Fraser,
1980: 7; Burlington and Associations, 1981: 15).7 The temporary permits bave expired In addition, the

A conclusion reached by Crutchfield and Pontecorvo as summarized by Pearse and Wilen
(1979:765). Presumably this means the capacity could be removed without affecting the ability of the fleet
to barvest the available fish.

®From a cost-benefit perspective, and ignoring other social issues. (Pearse and Wilen, 1979: 763).
T'The buy-back programs are discussed in section 3.2.1.5.
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number of separate vessels has been reduced by the practice of pyramiding of licenses prior to 1980. This
is the practice of combining licenses from smaller boats to introduce a larger vessel to the fishery.?

However, while 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 capacity during this period By 1977, the
average horsepower had increased by 47% in the gilinet flest, 43% in the seine fleet, and 36% in the troll
fleet. Average vessel lengths had increased by 6% mn the gillaet flect, 10% in the seine flect, 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% by 1977, and had
continued to increase through 1979 (Fraser, 1979: 757). Pearse and Wilen provide estimates showing that
the value of the capital i stod in vesseis and gear (uot in licenses) rose from about $8) million 1971 dollars
in 1969 to about $200 nu..on in 1977 (Pearse and Wilen, 1979: 767).

While there was an overall declive 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 licensed by 1977
{Fraser, 1979: 761). The seiners tend to be the larger vessels in the fleet. The numbers of boats fishing more
than one of the available gear types rose as well. . The number of vessels licensed to use more than one gear
rose from 1,171 in 1969 to 1,923 in 1977, Fraser notes that the vessels fishing with more than one 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 of separate salmon vessels allowed
in the fisherv. Fishermen were allowed to replace vessels with larger ones. Almost immediately, 76 vessels
with a combined 186 net tons were replaced by vessels with a combined 596 net tons (Wilen, 1988: 251).

Inresponse in 1970, managers added a pet ton for net too replacement rute. This effectively replaced 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 luniting the length of a replacement vessel 1o the length
of the vessel it replaced (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 practice of replacing two or more vessels by a single vessel over 50 feet was
prohibited In the same year, the conversion of gillnet or troll vesseis into seine vessels was also prohibited
In 1980, the practice of pyramiding 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 hemring seine fishery and, to some extent, increasing
capitalization in the herring fishery might lead to larger vessels in the salmon fishery without implying
salmon overcapitalization (Fraser, 1979: 758). As noted earlier, license prices have been fairly high. In 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 had been slower than they would have been in the absence of
limited entry. Prior to the program, capital in the fleet bad been growing at an average rate of 5.7% a year,
while after 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.
in 1989, Wilen cited the positive market prices for the limited entry tonnage licenses in the salmon fishery
as gvidence 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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Fleet Heterogeneity

Prior to the limitation of effort, fishermen may pursue different fishing strategies. If so, their levels of effort
and output may differ considerably. For example, some fishermen may be "life style" fishermen 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, fishing operations. These two different types of
fishermen may have very different levels of production in the fishery.

Differences in strategies may also be caused by differences in diversification. Some operations in a fishery
mav have historically specialized 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 bave targeted 2
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-fish to processed markets.

Faced with these differences in fishing strategies, and consequent differences m effective effort and
production, managers must decide how to define the limited entry permits. Considerable care must be taken
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, dnft gillnet, and set gillnet fishenies in the mid-
seventies. These fisheries were among the first limited under Alaska's limited entry law. In the early
seventes, fishermen in the Alaska Peninsula area fished for salmon using a vanety of different gear strategies.
Some fished seine gear, some drift gillnet gear and some set gillmet 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 of units of that gear to bave recorded even one landing in any of the four years prior to 1973.

Because most participants fished a combination of these gears prior to limitation, opting to fish different gears
at different times, this meant that some fishing operations were included in the detzrmination 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 receive 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 salmoa season rose considerably. As a resuit,
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, 361 different
individuals owned the remaining 390 permits.

Under Alaska's program, the number of permits issued in a fishery depends upon the defimition of the fishery.
For example, if Alaska had limited a Peninsula-Aleutian salnon 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 §¢ 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 n 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 issug) than the number actually issued in any of the three individual fisheries. Thus,
for exampl: the number of vessels which could use seine gear would have been greater under a combined
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fishery permit than the number which can use seine gear today. Defining a single combined gear type ﬁshcrs:
may have created as many ways for effort to expand after limitation as creating three separate fisheries.™

More recently in the Southeasiern Alaska king and Tanner crab fisheries, the statz opted to take a new
approach to dealing with the fishery definition problem. At the time, the main fisherdes segregated for
management purposes were the Tanner crab fishery, red king crab fishery, and the brown 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 syétt:m 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 1ssue was based upoa the highest number
of units of gear 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-
Aleutian 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 bolder cannot sell the use pnvileges separately from the combined permit, the
integrated permit must be sold with 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 permits issued relative to what would have been issued under a three fishery option without mn—severable
integrated permits. It should also help prevent post-limitation increases in participation levels.®

Even more recently, the Pacific Fisheries Management Council used a similar approach ip its limitation in
the west coast groundfish fishery. West coast groundfish are barvested with a vanety of gears and stratzgies.
Bottom trawis are used to harvest Dover sole, arrowtooth flounder, thornyheads 1§ sablefish; midwater
trawls are used for Pacific whiting and widow rockfish; pots are used for sablefist, ionglines are used for
sablefish, rockfish, and ling cod; set nets are used to harvest rockfish, white croaker, and halibut off of
California. Factory trawlers bave not been active in this fishery to date (PFMC, 1992: 541 to 5-61).

Limited entry was imposed on this fishery, effective January 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, longline, and trawl gear. No distinction was made for the different types of trawl gear
in use. A fishermen was issued oce or more of the endorsements depending on his participation with the
different gear types during a qualifying, or window period. Endorsements cannot be separatexd from the
permit to which they are attached. A fisherman who wants to diversify into new gear types must buy s new
permit with the gear cndorst:ment desired, or can sell the permit he holds and buy a new permit containing
the desired gear endorsements. ™

Even if fisherv 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. If all fishermen are given permits that provide

*This discussion of the Peninsula-Aleutians salmon limitation follows Schelle and Muse (1989:18-
21).

**This discussion of the Southeast Alaska crab limitation follows Schelle and Muse (1989:21-22).

Four classes of endorsements were issued for each gear type. "A" endorsements weat 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 dido't meet landings minimums during the window (these expire after a short period).
"Designated species B” endorsements are meant for vessels to be used to harvest currently under-utilized
Specms (PEMC, 1992: 2.5). The licenses also carned a vessel length endorsement.” This is discussed Jater
in this section.
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of fisherv attributes and the types of design considerations which might affect the net economic 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-restncted inputs could not be substinated easily for resiricted inpots, and as long
- as restncted 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 lunited 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 number of untts of
vessel capital. If the terminal gear was sufficiently constrained, he feit that it would be relatively fruitless to
expand vessel fishing capacity beyond a certain point although additional rent dissipation could oceur through
excessive in-sgason 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 hmitations tends to support the initial issuance of a greater than optimal
number of units of gear in the fishery (Townsend 1992). Political considerations may sometimes lead to the
initial issuance of more licenses, rather than less, to reduce the number of persons opposing the program.
Increasing the number of licenses initially allocated may also inecrease the number of persons who cannot be
excluded without compensation.

If a limited entry program can control the number of umts 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
economic benefits from further fleet reductions. Nevertheless, many programs have never attempied flest
reductions and the fleet reduction programs which have been tried have had mixed results at best.

Buy-back programs are often "voluntary," meaning that 2 license holder does not have to surrender a license
{and sometimes vessel and gear) unless the holder considers the compensation offered as adequate. However,
licanse holders are sometimes taxed to provide the underlying funding for the buy-back program.

In such circumstances, cense holders who want to remain in the fishery would want the present value of the
increase in their net benpefits to exceed the prasent value of their buy-back taxes. If a buy-back program could
achieve this, both those exiting the fishery and those remaining in the fishery 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 guantities of use-privileges may need to be purchased before the remaining active fleet
obtains benefits from additional catch.

The decision rules of the buy-back program may mmpact the cost of removing fishing capacity. Some
programs remove vessel and gear as well as the underiying 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 1o a drain in buy-back funds and hence the pu.rchasc of less fishing capacity than would 2 buy-back
program which purchases the underlying license only.*

%S ometimes the destruction of a vessel purchased or the resale of the vessel with restrictions on ils
(continugd...)
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Programs which purchase and resell vessels and/or gear can also drain buy-back funds for other reasons” A
substantial portion 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 which consume available funding.

Resale values are reduced by placing restrictions on the future use of the vessel and can be lower if an
tnordinate number of vessels are placed upon the market at the same time. Spreading the sales out over time
may require longer storage periods and increase the probability that 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 of fishing capacity through buy-back programs may 2lso be hampered by the expectations which
such programs may generate. If a 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 significant 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 flest sizes through buy-back programs,
The examples help to illustrate the types of issues and problems which may anse and provide some
information on what was accowplished 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 atterapt has been made to provide
updates on programs beyond the information provided in the Literature cited.

32121 Buy-back Programs: Issues and Examples

Hanpesson (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 50 feet or less to 200 feet or more. The fleet
targeted pelagic specics such as capelin, herring, mackerel, and blue whiting. .

Hannesson indicated that the power block was introduced in the carly 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 introduction of new purse seine vessels was introduced 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 Jarger vessels up to 6,000 hectoliters (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, vesseis could be replaced or altersd and eventually licenses could be
transferred between persons or vessels with the approval of the Ministry of Fisheries.

{...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 3.2.1.4 for a discussion of how limited entry on a
piccemeal basis may result in spill-over effzcts into unlimited fisheries.
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Hannesson noted that the fishing capacity of 2 vessel could still be increased through alterstions and begter
equpment. Similarly, increases in fishing capacity could oéciur upon vessel replacement. Moreover, small
vessels were exempt from the hicensing 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 indicates that this
was less than the capacity reduction needed to maximize 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
Lmited 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 Avgust 1979, November 1979, July 1980, and July 1982. The
July 1982 guidelines apparently brought in new factors to be considered in the awarding of grants.

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 tine.

Did the grant buy-back scheme produce net ecosomic benefits? Hannasson asked the question in the
following two ways:

{1 Did the retirerment 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?

L{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 ves, and the present value of the benefits from the buy-back program appeared to
outweigh the costs.

be British Coiumbia Salmon Buv-back §

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 fishenies. 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 committes of industry members was charged with program development
and program implementation.

The program ran on a "first-come, 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 zppraised value for the vessel and license, plus a 5%
bonus. The costs of the 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
aveid spill-over effects into other Canadian overcapitalized fishenes and to prevent the remainder of the fleet
from upgrading more easily by purchasing an auctioned vessel.

The use-restriction probably also belped maintain the market value of vessels remaining in the salmon fleets.

However, the stipulation helped to drain buy-back 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 cootributed to lower resale values were detenoration in storage and the auctioning of Ia.tgc
qaamws of vessels 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 lLicensing 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 fimds. As a result the program was terminated.

When the program was terminated, 361 vessels had been retired representing approximately 6% of the
licensed Class A Flest. Vessel and license purchases had cost about six million Canadian dollars. A large
portion of the program's administrative costs were resale commissions. Resale commussions 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 decisicn rule would have resulted in a greater reduction in
fishing capacity {or current production) than the rule chosen, given the same level of buy-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 resale values because 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 with restrictions on the use of the 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 the buck” given the constraints of the first buy-back

program.

A second and smaller buy-back program was impiemented in the British Columbia salmon fisheries in 1981.
An industry committee and some government representatives implemented the programs.  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 1981, In the short time avadable, approximately 2.5 million Canadian dollars

were spent.

Applications were taken from mid-February to March 1. Despite a $100 application fee, 351 applications
were received.  There was time to complete appraisals on 111 vessels and offers to buy were made to 32
fishermen. The offers were accepted by 26 fishermen. The vessels, which were purchased for about 2.5
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 io making therr decisions on which vessels
to purchase. Purchasing the maximum fishing capacity with the funds available, purchasing a balanced fieet
mix {in value terms) at a low cost per ton, and "equity considerations” such as the health and age of the vessel
owner” were some of the critena 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 size and age of the vessel and personal knowledge
of the vessels by individual committes members.

wn.El -
Wesney (1938) reported on the evolution of a licepse limrtation 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 prawns were involved.
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The fleet consists of rawlers from 1%m to 23m in length, many of which are "state of the art" freezer boats.
The fleet was limited 1n 1977 to 292 licenses and had a restrictive vessel replacement policy. Despite hmzwd
entry and the vessel replacement policy, fishing capacity continued to increase.

Smaller vessels which were less than 21m or less than 150 gross copstruction tons could be replaced with
vessels up to those limits. Larger vessels could be replaced as long as they did not excesd their original
length and gross construction ton measurements.

Wesney indicated that other increases in vessel size {pon-constrained dimensions) could not be enforced.
This factor, coupled with technological innovations in boat design, construction, and ¢ngine 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 1980'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, 2 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, which 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 1o a more elaborate program of input controls coupled with a flect
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.

[n 1984, when the program began, there were 131,769 "boat units” called "Class A" units assigned to the fleet
of 292 vessels. The number of these units could decline but could not increase. The original right to a limited
eniry endorsement was assigned as a "Class B” umit. 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 agresment with the Australian government and the NPF Trading Corporation, LTD. A buy-back
trust fund was established and funded by ap anmual levy on all NPF fishermen.

Wesney indicated that the annual levy on an zverage-sizmd trawler of 400 Class A units was sbout $18,000
and that the levy on all boats was bringing in about 3.8 million Australian dollars. A government-created
National Fishery Adjustment Scheme organization also loaned 3 million doilars to the NPF trust fund to a.ssrst

the VAS. This 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 Corparation is responsible for helping to negotiate the sale
of the boat to foreign buyers where there is a market 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 excesds 375, The replacement rules and VAS began in 1985,
Other management measures included in the management mix were permancnt closures of prawn mwrsery
grounds, seasonal closurss to optimize prawn sizz, 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 1988, In additon, greater emphasis was
placed upon the VAS system.

Wesney provided information as of March 1988 on progress under the VAS and vessel replacement
programs. The number of Class B units had been reduced from 292 to 254 and the number of Class A units
had declined from 131,769 t0 114,091
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Wesney was optimistic about the success of the program. He noted that the program had the support of
industry even though the average trawler was paving an annual levy of $(A)18,000 toward the VAS fleet
reduction. 1987 was a profitable year for fishermien and Wesney felt that they would soon be receiviog
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)4350 to ${A)650 from
approxirmately $(A)120 at the start of the program. This suggests that removing additional units might
become increasingly expensive.

Joseph Haynes and Sean Pascoc (1988) were less optimistic about the long-term outcome of the VAS. Using
a mathematical programming meodel, they analyzed several different management policies and scenarios for
the fishery. They concluded that wnder sole ownership, the optimum size 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 §§ohcy and
thought that it was actually retarding consolidation.

The model simulation of the VAS did achieve positive rents under middle and high price scenarios (but not
the low price scenario} if the cost of financing the VAS were ignored. They feit that the VAS would have
a better chance 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 ongoiog positive rent can be
generated, resources which leave the fishery can eam positive returns elsewhere, and resources which remain
in the fishery can accrue greater returns than they did previously.

Haynes and Pascoe poted 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 it over
time as substitution of inputs occur. Thus, the authors felt that the positive rent result from the simulations
of the VAS policy should be viewed with caution.

Buy-back programs in the Washington state salmon fisheries occurred in the late seventies and carly eighties
(Jelvik 1988, Schelle and Muse 1984). Reduced allocations to non-Indian commercial fisheries due to the
Boldt eourt 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 moratornium had been under consideration for several vears but the court
case helped motivate the action. Licenses were issued to owners of vessels which had landed salmon from
Tanuary 1970 through May 1974, and also to some vessels which had been under construetion. 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
vear to continue to be licensed.

In 1975, Washingter implemented legislation to implement a gear reduction program and received a grant
from the Economic Development Admimstration (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 bandled 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
Washipgton State.

No attempt was made to allocate buy-back funds among different fleets to achieve a balanced reduction across
flests. The first buy-back program purchased 233 vessels of which 244 were Puget Sound gillnetters. There
were substantial admimistrative costs-assoctated with the purchase, maintenance, 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 of electronic equipment from the vessels appeared to lower the resale value of both vessel and
equipment. In some cases, both the vessel and elécironic gear-were damaged during the separation. Resale
values were also lower because of the stipulation that the vessel could not be used in a Washington 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 1579 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 very successful at reducing fishing effort. He felt that the program
had been successiul in removing pon-producing licenses but had resulted in little impact on the amount of

gear fished

In the Spring of 1973, with about $800,000Q 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
opton 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 1o 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—bazk program begaa in late 1980 based upon a Congressional appropriation to purchase licensss
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 thetr
license. Enough money was available to purchase licenses that had been held for five or more years.
Licenses were purchased from 198 of 325 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 fowrth program offered
two options both of which avoided the actual purchase and resale of vessels.

Under the first option, the state would purchase the license only at the state's estimated market value from
the previous vear. Under the second option, the state would purchase both the hicense and 2 promise not to
use the vessel in Washington's commercial salmon fisheries for 10 years. The restrictions placed upon the
future use of a vessel were purchased at 30% of the vessel's appraised value.

The fourth program was the first one which tried fo 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 optior: and an additiopal 170 licenses and vessel restrictions had been purchased -
under the second option at a total cost of 36,180,333, The purchases were distributed over all fisheries.

: 4 : ] ] . E. E wﬂ E.]i‘ 'BA ”}‘ I’E

Oregon implemented a moratorium on new licenses in the Columbia niver 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 aad permits from Columbia River
drift gilinet fishermen impacted by the Béllom 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 pun:hasc
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”
dunng 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 occurred in approximately 3 one month period in mid-1983. Thirty-five offers
to sell were received and a cut-off point of $5500 was 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 bebavior during the second application, as many offers to sell were near or at the
cut-off point from the first application period

32122 Other Fleet Reduction Methods

Licensi

MacGillivray (1986) reported on an another method of achieving flest 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 bectic roe berring 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 concerns 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 aliowed 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 arca.

In 1982, the program was changed to allow for fleet consolidation through "multiple licensing.” Again, each
fisberman was allocated a license for a single area only. However, by leasing a license for a different area
from ancther fisherman, a license holder 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 lcensing bad been to make the fishery more manageable by reducing the
concentration of gear 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 gach of these years as consolidation
occurred through private contrasting.

Presumably, both license holders who opted not to fish and leased out their licenses, and persons who leased

a license to fish in zn additional area were made better off by this consolidation. MacGillivray provided
survey and hearsay evidence suggesting that real cost savings had occurred through the consolidation process.
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vessels in the hypothetical redfin fishery. A total of $30,000 of profit is being gene:rawd per year per vessel,
and $1.5 million for the flect as a whole. '

Now assume that one additional vessel enters the redfin fishery' as shown in Scenario 2. Under the same
TACs, product prices, and costs, the profit or producer surplus aceruing to each 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 31 vessels, additional entrants are a possibility. If another vessel enters the redfin fishery
the flect profits fall to zero as seen in Scenario 3. Each vessel is still economically viable, as they have
coversa their fixed, variable, and opportunity costs, but no extra profits are to >¢ 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 redfin 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.

“’For simplicity, we assume that the pew 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 a2 whole.

“The 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 i profits will vary depending the relative variable and

fixed costs and revenue.
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Table 3.12 Hypathatical Radfin Fishary
Total Mo.of Ex-vessal Total  Variable Opportunlty &
Harveal Vessails Price Resvenue Comts  Flxed Conts  Total Cont  Total Reny
Spenaric 1 Statue Quo Sterting Point ' - C
Each Vessai 2000 1 $750  $1.500,000 $720,000 $750,000  $1,470,000 330,000
Floet G000 50 $750  $75.000.000 $38 000,000 $37.500.000 $73.500.000  3$1.500.000
Seanatke 2 Status Quo With Entry Of One Additional Yesssl )
Each Vessol 1,961 1 $750  $1.470588 $705,882 $750,000 $1,.485882 $14,708
Flant 100,060 51 $750 $75.000000 S$38000.000 $38.750.000 $74,250,000 $750.0004
Scenarie 3 Status Quo Wiih Entry of Two Additional Yesssls
Each Vassel 1,923 1 2750 $1,442.308 692308 $750,00¢  $1,442,308 (30X
Flast 100,000 52 $750 $75.000.000 $36.,000.000  $£35000.000 $75.000,000 %0
Scenaric 4 Statwa Quo With Entry of Three Addiional Yossels
Each Vossel 1,887 1 $750 51415054 $579.245 750000  $1.429.245 {$14.151)
Flaat 100,000 1 $750 $75000000 335000000  $20750000 £75750,000 {$750,000)
Srenarky 5 Status Quo With Varabls Cost Decrsase of $37.50/m¢t and Entry Of Threo Additional Vessais
Each Vossel 1,887 1 $§750  $1,415084 $585,094 750,000 $1.415004 L3
Flast 100,000 B3 $750 $75000,000 3AS25G000 $39.750.000 $75000.000 50
Scesnsrio 6 Stetus Guc With Fixad Coat Decreass of $14150.84Vessel ord Entry Of Throe Addiionel Voasais
Ench Vessel 1,887 1 875000 §1.415084 $579.245 $73584% 51415064 s
Flast 160,000 53 ° S750.00 $75.000,000 235000000  $39.000,000 875000000 $03
Scsnaric 7 Statws Quo WHIhTAC increass of 1,923m1t and Entry of Threo Additional Vessals
Each Yessel 1,823 1 $750.00 $1,4482308 $652.308 $750,000 51442308 b
Flgat 01,623 53 S750.00 $76442308 326 6D2308 $39 750,000 $76.442.308 $C
Scanarka 8 Status Quo With Price indroase of $7.50/mt amnd Eniry of Throe Addltional Vessols
Each Vessel 1,887 1 878750 $1.429.245 $679,245 $750000 31420245 30
Fleat 100,000 53 78750 S75 750000 336000000 %358 750000 475,750,000 39
Scenario 8 50 Voassi License Limitation. ;ram
Each Vessial 2,000 1 $750  $1,500,000 $720,0K0 $750.000 $1.470,000 $30.003
Flaat 100,006 50 $750 $75000000 $35.000.000 537500000 $TIE00,000  $1,500,003
Sconario 10 50 Vasss! Licsnses Limitation Program With Prics lncreaso of §7.50/mt
Each Vassel 2,000 1 §757.50 $1.515,00C $720,000 $2B0.200 “%$1,480,200 $34.8008
Float 100,000 50 $757.50 $75750,000 $35.000.000 538,010,000 $74010,000  $1.740,000
Sesnaric 11 50 Vessel License Limitedon Program WHhTAC incresso of 1,923m1
Each Vessel 2,038 1 3750 $1,528.848 $733.848 $750,000  $1,483.848 345,000
Floet 101,923 50 3750 $76,442.308 $36.602308 337800000 374192308  $2.250.0000
Seenario 12 50 Vessel Licanse Limistion Program With Varlable Cont Decreaso ot $7.50/mt
Each Vessal 2,000 1 $755  $1.510000  $705.000 $750,000 51,455,000 $55,0001
Float 100,000 50 $765 $75.500.000 $35250000  $37.500000 $7Z750.000  $2.750.0008
Scenmrio 13 50 Vessel Llcanss Limliation Program With Fixed Cost Docroess of $14150.54VVesns!
Each Vessal 2,000 1 $750  $1,500,000 $720.000 $735848 31455849 $44 151
Flogt 100,000 53 $750 $75000.000 336000000  $35.792453 $72.792453 $2.007 547
Scenaric 14 Licenae Limitation With 2 Lisensss and Entry Of One Additional Vesasel
Each vessoel 1,961 1 $750 31470588 $705882 $750000 31485882 $14, 7068
Flaat 100000 51 $750 $75000000 3$3600000C  $35250.000 $74.250,000 $750 0008
Scenarc 15 License Limitation With 52 Licensos and Enfry of Two Addiional Veasols
Each Vassal 1,923 1. $750  $1,442308 $5692.308 $750,000 $1.442.308 (303
Float 100,00 52 $750 $75.000000 $35.000.000  $3%.000000 $75,000.000 {30}
Scenaric 16 Single Vesss! improvement Under Statug Guo or License Limitation
Improved Vesse 2,196 1 $750  $1,5647 000 £790,560 STEOU00 81,570,560 $76.440
Cther Vassals 97,804 49 $750 $73.353.000 $35.209.440 30 535200440 338,143,560
Float 100,000 - .- 50. 3750 375000000 $38,000.000 - $780.000 $38780,00C %18 220 0001
Scenario 17 All Vessels Make Improvemants incraasing Fixed Costa by $30,000 Under Stetus Qua or Llcanas Umitstion
Each Vassel 2,000 1 5750 $1,500.000 $720.000 $780.000  $1,500,000 $a
Flaat " 2,000 50 $75¢ STEO00.000 35000000 $39,000.000  $75,000.00C 0!
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Obviously, the redfin fishery is an example built o, show the impacts of vessel entry in an open access fishery.
In reality we know that costs, catch, and fevénues vary w&deiy across ﬁshmg fleets. Under any given
scenario, it is likely that one or more vessels will eam positive profits. It is also very likely that with ca:};
additional vessel average flest variable costs will increase due to crowding on the grounds, and the more
intense race for the remaining fish. It also seems obvious that fimiting 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 51st vessel. Further, assume that there were only 50 licenses and that each of the existing
vessels had a license. The 51st vessel would not be 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 revenucs. Under each of these scenarios, the existence of the license limitation program preserved the
profits in the fishery and society was most hkei} 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 S1st and 52nd vessels (Scenario 14 & 15) and net benefits to
society due to the policy change to a license limitation regime would be pegligible. In the absence of the
changes in costs or revenues discussed in Scenarios 5-8, the 53rd vessel would not have entered the fishery
under the status quo, and could not have entered under the license program. The license program with 32
licenses did not constrain the status quo entrance into the fishery and therefore it has litile 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 be argued that in the absolute sense license limitation can provide some benefits
to the nation even if the mzpacts are niot Liumsdlateiy felt. Tt should be noted, however, that these benefits are
lessened by the fact that there is uncertainty whether there would be changes in costs or revenuves and when
they actually occurred. If, for example, a TAC increase occurred ten years into the future, the actual benefits

in todav s dollars 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 z license program
constrains estry into a fishery, determines the program's impact. [t was exactly this logic which prompted
many experiments with license limitation; experiments which as history has shown have largely failed,

The specter of increased profits in the future, and the likely increase of vessels into the fleet as a result, has
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 Couneci!
i5 heading down the path toward Individual Fishing Quotas (TF(Qs), a markst 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 Moratorium, 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, 1953).

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council {Council) itends to develop a
comprehensive raticnalization plan (CRP) for the management of fisheries in the Council's

area of authority. The Council has adopted and publicized a control date of June 24, 1992,
after which any person or fishing vessel that enters the groundfish, halibut, or crab fisheries
under the Council's management -authority will not be assured of future access o 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 ¢ligibility critenia 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 controlling
fishing efort from being proposed and implemented.  The Council's intention in announcing
this conwrol date is to notify the public that speculative entry into those fisheries after the
control date will not assure continued access to those fishery resources if a limited aceess
system is implemented.
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Most license programs have failed however, even those that constrained entry, because they did not eliminate
the prmc;pie: cause of over-c'.e;}itakmnon comumon property which leads o a race for the resource. This last
statement is the centerpiece of the Council's probiem statement and bears firther examination.

Gordon [1954] in his seminal work describes the "The Economic Theory 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 resourca leads in theory to greater returns to each individual, cach fisher will have incentives
to fish as hard and as fast as possible. In unregulated fisheries, this leads to- overfishing and depletion of the
stocks. In fisheries where the total harvest is limited, these incentives lead to shorter seasons and greater costs
to harvest the allowable catch. One of the most cost efficient ways to increase one's barvest share in a
regulated fishery is to use an additional vessel. Other ways to increase ope’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 Scepario 1 of the hypothetical redfin fishery, there were 50 vessels each catching 2,000 mt and each
earning profits of $30,000. Eventually, 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 techmeIagical improvement which allows its vessel to catch 10% more
fish per day than in the past. To utilize this improvement, the vessel must increase its annual fixed cost by
$30,000. By catching 10% mors fish per day, the improved vessel increases it total profit to over $76,000
but, because the TAC is reacked 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 generate $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 shown above under either open access or
license limitation.* Assuming vessels were available at prices equal to their eaming potential in the fishery,*
it is likely that before long each vessel will have incorporated the technological change. This will result in
each vessel's catch returning to 2,000 mt but since cach vessel will 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 resuit in 2 shorter
fishing season, raising safety and other concerns. This is shown in Scenario 17. In the end, the resuii is the
same under either open access or under hicease limitation: Overall catch and revenues wﬂi not improve but
fleet expenditures will increase to the point were all profits are dissipated.

2.1.4 Conclusions Regarding License Limitation Programs io General

From the examples, it is clear that there may be some gains in profits earned by the industry in the short-run

with the implementation of a license limitation program.® Those gains will only come about if the number
of licenses 1s 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 "Catch 22" of license limitation
programs. In order to be effective, a license imitation 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 vear by investing in improvements in the engines, fish-finding electronics, nets, and crew quarters.
Further assume the improvements are an all or pothing investment. The improvements, beside doubling the
catch and revenue, ipcrease the vessels average vanable 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.

“It should be moted tha: the benefits described above do not inclede the costs of administering,
implementing, monitoring, and enforcing the license program. These costs will further diminish the net
benefits to the nation of a license program.
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The Nature of Licenses has a major impact on the potential for increased capacity, on fleet mobility, on the
complexity of the program, and on ecforcement. The Nature of Licenses does not impact the injtial flest size,
except iz the last two of the eight defined qualifying periods. Therefore in the discussions of each
componeat, we will dwell mainly on the four qualitative attributes most impactad.

Qualitative Attributes
Fotential
Initizl Fleet Increased
Size Capacity Mobility Complesity Enforcement
Nature of Licenses Neutral except
{100,000-800,000) 760,000 & Major Major Major i Major
800,000 VAT N R R

A Single License for All Fisheries and Areas (Option 100,000), This element would 1ssue 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 specics available under the current FMP. Thus, this option will not limit vessel mobility or the
ability to eoter new fisheries. This alterpative appears

to be the simplest of the eight to regulate, and in-season

management would differ little from the current regime  FIGURE 3.2

which requires all vessels fishing for groundfish in the
EEZ to have a federal penmit. The major difference
between this alternative and the 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 bicense program, particularly the
number of licenses issued, and any restrictions on their
use.

NORTH PACIFIC UMBRELLA LICENSE

Assigning single umbrella licenses may be the easiest
of the eight alternatives because of the ‘once and for all’
charactenistic of the qualifying scheme. The same is
true for monitoring and enforcement. Enforcement will \/
be based on the ability of the license helder to prove

that they have a license, rather than having to prove,

under several other aliernatives, that they have a

directed fishery on a specific species.  Tracking

traasfers will be critical. NMFS officials maintain that a rransferred license will not be fishable 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 and BSAI (Option 200,000). This element would issue licenses granting
FMP area-specific fishing privileges for all species in the GOA or BSAI groundfish plans, Licenses for FMP
areas would be given to vessels which participated in fisheries dunng the qualifying period and met the
landings requirements. This option restricts, in a limited maoner, 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 3.32, or under
stand alone "umbrella’ licenses as in Figure 3.3b. The actual number of licenses allocated rewmains the same
under either approach. There are, however, serious implications oo transferability and long-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 thse
fisheries as shown i Figure 3.3b. :

In terms of management and regulation, FMP licenses are very similar to an exclusive registration regime
except that the number of participants in any area is strictly hmited. The Council passed an exclusive
registration program for Pacific cod in Apnl, 1993, but voted to rescind that action two months later
[NPFMC, 1993}, reascning 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 require 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 will be subject to penalties. As in 2 single umbrella license, a license tracking

FIGURE 3 .38

FIGURE 3.34a

BERING SEA A ALEUTIAN SSLARDE LICENSE

RORTH PACIFIC UMBRELLA LICENSE
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system is necessary. From the perspective of the imtial assignment process, area licenses represent
significantly more work, though probably nct proportional to the number of areas.! From the monitoring
perspective the important issues of transferability and separability once again arise.

Licenses for FMP Sub-Areas: EG, CG, WG, BS, and Al (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 1o the FMP area endorsement configuration. Figure
3.4b shows a configuration with separate licenses for each FMP sub-area.  Figure 3.4¢ drops the middle
laver—FMP area endorsements, and Figure 3.4d drops the North Pacific umbrella and creates separate FMP
umbrellas with sub-area endorsements.

‘Though there are two areas it will-be unlikely that there will 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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The fleet will be more restricted in mobility by FMP sub-arca 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 under option 100,000. 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.

Fioure 3.4 FIGUrE 3.40

BERNG ££A L ALEUTIAM ISLANDS
FUP UCEMSE

NORTH PACIFIC UMBRELLA LICENSE

The choice of umbrella/endorsements configurations (Figures 3.4a-3.4d) affects the long-term restrictivensss
of the license program afier transfers bave begun. The fewer the number of umbrellas created, the more
restricted the fleet mobility. For example, a vessel with a ustory m both the Bering Sea and Central Gulf sub-
arzas 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 3.4¢, 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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The allocation process will be somewhat more complicated if there are s greater number of endorsement
lavers. Monitoring of transfers will alse 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 lavers, 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 licenses by individual species
would be extremely difficult to manage, monitor, and enforce. For example, petrale sole, Dover scle,
yellowfin sole, starry fiounder, 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 was 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 of caich 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 of Demersal Shelf Rockfish in the S.E. Outside management area, currently managed by
the State of Alaska, 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 bveatch 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 licznses. 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.

Table 3.13 | ‘
?ishcw_&ims l e Sp@chJSDcciesE(}muBs Méhin each Fishery License
Polleck Pollock - o ‘
Pacdiccod | Pesiicod I

Pacific Ocean Perch, Thomyheads, Gther Red Rockfish, Pelagic Rockfish, Northers, Sharpchm, Shortraker,
Rockiisk Rougheye, Other Rockfish

e

Flatfish Rock Sole, Yelowfn Sole, Flathead Sole, Deep water Flats, Rex sole, Greenland Turbot, Arrowrooth,
Cther Flatfish, Skallow Water Flatfish

e " e e

Other Species ] Atka Mackercl, Ssbiefish. Squid, All Other Species

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 entering 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 Groundfish and Crab Fisheries,” dated Jupe 13, 1993,
details the reported species over time.
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system. Figure 3.5a depicts fishery endorsements under a North Pacific umbrella licenses, while Figure 3.5b
shows a single layer of fishery licenses. -

/

"NORTH PACIFIC UMBRELLA UCENSE

FIGURE 3.5 Figune 3.5a

Implementation and administration of fishery licenses will not be significantly more difficult than area
licenses, particularly if the pumber of defined licenses remaing small. However, it may be difficult to
determine if a vessel"gualified in a particular year for a specific fishery because species reporting has changed
over time. Enforcement of fishery-specific licenses will mean year-round monitoring of individual vessels
to determine whether they are fishing within the bounds of their licenses. Retained catch standards for each
of the fisheries licenses would bave to be determined and enforced on the individual license holder throughout
the year. Recent Council consideration of Directed Fishing Standards acimowledged 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 IFQ system, perhaps even more difficult because more
enforcerment 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 wmbrella or area licenses, fishery licenses, and IFQs.
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Table 3.14

il

Fishery Licenses

IFQs

" Area or Umbrella Licenses

Pre-Season Enforcement Activities

Each vessel will be’ issued a license
stating arcas of legal operation.

Each wvessel will be issued a license
stting the fisheries in which the vessel
may participate, The license may also
show the species for which the vessel
does not have a license and the amounts
on a perceotege basis of those non-
licensed species it may retain without
violation.

Each IFQ rocipient will be issued
documentation showing the species and i
the absolute amount of cach it may retam
from a given area for the year.

" At-sea Monitoring and Enforcement

Vessels observed operating in the EEZ
will be checked against licemse rolls.
Vessels in violaton will be subject to

All as to left. In addition, vessels may be
boarded to se¢ whether the retatned
species on board are —withinthe —vessel's

Same as umbrella licenses. In addition
vessels may be boarded to see whether
retained species and amounts arc withn

licenses. Vessel compliance with the
license may vary from tow to tow,
therefore nules regarding the tmeliness
for compliance may bave to be developed.

remaining IFQ amounts. Dct:rmmmg"
violations is absolute; ooce a vessel
exceeds its quota there is po way o come
back within compliance.

penalties. No boardings will be necessary
to check for compliance.

Moaitoring of Catch Reporting

Caich reports will immediately show
violations. Once an excess of a given
species 18 reported the vessel is i

Catch reports will be monitored for
licease violaticas. Rules will have to be
deveioped determining which reports to

All caich reports wall be monitored. Any
"catch reparted from areas not within the

vessel licenses will be subject 1w

penaltics. use and the level of aggregation to check || violation, Rule determining the
for violations; tow records, trip records, {|appropriate reports to use for determining
weekly reports, annual totals. IFQ catch will have to be developed.

Potential Target Fishery Definitions

NMFS now uses two types of "Target" fishery definitions: (1) Directed Fishing Standards, which are used
to ensure that vessels do not fish for target species which are approaching or bave exceeded the annual harvest
quota (TAC), and (2) Observer Program/Vessel Incentive Program target fishery definitions, with which the
NMFS determines level of observer coverage, and compliance to VIP standards.

The Directed Fishing Standards (DFS) are geared to prohubit vesseis from "targeting” a species which has
been closed to fishing. Because DFS are used to prevent bycatch in excess of the "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 species
which is open at the 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 the 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
fully. These are shown in the table on the next page. The DFS, following the recent regulatory amendment,
are defined the same regardless of FMP area or gear with the exception that some species or species groups
are defined specific to the different FMPs. -
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Table 3.15 Current Directed Fishing Standards

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Directed Fishine Standards

P Atkas  YAmow | Yelowiini Other | Rock § Greenland Aggregated Gther

Pollock | cod | mackere] | tooth sole  [flatfish | sole | turbot |Sablefish] rockfish |Squid{species
Pollock na 20 20 35 20 20 20 1 1 5 20 20
P. cod 20 na 20 35 20 20 29 1 1 3 20 20
Atkd mackere] 20 20 na 35 20 20 20 1 i 5 20 20
Arrowiooth 0 Y 0 ng 0 0 0 0 Q g Q 0
YFS 20 20 20 35 na 35 35 1 1 3 20 20
Other flatfish 20 20 20 ] 35 35 na '35 ~-1 ~— I 5 20 20
Rocksole - 20 20 20 35 35 35 na 1 I 5 20 20
Creenland turbot 20 20 20 35 20 20 20 na 15 15 20 20
Sabiefish 20 20 20 | 35 20 1 201200 35 O 15 20 20
Rockfish® 20 20 20 35 20 20 20 35 13 15 20 20
Scuid 20 20 20 35 20 20 20 1 1 5 0a 30
Other 20 20 20 35 20 20 20 1 1 5 20 na

Gulf of Alaska Directed Fishing Standard

Shailow DSR
Deepwater | Rex | Flathead | water [Amow| Sable] Aggregated | Southeast] Atka § Other
Pollock JP. zod| flatfish | sole} sole | fatfish ] tootk | fsh | rockfish | Outside [mackerel] species
Pollock it 20 20 20 20 20 i3 1 5 10 20 20
P. cod 20 na 20 20 20 20 35 1 5 10 20 20
Deen flatfish 20 20 na 20 20 20 35 15 15 © 1 20 20
Rex sole 20 20 20 na 20 20 35 15 15 i 20 20
Flathead sole 20 20 20 20 na 20 15 15 15 1 20 20
Shatlow flatfish 20 20 20 20 20 BE 35 1 5 10 20 20
Arrowtooth 0 G 0 G 0 0 na a 0 0 0 _ 0
Sablefish 20 20 20 20 20 20 35 na is I 20 20
Recldish 20 20 20 20 20 20 35 15 15 I 20 20
DSR $.E. Outside 20 20 20 20 20 20 35 15 15 na 20 20
Atka mackerel 20 20 20 20 20 20 35 ] 3 10 na 20
Other species 20 20 20 20 20 20 33 1 5 10 20 na
Aggregated poo-
groundfish species 20 20 20 20 20 20 35 1 5 1 20 20

To determine whether s vessel is in violation, i.e., it is “directed fishing” for a closed species, divide the amount of the particular
closed species into the total amount of all species which are curvently open, Le., if species W and X are closed and species Y and Z
are open then the byeatch % of X is checked agaiast the DFS of X as follows: Bycatch% of X = Xmt + (Ymt + Zmt). Note that the
carch of W is immaterial to the consideration of the bveatch of X

*Includes other rockfish, other red rockfish-Bering Sea, Pacific ocean perch, sharpchin/northern.
Aleutian Islands, and shororaker/rougheye-Aleutian [slands.

‘lncludes Pacific ocean perch; shortraker/rougheye, other rockfish, northemn rockfish, pelagic
rocktish, and thomyheads.
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As noted earlier, DFS are only applied to species which are closed to fishing. As an example, assume fishing
is closzd for flathead sole, and that the Coast Guard has boarded a vessel-with the following 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 ts below the DFS at 19.9% (i.e., 20 + [40+40+21]). Iftherex
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; flathead sole is 25% of the open species (i.¢., 20 + [40+40]) and

rex sole is 26% of the open fisheries, both of which exceed the 20% DFS for those spectes. The Coast Guard
would determine that the vessel was engaged in directed fishing for both flathead sole and rex sole and could
cite the vessel.

Directed Fishing Standards species categories are more specific than the five fisheries license definitions used
in this alternative. 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 fshery
licenses. Pollock and Pacific cod would remain defined as in the DFS, ie, 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, rockfish, and other species FL'S could be set independently, but for discussion are
assumed to be 20%. The FL.S would limit the percentage amount of all species within that license group that
may be retained by non-licensed vessels. Additionally, any 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.

Table 3.16
Fishery License Poliock  220% | Pacific Cod 220% | Rockfish 220% | Flafish = 235% | Other 220%
Standards (F1.8)
Drrecied Fishing Standards for Species Groups Within Fishery Licenses
B e——— = T e e e evevtvmwmw——— A Tt}
Rackfish DFS POP z35% | Thomyhecadsz215% | Peiagic 215% | Other Red Rockfish »15%
Shortraker/Rougheye 215% | Sharpchin  213% | Northern  215% | Other z15%
Flatfish DFS R.Sole  220% | YF.Scie  220% |{ Flathead 220% | D.oWater  220% | S.Water 220%
G. Turbot  235% | Arrowtwooth >35% | Rex sole 2074 | Other Flar.  20%
Onher Species DFS | Atks Mack 22093 | Sabiefish  215% ] Saquid 220% i All Others 220% !

To understand how such a systern 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 beep
discovered that the vessel has a total 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 any
individual species nor has it excesded the FLS, even though its retained catch of pollock was just 52% of its
total catch.

Table 3.17

Pollock 181mt POP Smt | Thomyheads Smt | O.Rockfish  3m3 | ORed R'ish  Smt

Hock Sole  20mt Rex sole 15mt

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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a flatfish license the requirement climbs to 36%.) It should be noted that the actual percentage (51.5%) is a
function of the allowable retention for non-licensed species. In general, the minimum 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 1+ [100%+Y non-licensed %), in this case 1+195% = 51.5%. If the FLS were tightened to
10% for all fishery licenses, then single licenss vessels would have to ensure that the licensed species made
up at least 71.4% (i.e., 1+140%) of the total retained catch on board ,

For vessels with multipie licenses, the same FLS would apply.” For example, if a vessel bad both a pollock
Hcense 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 scason remained open. With regard to retained catch of non-licensed species, the same
formulas would hold. Specifically, the DFS would apply to all noo-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 fatfish of non-licensed species), 2 mt from each group, as long as the DFS were not exceeded. In
general, 1t will always be true that vessels with multiple licenses will need a greater percentage of licensed
species on board 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% if FLS were set at 10%.

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 excesd
a set percentage of the total of their catch of licensed species. Finally, it should be noted that the Regional
Director would maintain the authority to declare any species 4 "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 the target species. For example, the allowable bycatch of sablefish in the pollock and Pacific cod fisheries
is set at 1%, while in the rockfish fisheries 1t 1s 15%. For the FLS to work as outlined, bycateh allowances
under DFS would have to be set consistently for each directed fishery, If this 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 io define fishery licenses would be to specify acceptable bycatch rates of each non-
ticensed species {or Fishery Group) for each License type in a Defined Target System (DTS). This would
allow more specificity when setting allowable byvcatch rates. A hypothetical example of such a system is
shown in the table below.

Table 3.18
Allowable Bycateh as & Percent of the Target Targetesa
Bycatch] % of Total
Target Pollock P.Cod Rockfish Flatish| . Species Total Catch
Pollock 100.00% 15.00% 5.00% 3.00% 5.00% 30.00% 76.9%
P Cod 20.00% 100.00% 5.00% 20.00% 20.00% 635 00% 50.6%
[Rockfish 16.00%] 10.00% 100.00% 16.00% 20.00% 50.00% 66. 7%
Flatfish 10.00% 10.00% 10.00% 100.00% 20.00% 50.00% 66,7%
Q. Species 10.00% 10.00% 10.00% 10.00% 100.00% 40.00% 71.4%
Mote the allowable bveatch rates are defined in terms of the amount of the target species on board,

The difference between the DTS and the FLS/DFS system is the specificity in defining bycatch rates, The
DTS requires bycatch rates for each tirget fishery. Under the FLS/DFS, bycatch rates were set uniformly for
all fisheries. Obviously, there are pros and cons for each system. Primarily, there is a tradeoff between
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complexity and precision. With the benefit of added precision under the DTS comes greater complexity for
fishers, regulators, and enforcement officers. This satne complexity was cited as the primary reason for
redefining DFS in 1994. [DFS EA/RIR, 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 will discuss discard issues as outlined 1 Section 3.1.4 and their relationship to fishery licenses.

As Section 3.1.4 notes, there are three causes of economic discards: (1) 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 processing 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~Therefore, license
Hmitation 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 licanse 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 upless:
(1) 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 o 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 fisherv 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 cither using the FLS/DFS
system or the DTS. If the Council wished to spectfy different allowable bycatch rates by FMP, either the FLS
or the DTS could be used. Again, the trade-off between precision and complexity should be noted.

As with previous clements within this component, there are several ways to configure the system. Figure 3.6a
depicts a three layer gystem with a North Pacific Umbrella License, an FMP area general license, and FMP

Fiocure 3.864
FiIGURE 3.68
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specific fishery endorsements. Alternatively, Figure 3.6b depicts FMP specific fishery licenses without any
additional lavers. Figure 3.6¢ drops the middle laver of endorsements -creating FMP specific fishery
endorsements under a North Pacific umbrella icense.  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
carlier elements, the configuration of the license system in terms of the number of lavers 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 1n 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 license which adds the greatest
amount of complexity. . e >

FIGURE 3.8¢ Fioure 3.60
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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 dvnamics 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 with the other elements, the number of layers embedded in the system is an important variable, particularly
with regard to transferability and uvitimately 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 endorszments and finally sub-area specific fishery endorsements. Altermatively,
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 3.7¢ drops the North Pacific Umbrella, while keeping the FMP umbrella license
with 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 with sub-area specific

fisherv endorsements.

Figure 3.78
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Ficure 3.7G Licenses for Specified Fisheries by FMP Sub-
Areas (Option 700,000). This element is very
- sumilar to the previous element, including the
depictions in Figures 3.7a-g showing the different
potential layers of endorsements.  The main
difference 15 that fisheries are defired more
precisely than in the earlier options. Additionally,
several fisheries cumently managed under the
Groundfish FMPs would not be included under the
license system. Table 3.19 below shows the
fishery defined under this element.
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Table 3.19
Fisheries For Which Licenses would be Issued Under License Natre Options 700,000 and $00,000
n Bering Sea and Aleutian Island Fishery Licenses g GOA Fishery Licenses
Pollock Pacific Cod Atka Mackere! Yellowfin Sale Pollock: Pacific Cod
Other Flafish Rockfisk Squid (Fixed Gear} Rocksole Deep Water Flats Shallow Water
Flatfish
Turbets Atka Mackerel

Conspicuously absent are: (1) arrowtooth flounder fisheries in both FMP areas, (2) rockfish, flathead sole,
and turbot fisheries in the GOA, and (3) the sablefish trawl fishery in the Bering Sea. Also, the BSAI squid
{ishery is changed from being non-gear specific (open to both trawling 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 back in would resuit in the licensed
fisheries shown in Table 3.20.

Table 3.20
Fisheries For Which Licenses would be Tssued Under License Nature Optioes 700,000 and 800,000
Bering Sea and Aleutien fsiand Fisherv Licenses g (3OA Fishery Licenses
Poliock Pacific Cod Atka Mackerel Pollock Pacifie Cod
{nher Flatfish Rockfish Squid (All Gears) Deep Water Flary Shallow Water Flaty,
Turbots . Amrowtooth Sablefizh Atka Mackerel Turbots/Armowtooth
YellowDhn Sole Rocksole Rockfish Flathead Sole

This system would be more restrictive to fleet mobility and flexibility than a more general fishery license
system partcularly if species endorsements were requirsd. In that case, fewer vessels would have the right
to pursue a species than under the more general system. Another drawback 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 enforcement of the system.

Second, if the species omitted were to remain under open access, they probably will be harvested by both
licensed and non-licensed vessels. If the fishenies 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 bvcatch 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 of halibut
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-of eliminating the BSAI 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 BSAI FMP to change the
trawl/fixed gear allocation of sablefish.

Potential benefits of converting the BSAI squid fishery to fixed-gear only are also difficult 1o 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 takez. The restriction proposed would guarantee future access
to fixed gear fishers. The following section discusses more fully some of the potential bepefits and costs of
eliminating these fisheries, with particular emphasis on the Gulf rockfish fishenes.

Exclusion of Sebasies Rockfish, Flathead Sole, and Arrowtooth Flounder in the GOA

The economic ramifications of excluding Sebastes rockiish, flathead sole, and arrowtooth flounder in the Guif
of Alaska are summarized in the following discussion. Information and considerations leading to these
conclusions are presentad more fully in Appendix Vi, A larger fleet fishes on rockfish (includes Pacific
ocean perch, shortraker/rougheye, other slope, Northem, pelagic shelf, and thomyheads for purposes of this
discussion) In the Guli 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 Guif for the 1993 period.  Catcher processors caught over 88%
of the rockfish and 24% of the demersal shelf rockfish barvested in 1993, One hundred percent of the
flathead sole and over 80% of Pacific cod, pollock, and shallow water flatfish were harvested by shore-based
catcher vessels. The rockfish fishery in the Gulf contnbutes 36% of the weight and ex-vessel value of the
catcher-processor fishery, but ondy 1% of the ex-vessel value for shore-based vessels. Trawlers 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 1% of the total barvest or ex-vessel revenue in the Gulf of Alaska.

The shore based catch was dominated by trawlers also. They took 88% of the harvest and 54% (;f 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 13 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. Nipe 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
net wholesale value of the rockfish catch totals about $14 million. Sebasres bycatch adds another $2.6 million
to that net wholesale value,
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Some byeatch of rockfish will be taken even if pot provided for with a specific kcense in the GOA. Because
rockfish is such a valuable species, it is possible that 2 significant number of all vessels operating in the GOA
might ‘top off' with rockfish while prosecuting other directed groundfish fisheries. With the current 15%
directed fishing standard, and using 1994 TACs, 25 much as 30,000 mt of rockfish could be taken as bycatch,
far exceeding actual TACs available for rockfish. This, although theoretically possible, is highly unlikely
given the halibut byeatch rates in other fisheries where rockfish are found.

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 to avoid
contenticus allocational decisions in the future, 1f it iz determined that directed fishing could resume on these
species. For example, if problems are overcome with arrowtooth flounder flesh consistency, or 4f 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 front, as part of the current CRP process, the field of players in
thege 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 considenng 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 2 significant
portion of the overall 2,000 mt halibut PSC cap in the GOA. From 1990 through 1993, the amount of halibut
bycatch morntality bas 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 1, lower
amounts of effort 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. If more effort is put into these or other flatfish fisheries then any savings of hatibut 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 examimed, 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 BSAI a fixed gear only fishery.
Currently, the TAC for squid is 3,110 mt, with only 224 mt taken through mid-Auvgust of this year. All 224
mt was taken by trawl gear and virtually all of it was discarded. In 1953, 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 ﬁshencs
are developed which target og, and retmn thzsc squ.lt’z
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FIGURE 3.8
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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 arca definitions used. Rather than divide the
BSAl 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 1§ slightly less restrictive than the previous elemeat; all vessels which
qualified to fish in the Bering Sea would also be allowzd to fish in the Alextian Islands. In terms of overall
complexaty, this element would require a different system of regulations for the BSAT and the GOA. Because
of this, it is likely that the syster would be more complex for fishers, regulators and enforcement officers
than the previous element.

Nature of Licenses Conclusicas From The Distributional Tables

The options under Nature of Licenses generaily do not influence the initial size of the fleet, though they do
have significant ramifications on how big the fleet might be in the long run if many different types of licenses
are issued imitially. Table 3.21 shows how many vessels would receive licenses under vanations 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 variact
of the current or universal reference configuration would be 1,679 and 2,954, respectively. This underscores -
the point that it is the sevea options under the Qualifying Period component which significantly influence the
inittal numbers of licenses, not the Nature of Licenses component (Note that changes in Qualifying Period
options are reflected in changes in the third number from the right in each configuration pumber;, influences
of the Qualifying Period on initial fleet size will be discussed in Section 3.2.2.4).

The Explicit configuration presznts 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 1,501 to 1,536 depending
on the Nature of Licenses option chosen. This is caused by an interplay between the area/fisheries specificity
of the hicenses 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 n each of the three calendar vears from 1/1/90 to
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6/27/92 and 365 days prior to final Council action, excapt for fixed gear Pacific cod which would use 6/23/91
to 6/27/92 (Option 700 as depicted in Table 3.23 in Section 3.2.2.4). Because this forces a higher level of
performance to mest the standards, slightly fewer vessels would qualify. Under these mmltiple qualifying
period criteria, more vessels may gualify initially if the Council broadens the scope or "urnbrelia” of the
license. As an example, assume a vesssl 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 pollock fishery. It would not qualify under any of the other options.

Changing the nature of the licenses from a single umbreila license (option 100,000) to more highly specified
licenses, 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 100,000 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 -within- specific FMP areas. Each
successive option through option 600,000 further "pigeon holes” the recipient. The last three options are
highly specific, identifying the arcas 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
conclusion. Referring to the set of "current” tables (in the Groundfish Table Appendix), under option 100,000
(configuration 115X11) there are 1,679 tcenses, and under option 600,000 {configuration 615X 11) there are
5,475 licenses. A direct comparison of the two mumbers might lead the reader to say that the former was maore
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 pumber 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 (615X11), 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 1o
expand in the future. While, it may be argued that a vessel does not need anmy new opportunities, the
dvnamics of fish populations and markets suggest otherwise.

The table below summarizes 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 under each
of the configurations shown, 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 licemses, the number of opportunities decreases. The right-
most colwmn shows the percent 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 cousistent. Since each of the sets vanes only 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 on¢ tightens the definition of the nature of the license.
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Table 3.21

. Potential Fishing Opportunities
Confiquration Vessels FMP Areas Sub-areas Fisheries Reduction %
- jCurrent '
115X11 1,679 3358 B395 41,875 100%
215X 11 1,679 1,916 5404 27,020 54%
316X11 1,679 1,916 2,229 11,145 27%{ -
A15X11 1,679 3,358 8,385 19,355 46%
515X11 1,679 1,316 5404 12,301 29%
815X11 1,679 1,916 2,229 | 5,475 13%
715X1t  -1,679 1,918 2,225 - -4,001- 10%] -
- 815X11 1,679 1,818 #N/A 8,177 12%
Universal
115211 2,954 --5,808 A4,770 73,850 100%
215211 2,954 3,518 9,777 48,885 66%
o318211 2,954 3,618 4,352 21,760 25%
415211 2,954 5,908 14,770 33,085 45%
515211 2,954 3,518 8,777 22,354 30%
615211 2,954 3,518 4,352 10,114 14%
715211 2,954 3,518 4,352 7,638 10%
818211 2,954 3,518 #N/A 9,681 13%
Explicit
UUTTTUISTIN 083677 T3,072° 7 7,680 38,400 100%
215711 1,527 1,727 4,788 23,840 62%
315711 1,501 #N/A 3,520 17,600 - 46%
415711 1,536 . 3,072 7,680 15,680 43%
§157 11 1,527 #EN/A 7,635 9,907 26%
615711 1,501 #N/A 1,900 3,842 10%
715711 1,501 #N/A 1,900 3,658 10%
815711 1,502 #N/A #N/A 4,851 13%

Notes: BOLD numbers are taken directly from the tables in the back of the section.
ITALICIZED pumbers are caleulated using adjacent cells and #'s of available opportunities.
BOLD ITALICIZED 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 poteatial for initial fleet size,
potential for expansion of capacity, mobility, administrative complexity, and enforcernent. The table and
chart show ordinal values, using a 20 point scale, placed on each of these four attributes for sach of the
different nature of license elements. Since the Nature of Licenses is neutral on the initial fleet size, no scores
will be issued at this juncture. Scores will have the following meanings:

Attribute Meaning of High Scores
Imitial Fleet Size . .. ..o o e Greater mnitial fleet size
Potential for Increased Capacity . ...... ..., .. Greater potential for increased capacity
Mobility .. ... Greater mobility for fishers
Complexity .. ... i Greater administrative complexity and cost
Enforcement ... .. . e e e Greater enforceability/lower costs
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Option # Fleet Size 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  Neatral 7 9 14 8
500,000 Neutral 5 6 14 7
600,000 Neutral 2 3 15 6
700,660 Neutral 2 2 i8 i
800,000 Neutral 2 3 19 1
Gusitative Ratinge of “Nature of Licenca” Options
e Flarat Glzo
Fiteoraradrvnaneeet g Potontial Capacity
SRR SRS —s— Mobiilty
S NPT N s~ Complexity
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3.22.2 License Recipients

In Jaouary 1994 the Council specified three groups of potential license recipients: current vessel owners,
vessel owners at the time of landings, and permit holders. These are overlapping sets of recipients as shown

below in Figure 3.9,

Figure 3.9
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For an owner-operated vessel which has not changed ownership during the qualifying period, all three sets
of recipients may be the same individual. Manvy larger vessels that bave changed bands will have different
owners thun the permit holders and the vessel owner at the time of landings may also be 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 Councii also noted that they may want o 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 overiap 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 reciptents and whether they would
receive one or multiple licenses, the analysis will examine four alternatives:
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i3 Allocaie only to current owners of qualifymg vessels, |
vy aEn e bl B

Z. Allecate first to currest owners, then 1o qualifving vessel owners a2 the thme ‘thmd}zg, and then to permit
bodders, but so more than ope license per recipicst for the same vessel.

EN Allocate first 1o current owoers, then o permit holders, axd thean 10 qualifying landmg owners, but no
move than oue licsnse per recipient for the same vessel,

4, Alloeats to all current owpers of qualifying vessels, w all qualifying owners at the time of anding even
if they have received licenses as curreat owners. and 10 afl qualifying permit holders even if they received
licenses &s citerent o landings owners. Recipicots may reecive mogs than one Hoense for the same vessel,

Below, the four options are shown in the "analysis”" format with their numbering 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 10 CUITERL OWIIETS - . . . o o ottt e e ettt n e o e e e mr e et e am e 10,000
Allocate to current owners, then owners at the time oflmdmg, then permit holders (o aupsascwresay . ... 20,000
Allocate to current owners, then permit holders, then owners at the time of landing o swbicsovwessen ... . 30,000
Allocate to all current owners, owners at the time of landing, and alf permit holders oo dmbosamvesey ... 40,000

It is assumed that licenses issued to these different groups will entitle the recipients to identical privileges.
Further, Licenses are assumed to be freely transferable across groups. Issuing licenses to these different
groups may be viewed as a poientially effective way of developing a market driven method to reduce flect
size if the Council develops a "fractional” license scheme. This was discussed in Section 3.2.1.3.1 on
poteatial "buy-back” plans and is discussed agam below.

Assessment of Options

Choosing who to issue the license to, current owners, qualifying owners, and/or permut holders will set the
number of licenses to start the program and will influence how fleet capacity expands over time after the
program commences. As noted earlier, we think the major impacts of cheice of recipient will be on ininal
fleet size, expansion of capacity, and complexity of the program.  The choice recipient alone will oot have
much effect on mobility or enforcement.

Initial - Potential
Fleet Increased

,.., _____ Size Capacity Mobility Complexity Enforcement
License Recipients Major Major Neutral Major Neutral

(10,000-40,000)

These aspects are discussed more fully below, and the qualitative analysis is summarized at the end by
assigrung a relative score for cach alterpative.

Aljocations te Current Owners vs Owners at Time of Landing. The Council awarded QS to owners of
vessels at the time of landing in the sablefish and balibut IFQ program. An alternative being considered for
the license program would issue licenses only to current vessel owners’ Qualifying caleulations would be
based on all landings made by that particular vessel during the qualifying vears repardless of the vessel owner
at the time of landing. Using current vessel owners would make the analysis and implementation much easier

'Issuing licenses to current vessel owners can be viewed as nearly synomymous 1o issuing licenses 1o vessels.
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because staff would not be faced with the task of maiching catch records to ownership record.  Additionally,
issuing licenses to current vessel owners would eliminate the process of applicants baving to document vessel
ownership in the past. This is anticipated to be a time consuming and costly effort for the sablefish and
haltbut JFQ program. Finally, many in industry have noted that some recent sales of vessels presume that
some form of limitad eatry 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 caich data identifies the harvesting vessel.* Calculating the Jandings of a vessel
ysually is easy, though sometimes vessel identifiers may be mis-keyed and catch will be attributed to the
wrong vessel.  Vessel ownier 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.

o r—

Ownpesship Information. Title tracking systems, such as for auwmobﬁas aad rr:ai estate, do not exist for
vessels. Recently, the State of Alaska and NMFS have required fishing vessels to be registered or permitted.
Both documents ask for ownership but neither require proof of ownership. Therefore, the information is not
completely reliable. Additionally, all vessels over 5 pet tons are required by the U.S. Coast Guard 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 owner until the documentation has been changed The Coast Guard believes
that, given adequate time and money, it can construct a record of vessel ownership for most vessels over time.

Though this work is not in progress, its importance is being recognized

Confidentiality 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
recognized the vessel owner as listed 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 bolder) 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 unreiated 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 venfy 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. Attornevs for NOAA and NMFS are currently
debating this issue for weekly processor and joint venture reports. Data have been released in the past to
vessel owners at the tme of Janding and, therefore, they way have legal access to catch records. It is much
less likely that current owners 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 submirter of the data, i.e., the permit holders.

Jransfertine 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 owner 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
processars.
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Who owns the cateh history? 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 with 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 altermative 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 owners; records 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 owners -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; t.e., rights to continue fishing are vessel specific and depend on the past performance
of that vessel. Fundamental differences, however, are that the moratorium rights would have remained with
a vessel (not vessel owner) unless otherwise specified in legal contract

It can be argued that the default assumption shculd be the opposite. Based upon the Council's
sablefish/halibut program, licenses should be allocated to vessel owners af the time of landing, not necessarily
to current vessel owners. That program implied that catch history is tied to the vessal owner, not to the vessel
itself. In fact, in instances where vessels bave been traded, the catch history credit will remain with the vessel
owner unless specified differently under prvate, legal contract It is likely that some groundfish and crab
vessel transactions have been conducted based on that assumption.

The precedence in the sablefish/halibut program, does not preciude the Council from structuning 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 addznonal factors and
be cognizant of the impacts to affected persons of either alternative.

Allocating to qurrent vessgl owners - Who wins and who Joses? If licenses are allocated to only current vessel

owners, and those owners receive the entire catch history of the vessel upon which to base their licenses and
eventually QS if they are implemented, then those vessel owners are obviously the ‘winners' in the context
of a win/lose scenario. To the extent that the landings owner is no longer in the fshery, it could be argued
that he neither wins nor loses, but perhaps forgoes a windfalf profit. However, not all landings owners have
exited the fishery. The most obvious exampie of a loser’ under this alterpative is someone who has a long
catch history with a given vessel, has recently sold that vessel, and continued fishing with a new vessel. In
this exampie, the person with a long history in the fishery will lose that catch history and perhaps not receive
certain lcenses, and eventually may lose QS if an IFQ program is implemented. The person acquiring the
vessel with the long catch history may be a new participant in the fisheries, which means that 2 person with
little historical participation comes out a ‘winner’, while a person with a long history of participation may
come 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 consideration of current participation and dependence on the fisheries. This
13sue creates somewhat of a dileroma in reconciling these mandates. It needs 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 altemative) may not necessarily end up a loser,
if that person happened to acquire a 'new’ vessel which had its own catch history, particularly if that catch
history was greater than the owner's previous vessel. Under that scenario, he comes out 2 ‘winner’ under this
aiternative. The possibilities are further complicated by the fact 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 ownership of ail vessels through time with caich associated to various owners, (2)
bave knowledge of the specifics of all contracts which either transfer or retain specific catch histories as part
of the vessel transaction, (3) ascertain whether a given owner is still involved in the fisheries or not, and {4)
make comparisons of each potential qualified recipient to what they would receive under the other alternative,
(allocation based on ownership at time of landings). This information is unavailable at this point, and it is
likely that some of this information will never be availabie to analysts on this project It is therefore
impossible to estimate impacts in the context of whether someone is still in the fisheries or not, after having

soldav assai

MWWMM&W” Another altemnative is to allocate to the person

who owned the vessel at the time qualifying groundfish (crab) landings were made. In terms of winners and
losers, a person will be-unaffected if he/she has begn the only owner throughout-the qualification history of
the vessel.” In cases where vessel owners have exited the fishery, but still fit in the qualification window,
licenses will be awarded to persons who are oo 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 whether persons or vessels will be licensed. In their view, licensing persons creates a much
more difficult enforcement situation, and petz:nﬁaﬁy allows more vessels to engage in fishing activity.
Consider the following example, whereby a person is licensed for groundfish 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 feasiblé 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 heense on both vessels. This is really
a form of the “capital stuffing™ issue that looms-on the horizon of any 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 holder would have to go
through the pormal wransfer procedures, and would be required to await an official recognition of the transfer
before changing vessels. For licenses issued to permit holders or to owners of vessels at the time of landing,
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 1ssued 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 10,000). Under this option, a license for each qualifying vessel
will be issued to its current owner. The number of licenses issued to current owners of qualifying vessels will
equal the number of qualifying vessels. Therefore, this alternative will be the most effective in limiting fieet
size over each of the qualifying periods. It should be moted 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 ¢ruiser, and the vessel qualifies, the current owner will receive
a fishing license, and if the license has value, the license recipient will reczive a windfall, Similarly, current
vessel owners may be banks or other non-fishing institutions which have repossessed a vessel in default.

The application and aliocation process for issuing licenses to current vessel owners 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 cnforce:mcnt also will be the least costly. This
option has little i unpazt on enforcement issues.
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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 be issued to the current owners of
qualifying vessels. This option then would allocate [icenses to vessel owners who did not receive licenses
as current wsscl owners, but who om:.cd a quahfymg vessel dmug the quahfymg pmod. A landings owner

¢ ; ¢d), regardless of the
number of vessels owmd dnrmg the quahfymg ;:-er;o-eif 'I'l:us is because 1t 15 pmumﬁ that Jandings 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 received
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 be added
together. If the landings meet the qualification criteria then the permit holder will be issyed a single license

{or suite of endorsements 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 licenses-dssued if they

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 owners or landings owners is shown as option B.

Questions of who should be the "rightful" recipient aside, it is clear that 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 hand, an allocation to owners at the time of landing (or permit holders) can be
viewed as a way to acknowledge the stake these persons may have in the fishery *

The conveluted nature of ownership patterns in the fishery is less of an issue under license allocations than
under an allocation of [FQs. This is because the question is not bow much was landed but rather was 2
landing made. Therefore implementation problems under this alternative 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.

Fractionsal 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 becn established An
alterpative to the buy-back programs is the concept of fractional or stackable licenses. The Pacific Fishery
Management Council under Amendment 6 to their groundfish program has instituted a stackable program
whereby a large vessel which did not receive licenses in the initial allocation may purchase 3 given number
of small vesse] licenses and obtain a license enabling it to enter the fishery. The same concept may be used
with respect to current vessel owners, vessel owners at the time of landing, and permit holders.

Assume that the license program issued licenses under a three-year qualifying window to current owners,
landings owners, and permit bolders. 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 permmt bolders also receive licenses there will most certainly be more

’If 2 current owner qualifies for pollock in the Central Gulf, and had qualifying landings for pollock in the Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands as well as the Central Gulf as a landings owner, then under option 20,000, three endorsements
would be issued. Under option 40,000, four endorsements would be issued, one for activites as a current owner and threx
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 licenst
program.
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licenses available than the current number of vessels. Because the license prog;ram does mot constrain Lhe
current flest, its effectiveness will be Hemited, -

Now suppose that each current vessel owner was issued a certificate worth 10 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 are 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 pumber 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 @ point schedule over a period of years. Suppose the Councii wished to cut in half the pumber of
vessels allowed to fish over a six-year penod.  Also, assume the point system above resulted in an allocation
of 20,000 poiats, If, in the first year, 10 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, 18 points, and finally
20 points were requirex to fish, then the fleet could be reduced to a maximum of 1,000 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 development of the market, a sophisticated transfer monitoring
system would have to be implemented. However, it is likely that this could be fimded 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 points to another.

Allocate to Current Owners, Then Permit Holders, and Ther Owners at the Time of Landing (No
Duplication) (Option 30,000). Under this alternative, licenses would be issued to the current owners of
gualifying vessels. This option would also allocate licenses to permit holders who would not receive licenses
as current - 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 ot received licenses as current owners of
qualifying vessels or as permit bolders. This option differs from the previous option in the order of
precedence.  This option explicitly allows the Council to allocate licenses to qualifving permit holders,
without the necessity of first allocating to "past” vessel owners.® In the Groundfish Tables Appendix, the
tables concerning Option 30000, show the total licenses issued if they are ailocated to current 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 shown as option B.

Two types of permit holders exist in the groundfish fisheries: Commercial Fishing Entry Commission
(CFEC) permit holders, and Federal Groundfish Permit bolders. Federal Groundfish Permits are required by
the NMFS for vessels operating in the groundfish fisheries in the EEZ off Alaska. However, unlike CFEC
permits, the vessel owner is the permit holder. Issuing licenses o Federal Groundfish Permit holders is
therefore the equivalent of issuing licenses to vessel owners at the time of the landing. Therefore, 1t is
assumed that by "permit holders" the Council meant CFEC pernut holders, rather than Federal Groundfish

Permit holders.

The CFEC issues permits to all fishing vessel skippers participating in fisheries off the Coast of Alaska. For
vessels making deliveries to shore based processing facilities, the permit holder is required to present 2
current permit card. The permit number 1s entered on the fish-ticket and the landing becomes official. The
pernut holder is considered the "submitter” of the fish-ticket data, and therefore the only person, outside of
governmental agsncies, who is allowed access to the "confidential data” on the record. In most cases, the

*This option also vields different results than optien 20,000 if the Council were to choose to develop a fractional
licensing program. In that case it is presumned 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 1s the skipper of the vessel, but any person on board with a valid permit may make the Janding
under their name, Since 1990, vessels making deliveries to motherships outside state waters have not been
mequired to submit fish tickets, although in most cases the skapper 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.

Allocate to All Current Owners, All Owners at the Time of Landing, And/Or All Permit Holders
{Duplication Allowed) {Option 40,0600). Under this alternative, licenses-would be allocated to current
owners for each qualified vessel. Additionally, this option would allow the Council to allocate additional
licenses to all landings owners. In this case most current owners would be both current owners and owners
at the time of landings, and therefore could receive additional licenses. This option could aiso be used to
allocate licenses to permit holders. Any qualifying permit bolder would receive a license regardless of
whether that person would also receive a License as a current or landings owner. All current and landings
owners who were also permit holders could qualify for additional Licenses. In the Groundfish Tables
Appendix, the tahles concerning Option 40000, the license totals for three sub-options are shown. Option
A shows the sam Current and Landings Owners. Option B show the total licenses issued if they are allocated
to both current owgers and permit holders. Finally, Option C sum all ¢urrent owners, landings owners and
permit holders.

This option would issue licenses to each owner or permit holder during the qualifving 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 owner or skipper, past or present, could receive a license there will be less
contention in the allocation process and perbaps fewer appeals and court battles. This option could be seen
as an equitable measure of participation if fractional licenses were 1o 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 3.10a
shows this hvpothetical distribution. In this example “landings owner” refers to the owners at the time
landings were made. Ouly 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 own more than ope vessel. Figure 3.100 shows the number of licenses allocated under
each of the options.

Figure 3.10c 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 owners 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, 10¢
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Conclusions Regarding License Recipients.

Issuing licenses to current owners only will vield the smallest initial flest of the four alternatives for this
component, and produce the most effective license program in terms of addressing overcapitalization. [ssuing
licenses to additional permit holders and/or owners at time of Jandings will increase the pool of licenses and
degrade the effectiveness of the License program. Any 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 bolders is also complicated by the fact that since 1990, catcher processors have not been
required to submit fish-tickets, which is the best source for permut holder data If the Council desires to issue
some form of license 1o other than current owners, and also destres to constrain fleat size, then consideration
'should be given to a fractional license scheme and also identifving licenses very closely with individual
vessels.

The Tables Appendix contains tables describing the license recipient options. These allow us to estimate how
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
confipurations. 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 number of current
owners 1§ 2,954, of which 2,185 are from Alaska and 769 are from other areas. Issning licenses to unique
landings owners as in 20000 {cption A) increases the total number of licenses by 15% to 3,385, Issuing
licenses to unique permit holders and landings owners increases the license pool to 4684 licenses for option
20004 and 4436 for option 30000, This is 2 59% gain in the number of Licznses. Issung licenses to all three
groups and allowing duplication as shown in 40000 option C, the pool of licenses jumps to just over 5000
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because, a current owner might receive one license for being current owner, another for having past Iandmgx,
and a third for being a permit holder.
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All classes of vessels show increased licanse numbers moving from option 10,000 to 40,000, though some
have a mare pronounced increase than others. For example, the Alaska-flest increases from 2185 licenses
under option 10,000 to 6680 for the most magnanimous option 40,000, The gain of 4495 licenses is
distributed as a gain of 200 catcher processors, 3800 small catcher vessels less than 60 fi, and lesser gains in
other categories. For pon-Alaska licenses, 1564 are gained including 363 catcher processors.

The prominent conclusion is that any choice other than limiting license distnbution solely to current vessel
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
itnplementation and administration if significasitly more records have to be matched and more Licenses and
transfers have to be tracked. ‘

The relative rankings of the options are shown in the table and chart below. - -

Option # Fleet Size Potential Capacity Mobility Complexity Enforceability
10,000 2 2 Neutral 2 Neutral
20,000a 7 7 Neutral 12 Neutral
20,0000 8 8 Neutral 15 Neutral
30,000a IR - R 6 Neurral 6 Neutral
30,0000 9 9 Neuiral 15 Neutral
40,0002 6 6 Neutral 12 ' Neutral
40,000b - 12 12 Neutral & Neutral
43.000c 18 i8 Neutral 15 Meutral

- - -+ . Qualitative -Ratings of "License Recipients” Options
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3.22.3 License Designations

In Japuary 1994, the Council identified three types of use restrictions, other than those dictated by the nature
of the licenses, which could be placed on the licenses as designations. These included: (1) designation of
licenses for use on catcher vessels (CVY} 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 altermatives. Therefore, this analysis examines the eight different
combinations of use restrictions which result from the Councils alternatives:

B[ T e Tt T+ - O 1,600
Catcher Vessel and Ca:chcra‘Processor Designpations ..............:...... SN e 2,000
Vessel Length Class Designations ... ..o it i ee ceer i e ey 3,000
Inshore and Offshore Designations . . ... ...ttt ittt e 4,000
CV . CP and Vessel Length Class Desigoations . ... .. ..ot 5,000
CV - CP and Inshore-Offshore Designations .. ....c.o.ooivir i irn i iiia i anannnes 6,000
Inshore-Offshore and Vessel Length Class Designations .. ............ .. .. e 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 instituted under Inshore-Offshore for Pacific cod in the Gulf
and pollock in both FMPs. The Council’s action on inshore-offshore included a sunset date of December 31,
1995. Further, the Council indicated that action under the CRP would replace the inshore-offshore allocation.
Therefore for purposes of analysis, it is assumed that under the license program no restriction on delivery of
pollock or Pacific cod to inshore or to offshore facilities will exist.

Assessment of Options

The eight options under license designations will not affect the initial fleet size, per se, but will 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
tmplementation and administration of the program, and enforcement could be more time consuming and
complicated if a plethora of use restrictions are imnposed. The discussion that follows leads to the conclusion
that license designations will have major umpacts on the potential for increased capacity and flest mobility,
more minor impacts on complexity and enforcement, and for the most part is neutral in determining the initial
ficet s1ze,

Potential
Initial Increased
Fleet Size Capacity | Mobility Complexity Enforcement

Licenses Designations Neutral Major Major Minor Minor
{1.000-8,000)

No Restrictions (Option 1,600}, Under this alternative, there would be no restrictions on the use of licenses
other than those dictated by the nature of the licenses, (fishery, 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 ar least
theoretically possible, though highly unlikely, that every licensed vessel could be replaced by a vessel of
much greater lenpth and processing capacity. As noted earlier, under the current over-capitalized fishery,
thers appears 1o 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 under the status guo, a license program without
restrictions would not be likely to bring about a rush of new investment into the fishing fleet. If the license
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program constrains the fleet, then the lack of restmictions will allow vessels to more easily engage in "capital
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 if it 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 any area or in any fishery during the qualifying period, then the CP designation
will boid for all areas and fisheries. In other words, a vessel will receive a single designation which will hold
for all fisheries and areas. A CP license will allow the licensee to operate the vessel eitheras a CPorasa CV
delivering fish to other processors. If the vessel did not act as CP, then it-would be designated as a CV. CV
hicenses 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 first acquiring a license with a CP designation. If the
ticense program constrains the size of the fleet, then it would be likely that this restricion would be an
effective means 1o curtail one 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 NMFES of their intentions. [mplementation 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 be much more difficult if multiple designations on a given license were
included. This caveat also holds for any of the other suggested restrictions.

Vessel Length Class Designations (Option 3,000). The Council specified three potential length designations
for licenses; from 0" to 59, from 60' to 124’, and from 125" and greater. A license with a siZe 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 catcher vessels and catcher/processors will be assigned length designations.
Vessel length class designations will allow licerise recipients to increase the length of their vessel within that
class or 1o transfer licenses to larger vessels within the class. Although a iength class designation is more
restrictive than nothing, it would not prevent length increases within classes.

If the license system constrains the fleet to a number of vessels that is less than would have otherwise
participated under the status quo, then it can be expectad 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 greater 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 fleet. Additopal capital added to an already over-capitalized fleet will cause any zains in net benefits
resulting from the imposition of a license limitation program to be 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 fleet In terms of implementation, enforcement, and
monitoring, systems will have to be put into piace which will deal with this restriction.

Inshore-Offshore Desigpations (Option 4,000). The Council asked that vessels be designated inshore or
effshore according to the vessel's activity in 1993. Strictly speaking, the inshore-offshore allocation included
only pollock and Pacific cod and, thersfore, only vessels which made landings of pollock 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 mind, 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 species. 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 catcher/processor with 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 which may operate
as offshore mothership processors, since the number of offshore delivery vessels would be strictly limited
However, since catcher/processors would be dmgnamd as ofishore, they could team with motherships and
most likely provide encugh 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 species by species basis. Under thig
methodology, it is conceivable that vessels may have both inshore and offshore designations for any particular
species, This methodology would be very difficult to analyze and present and would if approved create a
tremendous administrative burdes. For these reascns, 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-ofishore use restriction cannet be viewed as an
effective aliernative 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 bave more than one designation.

CV - CP and Vessel Length Designations (Option 5,000), This alternanive 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 caicher processors or transferring licenses to
them, and would also provide some of restriction in [ength 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,

CVY - CP and Inoshore - Offshore Designations {Option 6,000). This combination of alternatives will
eliminate the possibility that catcher vessels designated as offshore convert Lo 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.

$Since 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 exist.

"Designating vessel length restrictions for catcher/processors could be considered within the scope of the analysis, sinee
vessel length class designations were examined without a CV/CP split.
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Inshore -Offshore and Vessel Length (lass Desiguations {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 wiil
have the 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 motherships, 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
cut 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 flect to larger and larger vessels. This movement occurs in any fishery where
larger capacity and more horsepower might 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 §1-foot longliner. Yet this kind
of upgradc would be allowed even under the most restrictive of the use designations, unless the 20% upgrade
limitation 1s adopted along with the length ciaas;ﬁcancm 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 wall restrict the pool of licenses available for purchase by owners of vessels
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 owners 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 onginally issued to vessels no less than 83% of their length. Conversely,
vessels at the top of their range, at 59 ft or 124 f, could only purchase Hcenses of vessels of an equal or lessor
length. The owner of the ieugcst vesscl rmwmg llGGESC’:S in the imtial allocation will be unable to purchase

any additional [icenses.

Complexity of implementation and admmstration, and enforcement will increase if a variety of license

esignatiops are used, however this is believed to be minor. NMFS has developed tracking svstems for
inshore and offshore fisheries for 1992 through 1995 and considerable experience has been pained. Vessel
length categories are used already for the observer program, and NMFS did pot have an implementational
problem with length and upgrade provisions of the proposed moratorium, so there is no reason to believe that
such provisions imbedded m 2 license program could not be handled properly.

In the Groundfish Tables Appendix, Configurations 111X11-118X11 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-Alaska vesseis that fished in 1993. The Alaska component can be further
broken out into 1167 catcher vessels, most being vnder 60 ft, and 48 catcher processors. The non-Alaska fleet
had 371 catchers and 93 catcher processors. Most of the non-Alaska catcher vessels are below 125 i m
length but the distnbution is split more evenly between the over 60 f and under 60 £ categories, in contrast
to the more numerous smaller vessels in the Alaska fleet,

Regarding inshore-offshore, the Alaska fleet in 1993 had 1140 vessels in the inshore fishery and 75 offshore,
while the non-Alaska fleet had 267 inshore and 197 offshore. As shown in Table 117X11, both the Alaska
and non-Alaska inshore fleets bave more smaller vessels fishing in the inshore fleet than offshore. For
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example, the Alaska inshore flect had 1139 vessels under 125 £ inshore, but only 23 vessels of that size
designation in the offshore flest. Of the non-residence fleet, 257 or 96% of the catcher vessels working the
inshore fishenes are under 125 fi. The non-resident flect 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 vear of participation then it was assigned an offshore designation.

- The table and figure below summanzes bow the eight options under the License Designation component
influence the five qualitative attributes. '

Option # Fleet Size Potential Capacity Mobility Complexity Enforceability
1,000 Neutral 20 it] 0 20
2,000 Newtral 15 13 A 15
3,000 Neutral 16 15 3 15
4,000 Neutral 19 13 7 7
5,000 Neutral 1z 10 5 15
6,000 Neutral 14 11 9 4
7,000 Neutral i5 12 10 4
8.000 Neutral 11 7 12 3

Quaitative Ratlngs of "License Deslgnation™ Optlons
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3.2.2.4 Qualifying Period

In January 1994, the Council specified thres alternative periods m which a vessel or person could qualify for
a license. These three options were:

{A) Jan. 1, 1978 - Dec. 31, 1993,
3] Jan. 1, 1990 - Dec, 31, 1993,
< *she three year period before June 24, 1992 sad/or the three year period before the date of final Council action,

The "and/or” clause in Option C may be interpreted to give four more aiternatives as follow:

’ (1) Jun. 28, 1989 . Jun, 27, 1992, {the three year period gnor 1o June 24, 199237
€2 the three year period prior 1o the date of Bnal Council ection,
(€3 a quahfvmg lending i both periods from Jun, 28, 1989 - Jun. 27, 1992, and thcthmc years prior to the date of final
action.? and
(C4)  Juo. 28, 1989 - date of final sction,'”

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 171790 through
6/27/92, as well as during the 365-day period pror 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 fcense,

In all, there are seven alternative qualifying periods, four of which are indeterminate at this time. These are
shown below and in Figure 3.11 with the numbering scheme used in this analysis.

Qualifying Periods =~ = 7"

Jan. I, 1978 - Dec. 31, 1993 L i 106
Jun, 28, 1989 - Jun. 27, 1002 | . e e 200
Jun. 28, 1989 - date of Al 80h0n .. .t 300
Jan, 1, 1990 - Dec. 31, 1903 i e e e i 400
The thres vears pricrtothe date of fimal action . . .......... ... ... o L e 500
Jup. 28, 1989 - Jun. 27, 1992 & the three years prior to the date of finalaction ... .. ................ 600
Each of the three calendar years from 1/1/90 - 6/27/92 & the 365 days prior to final action,

except for fixed gear P. cod use 6/23/91 - 6/27/92 rather than 1/1/90 - 6/27/92 ... ........... 700

The four alternative .alifying perfods which end on the date of final Council action are not possible to
anaiyze in an absolute sense, since there is usually over a year's delay in the availability of rehable fish-ticket
data. For example, the 1593 fish-ticket data were not made available for this analysis until June 1994.
Therefore, any analysis of these alternatives will be somewhat speculative in pature. There will be no
reasonable way of estimating how many qualifiers there are untdl the Council has made its final decision.
Nonetheless, for sach of the qualification periods assummptions are made and a description of the impacts is
provided. These altzrnatives respond to Magnuson Act requirements that “current participation”

*Dates were rounded to include entire weeks, since much of the catch 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 of final Council action is later than June
24, 1893, this single qualifying period will become two discontinuous periods.
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be considered in developing limited access programs. For discussion purposes, we've asswned that final
action 15 1n January 19935 and the three years preceding are 1992, 1993 and 1994, )

Figure 3.11
Comparison of Landings Periods
Onption Universal C;nﬁgmaion&.
Anytime in 16 years Number of Vessels
100 11978 1993 | 52@2
Anytime in 3 years
200 /A%V/ A%z 93 94 2954
7 ;l}vﬁmc in %5 Years 7 :
2007,
Apytime in 4 yéars :
w | v DR | ™
£ 4 y. r
| ?
. Anytime in 3 yesrs
500 85 30 41 %WW 2492
; i
Must satisfy two ovc:iappinég 3-year periods
NN
MR ENNNNNZ 777
Landings required in each of four periods ;xr:.cp; fixed gear Pacific wc:I
SPSENF pram—— TN PR
700 89 50 91 9iz 93 94 1477
Landings required in =ach of two periods for fixed gear Pacific cod.
Control Date Couneil Fimaj Action
Asrgmed 1793
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Table 3.23

Vessel 1 {a combination trawierlongliner) Vesse] 2 (8 trawler processon)
Central Gulf Western Gulf Central Gulf Western Gulf
Period Pollck P.Cod Pollock P.oeod Poilock P.Cod Pollock P. cod
11/90-12731/90 TRW TRW FG
nmeiez2et | TRW | TRW | TRW £G
6/23/91-12/31/91 TRW FG G FG
V1/92-6/27/92 - TRW FG 2t --FG - FG FG
363 duys priorio TRW FG G FG FG FG
TRW = trawl gear FG = fixed gear

Vessel 1 will qualify for an area endorsement for Central Guif only. It does not qualify for an area
endarsement in the Western Gulf because it did not fish in that area during 365 days prior to Council action.
Because its CG qualification was met with the P. cod fixed gear criteria, it will be eligible to qualify for only
a P. cod endorsement Vessel 2 will qualify for area endorsements for both Central Guif and the Western
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 pollock
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 vears of consecutive participation in a given sub-area, any
vessel which has moved from area to area 1s 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, then they can change areas,
gears, or targets. This gqualification 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 flect's capacity to a level which is below the capacity of the existing fleet in order to be effective. Because
of its restrictiveness, this option will 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 periods to choose from. Each cne reflects a slightly different
approach to recognizing participation in the fisheries. Option 100 reaches 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
nclude 1992-1594 for ilustrative purposes in this analysis. Option 700 goes back further, but actually 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
Counci! final action.

132 Septem.a, 17, 1994 (9:54pm)



here to 365 days before final Council sction 1 January 1995). Thus opz:oﬁ 700 is more resirictve than
Option 500 in terms of recognizing very recent participation.

Concerning the Council's coatrol date of June 24, 1992 which was set when making a final decision on the
proposed moratorium, options 200, 600, and 700 would 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 Greuﬂdﬁsh Tabie@ Appcndxx coptain detailed
breakouts of the Alaska and non-Alaska fleets under the seven different qualifying period options for the
Universal and Explicit reference configurations. Table 3.24 summarizes nurnbers of vessels 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 115X11). For each option
100-700, the tables shows the total number of vessels which would quaify. The difference betwesn the
option and the current configuration is displayed in the next row in terms of percentage, and in the below that
in terms of mumbers. 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 thao fished in 1993, Option 700 would reducs the number
of vessels by 178 to 1,501 total compared to the 1,679 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 lose in the same refative proportion. Returning
to Option 700 as tllustrative, there is a net loss of 178 vessels compared to the 1993 fleet size. The pet change
for Alaska residents was 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 131
small catcher vessels, a loss of one catcher processor, and a gain of eight catchers over 60 fi. States other than
Alaska lost 53 small catchers, 14 catcher processors, and gained 13 catchers over 60 . 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 qualifving vessels under this option will decrease for all sectors.
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Table 3.24 A Comparison of tho Numbar of Liconsos lauad Under the Time Periods Sslecled by the
Councll for Analysis, to the 1993 Groundfish Fishery.
_ Current Owner's Siate of Resldence
Alaska KNon-Alaska Tatal
CyV . GV , oV s

0] 24| 1284 Tow!  op| Yot  «s0f s0-124]_ 125| Tetall  op| Yot <on) go-i24] y25e]  Tow|  cP  Totag
T5xil )
Nognbes of Lictnses i 1993 (1) 1G53 110 1 163 52 128 194 ) 140 143 335 109 464 1243 250 23 518 113 1679
190
Ucanses () 4176 1M 10} 4640 3ol amal  se3 o1 st s oy rasa) o sasm s ] sgs:  nol sam
Perventsgs Change From 1993 (bfak-1 6% 13w goon) 299w sew] wseml 4is% s %] amm] 3% aemt s ims aas] wsw] 0% 6%
Change iy Number of 1iconses Frony 1993 fo-5} 1,324 144 9§ 34 48 309 192 L 461 &4 g7 1 4,318 108 $3 4474 40 43733
100 -
tlcontas io) 1,940 9 % 2,108 80 2.185% A1 .“ 6 (3] £81 HH 4% 2,341 378 5t 2787 137 2984
Porcentage Chazgs From 1993 {e/ap-1 wh 43% soom!  mim|  osewl osoml 110% osen a|  mewn] 2w esw|  mw sos senl nw]  em] 76w
Changn in Nuanlver of Licenaeu From 1993 (c-4) - T 49 s sa 2l w0l 10 16 3w 2l sosl 198 12y 2sl 1248 38} 1,279
0o .
Licensas (d) 1,187 15 8] 2447 1l 2,913 LE 1] 13 %3 B4 9 $51 2408 413 63| 3,284 19 2 d7e
Peyceatsgs Change From 1993 {d/a)-1 1% 61% FO0% 110% 5% 108%: iM% 32 129% 1% O%, i05% 136% 3% 151% P16% 18%: TR
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Overall, the qualifying period options most irTuence the initial size of the fleet, and as more vessels are
allowed in, and more records have to be searchea, complexity of program implementation and administration
also will increase. Though the qualifying perod component influences complexity, that effect is mineor
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 expectsd impacts of the options under

qualifying period on the program attributes of inibal fleet size and complexity.

Option # Fleet Size Potential Capacity Mobility Complexity Enforceability
100 20 Neutral MNentral 7 Neuiral
200 |3 Neutral Neutral 2 Neutral
300 10 Neutrsl Neutral 8 ) }?cutrai
400 g Neutral Neutral 1 Neutral
500 & “Neutral Neutral 6 Neutral
&0G & Neutrsl Neutral 10 Neutral
700 3 Neutral™ - Neutral 15 Neutral

- Qualitative Ratings of "Gualifying Period” Options
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3.2.25 Landings Requirements For General License Qualification

The Council has defined five altarnative minimum landipgs requirements for qualification for general or
umbrella licenses. These are shown below with the option identifiers:

Ome Langing . ... e e m e 10
Twolandings ... ... ..o i e e e 20
S,000 POUBGS « .. v v tv v e a e e et et e e et e e e 30
10,000pounds ............... v e r e ket e e 40
20,000 POUIAS . . ... e e et e et et e e e 50

This component has a major tmpact on the mitial size of the fleet The initial fleet size 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 neutal. The administrative complexity is
impacted by these elements, though this impact is considered minor. In the discussion of this component any
references ... restrictiveness zpply directly to the initial fleet size.

Potential
- Initial Fleet- Incressed
Skze Capacity Mobility Complexity Enforcement
Landings Requirements General . .
License Qualification (10-50) Major Neutral Neutral Minor Neutral

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 uséd 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
hicenses. :

136 September 17, 1994 (9:54pm3



Table 3.25

Nature of License Alternatives Applications of General License Qualification Standards (GLQS) &
Endorsement Qualification Standsrds (EQS)

Single licenses for all species and aress. | Only GLQS arc relevant

{Option 100.600)

Licenses for FMP arcaz. {Option 200,000) GLGS may be applied directly to FMP endorsements. A less resmictive
program would apply GLOS to the North Pacific Umbrella Hcense and the
EQS to FMP cndorsements.

Licenses for FMP sub areas. (Option 300,000) | GLQS may be applied direetly to FMP sub-area cndorsements, A less
restrictive prograrn would apply GLGOS to the North Pacific Umbrella Boense,
or to FMP genersi Bioenses, and the EQS to FMP sub-ara endorsemens,

Licenses for Fisheries. (Cption 400,000} GLQS-may be applied directly to fishery endorsements. A less restrictive
program would apply GLOS to the North Pacific Umbrella license, and the
EQS w Fishery endorsements.

Geners?  licemses for FMP  ameas  and | GLQS may be applied directly to fishery endorsements. A less resirictive
endorsements for fisheries, (Option 500,000} program would apply GLQS to the North Pacific Umbrells license, and to
FMP general lioenses, and the EQS to fishery endorsements,

Genera! licenses for FMP subaress and | GLQS may be applied direetly to fishery endorsements. A less restrictive
endersements for fisheres (Option 6030,000) program would apply GLQS to the North Pacific Umbrella licrnse, and o
. FMP sub-area general ficenses, and the EQS to fishery endorsements.

General loenses for sub-arcas and gpexific | Same as above,
fishery licenses (Option 700,000).

CGeneral Heenaes for EG, CG, WG, BSAT and S&:;;cassbevc.
spesific Bshery Leenses (Option 300,000}

No Mipimum (Option 10). This standard requires only that a landing be made during the qualifying period
The discussion below outlines possible critena for defining a landing. Additionally, there are specific
assumptions and caveats used in this analysis. These are described in Appendix IV.

1. Inshore Catcher Vessel Landines. An inshore landing will be proven if there is a fish-ticket reporting
the delivery of groundfish with a valid ADF&G number and permit identifying the delivery vessel,
and the processor identified as shore-based, or as operating in state waters.

2 Domestic Catcher Vessel Offshore Landings.

a. From 1978-1983. A landing will be proven with a fish-ticket on which groundfish species
are reported, and the processor is known to have been operating in the EEZ off Alaska.

b. From 1984-1989. The delivery vessel must have possessed a federal groundfish 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 permit.

c. After 1989, The delivery vessel will bave to have had a federal groundfish permit. It will
have had to report to the NMFS Observer Program that offshore operations were taking
place, and the vessel must have been reported by the mothership on Federal Logbocks,

3. Ioint Venture Catcher Vessel Offshore Landings.
a. From 1978-1583. Vessel must have been identified on NMFS existing records showing the

names of joint-venture vessels operating in the EEZ off Alaska under a Federally Permitted
joint-venture.
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b. From 1984-1990. The delivery vessel will have to have had a federal groumdfish permit
It will have had to report to the NMFS Observer Program that it was participating in joint-
venture operations, and the vessel must bave been reported by the foreign mothership on

. Federal Logbooks.

4. Latcher/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 groundfish permit.
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 munber 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 "Intent to Operate” form with ADF&G. In addition to these requirements,
ong 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 ideptified on the fish-ticket as being the same
- vessel.

. A "weekly processor report” documenting that processing of groundfish was

occurring, must have been submitted to NMFS.

d From 1990 forward. The vessel must have possessed a federal groundfish permit and the
vessel must have filed an “Intent to Operate” form with ADF&G. In addition to these
requirements, a "weekly processor report” documenting that processing of groundfish was
occurring must have been submitied to NMFS.

Two Landings (Option 20) This standard requires that two quahﬁcd landings were submitted during the
qualifying peniod. If the quzlifying period is divided into parts requiring participation in each part, then this
option will mean that participation is defined as two landings in each part. In the cases where 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 submission of reports in two different weeks will suffice. In 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 qualifying period {(or part thersof) 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 rollers may land rockfish on a groundfish fish teket If this
ianding is of a species and area managed by the Council, then the landing could qualify the vessel for 2
license. Requiring two landings will 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 3,000 pounds were
{anded in qualified landings during the qualifying period. This alternative will have the effect of eliminating
almost all incidental participants. In most cases, landings of groundfish in non-groundfish fisheries will not
total mors 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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This alternative will likely prove quife restrictive when compared to the earlier alternatives, Sioce
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
implementation. This is because proving 2 landing of groundfish is relatively straight forward compared to
proving a given amount was landed over a period of ime. Any appeais process increasss in orders of
magmitude if amounts of fandings are required versus simply a landing.

A Minimum of 10,000 Pounds {Option 40). This standard requires that a minimum of 10,000 pounds were
landed in quabified landings during the qualifying period. This option is clearly more restrictive and,
therefore, more enforceable than s 5,000 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 4 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 Qualificafion Alternatives.

Table 3.26 draws on the distributicnal tables in the Groundfish 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 flect. Almost all of these reductions come from the small
Alaskan-owned vessels. As pointed out in the qualitative discussion, many of the vessels in the fleet 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 groundfish with or without a license. They
would however be prevented from entering into directed fishing for groundfish.  This reduction in fleet size
therefore represents a significant reduction in the potential capacity of the ficet A smaller relative impact
is seen inm the endorsement reductions under the explicit configuration, %xcause many of the 'accidental’
gualifiers will be eliminated by the qualifving period which requires landings in multiple periods.

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
50 631 110 745

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 fleet with an equal impact (relatively speaking) on owners
from all states. In the universal configuration, the reduction brings the wnitial fleet size down 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 targeting on some species of groundfish. Reguiring 10,000 or 20,000 pounds has a
relatively smaller impact, although again the reductions are seen in the small vessel flest

139 September 17, 1994 (9:34pm)



The following table draws on Figures 2.1a-2.1¢ 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 1992}, - -

Table 3.27

Number of Vesszls with
Vessel Class Catches Under 20,000 Pounds in 1992
Longline Processor | 24
Pot Harvester 1 24
Pot Harvester 2 67
Travwler Harvester 3 24
Trawier Harvester 4 none
Trawler Processor | none
Trawier Processor 2 none
Trawler Processor 3 - none
Pot Processor 1 24
Trawier Harvester 1 none
Trawler Harvester 2 24
Longline Harvester 1 72
Longline Harvester 2 104
{ Longline Harvester 3 833

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 documbent than proving a given amount was landed.
Additionally, because a 5,000 pound requirement will eliminate fower 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 Enforceability
10 20 .. Neutral . Neutral 1 Neutral
20 I3 Neutral Neutral 3 Neutra}
30 13 Neutral Neutral 16 Neutral
40 7 Neutral Neutral 11 Neutral
30 z Neutral Neutral 12 Neutral
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32.2.7 Alternative Qwnership, Transfer, and Use Provisions of Groundfish Licenses

In addition to options affecting the assignment of licenses, the Council kas included options affecting the
rransferability, 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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i

COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE PLEMENTS AFFECTING THE OwWNERSHIP, USE AND TRANSFER OF LICENSES

Who May Purchase Licenses
1. Licenses could be transfomed only 10 "persons” defined under Title 45 US.C,
2. Licenses could be transferred to *persons™ with 76% or more ULS. ownership, with "grandfather” rights

for license recipients with 75% or less U.S. ownership (Title 46 U.S.C.).

Vessel/License Linkages . ... .. .
1. . Wessel must be vansferred thh license,
2. < Licenses may be transferred without a vessel, L.e., licenses may be applied to vessels other then the one

- to which the license initially was issued.

Opticns Regarding the Separability of Species snd/or Ares Designations

1, Speeies and/or Ares designations arc not separable, and shall remain as a single license with those
initial designations,

2 Species and/or Area designations shall be treated as separabie Hoenses and may be transferred a5 such.

3. Specics and/or Area designations shall be regarded as separable endorsernents which require the owner

to also own 8 general license before use or purchase.

Vessel Repiacement and Upgrades

1. No restricions on vessel replacement or upgrades, except thar the vessel must mect the "Use
* Restrictions” {License Designations}) defined by the inital allocafion.

2. Vessel may not be repiaced or upgraded.

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

proposed rule,

License mers}n;x Caps

No lirriit on the numder of licensss or endorsements which may be owned by & “person.”

No more than § ares licenses per person with grandfather provisions.

Mo more than 10 area Geenses per person with grandfather provisions.

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

No more than 5 fishery/ares endorsements pet person with grandfather provisions,

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

No more than 13 fishery/arca endorsements per person with grandlather provisions,

I

Vessel License Use Caps

Wo limit on the number of lcenses {or endorsements) which may be used on a vessel,
No mors than 1 area license (endorserent) may be used on a vessel in 8 grven year,
No mare than 2 ares licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vessal in & given year,
No more than 3 ares licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vesse] in a given year,
No more than 4 ares Heenses (endorsements) may be used on & vessel in & given year.
No more than § arez licenses {endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given vear.

O LR W

Vessel Designation Limits - - - - .

i A vessel which qualifies for mumpic designations (i.c., both a5 8 CV and as a CP or a3 both inshore
ard offshore) under the use restriction component will be able @ participate under any designaton for
which it qualifies,

A vessel which qualifies for multiple designations under the use restriction component must choose

a single designation,

1

Buy-back/Retirement Program

1. No buy-back/retirement program.

2. Fractonal license system. (Fractional Heenses may be issued to veusel owners at the time of landing
and/or permit holders.}

3, {ndustry Funded Buv-back Progrars with right of first refusai on all transfers of licenses.
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Two-Ticred Skipper License Program

1 Do not implement 8 Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.

2. Implement s Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.

Community Development Quotas.

1. No CDOQ allocations

2. 3% of any or all groundfish TACs for CIXQs patterned after current prograsm w/o sunset provision,
3 7.5% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned affer current progrum w/o stinsst provision.
4, 10% of any or all groundfish TACs for CIX)s pattemed afler current program w/o sunset provision.
5. 15% of any or all groundfish TACs for CIX)s pattemed after current program w/o sunset provision.
Commaunity Development Licenses. e e = e

1. No Comumunity Development Licenses.

2. Grant ap additional 3% non-transierable licenses to CDQs communitics.

EN (rant an sdditional 7.5% non-transferable icenses to CDOs communities.

4. (Grant an additional 10% non-transgforable licenses o TDQs communities.

s, Grasst an additional 13% non-transferables icenses o CDQs communitics.

Other Provisions {Choose any or none of the following)

1. Licenses represent a use prvilege. The Counctl may convert the lcense program to an IFQ program
or otherwise slter or rescind the program witheet compensation to license holders.

Z. Severe penaltics may be invoked for failure to comply with conditions of the license,

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

4. Implemnent 8 Skipper Reporting System which requires groundfish license holders to report skipper
names, sddress, ard servics records to NMFS,

5 Drevelop and implement mechanisms to collect management, enforcement cosis and/or rents from the

industry, including taxes and fees on the industry.

Who May Purchase Licenses. Two alternatives exist which would limit the purchase of licenses.

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, with "grandfather”
rights for license recipients with 75% or less U.S. ownership.

Both alternatives have their roots in Federal Statutes. Option | is considered the status quo. [t defines a
person as any individual who 1s a citizen of the United States or anv 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
ownership, one conducted by the State of Alaska, another by the US. G.A.O. These studies were cited in
the Inshore/Qffshore Allocation analysis and discussed in the Secretary of Commerce's November 23, 1992,
letter to the Council accepting its revised Amendment 18. In this letter, the SOC stated...

The analysis also cvaluated the extent of foreign ownership in cach sector, but [ have not based my decision on the
degree of foreign ownership because the dala is incomplete and the conclusions are conjecural. 1o terms of the
sationsl interest, there is little difference between & vessel or processing plant owned 1w whole or in pert by foreign
intarests and a vessel or plant that was extensively financed by loans received from foreign sources. In both cases,
s mgnificant portion of the fusds received from the sale of fish produets wll beoefit forsign interests. Although
some data is nvaidable en forcign ownership in both sectors, the records are not complete and thers is almost no data
oo the extent of forsign financing of U.S.-owmed vessels or facalities. Additionally, data conceming corporate taxes
paid by both ssctors, remvestmoat of profits in the United Stawes, and effects oa the balance of trade o {ishenes
products bave not been analyzed,
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Given the little data on ownership, an analysis of the impacts of this alternative is not possible. The Council
bhas requested that NOAA General Counsel research the proposal to use Option 2. Since Option | 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 Linkages. Two options exist for linking licenses to vessels. They directly affect how

licenses mav be transferred after the tnitial allocation. '

1. Vessel must be transferred with license . - .

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

Option 1. This option, in-effect,ereates non-transferable 1;censc5» Only w:sse’is-weuid—be-@ansferable and
only those with licenses could participate in the fisheries. This option also implicitly assumes that there is
a ong-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 holders or to landings owners would not be linked to
vessels in the initial allocation. This could be "fixed" by rcqumg all permit holders or landings ‘owners to
assign the licenss to a vessel at the time of the allocation,

Assuming now that sach license s assigned to a given vessel, this option would mean that no new vessels
would enter the fshery 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
ficense program, and probabie reduction in the amount of new 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 license 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-fransferable, then a license recipient who sells a qualifying vessel
will no longer be able to use the license. This was proposed as an option in the crab license limitation

program.

Quotion 2 would allow Leenses to trade independently of vessels. This option would allow more flexibility
for vessel owners and license holders to tune their operations. The vessel length and CV/CP designations in
Section 3.2.2.3 would be the primary resirictions to increases in harvesting and at-sea processing capacity.
it also leaves open the possibility for a much less restrictive program, particularly if transfers are easily and
quickly compieted and approved.

As an example of the possibilities available under the second option, imagine a shore-based catcher vessel
owner with two vessels and only one license. If licenses may be transferred freely across vessels then the
owner could effectively doubie the use of his License by transferring the license to one vessel as soom 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 suited to neet theé needs of the license program. It has been suggestad that
licenses should be assigned to vessels for a fixed period of time, e.g., 2 month, quarter, vear, 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
bicenses, while allowing vessel owners to tune their operations. If a more restrictive program is desired,
particuéari‘g in terms of vessel upgrades or changes in vessel length, then these could/shoald be added as
options in the vessel ﬁes;g;aﬁcn section. The following section contains options which could directly affect
the transfer of licenses.

Options Regarding the Separability of Sgﬁciﬁﬁ 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 with regard
to the various configurations shown by the "umbrella” figures. I a single umbrelia license for all species
and areas is created without any lower level endorsements (i.e, all configurations with slement # 100,000),
then these options are irrelevant.

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

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

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

Option 1 is the most restriciive. -1t is akin to the IFQ block proposal-in-that licenses, once issued to an owrer,
must be traded as a block. As an example, a vessel owner receives 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 owner
would like to have a Pacific cod license for the Aleutian Islands. Several alternatives exist for the vessel

gwaer

L. 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 licenges.

If licenses are to be transferable then this altemnative is extreme! . restrictive because few transactions would
be likely and there is no possibility for expansion of the fleet. In fact, because of the possibility that vessel
owners 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 licenses allocated.

ngm__ 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 greatlv expand the fleet exists. In the initial allocation, each recipient would receive a separate license for
a given fishery or area If the recipient desired, be could assign or tansfer 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 of magnitude.

Ontion 3. This option would mean that at least two types of Flounre 3.74
Licenses would be created, a gensral or umbrella license and
more specific separabie endorsernents. This option is more
restrictive thas Option 2 in that the ulumate number of
vessels in the fishery can pever exceed the nmumber of
umbrella licenses allocated. This option allows vesszls to

NORTH PACIFIC UMBRELLA LICENSE

tune therr hicense holding to maich their operations. The

Councii may create up to four layers of endorsements as

discussed in the Nature of Liccgsc in Section 3.2.2.1. If the g bend ST ot Ameka

Council creates four lavers of Licenses and endorsements as FUP Ervborsomant Fu Erdomanen

reproduced in Figure 3.7a, then the middle layers are treated boreg s  Anstee wmcs Beriviom

as both geveral licenses and endorsements. R RN R R
Tora |t | R ! ST | M

i 1 i . [ : 11 H I

As an example of how this system would work, return 1o the
fisher above who was allocated endorsements for poliock
and Pacific cod in the Bering Sea and poliock i the
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Aleutian Islands. In the inital allocation, be would receive the following: (1) an wmbrella license for
groundfish in the North Pacific, (2) an FMP umbrella license for groundfish 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 Alectian Isiands, 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 2 GOA umbrella license, a Central Gulf umbrelia 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.

Fisurg 3.78 I the. Council - wished to lessen the
- ~--restrictiveness, while-still keeping the ultimate
number of vessels limited to the number
originally qualifving, then it would maintain
the North Pacific umbrella and drop cne 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 3.7¢c, which drops the
sub-area Jayer of endorsements but sull
maintains sub-area specific fishery licenses, the
fisher in the example above would be allowed
to purchase the Al P. cod as before, but if she
wanted to get inta the CG Pacific cod fishery,
. then she would bave to purchase a GOA

~ umbrella Lcense, but would not have the
additional cost of purchasing a Central Guif
umbrella . A systern designed as in Figure 3.7d
would likely be a bit less restrictive than under 3.7¢c. This is becanse a GOA license would likely be more
costly than a Central Gulf license, as it would confer a wider scope of fishing possibilities.

FICURE 3.7¢ . Flicure 3.70

NORTH PACIFIC UMBRELLA LICENSE
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Ancther approach to simplify the system would be to eliminate umbrellas from the top down. Rather than
having a North Pacific umbrella, using a FMP umbrella.or a Sub-area umbrella as the highest level would
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make it easier for fishers to maich their licenses to their needs. Unfortunately, this would ultimately allow
many more vessels to operate.

In summary, it appears that separable endorsements will add to 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 tirne of allocation. The number of layers to place
between the North Pacific Umbrella and the lowest level of endorsements is a tradeoff between flexibility and
restrictiveness.

Vessel Replacement and Upgrades. Three options regarding vessel upgrades and replacements have been
pmposad. These restrictions are assumed to be coupled with the option for Vessel Lcngth Class Designations
in the Components for Imtml Allocation. : . .

1. No restrictions on vessel replacement or upgrades except thai 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 upgradéd within the bounds of the 20% Rule as defined under the
moratorium proposed rule.

These options are very difficult to interpret unless they are strictly defined. In acalyzing 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
aliocated to a vessel of a longer LOA. (Except that the vessel classes, if created, will apply).

Option 1. This option does not immpose 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 1o
remain within the length designation if they are imposed. Assumung 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, which
effectively eliminates all transfers of licenses. It also negates the need to have any of the license designations
described in Section 3.2.2.3, with the possible exception of the inshore/offshore designation.

QOption 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 mle would have allowed vessels to 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 gualifying 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 applisd to vessel licenses, and 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 pollock. If the 20% Rule is overlaid on the vessel class designation, she could purchase
Central Gulf pollock endorsements which were initially allocated to vessels between 40° and  59° LOA.
Purchasing an endorsement which was initially allocated to a 3% foot vessel would violate the 20% rule
(39'x120%=46.8"). Purchasing a license which was initially allocated 1o a 60' foct 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'x120%=57.6', which would round up to 389,

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 owner may not
purchasc 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 1+120%=83.3%). Owners of vessels 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 aliocated to any vessel with a shorter LOA, including those within the length category.

Effectively, this option places greater limits on the ability of vessels 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 lomgest vessel Teceiving 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 will have to be tracked over

time.

This option could be applied to vessels 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 onginally
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 receive endorsements in excess of a cap
would be 'grandfathered’, i.¢., the endorsements could be used as issued, however no further endorsements
could be purchased The options are as follows:

1. No limit on the number of licenses or endorsements which may be owned by a "person.”
2. No more than 5 area licenses per-person with grandfather provisions.

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

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

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

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

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

The impacts of these ownership caps are directly related to the specific configuration to which they are
applied. If the ownership 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 owns two to three
vessels. . If ownership of sub-area endorsements (5 cndorécmcnts could represent a full complement) is
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restricted, then a imit of 5 could be very restrictive, pacticularly to persons who own more than one vessel,
Whether 2 given fishery endorsement ownership Limit is restrictive or not wiil depend on the number of
fisheries defined (if any) for cach 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 defiped.
Finally, under opuon 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 §
License types.

Vessel License Use Caps. These options would restrict the aumber of areas in which a vessel could 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 ailowed to use additionat endorsements. The Council could choose to alter this assumption.
-~ No [imit on the pumber of licenses (or endorsements) which may be used on a vessel.

No more than | area license (endorsement) may be used on a vessel in 2 given vear,

No more than 2 area licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given year.

No more than 3 area licenses {endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given vear.

No more than 4 area licenses {(endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given year.

No more than 5 area licenses {endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given vear.

N

The effects of these options will depend on the area definition to which they are applied. If the Council
chooses a license gystem emploving FMP endorsement but not sub-area endorserments, then the use limit will
not be restrictive unless it is set al one area per vessel. Assuming these limits would apply to sub-area
endorsements, a limit of five would not restrict the vessel in the least A hmit of onewould be akinto a
"super-exclusive” regisiration and could be quite restrictive.

Vessel Designation Limits. These options affect licenses which might qualify for muitiple designations in
the nitial 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 mn Section 3.2.2.3, the methodology used for the assignment of license designations would create
a single designation for each vessel which would boid 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 poiats.

Buy-back/Retiremment Program. (Section 3.2.1.2)

1. No buy-back/retirement program.

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

3. Industry Funded Buy-back Program with right of first refusal on all transfers of licenses.
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Two-Tiered Skipper License Frogram. (Section 3.4)

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

Community Development Quotas. {Section 3.3.2)

No CDQ) allocations.

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

Al A

Community Development Licenses. {Section 3.3.3)

No Community Development Licenses.

Grant an additional 3% pon-transferable licenses 1o’ CDQs communities.
Grant an additional 7.5% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities.
Grant an additional 10% non-transferable licenses to CD{)s communities.
Grant an additional 15% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities.

Ll o A

Otber Provisions (Choose any or none of the following)

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

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

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

4. Implersent a Skipper chorz;ing System which requires groundfish license holders 1o report skipper
pames, 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 caich of vessels which would reecive licenses
under the universal and explicit configurations.

Distribution of Licenses Under the Various (:ox:ﬁguratio‘us.

The distribution of licenses to vessels owners from various states under the current, universal, and explicit
reference configuranions is a funcbon of the quabifying pericxl 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 Groundfish Table Appendix. The distributional impacts of these three configurations are
reiterated below.

Cunent Conficuration: The current reference configuration, which is actually a snapshot of the 1993 fishery
is shown on page 7 of the Groundﬁsh Tables Appendix. In 1993 2 total of 1,679 vessels parucipated in the

154 September 18, 1994 (2:57pm)



groundfish fisheries in the North Pacific. Of these 1,215 were vessels owned by Alaskans and 464 were
owned by residents of other states maiply 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 distnibuted across the vessel classes, including
109 CPs.

Universal Configuration: The "Universal” reference alternative allocates a single umbrella License good for
all species and areas to current vessel owners who made a single landing between June 28, 1989, and 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 ¢lass, 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 1993,

Explicit Confiouration: Table 715711 on page 48 of the Groundfish Tables Appendix, shows the maximum
number of endorsements which could be issued under the "EXPLICIT' reference configuration. The actual
number of endorsements issued is likely to be lower because thefinal year in the qualifying period is not vet
set. However, because the 1993 fishery has no relevance to the actual qualifying period set forth m the
alternative and more recent data are not avatlable, we have chosen not to include the final qualification vear
in these tables. This is an important peint, and should not be overlooked. The actual number of endorsements
will most likely be fewer than are shown here, especially given the patterns of vessels moving in and out of
the fisheries.

The caveats above not withstanding, a total of 1,501 vessels would receive endorsements for the species
defined in the alterpative. This compares to the 2,954 which would qualify under the Universal reference
altermanve and the 1,679 vessels which fished in 1993, however the 1,301 qualifying vessels under 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 3.2.2.1.

Closer examination of the table shows that well over half of the vessels which receive endorsements are small
Alaskan owned vesseis, the vast majority of which would receive only Pacific cod endorsements. Also
evident in the table is the copsistency of the catcher processors under this alternative. The numbers of species
endorsements tend to be much more evenly distributed across the species in a given area for CPs. The
number of Pacific 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 CVs with P.cod endorszments and
CPs. Of the 80 species endorsements going to CVs in the Al 58 are for Pacific cod. That leaves only 22
endorsements avallable for the rest of the CV fest, 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 bycaich 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 owners 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 Pacific cod, these are fairly evenly distributed
among both the catcher vessels and the CPs. It appears that every vessel receiving a Bering Sca general
license (with the exception of one Alaskan CP) will receive a Pacific cod endorsement. A total of 10 squid
endorsements will be issued, 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 potznnal windfall, even if the squid fishery is converted to a ﬁ:s:eé
gear only fishery. - i

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 to Alaskans in the
Central Gulf would outmumber the endorsements going to owners from other states. Very few endorsements
would be issued in the largest CV class. This could cause difficulties for those vessels, particularly if they
wished 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 reasen for this
is found in the species included in the program. Since no endorsements would be issued for rockfish, flathead
sole, and arrowtooth in the GOA, fishers who made landings of only thess species could qualify for an area
license but would not receive any-species eudorsements. The-arsa-endorsements would not be entirely
without value, because they would only bave 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 receive
any species cndorsements. Many of thése were formerly rockiish vessels.

In the Western Gulf, there are 19 Alaskan owned CV endorsements for species other than Pacific cod. A total
of 66 endorsements, other than P.cod, will be issued 1o vessel owners from other states. CPs from all states
are fauly well diversified by species. In the Western Gulf there were 3 vessels which would receive area
umbrella licenses, but which would pot receive any species endorsements.

Overall, it appears that Alaskan vessels will be in the majority of those receiving endorsements in the GOA.
It also appears that most of these vessels will receive ouly 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 Guif. 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.¢., 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, will be able to catch the fish normally caught by the losers, those that do not receive licenses.

Differential Impacts on Vessel Types

The umversal and explicit configuration have differential impacts on vessels of differeat types. This is
because of the participation patterns exhibited by each category of vessel. Vessels which would receive
licenses under the two reference configurations, as well as the vessels which participated in 1993 under the
current configuration were ¢lassified using the same definitions as were used in Section 2.2. These are
repeated below. - ’

A ; awlers> 125 feet, These vessels also use pots. They are required to
havc 15}0% abscr’&er coverage since they are over 125 feet Most will be required to bave three
licensed officers on board. They are primarily mid-water mawl vessels with large auxiliary engines,
and in general will have the capacity to deliver both onshorc and offshore. Owners are typically not
Aiaska residents,
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i1

12.

I3

14.

XH2 = Trawler Harvester 2, Trawlers betwegn 90 and 125 feet, These vessels also use pots. They
are required to have 30% observer coverage and only 1 licensed officer. They are primarily mid-

water trawl vessels with large auxiliary engines, and 1n general will not have the capacity to deliver

_ large amounts of fish oashore. Owners are typically not Alaska residents.

TH3 = Trawler Harvester 3. Trawlers between 58 and 90 feet, These vessels also use longline, and
pots. They do not, in geoeral, 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 apother large group is located in Washington and Oregon.

; 0> 2 3% fegt, These vessels also use Ionghnm pots, and seines.
Th:s ciass reprcscnts the vesssls out of ng Cove and Sand Poiot, involved in a wide rangs of
fisheries. . e

LH1 = Longhine Harvester 1. Longliners > 58 feet These vessels are full-time longline vessels , and
are principally composed of the schooner fleet from Sea!:ﬂe Other longline vessels in thus class hail

from Kodiak and other Alaskan ports.

ngli ; } imy 38 fest. This group is
prmmpa}.},y defined by the "Petersburg Fleet." '&cy are very nzuch mvolved in salmon fisheries and
also in the sablefish and halibut fishenies.

LH3 = Longline Harvester 3. Longliners < 50 fegt This category 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 rockfish fishery.

PHI = Pot Harvester 1: 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 recent
years, some of these vessels have fished P.cod with pots. They may also use longlines and trawls.

PH2 = Pot Harvester 2: Pot vessels < 125 feet, These are smaller crab vessels which also use
lepglines and trawls.

TP] = Trawler Processor 1. These are large factory trawlers generally over 200, with the ability to
process surimi, fillets, and headed and gutted products.

[P2 = Trawler Processor 2, These are large factory trawlers generally over 200", with the ability to
process fillets, and headed/ gutted products.

[P3 = 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 u;}grade their
processing lines.

LP1 = Lonehine Processor 1, Process their lengline caught fish into headed and gutted product.

PPl =Pot Procgssor 1. Pots are principle gear, may use others. Primanly, 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 pumber 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

Number of Vessels by Harvest Class for Configurations
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Figure 3.12 (continued)
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The charts also show the relative impacts of the three configurations. 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 catcher 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, becanse of their more constant participation patterns, are relatively insignificant For example, the
nusnber of TP is unchanged under each configuration. The TH4 category is particularty hard hit under the
explicit configuration (715711). Approximately 10 of these small trawlers, predominantly from the Alaskan

entnsuia would receive licenses under this configuration, while in 1993 there were 50 of these vessels in the
groundfish fisheries. :

Regional Impacts

The charts discussed above are-also indieators of regional impacts.- As-pointed-out-above, vessels-in-the TH4
class are 1n 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. Thus class of vessels also takes a big hit under the explicit configuration. Larger trawd
harvesters and rawler processors, generally owned by residents of Oregon and Washington, appear 10 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 6f Alaska and
to residents of Washington and COregon/Other States is shown in the Regional distribution tables at the end
of the of each secticn in the Groundfish Tables Appendix. In these tables, Alaska was divided into four

regions:

1) Eastern Alaska, from Yakutat southward.

) Central Alaska, including Valdez, Cordova, the Kenai Peninsula and Borough,
Anchorage-and -Mat-su Boroughs and conumnunities 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 communities generally west of the road 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 defined inder 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 115X11 and 115211, 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 geperal 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 of licenses than fished in 1993,
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Table 3.28

Regional Distribution of Licenses Within Alaska

—

Central Alaska Eastern Alaska Western Alaska Kodiak
Configuration| €V] CP} Totali CV CP| Tatal]l CV CP| Total cy CP| Total

i

715X11 271 25! 296) 6539 19| 678 72 2 74 161 61 167
715211 6371 41 678 9521 271 979 185 1 186] - 253 9 - 277
715711 350] 29| 379/ 39 16| 412 106 1 107f 136 4i 160

Regional Distribution of Licenses Across States -

Alaska Total Qregon Total Washington Total All Regions Total
Configuration|{ CV| CP| Totall CV| CPiTotall CV| CPl Totall CV| CPl Total
715X11 1,163 52] 1,215 86 71931 2691 1021 371 1518 161 1,679
715211 2.042| 781 2,1201 263 71 270| 462] 102] 564] 2767 187 2954
715711 1.008 301 1.058] 106 6] 112} 241 901 331 1.335 146] 1501

Although the explicit configuration appears to issuc licenses to more vessels than fished in 1993 to some
regions, with the endorsement systemn, 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 ipto account because 1994 data is not available. This could potentiaily bring the
number of qualifying vessels below the level shown in the current configuration, and would, in any case
never, allow a vessel to qualify which bad not also fished in that 365 day period. In order to effectively judge
the impacts of the license configurations, one needs to look at the performance in 1993 of vessels which
would receive hicenses. :

Harvests of "Licensed" Vessels in the 1993 Groundfish 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 limitation program is implemented. If the harvesting capacity of the
Licensed flect 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 t00 deeply 1nto 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 bad 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 Rockfish. 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
groundfish harvest was taken by those vessels.
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Table 3.29

Participants by Species and FMPAREA Which Would Have Been Licensed If The
“Universal" Relerence Configuration (#115211) Had Been In Place in 1993,

, Al - BS CG EG WG All Aroas

FLAT Licensed 242 96%| 1,097 93% 641 93% 56 98% 273 94%) 2,309 83%
Unlicensed 10 4%, + 85 7% 51 7% i 2% 16 6%1:. 163 7%

FLAT Total 252 100%}1 1,182 100% 692 100% 57 100% 289 100%} - 2,472 100%
OGRN Licensed 138 94% 5396 93% 414 93% 48 92% 133 B4%) 1,127 93%
Unlicénsed 9 6%) . 28 7% 33 7% 4 8% B 6%} 82 7%

OGRN Total 145 100% 424 100% 447 100% 52 100% 141 100%). 1,209 100%
PCOD  Licensed 104 95% 286  B9% 464 B7% 338 76% 157  92%f 1,349 85%
Unlicensed 5 5% - 37 1% 68 13% 108 24% 14 8% 232 15%

PCOD Total 109 100% 323 100% 532 100% 446 100% 171 100%] 1,581 100%
PLCK Licensed B5 aB% 241 89% 187 93% 18 100% 82 '+ 91% 614 92%
Unlicensed 2 2% 30 11% 14 7% 0 0% B 9% 54 8%

. |PLCK Total 87 100% 271 100% 201 100% 19 100% 80 100% 668 100%
ROCK Licsnsed 273 97% 437 92%| 1,220 88%] 1,062 83% 173 96%) 3,165 B8%
Unlicensed 8 3% 37 8% 162 12% 214 7% 7 4% 428 12%

ROCK Total 281 100% 474 100%| 1,382 100%] 1,276 100% 1680 L 100%] 3,593 100%
Licensed Total B840 G6%] 2,457 92%] 2,926 90%{ 1,523 82% 818 . 94%] 8,564 90%
Unlicensed Total 34 4% 217 8% 328 10% 327  18% 53 6% 859 10%
Total Catch in 1883 874 100%) 2,674 100%] 3,254 100%} 1,850 100% 871 " 100%} 9,523 100%
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Table 3.30 Catch in MT by Specias and FMPAREA Which Have Been Licensed If The "Universal"
Raference Configuration {(#115211) Had Been In Place in 1993.
Al - BS CG EG WG All Areas

FLAT Licensed 2,897 97%| 200,076 99%| 28,534 B9% 586 100%) 4178 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%] 587 100%] 4,185 100%| 241,156 100%
OGRN Licensed 61,445 100% 2,047 G82%] 6,423 99%] 1,043 97% 830 99% 71,788 100%

Unlicensed 51 0% 167 8% 70 1% 28 A% 5 1% 321 0%
OGRN Total 61,496 100% 2,214 100%] 6,493 100%] 1,071 100% 835 100%} 72,108 100%
PCOD Licensed 24,202 93%| 150,194 97%| 35,988 83%} 1,516 45%] 18,867 61%%] 230,767 90%

Unlicensed | 1,780 7% 4,886 3%] 4,243 11%] 1,816  55%] 12,010 39%| 24,755 10%
PCOD Total 25,932 100%] 155,080 100%] 40,231 100%] 3,332 100%] 30,877 100%] 255522 100%
PLCK Licensed 43,513 97%]1,145,6283 97%| 77,511  95%] 1,884 100%] 16,249 B7%]1,284,780 97%

Unlicensed | 1,547 3%] 36,704 3%] 4,252 5% 0 0%] 2,361 13%] 44,8564 3%
PLCK Total 45,060 100%]1,182,327 100%] 81,763 100%] 1,884 100%] 18,610 100%}1,329,644 100%
ROCK Licensed 18,574 100% 4,946 100%) 9,880 99%] 4,603 98%] 2,092 100%} 40,085 99%

Unlicensed 11 0% 8 0% 110 1% 9 2% 2 0%l 218 1%
ROCK Total 18,585 100% 4952 100%] 9,990 100%| 4,692 100%| 2,004 100%} 40,314 100%
Licensed Total 150,631  98%|1,502,886 97%[158,337 93%| 9,641 B3I%| 42,216  75%|}1,863,711 06%
Unlicensed Total 3,479 2%] 42,855 3% 12,369 1%} 1,835  17%{ 14,385 25%] 75,033 4%
Total Catch in 1993 154,111  100%}1,545,741 100%] 170,706 100%] 11,576 100%} 586,611 100%11,938,744 100%




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 Iikelihood that fishing
patterns will change or that the license program will impact the ability of the flest to harvest the TACs. On
the other hand, for a license program to be effective it has to Hmut the harvesting capacity of the vessels
participating in the fisheries. Since only 1,700 vessels fished in 1993 and most of these were licensed, it is
unlikely that the universal reference configuration with its 2,954 licensed vessels would restrict the fleet.
Therefore, it is unlikely that this configuration would produce an effective license program.

Explicit Reference Configuration in 1993

Table 3.31 shows the number of vessels which fished in 1993 for each species/area combination, and matches
these vessel to those which would receive species area endorsements under the explicit configuration. The
table lists the five rows for each species, with the columns showing the different management aceas. The rst
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 during 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,but which did not fish in that area for that species in 1993.
This row, added to the previous row, will sum to the number of endorsements issued shown 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 licenses 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. R R : .

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, oniy 50% of
the endorsements 1ssued were usad, 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 received endorserments. ‘In all, 1,626 endorsements were unused in 1993, 44% of the 3,656 total.
Together, these numbers show an important featre of the groundfish fisheries in the North Pacific: the
movement of vessels in and out of fisheries 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 all the requirements of the explicit configuration,
a vessel must have qualified for the endorsements shown in the table, and must also fish in the year pdor to
the Council’s final action.  If the Council had taken action on January 1, 1994, then the 1993 calendar year
would have been 365 days prior to Council action, and 1,626 fewer endorsements would have been issued.
If the Council takes action in January 1993, then all of 1894 would be included in the qualifying period.

Table 3.32 details the catch in 1923 under the hypothetical situation. Eighty percent of the total caich was
made by vessels which would have been licensed. Most of the ‘unlicensed' catch is in the pollock fishery in
the Bering Sea, with Pacific cod and pollock in the remaining areas contributing heavily. The cateh of
unlicensed rockfish in the GOA, unlicensed other groundfish in all areas, and unlicensed flatfish species
accounts for nearly 52,000 mt of the unliczased catch.

Assuming that poltock is the driving force in the groundfish fishenes, followed closely by Pacific cod, the
table suggests some implications for change in the fishing patterns. Since 88% of the BS pollock was
harvested by vessels which would have received licenses, one could assume that, were this program in place,
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Tabde 3.31 Lise of Species Enodrsements if The Explica Coafiguraton MHad Been n Place i 1993

Al BS 3 BG WG Al Areas,

AMOR Erdlomsamonts s 3 126 5 ¢ 28 184
used m 9l 13 43 2 44 9 &7

urused 18 77 3 g 19 117

Na Endarsarmeat 31 19 2 ¢ 11 63

Total Vassslk in AMCK 44 82 4 0 26 130
DFLT Erndorsements  ssuod { 0 78 2 54 134
usod in 93 ¢l 0 38 L] 7 45

uniuced 0 4] 406 2 47 BG

Mo Ersdorsament o [ €3 10 3z 112

Total Voseals in DFLT 0 a 107 10 40 157
GTRB Endorsaments  ssuad 41 165 0 1] 0 208
usad i 93 20 110 -G -8 0 - -138

ursed 21 85 @ 0 0 78

o Endersernent 81 &1 s 0 ¥ 122

Tor) Vessels in GTARE 81 171 ] (4] [ 252
OFLT Eriarmements issusd i 170 [ 0 g 208
wsed in 93 - 15 142 G [ g 187

untsad 21 28 g 0 & AG

Mo Endorsement 25 65 o] O [ 84

Toi Vessals in OFLT 44 207 0 ] 0 251
PCO0 Endosaments  wsuod 121 374 5648 428 213 1804
usgd s B3 45 231 303 1732 Bt 833

uresad 7B 143 85 255 132 871

Na Endorsament 8 42 212 273 79 554

Total Vessek in PCOD 103 273 818 446 160 1457
PLCK Erclorsavnents  msimd 41 170 131 7 54 403
usad I 93 34 151 &3 1 5 285

wnusad 7 19 £3 8 38 139

No Endorsement 51 81 136 18 71 357

Yot Vassals in PLOK 85 231 199 19 87 a21
Endorsaments  tssuad 43 . 168 G [+ 0 217

ROCK used in 93 30 130 /] e 0 160
untisad 18 35 [+ o 0 87

No Endorsement BO 8% 4 [} 0 51

Total Vessek in RQCK 110 211 1] 1] 0 321
RSOL Endosements  issued 32 161 [ 0 [} 183
usad in 93 15 135 g 0 4] 150

ursusad 17 26 G g 1] 43

No Endorsament 22 3 1+ 0 ) 56
Toml Vessels in RSOL 57 169 o 0 0 206
5FLT Endorssments  issued [s] [¢] 87 4 48 138
uead in 83 [+] 5] 80 i 20 101

wusad Q 4 7 3 28 38

Na Endorsament ¢ & 45 3 58 106

Total Vessels in SFLT ] ] 128 4 78 207
SQID Endorsements  ssued 0 10 e} 0 @ 10
usad in'93 o 7 & 5] [+ 7

unusad 4 3 o 4] [¢] 3

No Endarsement 32 105 o o o} 137

Total Vessals in SQID 32 i12 [1] Q 2] 44
YSOL Endorsaments  ssued a 151 Q 0 0 1680
used in g3 1] 118 0 ¢ ] 11§

ynisbd g 35 0 8 Q 44

Mo Endorsament 1 31 0 o 0 a2

Tom! Vessals in YSOU, 1 147 ] a Q 148
Total Vessals in ML FLAT 73 213 282 37 5] 585
Totwl Vessals in ML ODGRN 58 162 317 50 110 697
[Towl Vossals in NL ROCK o o 514 531 23 1184
TaTAL Endorsements  ssuad 359 1480 G660 441 327 3656
wsad in ‘63 172 1068 485 175 133 2031

urtusaed 187 425 484 268 264 1626

Mo kndorsaenant 365 51§ 464 304 252 1504

Tots! Spocies-Araa Combinatons in 1893 537 1583 980 473 385 3934
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Tabla 3.32 Catch iy MT by Species and FMPAREA Which Would Have Been Licansad H The Explicit Relsrence Configuration (£715711}
Had 8sen in Place In 1893,
Al 85 £ EG wa Tolnl
AMCK Licansed 50,456.0 85% 1618 83% 11.8 1% o0 #N/A $2.3 15% 50,692 1 B4%
Mol Licansad 22247 15% B6.2 7% KR 23% &0 WINZA 3400 A5% 8,664 4 16%
AMGK TOTAL &5 660.7 160% 258.1 100% 154 100% &0 #N/A 402.3 100% £0,356.4 100%
PFLY Livansad 8.0 HNFA 0.0 #MNA 30174 47% 0.0 0% 3200 #9% 3,338.3 48%
Not Licersad 6.0 #NIA 0.9 #NA 34426 53%1° 1444 160% 395 1% 36265 52%
1DFLT TOTAL 00 HNIA 4.0 #NFA 8,4‘6&“3 100% 144.4 100% A60.4 100% G 984 8 0%
GTRI tloormed £91.8 414 25901 54%, L B0 #HNIA 4.0 HANA 4.8 HNA 35819 51%
Mot Ucormad 9B2.4 50% 2,500 .4 45% 00 A 6.0 HIVA 0o BNUA asres 49%
GTRE TOTAL §.674.2 100% 55805 100% 0.0 A 0.0 #HA 0.9 #NA 72547 100%
OFLT Liversad 9.7 15% 235880 £0% 00 #NA 0.0 ahA 0.0 A 235977 89%
HNot Licensad 54.2 85% 28334 11% 100 #NIA 8.0 #NFA 08 HNIA 288786 1%
OFLT TOTAL 63.9 100% 265214 100% 0.0 A 0.0 #N/A 0.0 #N/A 26,5853 100%
PCOD Liksnsad 12, 475.0 489 132,023.0 85% 27,4204 83% 631 .4 19% 11,0830 6% 184, 442.4 72%
HNot Licansed 135170 52% 22,268.0 14% 12,8110 32% 27005 Bi%] 19,7850 64%, 71,0818 8%
PCOO TOTAL 25 8820 100% 155,081.0 100% 402310 160% 3338 160%] 30,8780 160% 255520.¢ 10G%
FLOK Livensad 28,5080 63%| 1,0350880 6% 52,1730 64% a7 0% 38105 20%) 11235702 85%
Not Licensed 16,6540 7% 143,237.0 i2% 20,5410 56% 1.883.3 {00%F 14,7080 a0% 2060643 15%
PLGK TOTAL 45 060.0 100%]  1.192,3280 100% 81,7640 100% 1,8840 100%] 18,6005 100%) 1320843 5 100%
ROCK Licansad 14.560.0 76% 36650 74% 0.9 H#A 0.0 #NA 00 HN/A 18,2330 1%
Kot Licersad 40172 22% 128648 26% 0.0 #NAA 0.0 YA 0.0 HA 6,304.0 23%
ROCKYOTAL 105852 100% 40518 100% 0.0 HA 0.0 A 4.0 HINZB, 23,5370 100%,
IASOL Licensad #6.2 2% 49,6520 BO% 8.8 #NA 0o 0% 0.0 ANA 48,7322 A%
Not Licersad- 1705 68% 64147 1% 4.0 A 5.4 160% 4.0 - A §.691.2 12%
ASOL TOTAL 250.7 100% 56.066.7 100% - 0.0 HNIA 6.0 100% 0.0 HNZA 553234 100%
SFLT tkansed 6.0 ANA 0.0 HHYA 58344 48% 6.9 B6% 266 1% 5,867.8 A42%
Mot Livensed 0o HN/A 0.0 A 6,234.0 82% 36 349 18648 0% 81024 £8%
SFLT TOTAL 0.0 aN/A 0.0 HNUA 12,068.4 100% 10.5 100% §,801 4 100% 13,9702 100%
5Qi0 Licensed 0.0 0% 458 1% LRy HHITY 0.0 BN/A 0.0 HN/A 458 0%
Not Lkensed 549 100% 868 85% 0.0 #NA 0.0 /A 0.0 HNIA 4438 91%
SQID TOTAL 54,9 100% 434 .6 100% 0.0 HNIA 0.0 HAA 0.0 HNA 4808 100%
¥SOL Licemsad G0 0% $0,1870 B5% 0.0 UNAA 0.0 #NA 0.0 A %0,187.0 859,
Not Licersed 8.2 100% 16,3100 16% 8.0 HYA 0.0 A od a1 16,310.2 5%
YSOL TOTAL 0.2 1H6% 106 497.6 10H0% S0 /A 0.0 HN/A 0.0 /A 108 492 2 100%
NL, FLAT  Licensad 0.0 % (X % 00 % 0.6 0% 6.0 0% 0.0 0%
HNot Licansed 9803 106% 6,492.6 100% 13,700.0 1B0% 435.¢ $00% 1.043.1 100% 235608 100%
i, FLAT TOTAL a0 100% 6492 6 100% 13,7000 130% 435.9 160% t.943.1 166% 235600 100%
HL, OGRN  Licensed 0.8 4% 8.0 0% 00 0% 440 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 0%
NotLlicenesd 1,765 .4 $00% 15218 100% 6493 1 100% 16710 100% 494.8 100% 11,341 4 100%
N, OGHN TOTAL 1,764 14 150% 1,521.6 1006% 6403.1 100% 1,071.0 100% 494.6 100% 11,341 4 100%
NL. ROCK  Licensad 0.0 HNA 0.0 SN/A 0.0 0% ¢.0 0% ¢.0 13 A 40 0%
Mot Licensed a8 PRA Bo GRUA $,990.2 100%] 46025 100%] 20044 100% 16,7771 100%
ML, ROCK TOTAL 0.0 HNIA 8.0 HhIA $.950.2 100%; 46825 106% 2004 4 160% 1871771 100%
Totd Licansad 166,786.7 85% 1,342 2017 87% 48 4587 £E2% 6300 6% 153132 2% 16533074 80%
Mol Llcenasd 47 3287 3% 2035308 13% 82,2654 43%| 109572 S4%| 41,3604 73% 385423 2 20%
Atan Toial 34,1122 100rA] 1,345, 7413 100% 1707221 100%] 11,876.2 1005 56,6737 B0%] 101568258 100%|
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the entire pollock TAC could be harvested. One could speculate that in order for this to occur the season
length would be 113% as long as in 1593. Since the offshors ‘A’ season in the BS in 1993 lasted 33 days,
then it mught be expected that under the explicit license configuration it might last an additional 3-4 days,
perhaps a week. The onshore season lasted 63 days so a 13% increase in the 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
poliock vessels are involved. However, with only 2 13% increase anti~'nated, the impacts are likely to be
small.

The same scenario, if played out in the Central Guif could result in a different cutcome. 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 vear round
fishery for pollock 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 SFL.T harvests were made by vessels which would receive
endorsements. If the poilock and Pacific cod seasons are expected to lengthen significantly, then it is possible
that the TAC of these flatfish species could go unharvested. The ability of the program to produce an optimal
vield could be questioned if these fisheries, along with the rockfish fisheries in the Gulf, go unharvested.

General Conclusions Regarding The Social and Ecenomic 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 than other options, and therefore less 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 commmunities.

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, 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 pation may be seen. This will very Likely result in pew
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 1s the catch-22 of
license programs. In order to be effective, a license limitation program neexds 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 bave to be weighed against other costs and standards 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 Linutation program.
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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 viewed got
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
utilization or barvest prierity 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 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 a3 minmimum 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—and of itself, -aside from the provisious 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 considered on separate, but concurrent, tracks.

The full retention proposal is discussed in various sections of this docwment 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 License 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,
i 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 pmvzdc fisheries managers with a tool for more accurate
monitoring of total removals.

The proposal also contains an explicit transition from the GLS to an [FQ program, whers the IFQ program
is based on, and would replace, the GLS system.” QS/IFQ would only be awarded to GLS license holders and,
the eveonual QS/FQ allocation would be at least partially based on a license holders' performance under the
GLS program. This performance under the IFQ program would be based partly on catch history and partly
on bycateh performance, with a penalty for 'dirty fishing,' via the Harvest Priority Multiplier. One aspect of
this transition period, basing [FQ 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 hand, 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 rectifv bycatch/waste problems in the fishenies prior 1o 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 license designations during the transition. Controversial decisions regarding [FQ 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 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.
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The inshore/offshore issue is also a potential linkage issue as the Council proceeds with development of a
CRP program, whether it be a heense program, IFQs, or some phase-in approach. With the current split
scheduled to expire at the end of 1995 (along with the pollock CIXQ program), the Council has initiated an
analysis of continuing the cwrent allocations for 1996 and bevond. As with the other proposals discussed

in this section, this amendment could be pursued regardless of action on license Kmitation. <

One other item of note when discussing Uokages is the proposal for 2 Mandatory 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 erew member options’ in [FQ 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 evaluations in the future.
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323  Analysis of Crab License Limitation Alternatives

The Council's crab license program consists of five component parts which together define the initial
allocation of licenses and the general configuration of the program. The components are as follows: (1) The
Nature of the License, (2) The License Recipients, (3) License Designations{ 4) The Qualifying Period, and
(5) Landing Requircments. As with groundfish, each option under each component is examined to assess its
impacts. Many of these options are the same as for groundfish, so this analyszs canccntrates on thﬁse c;pnans
which differ.

The components aré shéwn i 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 npumbers 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:
{1) Licenses for each species/area combiration [#30000], (2) Current owners {#1000], (3) Catcher vessels &
Catcher/processors and vessel length [#400], (4) Jun. 28, 198% « Jun. 27, 1992 [#20], and (5)1/3 landings
required [#2]. By adding the numbers in the brackets together, we identify this alternative as # 31422,

|

— e — ]
CRAB LICENSES
COMPONENTS ANTY ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING INITIAL ASSIGNMENTS OF LICENSES
NUMBERING I
SCHEME
Nature of Licenses
Single license forall speeies and AITES ... ... . i e i e i e 16000
Licenses for species (6.8, €. opilio, C. bairdi, Red Blueand Brown King Crab) ... ...t i o iineae, 20000
tLicenses for cach spocies/area comBiMAtON ... .ottt ittt et it e i e cr e eea 30000
License Recipients H
I CaTE, L S A 1000
Current owners and permit BOIIEIS ...\t ot eeete it e aaaas e 2000
License Designations
O PESITICHOMS & o\t a e et sttt auvamm oo n kit bt e st vt bt n s e n b b heemecen s 4 han e s e e e am e 100
Catcher vessels & Catchczf PEOCESSOTS . ... orw ot ettt e 200
L T3 P 300
$Catcher vessels & Catcher/processorsand vessellength ... o i 00
Qualifying Period
Jan. 1, 1978 - 000, 31, 1993 Lot e e e e
$6/28789 - £27/92 (6/29/80 - 5/35/83 for D.H. Red & 6/29/85 - 6/25/1988 forPrib. Blue) .. ... ..o ciiann
Miaimum landings
bt o [ T o D ey

== —

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
altzmative in Section 3.2.2.7. Because the same implications exist for the crab fisheries, further detailed
discussion of these options is not included ia this Section, with the exception of the Individual Transferable
Pot Quota Program which is discussed in detail in Appendix . Anv other implications which are particular
to the crab fisheries will also be addressed.
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Components and Alternative Elements AfTecting Ownership, Use and Transler of Crab Licenses,

Who May Purchase Licenses
L Licenses could be transferred only to "persons” defined under Title 45 US.C,
2 " Licenses couid be transferred to "persons” with 76% or more U.S. owncrship, with "grandfather” rights
for Lieense recipients with 75% or less ULS. ownership (Tite 46 US.C).
3. Licenses are non-transferable.
Vessel/License Linkages
1. Vessel must be transferred with license.
2. Licenises may be transferred without s vessel,

-

Optlons Regarding the Separability of Species and/or Ares Designations

i. Species/Area designations are not separable, and shall remain grouped as in the initial sliocation.
2. Species/Arce designafions shall be treatedd a5 separable leenses and may be wansferred as sueh,
i Species/Ares designations shall be regarded as separable endorsements which require the owner to also

cwn a more general lcense befors use onpurchase, .

Vessel Replacement and Upgrades

1. Mo restrictions on vessel replacement or upgrades, except that the  vessel must meet the "License
Diesignations” defined by the initia] allocation Gocluding length categories).

Vessel may not be replaced or upgraded.

$3
¥

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

Buy-back/Retirement Program

1. Ko buy-back/retirement program.

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

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

Community Development Quotas.

i Mo CDX) allocations.

Z. Set aside 3% of emb fisheries with GHLs for CDQs patterned after cument program wfo sunsst
provision.

3, Set aside 7.5% of crab fisheries wGHLs for CDQs patterned after surrent program w/o sunsst
provision.

4. Seot aside 10% of crab fsheries wiGHLs for CDQs patterned after current program wio sunset
provision.

5. Sct aside 15% of crab fisheries W/GHLs for CDQs patiorned affer current program w/o sunset
provision,

Community Development Licenses.

No Community Development Licenses.

Grsat an additional 3% non-wansferable licenses to CDQw commundties.
Grent an additional 7.5% non-transfersble licenses to CDQs commurstics,
Grant an additional 10% non-transferable Heenses to CDQs communities.
Grant an additional 15% non-trensferable licenses to CDQs communities.

L e

Two-Tiered Skipper License Program
1. Do not implement of Two-Tiered Skipper License Program,
2. Implement & Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.
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Other Provisions (Choose atty or none of the foliowing) ﬂ
i Licenses represent & use privilege. The Council may convert the license program to ad IFQ program '
or otherwise alter or rescind the program without compensation to licensc holders,
Severe penaities may be invoked for failure to comply with conditions of the loense.
" Licenses may be suspended or revoked for multiple violations.
Implement & Skipper Reporting System which requires groundfish lesnse holders to repert skippers
pame, address, and service records to NMFS.
Develop and implement mechanisms to coifect management, enforcement costs and/or rents from the
industry, including taxes and fees on the industry.
5. No Future Super-exsiusive Arez will be proposed.

B ota

hadd

Individual Transferable Pot Quota System

In addition to the components above, an Individual Transferable Pot Quota (ITIXQ) System Alternative has been
proposed in concept only. Under this option, the components affecting the initia) assignment of crab foonses
will remain unchanged. However, once it is decided which persons qualify for which vessel size and processing
designations, licenses would be linked to 4 limited number of pots. Pots could be transferred to mect individual
vessel requirements. Many of the component sets regarding the use and transforability of licenses may not apply
under a ITPQ syseem, The Counctd will have to specify in-more detail if additional analysis of the ITPQ system
ie desired. A detailed discussion of an TTP() 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 groundfish,
the apalysis 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 groundfish alternatives. It should be assumed that, unless otherwise noted, the fiedings
.and conclusions in the qualitative discussion of the groundfish 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 owners (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 qualifying 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 6/25/88 would receive hicenses (option #20). A single landing duning the qualifying period, for
any spegies, would qualify (option #1).  Table 3.33 below shows the distnbutional 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 purposes. This configuration s the
same as the "CRAB" reference configuration, except that landings in 1993 are used as the qualifiing peried.
Using the numbering scheme, this configuration is identified as #314X1, where X=1993. Table 3.34 below
shows the distributional results of the "CURRENT" reference configuration.
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Table 3.33
License for each species/area combinalion Issued o Current Owners which made landing between
6/26/89 - 6/27/92 (6/29/80 - 6/25/83 for DH red and 6/29/85 - 6/25/88 for Prib. blue) No Minimum
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Licensea lor oach specian/arsn comblingtion (satted la Current Owners which made
landings &etween 1/1/03 - 12/31/83 {no minimum). This licente will be spucified for use
on calchar veaneie within Isngth classen or catcher processcra,
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3.23.1 Nature of Licenses BRI

Poror

The following three basic options exist for crab fisheries liceuses. 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 aDd @rBAS .. ... oo vt re it e e et e 16000
Licenses for species(e.g. C. opilio, C. bairdi, Red, Blue and Brown King Crab). .. ... i veennn. 20000

Licenses for each species/area combinaton

The following species and areas would apply for option 30000,

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

King Crab Tanner Crab
Area Species Area Species
Nernon Sound Red, Blue Eastern Bering Sea C. Opilio, C, Bairdi
St Lawrence Rt;.d. Blae, Brown Western Bering Sea C. Opitio, C. Bairdl
St. Matthew Red, Blue, Brown Western Alegtans . Opilio, C. Bairdi
Pribilof Red, Bloe, Brown Eastern Aleutians . Opiliv, C, Bairdi
Adsk Red, Brown
Dutch Harbor Red, Blue, Brown
Rriswol Bay Red, Blue, Brown

In the section for groundfish, we assessed the qualitative attributes of the 'Nature of Licenses' in terms of (1)
initial fleet size, (2) potential increased capacity, (3) mobility, (4) complexity, and (5) enforcement, Locking at
these same parameters for crab licenses, the assessment is basically the same, indicating that the nature of the
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 alt species and areas) will result in the same wtal
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 oprion, but they would be applicable o 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
allocation, 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 nursber of vessels operating in the fisheries. A species or
species/arga license on the other hand would allow for additional vessels 1o enter specific fisheries, if such
licenses are freely 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 only to those who hold a
geoeral umbrella license,

The species/area endorsement concept makes the sysiem a bit more complex to administer, as well as having
enforcemnent implications, similar to those described for groundfish. It will be more difficult to enforce species
designations, particularly when scason 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 concerss regarding a general license, such as the crossovers, could be
mitigated with more traditional management tools such as exclusive registration, as well as wansferable pot limits,

Using the same 20 point scale as was used in the groundfish analysis, the following evaluation summarizes the

ature of License’ options for crab. (This is done for Nature of Licenses' because of the critical importance of
this component in the syster. We do not repeat this for other crab components as they are relatively simpie and
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straightforward) This particular evaluation assumes that the species or species/area licenses’ are endorsernents

Attribute Meaning of Higher Scores
Inidal Fleet Size Greater Fleet Size
Potential for Increased Fleet Size Greater Potential
Mobility : Greater Mobility for Fishers
Complexity ' ’ Greater Admin. complexity/cost
Enforcement - g C Better enforceabilitylower cost
Option # Fleet Size Potential Mobility Complexity | Enforceability
Capacity
10,000 Neutral 15 20 1 18
20,000 Neutral 15 12 14 g
30,600 Neutral 15 8 18 3
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—The license will be allocated to current owners. Option 400—There will
be catcher vessel (CV) and catcher processor (CP) desigoations, with CVs 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 1—There will be no minimum landing
requiremnent, 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
114X1, 214X1, and 314X1 where X=1993.

If the Council chooses a configuration which issues a single license, good for all species and areas, to current
vessel owners, the total number of vessel licenses will be 551 (configuration 11421). Other distributions included
in this table show 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 carcher processors. The total vessel count of 551 compares ©
354 vessels which participated in 1993, as shown in configuration 114X1. Both of these numbers are based on
a qualification period between 6/23/89 and 6/27/92. 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 lcenses (or endorsements) totals 1,211, This is derived by adding all of the numbers in the far right
hand column. If an overall umbreiialicense is required., this would still limit the total number of vessels operating
i the fisberies 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 1,811,

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 w 1,615, with all of that reduction in those particular fisheries licenses. Notice that the nimber of licenses
for red and blue king crab remain the same under both of these alternatives.
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3.2.3.2 License Recipients

The Council is considering two options for license recipients.

License Recipients
LT3 (o E e ¢ < oS 1000
Current owners and permmit Bolers ... o it i e e et e 2000

The primary alternative under consideration, as with groundfish, is to allocate licenses to current vessel owners.
Curreat vessel owners are defined, in this apalysis, as the vessel owner in the 1993 ADF&G vessel regisuration
files. AlSo under copsideration are allocations to permit holders who made landings during the ime periods under
consideraton. It was in this context that the concept of fractional licenses were introduced and discussed in depth
in the groundfish 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 permit holders wio 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 opposed to one. The owner who hired skippers may be further disazdvantaged by the potential for more
vessels w enter the fishery than have historically fished. This is possible if an "owner-operator” receives two
licenses and 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. . :

- Potential
Initial Fleet Increased
Size Capacity Mobility Complexity - Enforcement
License Major Major Neuiral Majar ~ Neupral
Recipients

Vessel Catch Data

The State of Alaska has been granted oversight of the crab Gsheries 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
ADEF&G fish tckats. Therefore, uplike the groundfish data which is collected by both Statz and federal sources,
the crab fishery can be studied vsing a single data source (ADF&G fish tickets).

ADF&G fish tickets identify the CFEC permit holder which landed the catch. This permit holder is generally the
skipper, bowever, any crew member that holds a permit could have made the landing. Using the CFEC permit
bolder's encrypted social security number we were able to track the number of permit holders active in the fishery.

Distribution of Licenses

Using the "CRAB" and "CURRENT" reference configurations, and the alternatives for issning licenses to permit
holders {configurations 32421 and 324X1), comparisons between license recipients can be drawn.  The "CRAB”
reference configuration indicates that between June 28, 1989 and June 27, 1992 (except Dutch Harbor red king
crab will be from 6/29/80 through 6/25/83 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. Counversely, in the same time period and area, 193 residents of other states made landings
of C. opilic and 216 made landings of C. bairdi, The number of permit holders residing in Alaska and maldng
landings of C. opilio in the eastern Bering Sea (configuration 32421), during this time period, was 185. This
is slightly more than double the number of cumrent owners who would receive Heenses. This ratio remains fairly
constant for C, bairdi as well. In the Dutch Harbor red king crab fishery, more permit holders would be issued
licenses than current owners in each vessel classification, except the 0-59" carcher vessel class whose owners
reside in a state other than Alaska. These smaller vessels were more likely to be "owner operators” and therefore
would not resuit in duplicate licenses.

The "CURRENT" reference configuration describes the 1993 crab fishery. Comparing the number of current
owners and permit bolders (configuration 324X 1} who would receive licenses based on 1993 activity, for red 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 hoiders by further
researching the permit manber 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 toral of 253 licenses for C. bairdi would be issued to current owners in the eastern Bering
Sea, while 339 Heenses would be issued to permit holders. No landings of C. opilio or C. bairdi were made by
vessels in the (59" class in the Berng Sea.

The munber of area and species crab licenses issued to permit holders may exceed the number of current vessel
owner licenses by more than 100% (Le. if there were 100 current owners there could be over 300 licenses issued).
Typically, bowever, the number of peroit holder licenses exceeds the number current owner licenses by arange
0f 0-40% with the greatest differvaces being in the larger vessel classes. Granting licenses 1o pesmit holders for
large vessels may exclude many of themn from purchasing a vessel of that size and entering the fishery. Permit
holders may be able to use the licenses by reaching an agrecment with a vessel owner who was not granted, or
does not currently own, a license for the crab fishery. The option of granting licensss to permit holders, in
addition to current owners, greatly increases the potential for additional effort to enter the fisheries,

3.233 License Designations
Again similar to groundfish, the following options for license designations have been identified by the Council:

License Designations

D T OIS . 1.ttt et i s e st v it et ana st iasasoaseaaenntasanssnnnaneaeranenrnanansn 100
Catcher vessels & Catoher/Process0rs ... .ottt ettt it 200
o - 3+ S 360
Catcher vessels & Carcherfprocessors and vessel length ... i i ieen 400

The differental impacts of each of these alternatives have been discussed in the groundfish portion of this
Chapter, and again, the primary tradeoffs involve limitations on crossover options and capacity increases versus
administrative and enforcetnent complexity. These potential designations come into play when the license or
endorsement is transferred, or when a partcular 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.c., C'Vs could not be upgraded into CPs, either
by transfer of the license or by upgrade of the original vessel. One option under consideraton by the Council
would be to allow for downgradss such that CP designations could be transformed into CV designatons, but
not vice-versa,
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The vessel length designations bave 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 potental capacity increases in the future, though vessels within each length category could rade
up to the upper limit of each category, subject to other possible constraints such as the 20% upgrade rule
associated with the moratorium. This option is included by the Council and is discussed further under
rransferability considerations,

Distribution of Licenses

Of the 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. This is summarized in configurations 11421 and 114X1
respectively. Configuration 11421 also shows that, of the 551 vessels which would qualify, 79 fall into the under
60’ category, 364 in the 60124’ category, and 30 are over 124" in fength.

3.2.3.4 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 muck more restrictive, and adheres 1 the Council's
June 24, 1992, cut-off date for CRP planning.

Qualifying Period
Jam L 1978 - Dec. 31, 1093 L ittt it e v 10
6/28/89 - 672702 (6/29/380 - 6/25/83 for D.H, Red & 6/29/85 - 6/25/19%8 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 experieaced under open access. The
more restrictive (option 20) would more closely approach current participadon levels, but may exclude vessels
which have entered the fisheres afier June 27, 1992; however, this option would maintain the iniegrity of the
Council's June 24, 1992, Control Date.

Distribution of Licenses

Configuration 31411 summarizes the numbers and distributions of licenses under the first qualifying pedod -
from January 1, 1978 - December 31, 1993, This table contains all of the elements of the "CRAB” referance
configuration, with the exception of the gualifying period. The total pumber of vessels which would qualify under
this configuranon is 707, which compares to 551 under the "CRAB" reference configuration {which uses the more
restrictive quaiification window) and 354 whick fished in 1993,

3.2.3.5 Minimum Landings Requirements

Minimum landings
a1 3475111 o J P 1

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 requirernent for red and blue king crab, but increases the required
landings to 3 for brown king crab and both Tanner crab species. The impacts of these options are clearly
empirical issues. though the botiom line effects are not considered to be significandy different, with 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 configuration (31421) shows that the first option, a single landing for any species, creates
1,811 speciesfarea 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, opilia, and bairdi
fisheries. If species/area licenses are freely tradeable, then option 1 has the potential to allow for greater numbers
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 of licenses or endorsements is 1,375 (configuration 21421), noting that the total
is still §51 vessels, again assuming the more restrictive qualification window,

3.2.3.6 Transferability, Use, and Ownership Provisions

The options regarding transferability, use, and ownership are summarized at 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
options are contained in Section 3.2.2. As with groundfish, the primary elements which affect transfers and use
revolve arcund the "Nature of Licenses' and License Designations'.

Nature of Licenses

A critical element of the program is whether species or species/area licenses would be separable and tradeable,
or whether they would exist as endorsements which require a general umbrelia license. If such designations are
grouped a3 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
pnbers of vessels in particular fisheries. Perhiaps the optimal combination of restrictiveness and {lexibility is
to make such designations endorsements, which are freely tradeable, but only to those who hold a general
unbyella license, This would aliow fishermen to adjust their individual portfolios while mazrzzzmmg acap on the
total numnber of vessels operating in the fisheries.

L Desionati

A second area of critical importance involves the license designations imposed, whether they be CV/CP, vessel
length categories, ora combination of both. .Though an option exists to prohibit upgrades or wransfers, this option
is not addressed in depth. Discussion of length categories and CV/CP designations exist in earlier sections of
the crab analysis. In surnmary, designations by CV/CP and length categories have the potential to stem the
capacity creep inherent in license limitation programs. Without such designatons, the effective capacity of the
fleet, whether or not the number of vessels is restricied, 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 iikely 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 mited through transfers and upgrades. As an example,
if we only apply the length categories, licenses in the >124' catepory tmay be transferred to 2 800" 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 bave an increasingly
limited pool of licenses which they could legally purchase because they are restricted not coly by the length
categories, but by the 20% increase rule as well.
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An addidonal concern reievant to this discussion is the option to only allow licenses to be transferred with the
vessel holding the license. This option would have serious implications with regand to vessel safety and
replacement, as well as restricting the flexibility of business operations of fishermen.

Restrictions on the number of licenses or endorsements which may be owned or used under a crab license
limitation programn were oot explicidly included by the Council for apalysis.  Implications of such caps are
discussed in the groundfish analysis and might be used in the crab program if it appears to produce desirable
results, The Council did explicitly include an option for the crab program to implement an Individual
Transferrable Pot Quota (ITPQ) program for crab in copjunction with the license program for crab. This concept
is discussed in other parts of the analysis, and in some detail in Appendix ITI. This program probably offers the
most effective means of actually capping effor, with or without a license attached. H an ITPQ's implementad,
the ransferrable pots would be the mechanism which regulates effort in the fisheries, not the license,

ther Considerati

An additiopal consideration regarding ownership and use has to do with the level of foreign ownership in a fishing
operation. The Council included an option for consideration which would only allow transfers of licenses
‘persons’ with at least 76% U.S. ownership (U.S. Shipping Act of 1916). The other option is to allow transfers
only 1o ‘person’ as defined under current Title 46 reguiations which refer 10 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 tme frame. Limitations on the ability to track ownership patterns is discussed more fully in Section
3.2.2. Additonally, the Council has requested and is awaiting a legal opinion regarding its ability w0 restrict
ownership, use, and transfers on the basis of foreign ownership.

Optons reéarding CD{Q allocation of crab and matching "skipper licenses’ are discussed separately in Sections
3.3 and 3.4
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33 Community Development Quota (CDQ) Options

The License Limitation alternatives for both groundfish and crab contain options for CDQ allocations, either in
the form of set asides of the TACS {or GHLs for crab) or as additional, non-transferable licenses. Under the first
option. CIQ set asides could range from 0% (no CDQ allocations) up 1o 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 BSAI TAC each year and are distributed among six CDQ organizations encompassing the eligible
commuuities along the Bering Sea coastline. The pollock CDQ program is scheduled to sunset at the end of
1995, The CDQ program associated with the sablefish/halibut IFQ program isscheduled to become effective
in 1995, along with the overall IFQ program. and will operate in the same manner as the pollock program, with
the CIXQ quota set aside being distributed among the eligible CD{Q 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.

33.1 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 preciuded from considering a CDQ program independent of a limited
entry program. Within this analysis, we assume the status quo cootains no additional CDQ programs. The
existing pollock program will sunset at the end of 1995, thereby making an additioral 7.5% of the TAC, roughly
100,000 metric tons, available to the existing, open access fishing flest 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 combined significantly exceeds the existing overall TACs for pollock, as well as other species.
Additionally, the temporary gains experienced by the fleet would only be realized in the pollock fisheries and
would not affect similar over-capitalization problems in the other groundfish and crab fisheries.

Without the pollock CDQ program, six CDQ organizations encompassing over &) predominately native, rural
coastal communities would be affected adversely. The current pollock CDQ program generates in the
neighborhood of $25 w §30 million annually, much of that money funneled into development projects for these
communities. The program was set up to belp bring these communities into self-sufficiency through the fisheries
at their doorsteps which, until recently, they have been unable 1o enter 1o 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 documnent consider expansion of the current program to include other
groundfish and crab species, along with a license limitation program. Under the status quo, the additional gains
to the CDX) program, potentially as economically valuable as the pollock program, would not be realized. In the
absence of any CD(Q set asides, these organizations and communities would have to rely on the sablefish and
balibut resources made available through that CDQ program for future fisheries developmeunt initiatives.

332 CDQsas 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. Nooe of the options currently under consideration would expand
the CIX) 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 CIXQ set asides, for all remaining groundfish and crab, could be in the range of $50
miliion. If pollock is continued as well, the total value of this program to the participants approaches $80 million.
This is a2 mid-range estimate and would depend on the percentage finally approved by the Council and Secretary,
as well as fish prices and other factors.
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Such a sat aside involves a redistribution of the fisheries benefits from the existing commercial fleet @ the CDQ
communities. 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 eatry fleet
after iroplemnentation of the program would be functioning as an open access fleet relative to the CDQ fisheries,
The CEX) fisheries on the other hand would function with a guaranteed quota for each organization, either with
their own vessels or through ‘joint venture’ arrangements with other vessels, The benefits of this type of fishery
have been exhibited in the current pollock CIXQ program where the result has been a slower paced fishery, higher
value fisheries mlative to the open access fishery, generally lower bycatch mtes of PSC species, lower discard
rates, and a more stable planping 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 1o $67 million annually, These projections are based on the same
circumstances 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 CIDQ set asides, whether 1% or 15%, would result
in increased net benefits.

Again, this net benefit is realized at some expense to the existing commercial 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
omweigh the benefits. A critical point 1o be made here is that the economic benefits derived from assigning a
specific percentage of the TAC to an individual operation would be realized regardless of whether the recipient
was a CDQ group or some other business organization. The allocation of these specific harvest privileges to
CDQ organizaticns would produce social bepefits in addition to the purely economic bezefits.

-

333 CDQsas Additional Licenses

Another option within the license limitation alternatives for both groundfish and crab would be to create
additional. pon-transferable licenses for CIDX{ aliocation. For example, 3 base number of licenses would be
allocated for fishing vessels {this nunber depends on the qualification criteria adopted) and then an additional
number, from ¢ o 15% of the base amount, of licenses would be ‘created’ and allocated for use by CDQ
organizations. Under this option nurnerous questions arise as to the nature of the licenses which would be created
for CDQ use. One solution, if the 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 CIDQ program. Creating additional
licenses in the fisheries will result in additional vessels, thereby exacerbating the very problems the Council is
attempting to solve. Any potential benefits of a license limitation program may be offset by the creation of
addidonal licenses.

Another perspective to examine involves the functioning of the CDQ program itself. Under this option, CDQ
groups would be allocated licenses, 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. Assurning these groups acquire the pecessary vessels, they would not be guaranteed any percentage of
the harvest, but would conduct their fisheries in competition with other licensed vessels. The resulting barvest
by these groups may be larger or smaller 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 o the Council's goals for the overall fishery
as well as tie CDQ program.

HMICLDMITDOCKI225_35 MET 183 September 19, 1994 (8:33am)



34 Two-Tier Skipper License Option -

In addition w alterpatives for allocating licenses to permit holders (often skippers), the Council is considering
an alternative which would create a two-tiered’ license system to recognize skipper participation in the fisheries.
Under this option, qualified skippers would be allocated a license based on qualification criteria paraliel o those
for vessel owxers, though some specific, addidonal criteria would apply. This license would not be good for
entering an additional vessel into the fisheries; however, any vessel fishing would have to have at least one
licensed skipper on board during fishing under the License Limitation 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 sldpper must bave participated as a.
captain in the subject fishery for ar least four years between 1989 and the time of Secretarial approval of this

program, Additionally, that skipper must have three documented landings in that fishery in each of those four
years. Finally, that person must be 3 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 captaing; 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 10 data imitations on these persons.

Previous (preliminary) analyses by NMFES 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 determine
the actual eligible recipients, based on the current qualification criteria. We also do not know in advanc . the
levels of participation between now and Secretarial approval. IRS information or company records may be an
additional source of information for identifying these individuals. For purposes of analysis, however, it is not
necessary at this tire to identify the actual skipper license recipients in order for the Council to go forward with
this option. Rather, we can 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 Limitaton 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. I the qualification period is between 1989 and 1993
(assuming Secretarial approval in 1995) then the potential number of eligible skippers could be as high as 11,900,
However, it is likely that many of these individuals will not meet the 1600 ton license requircment 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 of vessels 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.¢., there would not be enough
captains to go around. We currently estimate that many existing skippers do ot 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 eliminated by eliminating this criteria,

Alternately, if the number of licensed skippers greatly exceeded the numbers of vessels then the value of this
program 1o 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 of licensed vessels which must carry one of these skippers, thea this option may provide
some benefit to skippers. Vessel owners, conversely, may be negatively affected to the exient 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 costs o
vessel owners, while also considering the time and costs 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 w 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 Limitation
program that the need for experienced skippers would go away. Those in the fishery now, panticularly those with
a long history of participation and landings, will likely be in as great, or greater, demand than before. Finally,
the Couvncil should ook at this proposal in the context of the problems facing tbe fshery and whether this
addresses those problems,

There may be other benefits to the two-tier proposal other than granting license rights 1o skippers. Safety and
professionalism would likely be enbanced under a requirement for a 1600 ton masters license. One intent of the
proposers (SEA) of this option isto use the two-tier skipper licenseuptionas a means of "defining the field of
players” early in the CRP process, in the event the system evenmally is integrated into some form of IF(Qs.
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. If 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,
tiolders of groundfish (and crab) licenses would be required to report the skipper's name address, and dates of
service 1o the NMFS in order to build a database for consideration of skipper options under a subsequent IFQ
program,

A Look at the Availaple Numbers

Since the Qrigmal draft of this docurment, the analysts have auempted a more definitive estimate of the potential
nunbers of skipper licenses created by this proposal. The altemnative under consideration which would allocate
licenses to permit holders (in addifon o vessel owners) makes such an examination possible because the
programming runs explicitly pull historical numbers of permit bolders from the data base, where possible. By
eliminating permit holders who were also vessel owners, we are able to approximatg the number of skippers for
a given qualification period. For example, using numbers from the Crab Table Appendix, comparisons between
current owners, landing's owners, and permit holders in the three reference alierpatives can be drawn. Under the
Explicit reference alternative a total of 1,085 permit bolders made landings on vessels which qualified for a
licensz. Of those permit holders, 940 were not listed in the data set as curvent vessel owners, and 870 were not
listed as landing's owners or current vessel owners, Therefore, if lcenses were only graned 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 made landings on vessels that would qualify. Of those permuit holders, 1,299 (40%)
were pever listed as current owners or landing's owners, The Current reference alternative indicaies the number
of licenses that would be issued based on 1993 participation in the fishery. A total of 1,758 permit holders made
landings during 1993, Seven hundred and twelve (41%) of the permit holders were not current owners and would
not receive a licease if licenses were issued solely to current owners.

33 Potential Secial Impacts

From the beginning of the CRP process in 1992, the industry and Council have expressed concern over the
potential social ramifications of a compreheasive limited entry program of the scale being comemplated. This
concern was particularly acute relevant to the prospect of an [FQ program which would cover all of the groundfish
and crab fisheries, and would privatize thesc fsheres indefinitely, with specific assignment of harvest rights.
In the sununer of 1994, Council staff organized a group of leading experts in the fields of social science, with as
emphasis on fisheries experience. This Social Science Steering Group played a key role in developing a Request
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for Proposals for a social impact stxly relevant to the major limited entry alteratives under consideration by the
Council. Impact Assessipent, Inc. (JAI), was awarded the contract 1 conduct the study which will consist of
detailed fleat sector profiles (as requested by the Council) and a limited impact assessment of the major limited

eauy altsrpatives.

Combined with the Comrmunity Profiles developed under separate contract. the Council will have comprehensive
social information to aid in their decision making process for CRP. The Community Profiles cover 127 Alaskan
coastal communities and a dozen Pacific Northwest comuunities, with an emphasis on describing each
corpmumity’s involvement in the fisheries. These Profiles are being finalized and will be available concurrently
with public review of the license limhitation analyses. The more detailed industry sector profiles and limited social
irnpact assessment are also being finalized and will be availabje in October 1994 as well. When these studies
were initiated, the Council was primarily concerned with the potential impacts of an IFQ.program, but aiso
wanted the analyses to cover simpie license imitation. With IFQs on hold at thistime, 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 noted 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. v

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, Distmbutional results of three to four core alternatives will be evaluated and
tied together with information in the baseline smdy conducted already by IAL This follow up study will be
included in the license limitation analytical package under review in the fall of 1994.
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50  NEPA Requirements: Eavironmental Impacts of the Alternatives

An Environmental Assessment (EA} is required by the Natonal Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)
to determine whether the action considersd will significantly impact the buman envircnment An
Environmental Impact Study (EIS} must be prepared if the proposed action may reasonsbly 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 damage to the ocean and coastal babitats; (3) bave a substantial
adverse impact on public bealth or safety; (4) affect adversely an endangered or threatened species or a
.. marnne mammal population; or, (5) result in cumulative effects that conld 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 (FONSI) on
the human environment. )

An EA must include a bref 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 discussion 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 inciude a detailed description of the physical and biological environments off Alaska,
as such descriptions are contained in several other source documents including the *Status of Living Marine
Resources off Alaska,' published by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and the Council's annual
Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) documents. The information from these documents is
- summarized as well.in.the Council's. EA/RIR 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 berein.

Potential impacts are considered from two perspectives: (1) a general comparison of status quo management
against the proposed, general license limitation program, and (2) a look at potential differential impacts of
various forms of license limitation programs proposel. Potential impacts to threatened or eodangered species
and marine mamunals 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 of vessels. These
are also discussed in the following sections.

5.1.1 Alternative I: 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 will
ensure that these TACs are not, or only minimally, exceeded for each of the target species or species
commplexes 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
barvest the TACs. If 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.
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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 meratorium would
serve to cap the entry of the larger, high capacity vessels, which may represent an important difference to a
status f;ui} alternative without the moratonium. In any event, with or without the moratoriwun, the capacity
of the flest would still remain bevond 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 inereases in the race for fish, early attainment of TACs
and bvcatch 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:gmﬁcaat Impacts
to the environment or fish stocks with continued overall quota management. ™ . . -

£.1.2 Aliternative 2: License Limitation

The License Limitation alternative, in its most restrictive proposed form, would cap the fleet at somewhere
near, or slightly befow, 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 stams quo 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 hand, if no 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
numnbers of vessels in the fisheries.

In geperal, this alternative would result in no changes in the overall TAC management regime. As with status
quo, quotas for target species and bycatch would still be enforced. If license recipients expect a future IFQ
management systerm, then vessel capacity may increase and exacerbate the race for quotas as participants
attampt to maximize their catch records in anticipation of an IFQ system. Such activity could result in higher
bycatch and discard rates of non-target and target species.

A full retention/utilization mandate has 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 be implemented under etther the license
hmitation 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 1s being conducted separately.

5.1.2.1 Nature of License Sub-slternatives

Within the overall License Limitation alternative there exists a myriad of options which will affect the final
configuration of a License Limitation program. Oue 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 of discard
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In the groundfish fishenies, 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. ln order to stay within the species designation on the license, discards of other
species would be required. This particular altemative could also result in more vessels operating 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 umbrella 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 arcas thev 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 management area specific license may 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 numbers 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 fishenes
would likely exacerbate the race for fish, increase gear interactions with the benthic environment, and perhaps
increase the likelthood .and magnitude of discarding. Cooversely, alternatives which actually reduce the
sumber of vessels operaung in the fisheries would have reciprocal, and Iiksly beneficial, results. The same
holds true if an effective fractional licensing or hcense buy-back program is nmplemeated, regardless of the
number of initial allocants.

if Licenses are initiallv attached to a particular vessel, even if that license is transferable to a different vessel,
then It becomes impractical to issue licenses for that vessel to more than one recipient. In this case, the
oumbers of vessels resulting fom a license limitation program would be fixed at the initial allocation level,
though increases in individual vessel capacity could still occur.

§.1.2.3 Qualifying Period Sub-alternatives

The options for eligibility probably have the greatest impact in defining the pumbers 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 vears will result in far fower vessels
than allowing the window of eligibility to stretch back to 1978 (groundfish altzmatzves) but would sull
qualify more vessels than fished in the latest vear of the fishery. Reguiring participation in gach of the last
three years would result in the fewest number of vessels. Environmental effects of amy license limitation
program, when compared to the status quo, will hikely depend on the numbers of vessels operating in the
fisheries.

The additional option for a minimum landing requirement (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 MLRs under consideration. Additionally, those vessels excluded by the MLR would
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likelv 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 Useand Transferability Restrictions

Although the use and transferability restrictions under consideration would not directly affect the imtial
numbers of licenses (vessels) operating in the fisheries, thev could impact significantly the future numbers
of vessels and their capacity to a significant degres. The issue of general licénses vs. license 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 the fisheries, unless
such trades were restricted to those already holding an additional license.
Another set of options, 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 groundfish and crab license programs include an option
for using the moratorium (20% upgrade limit up to 1257 limits for vessel license upgrades. These and any
length category restrictions would belp 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 bave the least impact on the physical
eavironment and fisheries stocks.

5.1.25 QOther Considerations

Options exist for Community Development Quotas (CDQs) for both groundfish 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 i Chapter 3, but we
address them here briefly as they relate to environmental concerns. Any portion of the fishery which is
prosecuted under a2 CDQ component will likely be at a slower pace, at selected times, and with lower bycatch
rates of non-target species. This has been boroe out by CDQ fishery experience to date in the pollock
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 kikely exacerbate the
existing derby nature of the fisheries with all of the attendant bycatch implications.

For crab fisheries, an Individual Transferable Pot Quota (TTPQ) is being considered, which has some potential
for reducing the overall effort levels in the crab fisheries. This is discussed in detail in Appendix M.

5.2 Impacts on Threatened or Endangered Species, Marine Mammals, and Seabirds

5.2.1  Alternative 1: Status Quo (No Action)

Interactions between comumercial fishenies 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
e 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 zoues around sea lion rockery 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 continved 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 emploved are variables which would determine the potential effects, but
these vanables are difficult to estimate.

The potential adverse effects to marine marmmals in the groundfish fisheries include: (1) reduction of food
avallability {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. Thae
first possible effect, reduction of food availability should not be a factor under continued open access (vs a
moratorium) becanse 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 (pollock, 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 of the relative biomass of this particular size class of fish,
and oot 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 of open
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 manne ecosystem of the North
Pacific Ocean. They are particularly important from the standpoint of being top-level predators and because
of their role in recveling nutrients throughout the entire Pacific basin.

Interactions between commercial figheries and seabirds take many forms. Fishing gear catches seabirds
incidentally during operaticns; 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 pew 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
drifinet fisheries show that such impacts can be severs. Thus any impact of groundfish, halibut, and crab
fisheries on the economic, aesthetic, and cultural value of seabirds should be gensidcwd in this environmental

assessment

Impacts on seabirds could occur through competition 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 groundfish TACs, therefore, will influence the degree of interactions on seabirds. To
generalize, any impact on seabirds by fisheries for groundfish, halibut, and crabs cannot be assessed presently
in any definitive terms, nor can impact differences be ascribed to license limitation options coversd 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
pegligible. The question of competition with the sezbirds for their food by the fisheries is difficult to assess
at this ume. Any such impact from the proposed moratorium, however, should be minimal because the
fishenies are regulated by catch quotas that bave 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 pollock, herring, capelin, and sandlance, and other commercially important
species. Seaburds and commercial fishermen compete directly with sach other, although they take different
age classes of fish. Most of the commercial Dshenies, however, harvest adult-sized groundfish. Larger
harvests of groundfish specics such as pollock actually may result in lesser predation oo smaller poilock and
prey species such as sandlance and capelin. Larger amounts of juvesniles of these species may remain in the
ecosystem as prey for seabirds.

Populations of other species of seabirds are of concern.  These include the Spectacle and Steller eider, red-
legged kitiwake, black-legged kittwake, thick-billed munre, common murre; whiskered aukie?, and marbled
murrelet.~ The status of populations of spectacle and Steller eiders populations is uncertain and believed to
be depressed.  The occurrence of the spectacle eider is rare. Wintering locations are unknown. The Steller
eider occurs occasionally in Alaska. Red-legged kittiwakes have declined substantially on .the Pribilof
Islands, but populations are believed to be stable and abundant elsewhers. . The black.legged kittiwake, thick-
billed murre, and common murre have declined recently over large pants of the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Isiands. Reasons for the declines are pot understood. Except for the spectacle and Steller eiders, the seabird
populations elsewhers sppear to be abundant,

High seas dniftnet fisheries have been documentzd 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, is likely to significantly impact s=a bird populations.

52,2  AlRernative 2; License Limitation

As with Alternative 1, the effects of a license limitation systern on endangered species, marine marnmals, and
seabirds are difficult to assess. Agy license limitation option which increases the potential number of small
vessels, including an exemption for small vessels, could increase the interactions betwesn fishing operations
and thesé species. Depending on gear types and areas of gear deployment, these effects would likely range
from none to minimal, given overniding authonty to manage the fisheries under provisions of the Exdangered
Species Act and the Marine Mammal Protection Act. ‘

5.3 Impacts on Ecosystem and Physical Eavirenment
53,1 Alternative 1: Status Quo

Continued apen access, while not directly affecting the overall fisheries resources, has the potential 1o allow
some additional impacts to the physical environment itself. As more vessels are operating in the waters of
the oceans, employing more gear on the fishing grounds, the potential for physical impacts to the environment
is ipcreased.  For example, increased effects on the benthic environment could result as more bottom trawl
gear 15 erapioyed. More vessels fishing faster than before in the longline fisheries will result in more gear
entanglements and more lost gear littering the ocean floor. Continued ghost fishing by lost gear could have
more direct impacts on the fisheries resources themselves, As more vessels are present on the water, the
potential for an (nerease 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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532 Alteruntive 2: Liccose Limitation

Any of the license limitation options under consideration would tend @ lessen the effects of the commercial
fisharies an the physical coviromnent.  The diffovences botween the license himmitation opuans, including the
aptions for qualifying criteria, primanily affect the munbers of vessels which might bu participating in the
fisheries, Imparcts of these options within an oversl] license program would depend on the types of gear
emploved by these particular vessels and the arcas in which these vessels operate. It is likely thas roany of
these vessels would be operating io near-shore aress; therofore, any increases i warine debris or pallution
revulting from these additional vessels is more likely to bave mcasurable physical impacts, as compared to
the more resmctive options which reduce the mmber of cligible vessels.

5.4 Finding of No Sigwficant Impact - .

Far the reasons stated above, neither retaining the status quo of inplomentation of any of the propased licensc
limitation altermatives would significantly affect the gquality of the human environmene, and preparstion of
an Egvironmental Impact Statemnent (EIS) on the final sction is not required by Sectoian 102(2)(e) of NEPA
or its implemsnting regulations. Any of the proposed license limitation alterpatives comtsined in this
amendment would likely lessen the effects of the cammermial fishenes off Alaska ca the quality of the human
environment, as compared to the stams quo altorsanive, as they would cap the overall fleet 2t some paoint,
which is a situation nex offered under the stans quo (no 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 3, none of the alternatives contained in this
documest is expected to significantly impact the human environment, physical environment, the fisheries,
marine mammals, seabirds, or endangered species. Preparation of 2 more detailed Environmental Impact
Statement is not warranted for the proposed actions due to the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).

6.2 Economic Impacts (E.O. 12866)

Under the requirements of Executive Order 12866, this docutnent evaluates the potzntial economic impacts
of the proposed actions. E.O. 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 Nation. Nooe of the proposed actions would have an annuai 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
oceurring 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 growth 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 fishenies despite the economic irrationality of such 2 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
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 i+ 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 groucdfish 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 economucally 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 chosen within that
alternative. Those gains will only come about if the number of licenses is set such that it constrains entry into
the fishery. In order to be effective, a license limitation program must copstrain the number of vessels in the
fleet to 2 number less than that which would be participating under open access. Capital stuffing will very
likely occur 1 any 'effective’ license limitation program. If the license program does not constrain the flegt,
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 progmms and is th&
fundamental shortcoming of license limitation programs. -~ - - - - -

Section 3.2.1.2 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 2
viable buy-back program could be implemented, when there is a perception that this license Bmitation
program will identify the field of participants while more comprehensive management solutions are being
_developed, perhaps eventual [FQ 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-
alternatives. The choices in designing a license himitation 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 moratonium 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 bave negative
social impacts, particularly in Alaska coastal communities.

Any license program-will produce winners and losers. The winners will gain access to fishing opportuntties
given up by the losers. If the same amount of fish i1s harvested under a license limitation program, then
producer and consumer surpius will most likely remain unchanged. Therefore the overall net economic
benefits to the nation will remain largely unafiected. 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 wiil 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 barvesting capacity would be of
questionable merit to the nation. This is another aspect of the catch-22 of license programs. In order to be
effectve, a license limitation program needs to cut back the fleet and the participants in the fishertes. Oncs
the hard cuis are made however, the remaining fleet will stll 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 cutlined in the Council's
CRP Problem Statement. A preliminary evaluation is provided below. The numbering of the problems is
not intended to reflest any prioritization.

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 tenm, 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 requirements. Any of the options which do not reduce the current numbers of vessels will not
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address Problem #1. A Full Retention mandate, being considered separately, may also positvely address this
problem by effectively reducing harvesting capagity (ifi 6fdér 10'match 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 has been exhubited 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 Limutation program which is viewed as an mtenm step towa.rds
ev:nrual EF Qs, and which defines the 'players’ to be included in such allccations.”

Status quo f{isheries management is predominately driven by allocation and preemption conflicts between
industry sectors striving for raw fish product, PSC bycatch apportionments, or rights to processing. None
of the alterpatives coptained herein will, in and of themselves, address these allocational issues.
Inshore/effshore processing allocations, for example, are being addressed separately, and similar issues would
continue to arise under either the status quo or license limitation aiternatives. 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 disputes, such as bycatch apportionments, would remain unresolved. The
option to designate licenses by inshore or offshore would restrict transfers between those sectors, but do hittle
to alleviate overcapitalization problems within sectors or allocational problems between sectors, if a separate
inshore/offshore allocation is not implemented.

Durmg the development of the License Limitation alterpatives, 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 necessanily 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.

This problem is primanly a function of excess capacity and as such is subject 10 the same findings as in
Problem #1 - that is, if @ program is adopted which reduces, or at least effectively caps, fishing capacity, thea
it may address Problem #4. A License Limitation program, for example, will define the field of participants,
but contains no inherent incentives to reduce or alter the race for fish and the attendant gear crowding
probiems. The proposals for a crab License Limitation program include g potenptial 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#5:  Deadl ! .11 ehost fshine by | fiscarded

None of the alternatives directly addresses this problem in the groundfish and crab fisheres under
consideration. The fixed gear halibut and gablefish fisheries are scheduled to operate 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, ray mitigate this problem.
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As with other problems associated with the race for fish, bycatch loss of groundfish, crab, and other non-
target species may be reduced by a management regime which alleviates the race for fish. None of the
alternatives herein directly address this problem, though a License Limitation program which reduces capacity
could conceivably constrain the derby nature of the fishery. Byeatch loss of non-target groundfish and crab
species mav be alleviated by a full retention mandate, an alternative which is available under either stamis quo
or License Limitation. However, the full retention proposal does not include a mechanism for addressing
bycatch and waste of PSC species such as balibut, salmon, and ¢rab, 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 [FQ accrual. Because this particular proposal would affect future IFQ allocations, it will be more fully
analyzed when detailed IFQ analvses are undertaken. Similar to a VIP program, the ‘multiplier’ concept counld
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.

As with #6 above, the alternatives contained in this document directly address this problem only if combined
with some other action such as a Full Remntmn, Harvest Priority, or other program which relies on individual
accountability. = -~ - e

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.

Economic instability cansed by short seasons and preemptions will not be significantly addressed by any of
the altematives 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 chcnse Limitation program.

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 degres in the BSAIL The current
License Limitation proposal alse contain opticus for additional set asides of CIDQs for the same groups of
comumunities 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 Council action. Any additional set asides established
as part 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 s License Limitation program. Some
of the license limitation configurations examined may actually diminish the prospects for some communities,
not necessarily involved the CDQ programs.

Many of the problems associated with marketing aspects of the fisheries are a result of the race for fish and
the attendant inability of fishermen and processors to tatlor their operations to optimal markets. WNeither
continued status quo norlicense limitation is expected to significantly change this situation.. -

As described in the EA section of this document, none of the alterpatives 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 alternatives is likely to be similar in nature to current
open access fisheries. However, any alternative which reduces fishing capacity and the race for fish may have
the effect, though ot likely significant, of reducing potential impacts. Moreover, 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.

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 attnibuted
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 1s
not expected to provide these types of benefits.

Under the status quo (no action) alternative, the current enforcement regime will continue to be in place as
modified by other action taken by the Councd 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 simular 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 Prionty Multphier, 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 of specific license endorsements.

In uddition to the 14 specific problems idertified, the Council's Problem Statement refers to an "overriding
concern to maintain the health of the marine ecosystem to casure the long-term abundancee 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 altermative, fisheries
would continue to be managed similarly, from the environmental perspectve. 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 initiated involve economic
allocations of the resource. :

64  Other Applicable Law

Magnuson Act (Executive Order 12866) and NEPA requirements for actions contzmplated by the Council
{and SOC) are addressed in Chapter 3 and 5 respectively, where we evaluate 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)(8) of the Magnuson Act, which outlines criteria
for limited access programs by the Council. Additionally, s fisheries impact statement is required which
addresses the potential impacts on participants in both affected, and adjacent, fisheries.

64,1 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, we will attempt
a generic evaluation, which ingludes 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; ie., the specific form of License Limitation it may be forwarding to the SOC. A preliminary
evaluation for each National Standard is included below:

Optimum vield (OY) is defined as the amount of fish which wall provide the greatest overall benefit to the
Nation including maximum sustainable yvield (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
QY. 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 aiso omitted from the list of species
for which licenses would be issued (under this particular altemative), but arrowtooth is not a species of
relevance in QY 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 1o the Nation if fisheries for rockfish are
prohibited. It is possible that somie of these rockfish, and therefore some of the value, will still be captured
as bycaich while prosecuting other fisheries. However, it is possible that a substantial amount of these species
would remain uncaught, depending on bow restrictive the allowable retention rates are set. The Council and
SOC have recently mnplementsd 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 over levels seen in the last few years. Factoring in this
increased abundance would increase the potential 'loss’ of QY if licenses are not issued for this species.
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In developing this analysis, numerous current data sources were utilized in order to obtain the best
information available. Under implementation of any of the altematives under consideration, the Council and
NMFS would continue to manage the fisheries using the best information available.

s

pus

Nothing contained in these proposed actions will alter the way in which fish stocks are mzzaagfxi relative to
WNational Standard 3. Current management practice is consistent with this standard. - -

The greatest test of equity in allocating fishing privileges is in determuning which group of people are
included and excluded None of the altermatives included in this document 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 would receive licenses based on participation
history from among the following major groups: current vessel owners, past vessel owners, and permit
holders (skipper and crew members, for example). Regarding qualification histories, there are alternatives
under consideration 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 eriteria, 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
gualification would still be equally applied to all vessels, regardless of residency.

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 receive
such allocations. Although they are restricted to western Alaska, a relatively small percentage of Alaskans
will receive the benefits of such allocations. Furthermore, CDQ experiences to date indicate that the benehts
of such a program accrue to vessels not directly included in the CDQ) allocations, through cooperative fishery
business arrangements. Maay of the vessels participating in these arrangements are from states other than
Alaska.

The alternatives under consideration also conlain provisions for limiting the amount of fishing privileges
which mav be allocaied, or subsequently acquired, by fishing entities,

Utilization of the fisheries resources will not be directly affected by any of the altermatives under
consideration. License Limitation will only define the eligible plavers of the game, but will not necessarily
affect the stilization patterns in the fishenies. 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
resource, Again, such a proposal is being developed and analyzed separately from this proposed amendment.

Though the results of a License Lumitation program will uodoubtedly 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 seea 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.

Though a License Limitation program -would-assign specific fishing privileges-in North Pacific .ﬁsherics,
transferability and use provisions being considered allow for a significant degree of flexibility for fishermen
to respond to changes eqcounmxed in the fishertes in the future.

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 1o [FQs, for some interim time period, it may result in unpecessarily high and duplicative
costs, especially if the costs and infrastructures associated with an eventual IF(Q program are different in
nature. If, however, similar administrative and enforcement infrastructures are practicable, then duplication
of costs may be minimal.

In a more inmediate sense, costs associated with implementation of a complex License Limitation program
may be seen as unnecessarily high and duplicative to the vessel moratorium passed by the Council, 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
moratorium is still pending, stemming from the August 5 disapproval by the SOC. It is possible that the
moratorjum will be revised and resubmitted by the Council.

6.42 Section 303 {b}{(6)

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 Bshing practices in, and dependence on, the fisheries, (C) the economics of the fisheries, (D) the
capability of fishing vessels used in the fishenies 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 dcense limitation concept)
are vanous options for qualification critena 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 owners, 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 concermng

himited 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 1s described in Section 3.5, The Council and analysts have devotad
considerable time and expense to capturing the social conitext of the subject fisheries through community
profiles, industry sector 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.

643 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 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 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
underlying 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
salutions are being developed. The effectiveness of a license limitation program and the status quo have been
analyzed as to their respective abilities to achieve this objective.

6.4.3.1 Impacts to Participants in Affected Fisheries

The license limitation alternative would deny access 1o new vessels, but would not restrict the entry of vessel
owners or operators. Depending on the qualification window chosen, it is likely that any cwrrent 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
quaiifying 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 aceess uonder some of the
license 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, ¢ould also be denied access.

Total allowable catches of crab 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 regional
distribution of vessel ownership. Associated industnies and communities that depend upon fishery product
flows also are expected to be unaffacted, with the exception of ship building and affiliated industries.

It is possibie that cerntain vessels of a desired configuration may command a premiurm in the resale market,
given the restrictions oo eoatry of additional vessels. Also, because the license mitation altemative restricts
further eapitalization 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 uplikely to be a shortage of vessels pecessary to harvest the avallable stocks, in view of the
overcapitalization and excess capacity already present in the fleet. The trade-off that the industry receives
for restricting further increases in capitalization is a stabilized environment during which time the Council
and industry can consider long term management solutions without eucouraging additional speculative growth
in capacity.

Under the status quo, the inherent incentives created by open access and publiclv-owned resources will
maintain 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
Couneil may be considering additional limited access alternatives for these fisheries (IFQs), speculative
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actvity to establish or build catch records is expected to result in increased capacity, if not vessel numbe:rs
under continued open aceess.

The consequences of still further capitalization of the fleet will contribute to existing conditions of instability
and financial risk for the industry, and wiil 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 pet returns, decreasing efficiency, and furiber 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 altes sative.

6.43.2 Impacts to Participants in Adjacent Fisheries

Under a license limitation alternative, it is expected thaz some v&eseis and thesr owners whs are restricted
from participating in Council-managed fisheries will turn elsewhere. The effact could be o increase pressure
on a declining number of unrestricted fisheries, aggravating management problems in these areas. The eotry
rate of first-{ime participating vessels in the Alaska EEZ fisheries over the past 15 years has averaged nearly
900 vessels per vear, 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. Altematively, new ¢entrants also
include fishermen whose motivation is to utilize an existing vessel, and open access fisheries are the solutiot.
Under license limitation, they will likely redirect their efforts to other open access fisheries.

Under the last scenario described above, the consequence of hmited entry m 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 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 afready operating upder a limited entry program, affording protection from an influx of vessels
unable to participate in the EEZ. The federally managed sablefish and halibut fixed gear fisheries are
scheduled to come under IFQ mapagement 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 FMP.

Qutside 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 vesse! 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 fead o an unexpected
surge in participation in these fisheries. To the contrary, these alternatives may prevent a surge 1n
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 the commercial fishing industry can be redirected to countless other productive
ventures in the economy. Less fortunate 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 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 owners of
some excluded vessels will incur losses on their investment.
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6.44 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, which would increase the cost to.
prospective vessel owners. Alternatively, small fishing firms owning nos-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 estimated 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 Council-managed fisheries.- Nonetheless, the incomes earned by small
vessel owners may represent an importaat part of zunual income to the affected fishermen. Five thousand
dollars of income from a halibut fishery may be vitally important to these small fishing operations. Access
to the fishery is not a trivial concern to 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
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 venfy participation. In summary, the proposed
Lcense limitation program is not expected to have a significant impact on small business entities. The
flexibility of open access will be reduced, possibly limiting economiic opportunities for some non-qualifying
fishermen, but this should be offset by increused stability and financial security for the existing participants
in the Council-managed fisheries. i

645 Coa;tai Zone Management Act

The alternatives in this proposed amendment are consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the
provisicns of the CZMA of 1972 and would not conflict with State of Alaska laws or regulations.

6.5 Administrative and Enforcement Casts

The license Lmitation alternative poses several issues that will impact administrative costs, including: (1)
the determination of eligibility; (2) the appellate procedure; and (3) enforcement. Determining eligibility will
require the 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 initiaily require the work of at least one technical
apalyst.

The cost of operating an appeals board depends on the size of its membership, and the length and location
of iis 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 of appeals when compared
to a simple participation criteria. The cost and administrative requirements of the appellate procedure will
be influenced, in large, by the eligibility criteria employed. Given the size of the flest 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 1nitial sflocation period.

The procedure for enforcement of the license limitation system is presumably no different than the present
permit svstem.  The issuance of a permit constinutes 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 altemnative. 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 critena, wiile 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 added at the April 1994 Council meeting, mainly from the State of
Alaska’s "Inteprated Fisheries Rationalization Program® proposal.

A groundfish license system would not apply to longline sabiefish, halibut, or demersal sheif rockiish

Alternatives include:

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

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

E7 ot edvem gty
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR GROUNDFISH - JUNE 1993

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

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

>125",
Suboption (@ Licenses would be designated inshore or offshore based on 1993

activity.

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

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

WHO WILY RECEIVE LICENSES

Alternatives include:

QOption A: Current vesse owner is defiped as date of final Council action and must be a U.S.
citizen pursuant to Title 46,

Option

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

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 ope skipper license holdar must be on board the vessel when fishing.)

Grousdfish License 2 , 673/
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CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBILITY
Alternatives include issuing a license to any vessel (or person) who made landings between:
Option A: January 1, 1978 and December 31, 1993,
Option B: January 1, 1990 and December 31, 1993,
Option C: Vessel must have fished in the three-year period before June 24, 1992 and/or the

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

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

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

TRANSFERABILITY AND OWNERSHIP

Alternatives include;

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

Option B: Vessels must be transferred with license,

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

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

Suboption B: Licenses may be combined in a manner similar to that described in the
Pacific whiting fishery.

Groundiiss License 3 673/94



LICENSE SYSTEM FOR GROUNDFISH - JUNE 19%3

Methods for effective license caps will also be examined

BUYBACK/RETIREMENT PROGRAM (OPTIONAL)

An industry funded buvback program, using funds collected through a fee assessment of exvesse] of
groundfish, run by NMFS/RAM, will be initiated to govern all transfers of licenses. This program will
have first right of refusal on licenses 1o be sold. All licenses purchased by the program may be
permapently retired to adjust participation levels.

COMMUNITY DEVEILOPMENT QUQOTAS
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 pollock CDQ program, with no sunset provisions.

Option G Would grant CDQs in the form of additiopal, non-trapsferable licenses (3%, 75%,
"10% and 15% of initial licenses).

Grouadfish Licsnse 4 673794
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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 represent additions from the April 1994 mesting.

NATURE OF LICENSES

Altarnatives include:

Option A: A single crab license applying to all species/areas.
Option B: A separate license for each species.
Optien C: Separate licenses {permits) for each species and each existing crab m&nagcmr:m arca.

Option D: A general license with endorsements.
The following two suboptions (to be applied to the above)} are bcing considered:
Suboption A: Separate licenses for catcher and catcher/processor operations.
Suboption B: Licenses for three catcher vesse] size categories <60, 60’ to 125°, and > 125",

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

WHO WILL RECEIVE LJCENSES
Current vessel owners as of Council ﬁnai action. ("Persons” are defined as in Title 46.)

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

Option B:

T8 hiense withbe mwarded T quaizi}mgxes:&i mm mmm~xtﬁ,ﬁ z::ttmn
B st & > "

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

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

Crab Liccose ' i 5/3/54
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR BSAI KING AND TANNER CRAB FISHERIES « JUDE L

CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBITITY

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

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 quelify for the Pribilof king crab fishery; and

Option B:

June 28, 1989 and June 27, 1992 to qﬁaﬁfy for all other king and Tanner crab
fisheries. (These dates correspond to the existing fallwvinter crab seasons in the BSAL
The latter dates include the 1989/90, 1990/91 and 199192 registration years.)

Additiopal 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 2 brown king crab, C. opilio (snow crab), or C. bairdi (Tanner crab)
license for each fishery. .

TRANSFERABILITY AND OWNERSHIP

Alternatives include:

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

Option B: Vessels must be trax;sfe:rrad with license.

Suboption:  Replacement/upgrades will be restricted as per the language in the
moratorium reguiations.

Crat Licease 2 611794



LICENSE SYSTEM FOR BSAI KING AND TANNER CRAB FISHERIES - JUNE 1984

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

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

(b)  Transferable across size categories.

(¢}  Species/area licenses will be non-transferable.

{d) Trapsfers of vessel license may occur only within the
classification of the wessel (Catcher wvessel v. Catcher
processors). Catcher vessel licenses may be traded to catcher
vessels, catcher processor licenses to catcher-processors,
cawher processor licenses to catcher vessels (as a catcher
vessel only), but not catcher vessel licenses 1o catcher
processors for catching and processing.

{e)  Replacements/upgrades will be restricted as per the language
in the moratorium regulations.

POT CAPS

Alternarives nclude:
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 10 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 vessels as they wished. Effort reduction
could oceur in each fishery, if necessary, by reducing some percentage of the number
of individual pots over time until an optimal fishery pot cap is obuined.

BUYBACK PROGRAM (OPTIONAL}

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

permanently retired to adjust participation levels,

Crab License 3 &/3/94



LICENSE SYSTEM FOR BSAI KING AND TANNER (RAB FISHERIES - JUNE 1994

Option A:

Option B:

Option

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUQOTAS
No allocations to CDQs.

Initially allocate 3%, 7.5%, 10% or 15% of the GHL by species and CDQs: may apply
to any or all crab species, but only for BSAI communities meeting current CDQ
eligibility requirements, patterned after current pollock CIDQ program, with no sunset
provisions.

- Would grant CDQs in the form of additional, non-transferable licenses (3%, 7.5%,

10% and 15% of initial hcenses).

GENERAIL PROVISIONS

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

Crab License
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This reflects clarification, from the april meeting, that this refers to calendar years and does
not idclude the latter half of 1989, ‘

“This is changed from what was contained in the April newsletter to more correctly reflect the

actual wording of the proposal as sdopted by the Council

The alternative which would require 75% U.S. ownership was inadvertently omitted from the
April newsletter. An additional alternative, also omitted, was 10 grandfather those persons
with between 50% apd 75%, for purposes of initial allocation of Licenses.

Review of the record shows that the differential qualification period (from the GLS proposal)
for fixed gear Pacific cod was pot intended as a suboption, but as an integral part of the
overall qualification criteria for the GLS proposal

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

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

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

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

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

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

Same as pumber 10 above.

Same as number 10 above.
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Estimates of the numbers of harvesting and catcher/processor vessels that participated 1o the BSAI and GOA
groundfish fisheries are presented in Table 1. Table 2 contains comparable estimates for the BSAT king and
Tanner crab fisheries. A comparison of these estimates with the estimates of the numbers of vessels that
would qualify for licenses with differeat qualification rules can be used to determine the extent to which each
set of qualification rules would allow the number of vessels to increase for each of wany 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 arc used. The first three are for barvesting vessels of the following lengths: less than 60°, from
60" to 124, and greater than 124" The fourth class is for catcher/processor vessels. The ownership residency
" categories are Alaskz and other. The two modes of operation are defined by whether the fishing is in support
of onshore or at-sea processing. The groundfish species are pollock, Pacific cod, flatfish, rockfish, and all
other groundfish. The crab species are red king crab, blue king crab, brown king crab, bairdi, and opilio. For
groundfish, the areas arz BSAI, WG, CG, and EG. ADF&G management areas are used for crab. The two
groundfish gear groups are trawl and all other. Vessels that used both trawl and other gear were put in the
all other gear group and oot 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. That is one 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
processing.

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 BSAI and GOA groundfish fisheries are presented in Table 3. Table 4 coptaing comparable estimates
for the BSAI king and Taoner crab fisheries. These estimates provide an indication of the effects on the
number of qualifying vessels in aggregate and by category with alternative minimum cateh requirements.

The estimates of the cumulative nurnber of vessels by level of cateh for 1992 are presented by vessel class,
residence of the vessel owner, 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, 10,600-20,000, 20,000-30,000, 30,000-40,000, 40,000-
50,000, 50,000-60,000, 60,000-70,000, 70,000-80,000, 80,000-50,000, $0,000-100,000, and greater than
>100,000. The four vessel classes are harvesting vessels of the following lengths: less than 60°, from 60" to
124", and greater than 124, and all catcher/processor vessels. The ownership residency catesgories are Alaska
and other.

The twe modes of operation are defined by whether the fishing is in support of onshore or at-sea processing.
The species groups are groundfish, king crab, and Tanner crab, The areas are the BSAT and GOA. The two
groundfish 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 ars two reasons why the iotals are not necessarily the sums of the parts. First, vessels for which length
or owner residence data were not available, are included only in the totals for which such information is not
ngoessary.  Second, 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, & minimum catch requirement would have a disproporticnately
large and adverse effect on vessels less than 60'. It would have a similar effect for vessels owned by Alaska
residents. For example, in the 1992 BSAI groundfish fishery, there were 84 harvesting vessel less than 60’
and 45 of these vessels had BSAI groundfish catch of less than 10,000 ibs. About 58% of the Alaska vessels
in this size class had less than 10,000 lbs as opposed to 52% for vessels owned by residents of other states.
Of the 25 barvesting vessels longer than 124", only 3 had catch of less than 10,000 Ibs; and of the 139
catcher/processor vessels, only 1 bad catch of less than 10,000 lbs.

In the 1992 GOA groundfish fishery, 992 of the 1,404 barvesting vessels less thag 60 had catch of less than
10,000 Ibs. For the 16 harvesting vessels over 124', only 3 had catch of less than 10,000 Ibs. Although the
percent of small vessels with catch below 10,000 Ibs was slightly lower for vessels owned by Alaska residents
{70% comparad to 75%), 84% of the vessels less than 60" are owned by Alaska residents.

Also as expected, 2 minimum catch requirement would have a disproportionately large effect on the number
of vessels that used non-trawl gear. In the 1992 BSAI groundfish fishery, there were 409 vessels in total and
76 of these had catch of less than 10,000 lbs. 175 of the 409 vessels used non-trawi gear and 64 of those had
catch of less than 10,000 ibs. Therefore, while less than 20% of all the vessels had catch less than 10,000 Ibs,
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% of the vessels that used non-trawl gear bad 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 nse 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 owned by Alaska residents. For
the crab fisheries, there are very few vessels less than 60°.

Dif bin Each Vessel CI

Within each of the four vessel classes there are 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 groundfish
fishery are ineluded in Table § and comparable data for the BSAT erab fisheries are presented in Table 6.

Table 7 provides estimates of the percent of groundfish catch accounted for by the low, mid, and top third
of the vessels in each vessel class by arca and gear in 1992 when the vessels are ranked by their catch levels.
Comparable data for the BSAI 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 100 for all gear
groups combined.

The difference between the percant 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
capacity that could oceur in each vessel class and gear group with no increase ip 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’ rawl vessel class, BSAI groundfish trawl barvesting capacity could increase by 8.7%
(13.8% - 5.1%) and total groundfish barvesting capacity across all gear groups could increase by 7.4% (11.8%
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- 4.4%),

If in each of the four trawi vessel classes, the low third of the vessels were replaced by vessels with 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 groundfish fleet would increase by 45%.
The comparable estimate for the GOA is 48%. The increases would be larger if similar replacements
occurred also with the other gear groups.

These estimates of the increases in harvesting capacity that could occur with a fixed mumber 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 increases. And improvements
in the perfonmance of the vessels in the top third of each vessel class would result in additional increases in

harvesting capacity.
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Table 1 -- Number of vessels catching groundfish in the BSAI and Gulf
. by gear, residence, vessel type, aresz, species and year, 1930-852.

All gear and all owners

Hazrvesters Harv CPF Alil
In shore AL sea Total
<60 60— »124 <84 B0~ >124 <60 €0~ >174
124 . 124 124
~ ALl Alaska ’
Total gf. i
18890 1187 202 12 . i5 . 1iss 231 18 1437 113 1550
1981 1375 250 b 2 15 . 1377 281 14 1672 125 1797
1992 1430 275 19 4 16 1 1434 3905 28 1767 145 1918
Flatfish
1990 45 a3 8 . 15 . 46 122 13 181 9 277
1891 35 15 7 1 14 . 3& 108 12 158 11z 268
1882 52 a8 1o 4 is . S5¢ 128 17 29l 128 330
other gf.
1880 34 47 5 14 . 34 74 10 118 88 217
18381 25 38 4 . 7 . 25 53 & B4 114 188
1882 32 50 5 4 ig . 36 7B 12 136 138 26%8
Pacific cod
1950 805 162 iz . is% . 808 181 18 1015 110 1125
189 846 218 b 1 i5 . 947 249 i4 1210 120 1330
1882 1068 230 13 3 16 1 1071 266 28 1353 147 1508
rollock
18380 51 72 7 . 15 . 51 101 12 1le4 81 255
1993 47 83 7 2 13 . 48 111 12 172 183 2717
1982 94 a7 0 4 16 . g8 127 17 242 11% 383
Reckfish )
l8s0 €37 123 5 . 12 . 688 14% 10 85¢ 82 942
1981 840 141 2 . 14 . 84C 187 4 1011 107 1118
1982 879 170 5 i 8 . B80 188 8 1076. 128 1208
BEAI
Total g£.
1930 74 51 11 . 15 . 74 118 17 21¢ 108 31e
1851 117 127 8 i 1% . 1lis 158 13 287 121 408
19982 8¢ 12% 17 4 i€ i 84 159 25 268 139 409
Flatfish
1980 26 64 1 . 15 N 26 a2 12 1390 92 222
14991 15 52 7 1 13 - 16 78 12 1Gs 108 215
L9992 20 64 10 4 16 . 24 a3 1 134 125 289
ther gf.
19¢qQ 2 38 4 14 . 2 64 g 78 87 172
1991 & 23 4 7 . & 41 & 53 112 163s
1942 5 43 o 4 16 g 71 12 g2 133 22¢
Bacific cod
18en 51 B2 11 . 13 . 31 11¢ 17 178 106 284
1981 165 122 g 1 15 . 146 150 13 26% 115 384
1292 &85 113 17 3 16 i 68 143 25 236 138 375
oslliock
1890 14 45 & 15 . 14 73 “d SE 85 187
15881 el 50 7 i i3 . 10 13 12 85 103 198
1982 g 59 10 4 16 . 12 89 17 118 114 233
Bockfish
1930 i3 48 4 11 . 23 63 8 105 78 183
1991 24 37 2 13 24 55 4 83 87 180
1992 35 S& 5 1 7 3s 62 8 113 16% 223
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Table 1 centinued -~ Number of vessels.

All gear and Alaska owners

Harvesters Harv cp All
In shore At sez Total
<ED B0~ >124 <80 60~ 2124 <60 B0~ »124
124 124 124
All Alaska
Total gf.
18506 889 106 1 . 3 . 853 115 1 1118 11 1128
i85l 1148 120 i i 2 . 1l4as 127 2 1278 74 1352
1882 . 1137 126 3 4 4 . 1201 138 5 1342 84 1426
rlatfish
1880 21 39 1 3 . 23 48 1 70 1 ENi
1891 27 31 . . 2 . 27 33 1 &6 88 134
1952 33 31 . 4 4 . 37 41 2 BO T2 152
Cther gf.
18390 31 186 1 3 . 31 24 1 56 8 &4
1981 i9 i . . 2 . 138 1e . 35 70 105
1992 28 iz . 4 4 - 32 22 2 58 82 138
Pacific cod
1930 703 85 . 3 . 703 94 . 787 10 807
18931 828 103 1 . 2 828 110 1 939 71 1010
1892 233 104 3 3 4 838 1lis 5 1059 83 1142
Pollock
1880 40 z8 ' . 3 . 40 37 . 77 5 g2
189 38 30 ' 1 2 37 3% 1 73 &4 138
1892 LS 3¢ . 4 4 . 80 40 2 122 71 183
Rockfish
1%90 569 63 - . 1 . 568 &7 . 636 8 645
1981 678 77 . . 2 . 678 84 . 782 65 827
18352 712 76 . 1 3 . 713 g3 . 798 77 873
ESAI
Total gf.
1880 38 32 1 3 v 38 40 1 79 8 87
1991 71 34 1 - 2 73 3s 2 11z 71 183
192 51 28 1 4 4 55 ig 3 26 T8 174
Flatfish
1830 ki 22 1 . 3 . 7 g 1 3sg 5 43
1391 8 i1 . . 2 g 18 1 25 67 92
1992 7 i3 . 4 4 i1 23 2 36 70 108
Other gtL.
1990 . g 1 3 . . 16 1 17 7 24
19381 4 4 . 2 . 4 7 . 11 649 80
1832 Z g 4 4 . & 18 2 28 TP 103
Pacific cod
1990 31 28 . . 3 . 31 3& . &7 B 75
1981 &6 31 1 . 2 . 66 35 1 102 68 171
18392 47 23 1 3 4 . 50 33 3 86 78 164
Pollook
1890 5 10 . . 3 . 5 18 . 23 4 27
1991 4 3 . . 2 . 4 12 1 17 63 80
1982 4 11 . 4 B8 21 2 31 &3 100
Rockfish
1890 12 18 . . 1 . iz 15 . 30 4 34
1851 17 16 . . 2 . 17 13 . 390 60 50
1992 21 10 . 1 2 . 22 1% . 37 64 101
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Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels.

All gear and non-AlasKka 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.
1950 188 101 12 . 14 . 185 1286 18 333 102 435
19381 227 132 8 1l 14 . 228 159 13 400 51 451
1992 200 149 i6 . 12 1 200 17¢ 25 395 69 465
Flatfish
1990 24 56 7 . 13 . 25 79 12 11le 89 205
1991 8 49 7 1 13 . 9 73 12 94 44 138
19592 14 67 10 . i2 . 14 B8 17 119 60 180
other gf.
1950 3 31 4 . 12 . 3 51 9 63 91 154
1991 6 28 4 - 5 . (<] 37 (Y 49 44 93
1952 2 38 5 12 - 2 56 12 70 el 132
Pacific cod
1930 102 82 12 . 14 . 103 107 18 228 100 328
1991 118 117 8 1 14 . 119 144 13 276 49 325
1982 116 124 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
1952 12 67 10 . 12 . 12 88 17 117 51 169
Rockfish
1990 128 60 5 . 11 . 129 75 10 214 83 237
1991 162 €65 2 . 12 . 1l1le2 84 4 250 42 292
1992 154 94 5 . 5 . 154 105 8 267 52 319
BSAT
Total gf.
1930 36 64 11 . 14 . 36 88 17 141 98 239
1951 46 95 7 1 14 . 47 121 1z 180 50 230
1992 23 101 ie . 12 1 23 122 24 169 65 235
Flatfish
1950 18 43 & . 13 - 158 64 11 94 87 181
1551 7 42 7 1 12 . 8 64 12 84 42 126
1992 10 Sl 10 12 . 10 71 17 a8 5% 158
Other gf. '
1930 2 29 3 . 12 . 2 49 g 59 90 149
1991 2 25 4 B 5 . 2 34 6 42 43 85
1992 1 35 5 12 1 53 12 66 60 127
Pacific cod
1930 20 59 11 . 14 . 20 83 17 120 98 218
1991 39 83 7 1 14 . 40 119 12 171 46 217
1992 13 S0 16 . 12 1 13 111 29 148 63 212
Pollock
1590 9 33 6 . 14 9 61 11 g1 8BS 166
1591 5 43 7 1 12 . 6 65 12 83 40 123
19352 1 48 10 . 12 . i 69 17 87 48 136
Rockfish
1990 ' 21 3z 4 . 10 . 21 45 9 75 74 149
1991 7 28 2 . 11 . 7 43 4 54 37 91
1992 12 46 5 8 74 46 120
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Table 1 contirued —-— Number of vessels. ,

rawl gear and all owners

Harvesters s Harv P All
In shore AL sea Total
<60 80— 21724 <&0 60— >124 <«&0 &0~ »124
124 124 124
ALl Alaska
Total gf.
1990 86 65 5 . 13 . gs 87 11 184 68 252
19851 37 73 & 2z 14 . 3is 99 10 148 68 218
1982 o8 77 9 4 i6 . i3 102 i6 221 61 283
Flatfish
1836 12 45 5 . 13 . 12 £7 10 &g &6 155
19351 16 53 =S 1 14 . 17 7 10 104 &7 171
1882 18 67 g 4 is . 20 82 16 128 58 187
Other gf.
1850 5 Z8 3 12 . 5 30 8 63 6h 128
189l 4 30 3 . 7 . | 43 5 52 66 118
1892 4 42 3 4 18 . 8 &5 iz 8E 58 144
Pacific cod
1390 41 64 5 . 13 . 41 g5 11 138 68 208
1591 33 75 & i 14 - 32z 89 10 141 67 208
1352 53 77 L 3 16 . 56 102 16 174 60 235
rollock
18580 1G 48 5. . 13 - 10 70 10 80 &7 157
1861 ' 11 60 & 2 13 . 1z 83 10 104 &7 173
1992 25 73 9 4 ié . 23 8g 16 143 58 202
Rockfish )
1330 52 38 3 12 . 52 5¢ g 116 60 176
1921 3 34 1 . 14 . ] 53 3 67 63 130
T resz 49 53 5 1 B . 590 &7 8 125 87 182
BSAL
Total gi.
1530 7 41 & 13 . 7 62 11 80 87 147
1381 g 59 & 1 14 . 10 83 10 103 g7 L7170
1842 1% 55 G 4 16 . 1% 8¢ 16 1li 89 171
rlacfish
1890 1 24 3 13 . 1 45 10 TS €5 1zl
19891 7 40 & 1 13 . 8 63 190 gl 66 147
1892 & 43 9 4 1l . 10 &7 16 93 57 181
Cther gf.
1930 1 24 3 12 1 44 a8 53 64 117
1831 3 25 3 7 3 38 5 44 65 1409
1992 3 37 5 4 18 7 80 12 79 57 137
Pacific ceod
1380 5 40 5 . 13 . 5 6l il 7 67 144
lsa1 5 58 € 1 14 . & 81 10 97 €5 162
1992 ] 53 9 3 15 . 12 78 16 108 53 186
Pollock
19990 3 31 5 . 13 3 52 10 65 66 131
1991 4 43 6 13 - & 64 10 79 66 145
1882 3 49 8 4 1& . 9 74 16 g% 57 137
fockfish
1890 3 20 3 . 11l Lo 3 34 8 4% 57 102
1991 1 14 1 . 13 . 1 31 3 35 59 94
1982 1 28 5 1 7 . 2 3g 8 48 50 sg
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Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels.

Trawl gear and Alaska owners

Harvesters Harv CP All
In shore AL s ' Total
<B0 60~ »>124 <60 &0~ >124 <E0 €0« »>124
124 124 124
All Rlaska
Total gf.
1886 &8 26 - . 2 . &8 32 . 100 i 16:
1941 27 16 . 1 2 . 28 21 1 S0 41 91
lggz2 60 13 . 4 4 g4 28 2 94 35 128
Platfish
1890 8 ig . 2 8 25 “ a3 1 34
1391 10 13 . . 2 10 18 1 2% 49 63
1532 7 i8 . 4 4 11 27 2 40 34 74
Other gf.
1850 3 10 . 2 - 3 i€ . 19 1 20
19351 2 7 . . 2 . 2 12 . i4 40 54
1892 1 8 . 4 4 . 5 17 2 24 34 58
Paclfic cod
1990 3s 28 . . 2 38 32 . 10 1 71
1981 23 ig . . 2 . 23 21 . 44 41 85
13852 28 19 . 3 4 . 32 28 2 &2 35 97
Pollock
13940 7 ig . . 2 7 24 . 31 1 32
1891 f 14 . 1 2 R 7 1% 1 27 41 68
1882 10 19 . 4 4 14 28 < 44 34 18
Roekfish '
1950 37 i6 . . 1 . 3 19 . 56 . 56
1931 & 8 . . 2 , 6 13 . 19 g 57
1992 33 16 . 1 3 . 34 22 . 36 34 30
BSARI
Tatal gE. N
1980 4 1z . z 4 17 . 21 . 21
1831 3 9 . Z 3 13 1 17 41 58
1882 3 9 4 4 7 i8 2 27 33 62
Flatfish
1990 . 7 . . 2 . . 12 . 12 . 12
1581 2 7 . . 2 . 2 11 1 14 4G 54
1992 . 8 4 4 17 2 23 34 57
Other gf.
19%0 . 1+ 2 11 . i1 . 11
1351 1 4 . 2 1 7 . g 40 48
18382 . & . 4 4 . 4 15 2 21 34 55
Pacific cod
193¢ 4 11 . . 2 4 15 . 20 . 20
1891 4 8 R 2 2 11 . 13 41 54
laaz 3 7 . 3 4 & 18 2 24 35 59
Pollock
1%90 1 7 . 2 1 12 . 13 . i3
1931 1 7 . 2 i 18 1 12 41 B3
1382 1 B . 4 4 5 17 A 24 34 58
rRockfish
1990 1 4 . . 1 . 1 5 a8 . 6
1931 . 1 . . 2 . 4 . 4 37 41
4 1 2 . 1 8 9 31 49

1892

FrCURRENTLICLIMIT DOCOWPPENDIX . TWC 8 September 7, 1394 (8:43am)



Table 1 continued -~ Number of vessels.

Trawl gear and non-Alaska owners

Harvestars Harv ce Aall
In shore AL sea Total
<80 B0~ »124 <80 B0~ >124 <ED  60- >124
124 124 124
All Alaska
Taotal gf.
1390 18 42 5 . 13 . 18 62 1l 91 &7 158
1931 10 &1 6 1 13 . 1l 83 ¢ 104 27 131
31982 26 58 a iz . 26 75 16 117 3¢ 148
Flatfish
1930 4 28 & . 12 . 4 47 10 &1 653 126
1881 & 41 & 1 13 . 7 62 1o 738 27 1986
1882 4 45 a . 12 . 4 6& ié B6 28 115
Other gf.
1890 2 18 3 11 . 2 35 8 4% 64 108
19381 2 23 3 . 5 . 2 31 5 38 26 64
1992 1 34 5 . iz . i 48 12 81 28 89
Pacific cod
1530 3 41 5 13 . 3 61 11 75 &7 142
1591 8 61 & 1 13 . g B3 10 1@z 26 128
1992 12 58 9 . 12 . 1z 75 18 103 28 1312
Pollock
1880 3 32 5 . 13 . 3 52 10 65 66 131
1891 5 48 ) 12 . & 635 10 85 26 111
1992 g 54 9 . 12 . & 71 16 88 27 124
Rackfish
1860 i5 22 3 11 . 15 37 8 60 60 120
1991 3 27 1 . 12 . 3 43 3 49 28 74
1992 13 37 5 . b’ . 13 45 8 6& 24 30
BSAT
Toetal gf.
1880 3 32 5 13 . 3 51 11 €3 &7 132
1991 & 52 6 1 13 . 7 74 10 91 26 117
1ea2 3 46 9 12 . 3 63 16 #2 28 111
Flatfish
185¢ 1 18 5 12 . 3 35 10 4& 65 111
1391 2 34 & 1 12 4 54 10 70 26 88
1392 3 35 8 12 - 3 51 16 10 27 ag
Other gf.
1830 1 18 3 . 11 ' 1 34 B 43 64 107
1851 2 2% 3 5 2 29 5 3 25 6l
15392 1 31 5 . i2 i 45 12 58 27 3
Pacific cod
1680 1 32 5 . 13 . i S1 11 63 &7 130
1591 3 52 6 1 13 . 4 74 10 g8 24 112
1582 1 48 g . 1z . 1 63 16 89 27 108
Pollock
15%0 2 25 5 13 . 2 43 19 55 66 121
184] 3 38 & 1 12 . 4 sg 10 72 25 97
1892 1 41 g 12 . 1 58 16 75 26 102
Rackfish
19%0 2 ig 3 10 . 2 29 g 38 57 $E
1991 1 14 1 il . i 28 2 32 22 54
1892 . 24 5 5 . . 39 8 38 20 58
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Table 1 continued —-- Number of vessels.

Other gear and zll owners

Harvesters Harv cy  All
In shore At sea Total
<80 &0~ >124 <60 60~ »1l24 <EQ &0~ »>124
124 124 124
-~ ALl Alaska
Total gf.
1880 590 &8 4 . . . 980 98 4 1082 ~ 42 1134
15¢1 178 125 2 . i . 117% 128 2 1303 49 1352
1882 113% 154 & . 1 1138 134 10 1303 68 1371
Flatfish )
198¢ 30 28 . . . . 30 28 . 58 27 g5
1991 8 g . . - . 8 8 . 18 3B 54
1982 27 i8 . . . . 27 18 . 45 50 95
Other gf.
1980 22 2 . . . . 2z 2 . 24 31 55
1991 i7 i . . . . 17 1 . 18 42 60
ig8z2 1g . . . . . 15 . . 1s 62 81
Pacific cod
18380 593 & 4 . . . 833 &G 4 757 38 79s¢
1931 783 a5 2 . 1 . 183 8s 2 88} 45 936
leu2 g5¢ 10% g . . 1l 83& 109 1¢ 875 67 1042
Pollock
1580 30 3 . . . . ‘30 3 33 2% 54
1951 19 3 . - . 1s 3 . 22 3l 23
1832 45 & . . . 45 & . 51 41 92
Rockfish .
198G 571 &9 1 - . . B71 63 1 641 30 8§71
1991 L3 £5 . . . . 713 63 . 782 36 818
1992 681 4] . . . . 681 g1 . F72 51 823
BSAT
Total gif.
18380 54 32 4 . . 54 3z 4 S0 36 126
1951 86 53 i i . g6 54 1 141 47 188
1952 27 54 & 1 27 54 7 118 61 179
Flavfish
1880 23 26 . . N . 23 286 . 48 24 73
1991 5 8 . . - . 3 8 . 13 37 30
1992 13 ie . . . - 13 16 . 2% 4% 78
Other gf.
1390 1 1 . . . - 1 i 2 30 32
1831 2 . . . N . 2 . . 2 41 43
1992 . . . . . . . . . . 57 57
Pacific cod
1980 40 24 4 . . . 40 24 4 68 36 104
1591 g2 30 1 - i . a2z 53 I 134 43 1%7
1952 46 41 6 1 45 41 7 94 60 154
Pollock
1929 3 1 . 3 i . 4 20 24
1991 3 1 . 1 i . a 31 33
1862 i 1 . 1 1 - 2 3g 40
Rockfish
1960 28 28 i . . . 28 26 1 55 20 15
1891 20 1% . . . . 29 13 . 38 i3 72
1392 29 24 . . . . 25 24 . 53 42 95
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Table 1 continued -~ Number of vessels,

Other gear and Alaska owners

Haryvesters Harv cg ALl
Irx shore Ar sea Total
<50 &0~ >124 <60 60~ »124 <60 60- »124
124 124 124
- All Alaska
Total gf.
1550 833 60 . . . . 833 &0 . B93 5 3804
198%1 877 €3 1 . . . 877 83 1 1041 298 1070
1962 954 78 3 . . . 8954 78 3 1435 34 1088
Filatfish ’
18549 1z 12 . . . . 12 1z . 24 5 28
1891 7 3 . . . . 7 3 . 10 24 34
1982 17 b - . . . 17 5 ) 22 23 45
Other gf.
1930 21 k1 . . . . 2% 1 . 22 G 28
1581 14 . . . . - 14 . - 14 27 43
1392 18 . . . . . 18 . - 18 34 52
Pacific cod
1880 02 39 . . . . 802 39 . 641 8 6489
1881 656 47 1 . . . 6986 47 1 744 29 176
1892 753 58 2 . . . I53 58 2 814 33 847
Pollock
15390 28 1 . . - . 28 i . 29 3 3z
19%1 18 1 . . . . ig 1 . is 19 38
1382 43 1 . . . . 43 1 . 44 22 65
Rockfish
193¢ 463 338 . . . . 463 38 . 501 8 509
1891 563 35 . . . . 583 35 . 598 23 821
1982 538 43 . . . . S38 43 . 581 28 609
BSATL
Toral gf.
1830 29 14 . . . . 29 14 . 43 7 50
1851 ¥4 17 b . 54 17 1 72 27 a4
1832 37 10 1 - 317 10 1 45 28 17
Flatfish
19380 ? 11 . . . . 7 11 . 1B 4 22
18351 4 3 . . . . 4 3 . 7 24 31
1882 & 4 . . . 6 4 . 10 22 32
ther gt.
18380 - . . . . . . . . - 6 &
1891 2 . . . . . 2 . . 2 26 28
1382 . . . . . . . . . . 25 28
Pacific cod
19890 24 il - - . . 24 11 . 335 7 42
1881 51 15 1 . . . 51 15 1 67 25 52
1382 33 8 1 . . - 35 8 1 44 29 73
Pollock
18380 2 . . - . - 2 . . 2 3 5
1891 1 . N . . . i . . 1 13 20
1882 1 . . . . 1 1 21 22
Rockfizh
1890 10 1z . . . . 10 11 . 21 3 24
1581 14 8 . R . . 14 g . 22 28 42
1852 17 5 . . . . 17 5 . 22 20 42
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Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels.

Other gear and nen-Alaska owners

Harvesters Harv cr ALl
In shore At sea Total
<R 80~ >124 <60 &0~ >1249 <«<H0 B0~ >124
124 124 124
- All Alaska
Total gf.
1850 155 38 4 . . . 155 3B 4 187 33 230
1s3: 188 62 1 . 1 . 198 63 1 2862 28 282
1932 1865 i ) . ' 1 163 78 7 248 34 282
Flatfish .
1880 18 18 . . . . 18 16 . 34 22 56
19%1 1 - . . . . i 3 . g 14 20
1992 10 i. . . . . ig 132 . 23 27 50
Gther gf.
1930 1 1 . . . . 1 i 2 25 27
1391 3 1 . . . . 3 i 4 1% 19
1892 i . 1 . 1 28 29
Pawific cod
19540 a1 22 4 . . 81 21 4 1leé 31 147
1981 a7 48 1 . b . a7 49 1 147 19 i1é&6
1592 9z 5% 5 . . 1 §2 51 T 139 34 184
Pollock
1399 2 2 . - 2 2 4 18 22
19491 1 2 . . . 1 2 3 12 15
1882 2 5 . 2 5 7 ig 28
Rockfish
19380 . 108 31 1 . . . 108 31 1 149 22 182
1891 130 34 . . . . 130 34 . 184 13 197
1932 133 38 . . . . 13Z2 48 . 181 23 204
BSAI
Total gf.
iss0 25 18 4 . . . 25 1s 4 47 29 78
1881 32 36 . . i . 32 37 . €9 20 89
1932 i3 44 5 . . 1 ig 44 & 69 32 161
Flatfish
1990 16 13 . . . . 16 15 . 31 20 51
1991 1 5 . . . . 1 5 . & 13 18
19%2 7 12 . . . . Fi 1z . 1% 27 36
Other gf. '
1380 1 1 . . . . 1 1 . 2 24 26
1gsl . . . . . . . . - . 15 15
19%2 . . . . . . . . . . 28 28
Paclfic cod .
1930 i i3 q . . . i8é 13 4 33 29 62
1891 31 35 . . i . 31 38 . 67 18 85
1982 1l 33 5 - . 1 11 33 [ &0 31 81
Pollack
15%8Q 1 1 . . . . 1 3 Z2 17 19
isgl . 1 . . . . . I 1 12 13
1992 . 1 . 1 1 17 i8
Rockfish .
1990 1B 15 1 . . . 18 15 1 24 17 51
1991 [ 11 . - . . 19 11 . 17 13 3G
1992 11 18 . . . . 11 1g . 30 22 52
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Taple 1 continued -~ Number of vessels.

Bll gear and all owners

Harvestsrs Harv cr All
In shore At sea Total
<6 60— »>124 <80 80— <60 &0~ >124
124 124 124
Gulf
Total gf.
1980 1153 175 10 . & 1154 189 18 135% T4 1433
1581 1333 219 2 1 8 1334 238 13 1585 76 1681
188z 1404 241 8 . 2 1404 258 18 167¢ 23 1770
rFlatfish
1%90 240 42 5 3 21 51 8 81 4% 130
1831 22 58 & & 22 T4 T 103 5% 182
1882 38 81 4 . 2z 36 73 g8 117 656 183
Other gf.
1990 32 1z 1 - . 32 i5 3 50 8% 113
1851 21 18 4 . i 21 24 bl 47 8% 112
1852 27 25 z . P 27 33 5 55 80 145
Pacrfic cod
1590 713 118 g . 4 774 131 13 9l1g €3 %81
1591 877 177 8 . 7877 185 12 1084 84 1148
1592 1028 182 ki . 2 1028 194 10 1234 78 1313
Pollock
1%90 38 47 5 . 3 33 56 8 102 47 148
1891 39 74 5 1 4 4¢ g% 8 137 52 1BS
1952 87 82 5 . 2 87 85 11 183 &3 257
Rockfish
1930 685 100 2 . 2 688 108 2 794 61 BE5
1451 B35 134 . . 3 835 145 . 98¢ 68 1048
1852 B75 147 1 . 2 87% 157 3 1035 74 1108
W.Gulf
Total gf.
1950 57 40 8 5 57 47 13 117 57 174
1991 132 80 & 2 132 101 10 243 &3 306
1982 149 80 8 2 149 91 15 255 74 329
Flatfish
1990 1 2 3 2 1 5 & 12 41 53
19931 2 21 [ . 2 23 7 32 49 g1
1892 8 21 4 . 2 8 28 g8 44 51 55
Other gf.
1880 . . 1 . . . 1 3 4 56 60
1391 2 io0 2 . . 2 11 2 15 5% 70
1982 . 12 2 . 2 . 149 G 24 685 89
Pacific cod
18389 486 22 7 . 4 46 28 10 84 44 128
1981 91 70 1) 2 81 81 g8 180 52 232
1882 98 45 5 2 93 55 g 161 62 223
Pollock
1980 . & 3 . 2 . g & 15 36 51
1531 7 34 5 - -, 7 36 8 51 37 g8
18982 15 3z 5 - 2 15 43 11 67 49 118
Rockfish
1880 12 17 1 - 2 12 20 1 i3 49 82
1891 51 43 . . . 51 43 . 94 54 148
1882 61 4z 1 . 2 61 47 3 111 58 189
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Table 1 continued -~ Number of vessels.

All gear and Alaska owners

Harvesters Harv Ccr ALl
In shore At sea Total
<6Y B0~ >124 <60 60~ <&G 60~ >124
124 124 124
Gulf
Total gf.
1850 980 96 - . . 580 =L . 1078 g 1487
18351 . ilz4 114 - 1 1 1325 119 . 1244 49 1283
1952 1181 123 2 . . 1181 128 2 1311 55 1386
Flatfish
193¢ 15 23 . . . 15 25 . 40 3 43
i9sl 20 25 . . i 20 30 . 50 38 88
1882 30 24 . - . 30 28 . 58 42 100
Other gif.
1930 3L b . . . 31 11 . 42 7 49
1881 186 7 . . 1 is 11 . 27 a4 7
1952 28 ] . . 28 9 . as 53 88
Pacifiec cod
1980 687 71 v . . 687 73 . T&0 g 768
1981 789 37 . . 1 78% 102 . 891 42 833
1982 811 100 2 . . 81i% 105 2 1018 47 1063
Pollock
1230 36 24 . . . 38 28 . 62 3 &5
1991 3z 27 . 1 1 33 3z . 65 3% 149
is4z 73 28 . . .73 32 . ips 38 143
Rockfish
1990 561 57 . . . 581 38 . 820 g8 628
1951 674 76 . . 1 &4 B1 . 755 45 BQO
1892 708 74 . . . 708 78 . 787 48 83%
wW.Guls
Total gf. .
1930 48 11 - . . 48 13 . 53 & 85
1931 58 34 . . . g8 35 . 133 38 171
1852 108 20 A - 108 23 1 13z 45 177
Flatfish
1980 1 1 . 1 1 - 2 2 4
188 1 P4 1 2 3 31 34
1982 6 3 . & 5 . 11 33 43
Other gf.
195840 . . . . . . . . . & )
1891 1 i . . . 1 1 . pA 36 ag
la82 . 1 . . . . 3 . 3 43 458
Pacific god
19390 4i & . . . 41 & - 47 3 50
18381 T8 Z5 - . . 78 26 . 104 3T 13s
1882 81 11 1 . R 81 14 1 86 39 133
Pollock
199G . 1 . 1 1 1 2
1991 4 4 . - 4 4 g 24 32
1982 11 2] . Il 8 1@ 28 47
rockfish
1850 8 4 . . . g 4 . 12 5 17
1951 28 19 . . . 28 18 . 46 35 81
1892 36 12 . . . 36 13 - 49 38 27
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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 <80 60- <60 860- >124
124 124 124
Gulf
Total gf.
1850 173 79 10 . e 174 sl 1l 281 65 348
1951 209 105 8 . 7 209 120 13 342 27 369
19352 195 118 7 . 2 195 128 14 337 38 375
Flatfish
1990 5 19 5 3 ] 26 9 41 46 87
19391 2 33 6 5 2 45 7 54 21 75
1992 4 37 4 2 4 45 8 57 24 81
Other gf.
1990 1 3 1 1 4 3 3 58 66
19391 5 12 2 . 5 13 2 20 21 41
1992 1 19 2 2 i 24 5 30 27 57
Pacific cod
19%0 86 48 9 4 87 58 13 158 55 213
1991 88 80 3 6 g8 94 12 154 22 216
1992 99 82 5 2 89 31 g8 198 31 229
Pollock
1930 2 23 5 . 3 2 30 8 49 44 84
1951 7 47 ) . 3 7 58 8 73 17 90
1952 11 54 5 2 11 63 11 85 25 110
Rockfish
1550 124 43 2 2 125 47 2 174 53 227
1991 161 58 . 2 1lsel 64 . 225 23 248
1992 154 73 1 2 154 79 3 236 26 262
W.Gulf
Total gf.
1950 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 i4 119 29 148
Flatfish
1990 . 1 3 . 2 . 4 ] 10 39 49
1951 1 15 6 . . 1 21 7 29 18 47
1852 2 18 4 2 2 23 8 33 18 51
Other gf.
1990 . . 1 . . . 1 3 4 50 54
1991 1 ] 2 . . 1 10 2 13 19 32
1952 . 1l 2 2 16 L] 21 22 43
Pacific ceod
19390 5 16 7 4 5 22 10 37 41 78
1981 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 11l 48 21 69
Rockfish
1950 4 13 1 . 2 4 16 1 21 44 €5
1991 23 25 . . . 23 25 . 418 19 67
1992 25 30 1 . 2 25 34 3 62 20 82
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Table 1 continued -~ Number of vessels.

“rawl gear and all owners

Harvesters Hary cp ALl
In szhore AL sea Total
<60 &0~ »124 <&6{ 60—~ <60 &0- >124
124 124 124
Gulf
Tatal gf.
1590 80 53 5 . & 80 66 11 157 43 200
19382 30 66 6 1 g ° 31 B 10 122 48 170
992 93 69 4 2 93 BG 11 184 37 221
;.atfish
1990 11 31 3 3 11 40 7 58 a8 87
1951 10 40 5 . 6 10 52 &8 &8 46 114
1392 10 47 3 . 2 10 56 7 T3 29 102
other gf.
19350 4 & . . . 4 g 2 15 40 55
1991 2 15 1 . 1 2 13 i a2 43 63
1892 1 22 2 . 2 i 28 -3 34 31 65
Pacific cod
138s8¢g 37 45 4 . 4 37 60 g 1405 41 148
18351 26 66 & . 7 26 8g 10 118 45 161
1832 47 64 3 . 2 47 74 & 127 30 187
Pollock
igs0 7 33 4 - 3 7 41 7 55 41 9
1851 B 52 4 1 4 g 63 & 18 44 122
1852 21 81 4 2 21 Tl 16 102 35 137
RockZfish
1580 49 20 . . 2 49 26 . 75 33 lom -
1991 a 29 . . 3 9 36 . 45 44 8]
1852 48 1] 1 2 48 44 3 85 31 128
W.GulE
Total gf. -
1490 16 20 5 3 18 27 10 53 37 80
1991 20 38 5 . 2 20 47 8 75 40 115
18382 33 35 4 . 2 35 43 1 8BS 29 118
rFlatfish
18580 . 1 2 . 2 . 4 5 S 34 43
1931 1 i3 5 . , 1 21 L3 28 38 BE
1882 . 15 3 . 2 . 29 7 z27 21 48
ther gf.
1390 - . - - . . 1 2z 3 35 335
1891 i 10 1 . . 1 11 1 13 36 49
1932 . 1l 2 . 2 . 185 o) 21 23 44
Pacific cod
1830 16 17 4 . 4 18 23 7 486 32 78
1951 19 is 5 R 2 19 47 7 13 37 110
1832 34 30 2 . 2 34 37 ] T8 23 89
Pollock
1590 . & 3 . 2 . g 6 15 34 49
1591 5 29 4 . . 5 31 8 42 33 15
1992 11 26 4 2 11 32 10 33 27 a0
Rockfish
1980 . 2 . . 2 . 5 . 5 31 38
1991 3 12 . . . 3 i2 . 15 33 30
1892 1 9 1 . 2 1 i3 3 17 21 38
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rTable 1 continusd -- Number of vessel$.

Trawl gear and ARlaska owners

Earvesters Harv cep ALl
In shore AL sea Total
<60 E0- »>124 <80 60- <&0 B0- >124
124 124 124
gulf
Total gf.
18940 €3 22 . . . 65 24 . 83 1 50
lssli 24 15 . 1 1 23 18 . 43 30 13
1382 59 18 . . . 55 23 . B2 23 105
Flatfish
1894 8 18 . . . 8 ig . 26 1 27
is3s: g 10 . . 1 8 13 . 21 28 50
1592 7 16 . . . 7 ig . 28 21 &7
Other gf.
18540 3 5 . . - 3 7 - 10 i 11
1591 1 4 . . 1 1 7 . 8 28 36
1992 1 4 - . 1 7 . 8 22 30
Pacific cod
19940 35 22 - . . 35 24 . 5% 1 &0
1891 21 15 - . 1 21 ig . 39 28 68
1892 28 i9 . . . 28 23 . 51 21 72
Pollock
1990 6 16 . . . & 18 . 24 1 25
1981 5 11 . 3 1 & - 14 . 20 27 47
ras2 10 158 . . . 1Q 22 . 32 22 54
Rockfish _
1990 36 i3 . . . 36 15 . 51 . 51
1991 & 8 . . 1 € 11 . 17 28 45
1992 33 14 . . . 33 17 . &9 . 20 70
W.aulf
Toval gf.
1990 16 4 . . . 18 4 20 1 21
1991 16 4 . . . 16 5 2% 24 45
1992 23 4 . . . 23 7 30 18 48
Flatfish
1880 . . - . . . . . . 1 1
1991 . 2 . . . . 2 . 2 24 26
1992 , 2 . . . . q . 4 15 18
Gther gf.
193¢ . . . . . . . . . 1 1
1881 . 1 . . . - 1 - 1 23 24
1882 . 1 . . . . 3 . 3 i6 19
Pacific god
19356 is 4 . . . i6 4 . 20 1 21
13351 ie 4 . . . 1¢ 5 21 22 43
is92 22 4 . . . 22 7 - 25 i6 45
Pollock
1880 . i R . . . 1 . 1 i 2
1891 3 2 . . . 3 2 . 5 20 25
1882 7 4 - . 7 & 13 16 2%
Rockflish
1880 . . . . . . . . . . .
1891 1 2 . . . 1 2 . 3 23 26
1882 1 1 . . . 1 2 . 3 13 18
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Table 1 continued ~- Number of vesasels.

rawl gear and non-Alaska owners

Harvesters Harv cr ALl
In shore At sea Total /
<&0 &0- >124 <«<BQ 60- <606 60~ >124
124 124 124
Gulf
Total gf.
1990 15 321 5 . & i5 42 11 &8 42 119
1891 & 51 & 7 8 84 10 B8O 18 ag
1532 26 520 4 2 2g 57 il 94 14 1408
Flzatfish
1359 3 15 3 . 3 3 Z2 7 32 38 70
1831 4 30 5 . b b 490 & 48 17 &5
1892 i 31 3 . 2 i 37 7 45 8 53
Gther gf.
1950 1 i v . . . 1 2 2 ] 39 44
1851 1 11 1 . . 1 12 1 14 15 28
1952 . 18 2 . 2 . 21 3 26 S 35
Pacific vod
1939 2 27 4 . 4 2 38 8 48 40 88
1951 5 51 & & 3 63 14 18 18 84
1592 12 45 K . 2 12 51 ] 8g 5 78
Pollock
15880 1 17 4 . 3 1 23 7 21 44 71
1983 3 41 4 . 3 3 50 it 59 17 76
1592 g 42 4 . 2 8 45 10 67 13 80
Rockfish
1390 13 7 . . 2 13 11 . 24 33 57
1991 3 21 . . 2 3 25 . 28 i 44 -
1382 13 22z 1 . Z 13 27 3 43 11 54
W.Gulf
Total gf.
1%3¢ . 16 5 5 C23 10 33 36 &5
1881 4 34 5 2 4 42 g S54 18 70
1382 g 31 4 2 8 38 11 55 11 66
Fiatfish
1980 . 1 2 . 2 . 4 5 ] 33 42
18351 1 17 5 . . 1 18 & 28 14 40
19392 . 13 3 2 . 18 7 23 & 28
Other gi. |
1958 . . . . . . 1 2z 3 35 38
1881 i g kX . . EX ig 1 12 13 25
1382 . 18 2 . 2 i3 5 18 7 25
Pacific cod
18390 . 13 4 4 . 1z 7 26 31 57
1531 3 34 2 2 3 42 7 52 15 67
1892 8 26 2 2 8 30 5 43 7 50
Pollock
15830 . 5 3 2 g & 14 33 47
1551 2 27 4 . . 2 23 6 37 13 50
1982 4 zZ2 4 . 2 4 28 18 4¢ 11 51
Rockfish
183%0 . 2 . . 2 . 5 . 5 31 38
i3%81% 2 19 . . . 4 10 . 12 12 24
1832 . g 1 . 2 . 11 3 14 -] 22

FACURRENTLICLIMITDOCWPPENDIX. TWO 12 September 7, 1994 (8:43am)



Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels.

Other gear and all owners

Harvesters Harv cP All
In shore AL sea Total
<&0 &0~ »124 <80 60- <606 60~ »122
124 124 124
Gulf
Total gf.
1940 572 9z 2 . 972 a2 2 1l0es 29 1095
lasi 1146 105 1 1146 105 1 1252 22 1274
158%2 112¢ 131 3 . 13120 131 3 1254 41 1285
Flatfish
1330 g 2 - . . 8 ped . i 2 18
1931 3 . - - . 3 . . 2 9 12
13352 18 4 . . . 18 4 . 22 24 48
Cther gf.
19350 21 1 . . . 21 1 . 22 23 43
1591 1le 1 . . . 16 1 - 17 18 35
1992 is . . . . 19 . . i8 36 58
Pacific cod
1580 689 41 2 . . B6% 41 2 712 20 732
1591 738 64 1 . . 11 64 L 801 15 81s
1582 823 75 3 . . 823 79 3 905 15 940
Pollock
18380 28 2 . . . 28 2 . 20 4 33
15%% 18 .2 . . . ig 2 . 20 5 25
19982 44 5 . 44 5 . 49 13 64
Rockfish
1850 363 68 i . . 5863 &8 1 630 26 656
1881 08 68 . . . 7og &8 . 178 19 73835
19482 873 g8 . . . €79 na . 187 31 1898
wW.Gulf
Total gf.
1550 32 17 . « . 3z 17 . 4% 19 &8
18391 A 34 . . - 7% 34 . 113 i 131
1992 92 31 2 . . g7 31 2 125 31 156
Flatfish
19%8¢ 1 1 . . . 1 1 . 2 7 9
1981 . . . . . . . . . 8 B
iss2 8 4 . . . g 4 - 12 is 3z
Other gf.
15943 . . . . ; . . . . 18 19
19381 . . . . . - . . . 15 15
1882 . . . . . . . . . 29 28
Pacific cond
1980 23 2 - . . 23 2 . 28 1z 37
18351 43 14 . . . 43 18 . 5% 12 Ti
1992 47 & 2 . . 47 ] 2 55 27 82
Pollock
18s¢C R . . . . . . . . 2 2
1891 . . . . . . . . . 4 4
1982 1 . . . . i - N 1 10 i1
Rockfish
1859 16 15 . . . 10 15 . 2% 17 4z
1981 39 23 . . . ag 23 . 62 15 7
1832 51 28 . . . 51 28 . 79 27 14¢
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Table 1 continued -~ NHumber of vessels.

Other gear and Alaska owners

Harvesters Harv CP ALl
In shore At sea Total
<60 &0~ »124 <60 60- <60 60~ »124
124 124 124
Gulf
Total gf.
1950 822 56 . . . g22 56 . 878 T 885
1991 a5% 58 . . . 857 58 + 1015 16 1031
1992 940 76 2 . . 3840 76 2 1018 21 1038
Flatfish
1380 & 1 . . . & 1 . T 1 8
1531 3 . . . . 3 . . 3 & g
18982 13 1 . . . 135 1 . 1é 11 27
Other gf.
1390 21 i . - . 21 i . 22 5 27
1891 i3 . . . . i3 . . i3 14 27
1gs2 ig . « . . ig . . i8 23 38
Pacific cod
1880 5383 31 . . » 580 31 . 821 & 627
1851 664 42 . . - BG4 42 . 706 lo 716
18%2 T 731 53 2 . . 121 53 2 786 17 803
Pelliock
1880 27 i . ' . 27 i . 28 1 29
1981 17 i . . - 17 1 C. 18 5 23
1892 42 1 42 3 43 i 8¢
Reckfish
1880 457 36 ) . . 457 36 . 493 7 500
1951 559 34 . . « 559 34 . 583 14 &47
1992 536 43 . . . 53e 43 . 57% 18 587
W.eulf
Total gf.
18%0 26 5 . . R 26 5 . 31 4 35
189} 55 16 . . R 58 18 . 71 12 83
1892 &5 8 1 v “ 65 8 1 74 17 91
Platfish
1880 1l 1 . . R by i . 2 i 3
1991 . . . . . . . . . 5 %
1982 6 1 . . . £ 1 . 7 10 17
Gther gg£.
1820 . - . . . . . . . 4 4
1881 . . - . . . . . . 11 il
1832 . . . - . . . . - i7 17
Pacific cod
1890 _ 20 . . . . 20 . . 20 2 22
1881 37 2 . . . k¥ g 46 7 53
1582 43 1 i . 43 1 1 43 15 214
Pollock
1890 . . . . . . . . . . .
1891 . . . . . . « . 4 4
1992 1 . . . . i . . i 4 5
Rockfish '
1890 7 4 . . P 7 4 . 11 4 15
1881 21 1o . . . 21 i0 . 31 10 41
1882 27 7 . . . 27 7 . 34 18 50
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Taple 1 continued -- Number of vessels.

Other gear and non-Alaska owners

Harvesters Harv CP ALl
in shore AL sea Total
<80 60~ >124 <60 B0~ <60 &0~ >124
124 124 124
- Gulf
Total gf.
1880 150 38 2 . . 1590 38 2 188 22 210
1891 189 47 1 - . 18% 47 i 237 B 243
1882 L&Q 55 1 . . 180 53 1 2isg 20 236
Flatfish
1880 2 1 - . . bt 1 . 3 7 10
1881 . . . . . . . . . 3 3
1982 3 3 . . - 3 32 . & i3 19
Cther gf.
1880 . . . - . . . . . 18 18
1881 3 i . . . 3 1 . 4 4 8
1882 1 . . . . 1 . - 1 15 16
Pacific cod
1930 75 1¢ p4 . . 79 i 2 91 14 1038
19931 72 22 1 . - 72 22 1 95 5 100
1852 21 26 e - . 81 26 I 1gsg iB 124
Follock
14380 1 i . - . i 1 . 2 k: 8
1981 1 1 . . 1 1 . 2 2
1882 2 4 . . . 2 4 . & 8 i4
Rockiish _
1890 106 30 1 . . 108 30 i 137 19 158
1991 148 24 . . . 143 34 . 183 5 188
1982 1233 45 . . . 133 45 . 178 13 181
W.sulf
Tetal gf.
1380 & 12 . . . & 12 . i8 15 33
1991 24 18 . . . 24 ls . 42 8 48
1982 27 23 1 - . 27 Z3 1 51 14 65
ravfish
1990 . . . . . . . . & &
1891 . . . . . . . . . 3 3
1892 2 3 . . . 2 3 . 5 $ 14
Other gf.
189¢ . . . . . . . . . 15 15
1891 . . . . . . . . . 4 4
1982 . . . . . . . . . 12 12
Pazific cod
18380 3 b . - . 3 2 ) 10 15
1931 g 7 . . & 7 13 b} i8
18382 3 5 i . 4 5 1 1 12 22
Pollock
1880 . . . - . . . . . 2 2
1933 . . . . . . . R . . .
1882 . . . . - . . . . 8 &
Rockfish
1830 3 i1 . . . 3 1 . 14 13 27
1851 13 i3 N . . 18 13 . 31 b 36
1952 24 21 . . . 24 21 . 45 11 &6
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Table 1 continued -- Numbé€r of vessels.

All gear and all owners

Harvesters Hary cep all
In shore At sea Total
<60 60w »>124 <80 &0- <E€6 80~ »124
124 124 124
- C.Gulf
Total gf.
1530 263 139 6 . 2 364 149 8 521 BZ 573
1881 505 183 4 T 5 506 17% T 682 52 744
i882 581 188 3 . 581 187 4 732 £5 85§
Flavfish
18390 8 37 2 . 2 g 45 3 57 32 8%
1891 i2 3s . . 3 12 3 . 65 35 104
1592 17 41 1 . . 17 47 1 65 41 1068
Other giE.
1880 4 10 . . . 4 i3 . 17 43 &80
1981 8 8 . . 1 8 1z . 20 43 63
1982 13 14 . . . 1z 16 . Z9 &1 90 -
Pacific cod
18390 232 1ol = . 2 233 1ilo g8 351 40 3951
18381 378 135 3 5 378 151 & 538 37 572
le82 462 144 z 462 153 3 618 53 6872
Pollock
1880 33 4G 3 . 1 33 47 3 83 32 118
19381 23 4z 1 1 4 24 55 1 80 35 11%
1982 72 64 2 72 71 2 145 40 188
Rowekfish
1580 183 78 1 . . 184 BO 1 26% 44 3039
1397 273 93 . . 2 273 103 . 378 43 419
1992 3156 102 . . . 356 107 . 4632 54 217
E.gulf
Total gf.
149390 847 49 . . . 847 439 . BGE 4 3Gy
1991 874 54 1 . 1 874 25 1 830 25 835
1882 B76 68 . . . 876 69 . 345 3 848
¥latfish
1890 11 4 . . . il 4 . 13 . 15
1991 B . . . 1 8 i . 8 11 20
1882 11 . . . , 11 . . 11 . 11
Gther gf.
1540 28 2 - . . 28 2 39 . 30
1381 il i . . . 11 1 . 12 21 33
19382 14 . . . . 14 - - 14 . 14
Paciflie cod
1930 514 g - . . 514 S . B23 1 324
1681 482 15 1 . . 452 i3 1 508 7315
1842 574 23 . . . 574 25 . 653 1 &34
Pollock
1880 7 1 . . . 7 1 . 8 . g
1851 g . . . . g . - B 10 15
1982 F . . . 7 . B . 7
Rockfish
19889 Bg7d 44 . . . 587 44 . 831 4 £35
1851 &15 45 . . 1 615 46 . 661 21 682
1852 5488 57 . . . 588 57 . 645 2  ©47
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Table 1 continued —- Number of vaessels,

All gear and Alaska owners

Harvesters Harv B All
In shore At sea Tctal
&0 80~ >1Z24 <80 80— <E0 60— >124
124 124 124
C.Gulf
Total gf.
1990 283 78 . . . 283 g4 . 383 7 3270
1931 429 8% . 1 1 430 94 . 524 37 581
1982 482 100 1 . . 4%2 104 1 597 44 641
Flatfish
1330 7 21 . . . 7 23 . 30 2 32
1s81 11 23 . . 1 11 28 . 39 27 65
1492 15 21 . . . 15 24 . 39 29 68
Other g=£f.
138¢ 4 7 . . . 4 g . 13 € is
1851 & 5 . . i & iv . 16 31 47
1982 13 5 - . 13 7 . 20 42 &2
Pacific cod
i8¢ 201 61 . . . 201 &3 .« 254 4 288
1331 244 71 . . 1 344 82 . 426 28 454
1882 448 88 1 . . 408 a2 1 501 35 338
Pollock
1%90 32 22 - . . 32 24 . 56 2 58
1991 2z 24 . i i 23 .28 - 52 24 76
1982 54 26 . . . 33 25 . 88 29 117
Rockfish
1990 125 45 . . . 123 47 . 172 7 O17%
1891 218 57 . . 1 218 652 . 2806 2L 311
1592 288 50 . . . 288 53 . 341 3% 380
E.Gulf
Taotal gf.
194¢ 717 24 . . . 717 24 . 741 2 743
1991 725 30 . . . 125 30 . 155 18 774
1852 731 ié . . . 131 36 . 187 . 187
FlLatfish
183¢ 7 1 7 1 . 8 . 8
1391 g - . g . 8 8 18
1882 4 - . g . ) 2
Cther gf.
1880 27 2 . . - 27 2 . 25 . 2%
1391 8 . . - . g - . g 17 26
1338z 13 . . . . i3 . . 13 . i3
vacific cod
1884 460 g . . . 4685 8 . 488 1 4635
19%1 442 13 . . . 4437 i1 . 483 5 458
1352 312 18 . . . 581z ig . 530 . 53¢
Palliock
1838 & 1 . - & 1 . 7 7
1691 & . . & . . [ 7 i3
1992 7 . . 7 R N 7 7
Rockfish
1890 4B2 2 . . . 482 2% . 503 2 545
1891 491 24 . . . 431 Z4 . 51% le 531
1992 465 27 . . . 465 27 . 482 . 492
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Takle 1 continued -- Number of vessels,

A gear and non-Alaska owners

Harvesters ] Harv CF All
In shore AL sea Total
<EQ  B0- 2124 <50 60— <BQ &0~ >124
124 : 124 124
C.ulf
Total gf. .
1830 89 51 & . 3 g1 €3 8 158 45 202
1891 16 74 4 . 4 76 ° 86 7 168 15 184
1882 81 a8 2 . 2 83 3 187 21 208
Flatfish
1880 1 i 2 . z b 2z 3 27 30 57
1581 i i . . 4 1 26 . 27 8 3s
1882 . 249 1 . . . Z23 1 24 12 38
Other gf. .
1950 .03 . . . . 4 . 4 37 41
1881 2 P . . . 2 2 - 4 12 16
189z . g . . . . 8 . 9 19 28
Pacific cod
1930 33 40 6 . 2 32 47 B 87 36 123
1981 34 58 3 . 4 34 74 6 110 g 1ll¢
1882 48 56 1 . . 48 &l 2 1i1 18 129
Pollock
1980 1 18 3 . i 1 23 3 27 3 57
1991 1 18 1 . 3 1 27 1 2% 13 40
1992 10 38 2 . . 10 42 ‘2 54 LN 65
Raockfish .
189S0 58 21 1 . . 59 33 1 93 37 130
1991 55 a6 . . 1 52 41 . 86 12 108
15382 635 82 . . “ 65 54 . 113 15 134
E.Guls
Total gt.
1880 130 25 . . . 13g 25 . 133 2 157
1832 143 Z4 i . 1 148 25 I 175 & 181
1992 125 32 . . . 129 33 . 162 2 165
Flatfish
1580 : 4 3 . . . 4 3 . 7 . 7
1891 . . . - 1 . 1 . 1 3 4
18%2 2 . . . - 2 . . 2 . 2
Cther gif.
15850 1 . 1 1 1
1391 2 1 2 1 3 4 7
1892 1 - - i . i
Pacific cod
1350 54 1 . . . 54 1 . 55 . 55
1891 54 4 1 , . 24 4 1 55 2 57
i939z 54 19 . . . 54 11 . &% 1 &6
Follock
l183c - 1 R . . . i . . i . i
1851 3 . . . . 3 . . 3 3 &
1942 . . . . . . . . . .
Rockfish )
1950 10% z23 . . . 103 23 . 128 2 134
1851 124 21 . . -1 1z4 2z . 148 2 1351
1852 114 30 . . . 114 3G - 144 2 14¢
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wzhle 1 continued -—- Numbher of vessels.

Trawl gear and all owners

Harvesters Hary cr aAll
In shore Al sea Total
<60 &0~ >124 <60 80— <60 &0~ >124
124 124 124
C.Gult
Total gf.
1880 20 41 2 . 3 20 50 4 74 28 102
188l ety 50 3 1 5 21 62 8 g3 33 122
1882 34 51 i . . 34 58 y 54 23 17
Flatfish
1899 5 28 1 . 2 5 36 2 43 26 69
1891 5 23 . - 5 5 33 . 38 29 67
1882 3 33 1 . . 5 38 1 44 23 a7
orther gf.
1880 3 5 . . - 1 8 . 5 25 34
1891 . 5 - . 1 . 8 . 8 30 38
1882 . 12 . . . . i4 . 14 23 37
racific cod
193540 16 40 2 . 2 by 48 4 68 27 85
1951 20 50 2 . 5 20 62 5 87 28 11§
1982 29 46 1 . . 29 53 2 84 22 106
Pollowck
19840 & 26 2 . 1 & 32 2 4G 27 67
1891 3 24 1 1 4 4 33 1 38 30 58
1542 14 45 1 . 14 51 1 &6 23 89
Rockfish
1980 9 i - . .- g 22 . 31 23 54
1991 4 19 .. 2 4 25 . 29 28 5%
1982 8 27 . " . g 31 . 3s 23 82
B.Gulf
Toval gf.
198¢ 46 3 . - . 46 3 . 45 45
1891 4 i - . 1 4 rd - 8 10 16
i9g82 46 . . . . 46 . . 46 1 47
Flatfish
1980 & 3 . . & 3 k - 9
1851 4 . . . i 4 i . 5 £ 14
1982 3 . . . . 5 . b . 5
Other gf,
1890 3 1 - . . 3 i . 4 . 4
1581 1 . . - - 1 . 1 i0 ii
1882 1 . . - 1 - 1 . 1
Pacific cod
1880 Ei 1 - - . 7 1 . g - 8
igsl 1 i . - . 1 1 . 2 5 K
1882 3 . - . 3 . 3 . 3
Pollock
1580 1 1 . . . 1 i 2 . 2
1841 . . - . - - - . . 9 4
1882 2 . . . . 2 . . 2 . 2
Rockfish
1880 40 1 . . - 40 1 41 . 41
1891 2 . . . 1 2 1 . 3 8 11
1882 41 . . . . 41 . . 41 1 42
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Table 1 continued ~-- Number of vessels.

Trawl gear and Alaska owners

Barvesters Harv cr All
In shore At zea Total
<60 60— >i24 <80 &0- <60 80~ »124
124 124 124
L.Gulf
Total gt. -
issg 17 i8 . . R 17 . 20 x 37 . 37
131 13 iz e 1 i i 15 » 31 22 53
1982 23 ig . . . 21 21 R 42 17 53
Flatfish
13590 4 15 . A 4 17 v 23 . 21
15391 4 8 . - 1 4 11 . 15 24 35
1882 3 14 . . . 3 16 « 18 17 38
Qther gf.
1980 i 4 . ' “ 1 & . ? . ?
i13sl . 3 . .1 . & & 20 26
1382 . 3 . . . . 5 5 17 22
Pacific cod
18%¢C 14 18 . . . i4 20 . 34 . 34
1897 1 12 . - 15 i5 . 20 21 51
1982 i7 i8 . . . 17 21 . 38 18 54
Pollock
1589 5 1a . . . 5 18 . 21 . 21
189} zZ 8 . i 1 3 12 . i5 13 34
1892 4 17 . . . 4 19 " 23 17 40
Rockfish
1530 7 12 . - . 7 14 . 2% . 20
1991 3 6 . . 1 3 9 . 12 20 32
1992 7 13 : ki 15 . 22 ‘k? 33
E.Gulf
Total ¢f.
1530 34 1 . . . 34 1 . a5 . 35
1%9) 4 . . . . 4 . R 4 7 11
1592 31 . . . . 3l . R 31 . 31
Flatfish
1950 | 4 1 . 4 1 5 5
1951 4 . . . . 4 R . 4 & i0
1882 4 . .- . . 4 . 4 4
Other gf. . )
18480 2 1 . . 2 i 3 . 3
1881 1 . . - 1 . . I 7 8
1482 1 . N 1 - - 1 . 1
Pacific cod
195¢ 7 1 . . 7 1 g . 8
1851 1 . i . 1 3 4
14982 3 . . . 3 - 3 . 3
Poliock
1880 1 1 . . . 1 i . 2 2
1991 . . . . . . . . . & &
is32 2 . . . . Z . - 2 2
Rockéish
1880 28 1 . . - 25 i 30 . 30
1831 2 . . . . z x . 2 & g
1882 27 . . . . 2% . - 271 . 27
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Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels.

Trawl gear and ncn—Alaska cwners

Harvesters Harv CP All
In shore At sea Total
<60 60~ >124 <60 80— <60 60- >124
124 124 124
C.Gulf
Total gt.
1950 3 23 2 3 3 30 4 37 28 65
1881 5 38 3 . 4 5 48 6 59 11 70
1992 10 33 1 - . 10 37 2 49 6 55
Flatfish
1990 1 13 1 . 2 1 15 2 22 26 48
1891 1 15 . . 4 1 23 . 24 8 32
1892 . 15 1 . . . 22 1 23 6 29
other gf.
13834 . 1 . . . . 2 . 2 25 27
1991 . 2 . . . . 2 . 2 10 12
1982 9 . . . 9 . ] (] 13
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 1 . . 9 32 2 43 6 49
Pollock
1990 1 12 2 . 1 1 16 2 18 27 46
1991 1 15 1 . 3 1 22 1 24 11 35
1992 7 28 1 . 7 32 1 40 6 46
Rockfish )
1990 2 & . . . 2 8 . 10 23 33
1991 1 13 . - 1 1 16 . 17 8 25
1992 . 14 . . . . 1€ . i6 8§ 22
E.Gulf
Total gf.
1990 12 2 . . - 12 2 . 14 . 14
1991 . 1 . . 1 . 2 . 2 3 C)
1882 14 . . . . 14 . . 14 1 15
Flatfish
1990 2 2 . . 8 2 2 . 4 4
1891 . . . . 1 . 1 . 1 3 4
1992 1 . . . . 1l . . 1 1
Other gf.
1930 1 . . . . 1 . . 1 . 1
19951 . . . . . . . . . 3 3
1982 . . . - - . . . . . .
Pacific cod
1580 . . . . . . . . . . .
1891 . 1 . . . . 1 . 1 2 3
1892 . . . . . . . . . . .
Pollock
1990 . . . . . . . . . . .
1331 . . . . . . . . . 3 3
19352 . . . . - . . . . . .
Rockfish
1390 11 . . . . 1 . . 11 . 11
1991 . . . . 1 . 1 . 1 2 3
1592 13 . . . . 13 . . 13 1 14
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Tahle 1 continued —--~ Number of vesssls.

Other gear and all owners

C.Gulf
Total
18580
1851
1992
Flatfish
18890
19%1
1592
Other gf.
1890
19581
19882
Pacific cod
18840
1881
1392
Pellock
1880
1851
1882
Rockfish
1330
1591
1892

gf.

E.GulL
Total gf.
i9%0
1381
18582
Flatfish
1850
15871
1552
Other gf.
19%0
1551
1982
Pacific cod
18907
1951
1352
Pollock
15807
1931
1832
Rockfish
1830
1891
i982

<&6q

311
408
443

2

1

5

2

8

7
181
287
324
23
iz
c3:
1538

218
278

728
752
735

18
12

467
4355

TA12

LE I T

. 482

544
488

In share
60~ »124
124

638
71
191

a4

PO

33 4
44 .
€3 1

45 1
44
33

45 <
46 1
33 .

42

43 .

FrCURRENTLICLIMIT\DOCWWIPENDIX, TWO

Harvesters
L sea
<50 60—

124

<60

311
408
443

(€10 L N

~) W

151
287

324

25
12
39

'15%

Zle
278

728
782

735

R A

i8

12

467
455
512

482
544
466

Toxtal
80~ »124
124~
89 2
71 .
101 1
33 2
34 -
€3 i
P .
2
5
4% 1
44 .
55
45 .
48 i
58
1 .
1 .
]’l -
8 .
14 1
23 .
42 .
is .
48 .

Harv

382
4789
545

L0 S ]

i T a3

228
331
388

27
14
44

205
262
1337

774
833
7584

W N

19
12
4735

487
535

iR

524
583
515

Septarnber 7, 1994 {8:43am)

ol

22
15
32

i€
i1
23
11

24

i3
11

21

IRYIN

404
494
577

0% S £h

13
13
38

237
337
412

30
16
54

224
273
354

778
850
796

LI SF <

18
18
12

47§
487
336

LY R LY

528
592
516-


http:ot:"'l.er

Table I continued —— Number of vessals.

Cther gear and Alaska ocwners

Harvesters Harv P ALl
in shore At sez Total
«E0 B0~ »>i24 <L£60 60—~ <B0 B0~ »124
124 124 124
cC.eulst
Total gf.
1880 237 42 . . . 237 42 . 278 & 283
1991 343 40 . . . 343 40 . 383 12 398
1852 362 35 1 . . 382 55 1 41is 18 43¢
Flatfish
198¢ 2 - . . . 2 . . 2 1 3
1392 1 . - . . 1 . 1 3 4
1882 5 . . . . 5 . . 5 & 11
other gf.
183840 3 . . - . 3 . - 2 5 g
138y & . . - . 5 . . & 3 13
1932 7 P . . . 7 . R 7 17 24
Pacific cod
1930 183 25 . . . 163 25 . l8s 3 151
1991 263 29 . . . 283 2% . 292 4 293¢
1882 285 43 1 . . 285 43 1 323 13 342
Follock
1830 28 i . . . 25 i . 26 1 27
1891 iz 1 . . . iz . 1 . 13 2 15
15892 27 1 . . . 27 I . 38 & 44
Rockfish
1980 105 25 . . . 105 25 . 130 € 136
1991 168 22 . . . 1leé8 22 . LSn g 198
1982 213 24 . . . 213 24 . 237 13 25¢
B.Gulf
Total gf.
1690 617 23 . . . 8l7 23 . &40 2 BA2
1991 651 23 . . . 651 23 . 874 3 683
1592 613 30 . . . 813 30 . €43 . B43
Flatfish
1380 3 . . . . 3 . . 3 3
1881 2 B} . . . 2 . . 2 2
1892 4 . . . . 4 . . 4 . 4
Other gf.
19390 18 1 . . . 18 L . 19 . 19
1331 7 . ] . . 7 . . 7 8 15
19352 11 . . . . i1 - . 11 . 13
Pacliic cod
1890 416 7 . . . 4ls 7 R 423 1 424
1491 4083 8 . . . 409 8 . 417 . 417
1982 454 16 . 454 16 . 470 . 470
Pollook
18590 3 - 3 . 3 . 3
1581 5 . . S . . 5 5
18952 5 . . . 5 . 5 . 5
Rockfish
T183%0 383 20 . . . 393 20 . 413 2 415
1231 426 pR:] . . . 426 i8 . 444 T 451
1892 ic4 22 . R . 364 22 . 388 . 386
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Table 1 continued -- Number of vessels.

Other gear and non-Alaska owWners

Harvesters Harv cP AIl
Iin shore At ses Total
<E0 G0~ »124 <60 60~ <&0 60~ >124
124 124 124
C.Gult
Teral gf.
1990 74 27 2 . . 74 27 2 103 ig 119
1881 &5 31 . . . 65 31 . 96 3 89
1882 76 46 . . . 78 46 . 122 14 13s8
Flatfish
1980 . . . . . . . . . 3 K
1851 . . . . .. . . . . . .
1892 . . . . N . . . . 5 5
Other gf.
19890 . . . . . . . . . 11 i1
1981 2 . . . . 2 . . s 2 4
1882 . . . . . . . . . 12 12
Pacific cod .
13390C 28 g 2 . . 28 8 2 33 g 46
189) - 24 15 . . . 24 13 . 39 2 41
1g82 36 20 . . . 3a 20 . 56 11 &7
Polliock
1850 - 1 . . . . 1 . 1 2 3
1891 . 1 . . . . i i 1
1892 2 4 . . . 2 4 & 4 10
Rockfish
1530 54 20 1 . . 54 20 13 T5 13 g8
1581 540 22 . . . 50 22 . 72 3 75
1982 83 ., 33 . . . 83 35 . 98 8 108
E.Gulf
Total gf.
15389 112 22 - . . 112 22 - 134 2 136
1991 141 23 i . - 141 23 1 165 2 187
1392 107 29 . - . lo7 28 . 138 2 138
FTlatfish
1880 ) 2 1 . . . pa 1 . 3 . 3
1881 . . . . . . ' . . . .
1592 Y . . . . 1 . . i . 1
OGther gf.
1830 ' . . . . . . . . . .
19591 1 1 . . . i 1 . 2 1 3
1922 1 . . i . 1 . . 1 . 1 ‘
Pacific cod
1880 51 1 . . . 51 1 . 52 . 52
189} 45 3 1 . . 46 3 1 &9 . 50
lag2 50 ? - 50 7 . 57 1 58
Pollock
1880 1 . . . . 1 . 1 1
19%1 1 . . . . 1 1 1
188z i . . . . . . . .
Rockfish
19580 8% 22 . . . B89 22 .11 2 113
1991 118 23 - . . 118 21 . 139 2 141
1892 94 27 . . . 94 27 . 121 i 122
Source: Data sei prepared by council staff.
Note: Totals in these tables are not indicative of erossover within a

category since the total includes the upknowns of that category.
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Table 2 —— Number of vessels catchihg c¢rab in the BSAI by residence, vessel type, area, species
and year, 1990-92.

BEny Residence Alaska Other states
Harvester Harv CP ALl Harvester Harv cPp  All Harvester Harv CP hli
<60 60~ >124 <60 60~ »124 <60 60~ >124
124 124 : 124
Crab BSAI
Tot. spec.
1880 16 156 43 25% 21 277 9 82 & 97 4 101 T 114 37 198 1T 176
1891 7 239 60 306 20 Az 3 91 12 108 4 110 4 148 48 200 g 217
19492 T 239 60 306 20 321 3 91 12 106 4 110 4 148 48 200 16 217
Tan. areasg
Tot. spec.
19450 153 188 39 242 1% 281 # 77 & 91 4 95 T 111 33 151 15 168
1961 5 231 57 2493 20 313 2 86 12 100 4 104 3 145 45 143 16 208
1942 5 231 57 283 20 313 2 g4& 12 100 4 154 3 145 4% 193 16 209
Bairdi
19380 14 187 3% 240 19 259 B 77 6 81 4 95 6 110 33 149 1% 164
1981 3 239 51 290 20 20 2 g5 12 59 4 103 1 145 45 141 16 247
1982 3 230 57T 290 20 3190 2 85 12 993 4 103 1 145 45 151 16 207
opllio
19990 1 13¢ 32 1le3 17 180 . 45 5 50 3 53 1 85 27 113 14 127
1991 2 174 5% 231 19 250 . 61 11 12 3 75 2 113 44 159 16 1715
1992 2 174 5% 231 18 25%0 . 61 11 12 3 75 2 113 44 159 16 175
£.Aleutians
Tol. spec.
158940 g 2 . 10 1 11 7 1 . 8§ . 8 i 1 . 2 1 3
1891 2 5 7 " 7 2 1 3 3 . 4 . 4 R 4
1592 2 8 . 7 . 7 2 1 . 3 3 4 . 4 . 4
Bairal
1930 g8 2 . 10 1 11 7 1 2 8 1 1 . 2 1 3
1981 2 5 . 1 7 2 1 . 3 . 3 . 4 . 4 4
1942 2z 5 7 7 2 1 3 3 . 4 . 4 4
opllio
1981 . 3 . 3 . 3 . . . . . . . 3 . 3 . 3
1992 . 3 . 3 . 3 . . . . . . . 3 . ! . 3
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Takle 2 continued ~- Humber of vessels.

W.Aleutians
Tol.. spec.

19450

1891

issz
Bairdi

133G

19393

1892
Opilio

1951

1952

W.Bering
Tet. spec.
1850
1891
i992
Bairdi
1999
1991
1892
Opilio
1990
1849}
1582

E.Bering
Tot. spec.
199¢
1991
1992
Bairdi
1880
ig81
1892
Opilieo
193¢

Any Residence
Harv

Harvester
6O~ >124
124

4

4

2

2
2 .
S 2 .
143 34
7 23
17 21
g 3
133 11
[ 11
103 30
17 23
i7 23
188 is
23D 57
230 57
187 33
229 57
22% 57
122 31

Wt

LA S

134
40
40

11
17

134
40
40

229
280
250

228
287
287

183

FAMCURREN TLICLIMIT\DOCWPPENDIN. TWO

cp

16
13
13

16
13
13

18
28
20

18
20

17

ALl

[E=S "

BN

150
53
53

15
19
19

150
53
53

241
319
3:0

246
307
307

170

Alaska

Harvester Harv

60~ »124
124

2 . 2

2 2

)3 . 1

1 i

1 1

1 1

31 4 35

3 2 7

5 2 ¥

3 . 3

4 2 )

4 2 &

i3 4 35

5 2 7

2 2 7

11 6 84
85 12 a7
B5 12 97

11 6 84
84 12 96

44 5 48

cCP All
2

2

1

1

. 1
1

2 37
1 g
1 8
. 3
. 6
N 6
A 37
1 8
1 H
4 88
4 101
4 101
4 g8
4 109
4 160
3 52

Other states

Harvester
«<gh £0~ »124
124
4 "
. 2
2 .
4 .
1
1
1
. 1-
1 12 26
.- 12 21
. 12 21
. 5 3
. 2 g
. 2 )
i 2 26
" 12 21
. 12 21
i 111 33
3 145 45
3 14% 15
1 110 33
1 145 15
1 14% 45
18 26

September 7, 1994 {8:43am)

Harv

B he o

Laall oo

98
33
33

11
11

98
33
33

145
193
183

144
191
151

104

cP

14
12
12

N

14
12
i2

14
16
16

14
16
16

14

A1l

[ N e

ey

113
45
45

iz
13
13

113
45
45

159
208
209

158
207
207

118



1861 2 114 55 231 19 250 . &1 11 T2 3 15 2 113 44 159 16 175
1992 2 1174 535 231 1% 250 . 61 11 12 3 15 2 113 44 159 16 175
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Table 2 continued ~~ Number of vessels.

King areas
Tot, spec.
1990
1991
1942
Blue king
1990
1991
1992
Brown
1940
1841
14892
Red king
1880
1581
1592

king

Bristol
Tok. spec.
1990
1991
1992
Red king
1980
1981
1992

Any Residence

Hlarvester

PR =

Ny =

124

19¢
229
228

17
133
133

8]

188
224
224

187
216
216

187
216
216

<60 &0~ >124

490
55
35

10
a5
35

10
106
10

37
49
45

36
i8
48

36
4%
48

Harv

231
286
486

21
168
168

25
19
19

227
273
275

224
26€
266

224
266
266

FACURRENTLICLIMITIDOCAPPENDIL TWO

A

20
14
14

o oy B

18
14
14

16
13
13

16
13
i3

All

252
301
30y

3
15
175

31
19
13

246
280
290

24¢
280
280

240
280
280

Alaska
Harvester Harv
<60 60—~ »124
124

1 17 & 84
1 86 it 314
1 86 11 ag
& 1 gl

41 b3 50

41 G 50

4 4

3 3

. 3 3
i 11 G B4
1 g6 11 98
i 86 11 58
i 75 & g2
1 g3 11 a5
1 83 1l a5
1 15 6 B2
1 83 11 9%
3 B3 11 95

34

cp

[ -

) e

o

W de aby

==

B8
102
162

52
52

L o

g8
102
102

Bé
93
53

B6
95
929

Other states

Harvestey Harv
<60 60- »>124

124

. 113 34 147

1 143 44 188

1 143 44 iB8

. 11 4 20

92 26 118

92 26 118

. 11 10 21

& 16 16

6 10 16

. 112 31 143

1 138 38 177

1 138 s 177

. 112 36 142

1 133 37 11

1 133 31 171

. 112 30 142

1 133 37 1m.

1 133 37 171

September 7, 1994 (B:d3am})

cp

1le
19
10

b s i

14
10
10

All

164
199
199

23
123
123

27
1la
16

158
l88
1%:1:]

154
181
181

154
it

C 181



Table 2 cvontinued -- MNumber of vessels,

Any Residence
Harvester Harv Cp

60~ >124
124
puteh
Tot. spec.
19390 6 14 3
1991 3 7 10
1982 3 7 10
Brown king
1990 8 6 14 3
1991 3 7 10 .
1592 3 7 10 )
pribilof
Tot., spec.
1931 1 1 2 .
1992 1 1 2 .
Brown king
1991 . 1 1 .
1992 . 1 1 .
Red king
1892 1 . 1 .
1892 1 , 1
hdak
Tot.. spec.
1890 15 11 26 4
18381 16 8 25 1
19852 lg g 25 1
Brown king
1530 14 10 24 3
1891 8 9 17
1992 B 9 17
Red king
1890 5 2 7 2
1981 10 1 11 1
1982 10 1 11 1
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Alaska

Other states

Rll Harv Harv All Harvester Harv CP

17
10
10

17
10
19

fud ot

390
28
286

27
17
17

12
12

B~
124

e e

-

W L B

35

P

s p

Fub IR MY da s

L fo B2

60~ »124
124

1 7 & 13 3
1 2 1 9 .
1 2 7 g .
1 7 & 13 3
1 2 ? 9 .
i 2 7 9 .
1 . 1 1 .
1 . 1 1 .
. . 1 1

. . 1 1 .
1 . . . .
1 .

4 i1 11 22 4
1 12 3 21 1
4 12 g 21 1
4 10 10 20 3
2 6 9 15 .
2 6 9 15 .
2 3 2 o 2
3 7 1 8 1
3 7 1 8 1

September 7, 1994 (8:43am)

nll

26
22
22

23
15

W wd



Table 2 continued ~- Number of vessels.

Any Residence Alaska Other dgtates
flarvester Harv CP All Harvester Harv Cp All Harvester Harv CP All
G0~ »124 60- »124 60- >124
124 124 124
St.Matthew
Tot., spec. '
1890 17 10 27 q 31 6 i 7 1 8 11 9 20 3 23
199 133 35 168 & 174 11 3. 5@ 2 52 92 26 118 4 122
1982 133 15 1le8 6 174 41 8 50 2 52 92 26 118 4 122
Blue king
1880 17 i0 21 1 31 6 1 1 1 8 11 g 20 3 23
19851 133 a5 168 6 174 41 9 5¢ 2 52 92 26 118 4 122
1992 133 a5 168 6 174 41 9 50 2 32 9z 26 118 4 122
Norton
Tot. sped, .
1990 . . . . 1 . . . . . . . 1
1951 . . . . 1 . . . . ; . . H
1592 . . . . 1 . . . . ] . . . 1
Red king
1980 : . . . . 1 . . } . ' . . N 1
1881 . . . ; i3 . . . . . . . 1
1892 . . . . 1 . . . . . . . . 1
St.Lawrence
Tot. spec.
1881 . . . . 1 . . . . . 1
1992 . . 1 ‘ . . ' . . 1
Blue king
1891 N . . . 1 . . . 1
19%2 . . . . 1 ‘ . . . . . 1
Source: Data set prepared by councll staff.
Note: Tatals in these tables are not indicative of crossover within a category aince 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, residence, vessel type and area
for the year 1952.

Rll 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
<10,000 9357 73 4 . . 987 73 4 1074 4 1078
<20,000 1082 893 5 1092 93 5 1180 4 1194
<30, 000 1134 103 5 . . 1134 103 5 1242 4 1246
<40,000 1186 109 6 . . 1186 109 6 1301 4 1305
<5Q0,000 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 1265 122 6 1397 5 1402
<80, 000 1281 124 6 1291 124 6 1421 7 1428
<380, 000 1304 127 6 1304 127 6 1437 8 144S
<100,000 1309 129 6 . . . 1308 129 7 1445 9 1454
Any weight 1430 275 19 4 1le 1 1434 305 28 1767 149 1918
BSAI
<10¢,000 45 26 3 45 26 3 74 1 76
<20,000 56 34 3 56 34 3 93 1 85
<30,000 63 38 3 63 38 3 104 1 106
<40,000 67 41 4 . . . &7 41 4 112 1 114
<50, 000 68 46 4 . . . 68 46 4 118 2 121
<e0,000 70 47 4 . . . 70 47 14 121 2 124
<70,000 72 48 4 . . . 72 48 4 124 3 128
<80, 000 72 49 4 . . 72 49 4 125 4 130
<80, 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 1 84 159 25 2€8 139 409
Gulf
<149, 000 9392 74 3 992 74 3 10868 7 1076
<20, 000 10886 g2 4 . . 1086 82 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
<50,0600 1202 10e¢ 4 1202 106 4 1312 10 1322
<el, 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
<30, 000 1284 119 4 . . . 1284 118 4 1407 17 1424
<100, 000 1289 119 4 . . 1283 - 119 4 1412 19 1431
Any weight 1404 241 g 2 . 1404 256 le 1676 93 1770
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Table 3 contipnued -~ Cumulative number of vessels.

All gear and Alaska owners

Harvesters Harv cPp All
In shore AL sea Total
<50 B0~ »124 <80 60~ D124 <80 80~ >124
124 124 124
ALl Alaska
<1G, 000 g2 43 . . . . 828 43 - 873 2 875
<26, 000 5049 52 - . . . 903 52 - 8963 2 965
<3G, 000 547 54 . . - . 847 354 . 1003 2 1005
<40, 000 891 53 . . . . 89l L . 1082 2 1054
<34, 040 1015 6l . . T . 3015 61 . 1078 2 1080
<64, 000 10490 &3 « . . . 10490 63 . 1105 2 1147
<7G,000 ipel £5 . S . . 1081 £5 . 1128 21 0
<80, 00 1083 66 . . . . 10683 6 . 1151 4 1135
<54, 000 14694 68 . . . . 1084 &8 . 1164 4 1168
<10G, 000 1098 68 . . " . 10938 68 . 1168 4 1172
Any weight 1187 12§ 3 q 4 . 1201 136 5 1342 B4 1426
BSAI '
<10, 000 32 7] - . . . 32 [ . 3B 1 3s
<2, 0040 40 g . . . . 4q g . 48 1 49
<30,000 45 8 . ' . . 45 g 532 1 534
<40, 000 447 9 . . . " 47 g . S5e 1 57
<50,000 43 10 . . . P 48 1o . 38 2 &0
<&6{, 000 . 43 190 . . T e 49 1o . 28 2 al
<73,000 49 10 . " " P 49 10 . 59 2 8l
<80, 000 49 1a . v . . 49 1o . 59 2 &l
<830, 000 43 10 - . p " 45 ia . 39 2 61
<100, 000 43 10 . . . . 49 io i 59 2 &1
Any weight 53 28 X 4 - N 55 kL 3 88 78 174
Gulf
<14, 000 822 46 . . . . B2z 48 . 889 3 872
<20,0060 302 53 . . P . 802 B2 « 857 4 861
<30,000 3% 55 . . ) . 833 5§ . 837 5 1002
<40, 000 . 878 5% . . . B 55 . 1040 € 103486
<50, 800 100¢ 62 . . . . 1008 82 . 1070 & 1078
<&4, 000 1628 &4 . N . . 1DzZs 4 . 10835 & 1101
<7§, 000 1048 68 . . . . 1048 €8 . 1117 & 1123
<80, 000 1870 67 . . . . 1070 €7 . Li3s8 10 1149
<494, 600 1081 Tl . . . . 1081 E . 1154 1l 11653
<100, 800 1¢8s 71 . . . . 1085 71 . 1158 12 1170
Any weight 1181 123 pos . . . 1181 128 2 1311 85 1366
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Table 3 continued ~- Cumulative number of vessals.

All gear and non-Alaska owners

Harvesters Hary cp ALl
in shere At sea Total
<62 60- 124 <60 60~ >124 <80 60~ >124
124 124 124
- ALY Alaska

<10, 000 148 30 3 . . . l4s 30 3 1is1 2 183
L20,006 1861 43 3 . . . 161 41 3 205 2 267
<320,000 165% 49 3 . . . 1€5 49 3 217 2 219
<44, 000 172 30 4 . . . 172 50 4 228 2 228
<549, 000 174 54 4 . . . 174 54 4 232 2 234
<60,000 177 57 4 . . . 177 57 4 238 2 240
<70, 0006 180 57 4 . . . 180 27 4 241 3 244
<80, 000 180 58 4 . . 1BO 58 4 24z 3 245
<80, 000 182 5% 4 . . - igz 55 4 245 4 2458
<100, 000 182 &1 4 . . . lsz 6l 5 248 5 283
Any weight 200 149 16 12 1 269 170 25 2385 63 485

BSAT
<10,Q000 12 20 3 - . . 12 20 3 35 . 35
20,000 15 28 3 . R . 135 26 3 44 . 44
<320, 000 17 30 3 . . - 17 320 3 50 . 50
<40,000 19 3z 4 . . . 18 32 4 55 . 55
<50, 000 18 38 4 . . . 19 36 4 58 . A9
<60, 000 18 37 4 . . . i9 37 4 &0 . &0
<70, 000 20 38 4 . . . 20 ig 4 6z 1 53
<EG, 000 - 20 s 4 . . . 2C 338 4 63 2 6%
<90,000 20 40 4 .. . . 20 40 4 84 2 86
<106, 000 20 43 4 . . . 20 41 4 g5 2 &7
Eny weight 23 101 18 . 12 1 23 122 24 169 &5 233%

Gulf
<10, 000 148 28 27 . . « 148 28 2 178 4 183
<20, 000 162 39 2 . . . 152 39 2 203 4 2407
<30, 000 184 41 2 . . 184 41 2 207 4 211
<44,000 174 42 2 . . . 10 42 2 214 4 218
<50,000 170 44 2 . . . 176 44 2 216 4 22¢
<80, 9060 173 45 2 . . . 173 46 2 221 5 22¢
<78, 090 175 47 2 . . 175 47 2 224 5 229
<84, 000 175 42 p . - ' 175 48 2 223 5 230
<50, 000 177 48 2 . . . 177 48 2 227 6 233
<107, 000 117 48 2 . v . 117 43 2z 227 T 234
Any weight 18% 118 7 . 2 . 185 124 14 337 38 375

I
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mable 3 continued -~- cumulative number of yessels.

- Trawl gesar and all owners

Haprvesters Harv cP ALl
In shore At sea Total
<60 6H- >124 <60 €0~ >124 <80 60~ »124
124 124 124
. ALl Alaska

<1G, 200 51 . . . . . 51 . . 5t 2 53
<20,4000 52 N . . . - 52 . . 52 2 54
<30,000 53 - . . . . 53 . . 53 2 55
<40, Cog 53 . . . . . 53 . . 53 2 58
<50,000 L1 . . . . - 58 . i 56 2 58
<64, 000 3 . . . . - 58 . . 58 2 &0
<1G,000 59 . . . . - 59 . . 53 3 62
<80, 000 %9 . . . . - 53 . . 54 3 62
<80, 000 80 . . . . . 60 . . 60 3 63
<100, 000 81 . . . . . 61 . . 61 3 64
Any welight 55 77 5 4 16 . 103 102 le 221 &1 283

BEATL
<16G,000 2 . 2 . . 2 1 3
<24,000 2 . - Z . . V4 1 3
<30, 000 3 . - 3 . 3 1 4
<40, 000 3 . . . . 3 . 3 L 4
<50, 000 3 . . . 3 . 3 1 4
<60, 000 4 1 - . 4 1 . 5 1 &
<70,000 5 1 . 5 1 - 6 P g
<80, 000 5 i . . . 5 L & 2 8
<90, 000 - 5 1 . . - 5 1 & 2 8
<100, 00C 5 1 . . . - 5 1 - & Z 8
Bny weight 11 5% 9 4 16 . 15 g0 ig 111 5% 17%

Gulf
<14,000 50 . - . . . 5C . . 50 1 51
<20,000 81 . . . . . 51 . . 51 1 52
<3¢, Ca0 82 . - . . 52 . . 52 1 53
<44, GO 52 . . . . 52 . . 52 kN 53
<53, 000 55 1 . . - . 5% 1 . 56 1 5%
<&8,000 56 1 . . . . 58 1 . 57 1 58
<70,000 56 1 . . 56 1 57 b sS4
<80, 000 56 i . . . . 56 1 - 57 1 X
<80, 0600 57 3 . . " 57 kX 58 1 59
, €100, 000 58 1 . . . 58 1 . 5% 2 6l
Any weight §3 65 . 2 92 80 11 184 37 221
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Tabhle 3 continued -~ Cumulative number of vessels.

Trawl gear and Alaska owners

Harvesters Harv TP ALL
In shore Rt saix Total
<40 60~ >124 <80 &0~ 124 <&U 60- >124
iz24 124 124
ALl Alaska
<10, 06 24 . . . . . 34 . . 34 1 35
226,000 34 . . . . . 34 . . 34 1 35
<34,008 3= . . . - . 35 . - 35 i 38
<Ag, 000 3s . . . . . 35 . . 3s 1 38
<30, 000 35 . . . - . 36 . . 35 i 37
<60, Q00 38 . . . . .- 38 . . 38 e 37
<70, 060 3¢ . . . . . 36 . . 38 i 37
<HO, Q08 28 . . . . . 36 . . a8 i 27
<80, 000 37 . . . . . 37 . . 37 1 38
<100, 000 37 . . . . . 37 . . 37 1 38
Any welght 80 18 . 4 4 . €4 28 2 34 35 128
BSAI
<10,Q00 2 . . . . 2 . . 2 1 3
<20, 000 2 . . . 2 . . 2 i 3
<30, 000 3 . . . 3 . . 3 i 4
<40,000 3 . - . 3 . . 3 1 4
<50, 000 3 . . . 3 . . 3 1 4
<&0, 000 3 . . 3 . . 3 1 4
<74, 000 3 . . . - 3 . . 3 i 4
<80, 000 3 . . - 3 . . 3 i 4
<90, 000 3 : 3 . . 2 1 4
<100, 000 3 . . 3 . . 3 1 4
hAny weight 3 ) . 4 4 . 7 18 2 27 35 g2
Gulf
<£10,000 33 . . . . . 33 . . 33 . 33
«20,000 33 . . . . . 33 - . 33 . 33
€30G,000 34 . . . . . 34 - . 34 . 34
<40, 000 34 . . . . . 34 . . 34 . 34
<50, 000 35 1 . . . 35 1 . 36 . 36
<EQ, 000 3z 1 35 1 36 . 3é
<TI0, 200 35 1 35 1 36 . i
<80, 300 35 1l 35 1 38 . 36
<934, 000 36 1 . 36 1 37 . 37
<100, 500 36 1 . 36 L . 37 1 38
Any weight 5% 19 . 55 23 . 82 23 145
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Table 3 continued -~ Cumulative number of vessesls,

Trawl gear and non-Rlaska owners

Barvesters Harv cp ALl
In shore AL sea Total
<E0 60~ 124 <80 ©0- »>124 <60 &0- >124
124 124 124
All nlaska
<10,000 14 . . . . . 14 . . 14 1 15
<20,000 14 . . . . . 14 . . 14 i 15
<30, 000 14 . . . . . 14 . . 14 1 15
<44,0Q00 14 . . - . . 14 . . 14 1 i5
<53, G0% 14 . . . . . 14 . . 14 i 15
<63, 000 15 . . . . . i5 . . 15 1 16
<79, 008 1% . . . . . 15 . . 15 2 17
<83, 000 15 . . . . . 15 . . 15 2 17
<%0,000 15 . . . . . 15 . . 15 z 17
<106, 000 i5 . . - . . 15 . . i5 2 17
Any weight 28 58 5 - iz . 26 75 16 117 30 148
BSAI
<14, 000 . . N « . . . . . . .
<24,0400 . . . . . . . . . . .
<30, 0040 - . - . . . . - . .
<43, 809 . . " . . . . . - . - .
<50, 000 . . . . . . . . . .
<&, 009 . 1 . . . . i . 1 . 1
<70, 400 R 1 , . . 1 . 1 I z
<80, 00C . 1 . . . N 3 . i 1 2
<80, 000 1 . . - - i . i 1 2
<1G0,0Q00 . 1 . . " . . 1 . 1 1 2
Any weight 3 46 g - 12 . 3 83 1€ 82 28 11z
Gulf
<1¢,000 14 . . . . . 14 . . 14 1 135
<23, 000 14 . . . . ) 14 . . 14 1 15
<30, 500 14 . . . <. . 14 . . 14 1 15
<43, 8640 14 . . . . . 14 . . 14 1 15
<53, 000 14 . . . . . 14 . ' 14 1 15
<54, 000 15 . . . . . 15 . . 1% 1l 16
<70,000 15 . . . . . 13 . . 15 1 is
<84, 000 15 . . . . . 13 . . i5 i i6
<80, 000 15 ; . . . .13 . .15 1 16
<100,000 15 P . . . . 15 . .13 1 18
Any welight 28 .34 4 . 2 . 26 57 il 84 i4 148

EMCURRENTLICLIMIT' DOOAPPENDIX. TWO 42 September 7, 1994 (8:43am)



Table 3 continuved -- Cumulative number of vessels.

¢Cther gear and all owners

Harvesters Harv CP All
In shore AL Sea Total
<60 60~ >124 <60 60- >124 <&0 60—~ >124
124 124 124
- All Rlaska

<10,000 862 68 3 862 68 3 833 2 935
<20,000 941 87 4 . 941 87 4 1032 2 1034
<30, 000 974 86 4 . 974 96 4 1074 2 1076
<40,000 1014 102 5 1014 102 S 1121 2 1123
<50, 000 1034 107 5 1034 107 5 1l4e 2 1148
<60, 000 1056 112 5 . 10586 112 5 1173 2 1175
<70,000 1070 114 5 . 1070 114 5 1isg9 2 1151
<80, 000 1087 1ils 5 . 1087 118 5 1208 4 1212
<90, 000 1088 119 5 . 1038 118 5 1222 5 1227
<100,000 1100 120 5 . 1100 120 6 1226 6 1232
Any weight 1139 154 g 1 1139 154 10 1303 68 1371

BSAI
<10,000 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 27 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,Q000 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 ) 1 s7 54 7 118 €61 178

Gulf
<1g, 000 855 70 . . . . BS55 70 . 927 6 933
<20,Q00 931 g7 . . . . 931 87 . 1021 7 1028
<30,000 963 91 . . . . 963 91 . 1057 8 1065
<40, 000 899 95 . . . . 9938 95 . 1097 9 1106
<5G, 000 1021 99 . . . . 1021 99 . 1123 9 1132
<60,000 1041 103 . . . . 1041 103 . 1147 10 1157
<70,000 1053 105 . . . . 1053 105 . 1161 10 1171
<80,000 1069 107 . . . . 1089 107 . 1179 13 1192
<50,000 1080 109 . . . . 1080C 109 . 1192 1s 1207
<140, 000 19082 108 . . . . 1082 109 . 1194 16 1210
Any weight 1120 131 3 . . . 1120 131 3 1254 41 1295
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Tahle 3 continued — Cumulative number of vessels,

Cther gear and Alaska owners

Harvesters Harv P ALl
In shore Al sea Total
<67 60~ »>124 <88 60~ >124 <60 £0- >124
124 124 124
All alasks
<18, 000 717 40 e . . e 40 . 138 1 789
<20, 000 782 48 . . . . 782 48 . 832 i B33
<3Q,4a00 - 11 49 . . . . 81z 45 . 882 1 863
<40, 000 843 54 . . . . . 843 54 -, 888 1 340
<50, 0440 861 56 . PO . B8l 55 . Bi% 1 820
<EG, 460 g81 58 . . - . BBi 58 . 541 i 8542
<70, 0G0 852 &0 . . . . B3z &0 . 854 1 855
<80, 4aa 209 &1 . . . P 15 81 . 972 3 875
<80, 000 818 £3 . . . - 9lg 63 . B&3 3 98e
<109, 300 326 &2 . . . . B20 63 . 985 3 %988
any weight- 954 78 3 . . . Bi4 78 3 1035 34 1969
BSAI
<10, 000 : 28 4 . - . . 26 4 . 30 . 30
<24,060 31 5 . . C . . 31 5 . 36 . 36
<30, 000 33 5 . .. 33 5 . 38 . 38
<46, 000 35 6 - 33 & . 41 " 41
<50, 000 36 7 . 3e 7 . 43 1 44
<60, 300 _ 37 7 . . . . 37 7 . 44 b 45
<70,000 37 7 . - . . 37 7 . 44 1 45
<80, Q00 37 7 - . . 37 7 . 44 i 45
284,000 37 7 - . . 37 7 - 44 1 45
<100, 000 37 7 - . . P 27 7 . 44 1 45
Any weight 37 10 1 . . - 37 10 1 48 29 77
Gul?
<10, 000 “i08 44 . . . © . 708 44 . 753 3 s8¢
<20, 000 772 50 . . . . T2 50 . B24 4 828
<30, 000 BO2 52 . . - . Boz2 52 . 8356 5 B6)
<44,000 B3l 55 . . . . 831 55 . 8838 & 894
<50, 400 8s2 57 . . . . 852 57 . 511 & 9517
<&Q, 500 870 5% . . T . 874 55 . 931 & 937
<70,000 880 &l . - . . 880 b1l . 943 & 945
<B4, 000 886 62 . - - . . 89%¢ 62 . 980 4 489
<80, 000 905 64 . . - . 805 64 . 971 .0 88}
<100,000 ) 507 64 . . . <. 807 €4 . 973 Lo 9832
Any weight 940 78 2 . . . 8B40 TE 2 1018 21 1038
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Table 2 continued -- Cumulative pumber of vessels.

Gther gear and nen~Alaska owners

Harvesters Harv TP ARlLL
In shore At sea Tatal
<50 60~ >124 <60 60~ 124 <60 &0~ >124
124 124 124
All ARlaska
<10, 000 128 28 . . . . 128 28 2 158 1 1538
<20, 000 141 39 . . . . L4l 38 2 182 1 183
<30, 000 145 47 . . . . 143 47 2 194 1 185
<44, 000 152 48 . - - . 152 48 3 203 1 204
<350, 0040 153 51 . . . . 153 51 3 207 1 208
<84, 000 155 54 . . . . 1535 54 3 212 1 213
<740, 000 15g 54 . . - . 158 54 3 215 1 216
<84, 0480 158 53 . . - . 158 55 3 2ié 1 217
<%0, 000 160 56 . . . . 160 BE 3 215 2 221
€100,000 180 57 . . . . 160 57 4 223 3 224
Any weight 165 76 5 . . 1 183 78 7 248 34 282
BSAT
<10,000 12 1z . R . . 12 18 . 23 . 33
<24, 000 13 25 . . . . 15 25 - 42 - 42
<30,000 . Z9 . . . . . 25 . 48 . 48
<40,0800 - 31 . ' . . . 33 . 52 . 52
<50, 000 - 34 . " . . - 34 - 55 . 33
<64, 004 - 34 . . . . . 24 . 55 . 55
<70, 000 . 35 . . . « . 38 . 57 . 57
<80, 000 . 36 . . . . . 38 . 58 1 58
<90, 000 . 37 . . . . R 37 . 59 1 80
Y <100,000 . 37 . . . . P 37 . 59 1 g0
Any weight 19 44 5 . . 1 18 a4 € 69 32 101
Gulf
<1iG, 000 129 26 . . . . 129 26 . 156 3 159
<24,000 141 37 . . . . 14l 37 . 179 3 182
<30, 000 143 3% . . . . 143 39 . 183 3 18é
<40, 000 1439 40 . . . . 149 40 . 190 3 193
<54, 000 143 42 . . . . 1489 42 . 192 3 198
<6, 090G 151 14 . . “ . 151 44 . 18% 4 200
<70, 0060 153 44 R . . . 153 44 . i9s 4 202
<80, 040 153 45 . . - . 152 45 . 1%% 4 203
<$0,000 155 45 R R R . 1835 4% . 201 S 2086
<100, 000 155 45 . . . . 155 45 . 201 € 207
Any weight 160 35 1 . . . 180 S5 1 216 20 238
Source: Data set preparsd by council staff,
MNote: Totals in theses tables are not indicative of crossover within a

category since the total includes the unknowns of that category.
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Table 4 -- Cumulative number of vessels over 11 cateh weight classes (in pounds} catching crab by residence,
vessel type and specles for the year 19892,

Any Residence Alaska Other states
Harvesters Harv CP ALl Harvesters Harv CP  All Harvesters Harv cPp All
<60 60~ »>124 <60 B0- >124 <60 &0~ »124
124 124 . 124
King crab areas
<16, 0G0 15 . 16 . 16 10 . 11 . 11 . ] . 5 . 5
<24, 000 L0 Z 53 . 53 295 . 30 . 30 . 21 2 23 . 23
<30, 000 101 10 113 1 114 53 2 56 . 56 48 8 a7 1 58
<40, 000 137 20 159 7 166 60 4 65 3 68 71 is 34 | 28
<%0, 0060 180 27 208 11 220 T4 7 82 85 166 24 127 B 135
<680,000 204 36 242 11 253 BO 30 93 124 27 152 1e0
<70,0600 213 40 255 13 2¢é8 B3 43 91 130 31 162 171
<80, 800 216 43 261 13 274 B3 - 83 87 1323 34 168 1
<80, 000 214 44 265 13 278 83 94 98 134 34 171 180
<100, 000 221 45 2e8 14 283 83 94 a8 138 35 174 185
Any welght 2 228 85 286 i4 301 1 86 11 a8 4 162 1 143 44 188 10 199 //
Tanner crab areas ) . .
<10, 000 5 .8 . 6 . 3 . 3 ] a3 2 . 3 . 3
<26,000 13 . 14 . 14 . 8 . 8§ N 8 5 . G . 6
<30, 000 3 20 - 23 ‘ 23 1z ’ 13 . 13 B . 16 . 10
<40, 000 28 . 31 . 31 14 ., 15 - 15 14 . 16 . 16
<50, 000 40 ; 43 . 13 19 . 28 . 24 21 . 23 . 23
<60, 000 16 . 50 . 58 21 » 23 - . 23 25 . 27 . 271
<7¢,080 50 1 55 . 55 23 . 25 . 2% 27 1 30 . 30
<80, 0400 52 1 57 . 57 24 . 2§ . 26 28 1 31 . a1
<30, 400 53 1 58 . 58 23 . 27 . 27 ‘28 1 31 . 3
<100, ¢00 53 2 59 . 59 25 i 28 . 28 28 1 31 . 31
Any welght 5 231 57 283 20 313 2 B6 12 160 4 104 3 145 45 193 16 208
Source; Data set prepared by council staff,
Note: Jotals in these tables are not indicative of crossover within a category since the total includes

the unknowns of that category.
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Mearn, minimum and maximum vessel lengths by year, gear

(longline, pot, trawl; other or multiple), mode of
operation {catch for onshore or at-sea processing or

Table S

bOﬁh}t

92.
Yr Gezr Maode
90 Longline Boeth
80 Longline Cnshore
90 Longline Onshore
80 Longline Onshore
90 Longline At-sesa
80 Pot Both
30 Pot Onshore
30 Pot Onshore
30 Pot nshore
30 Pot Ar-sea
90 Trawl Both
50 Trawl Both
90 Trawl Both
9¢ Trawl Onshore
80 Trawl Onshore
90 Trawl Unahore
90 Trawl At-sesn
90 Trawl At-sea
80 Other Onshore
S0 Other Cnshore
90 Multiple Both
80 Multiple Both
90 Multiple Onshore
90 Multiple Onshore
90 Multiple Onshore

and vessel class
harvesting vessel and catcher/processor vessel),

Class
c/p
60-~-124"
<G
»124t
Cc/P
Cc/P
60-1241
<!
>124°
C/P
60-1241
»124°
c/p
60-124"
<git
»>124°
e0=-1247
c/P
<H0!
»124"
e0-124"
<60
601241
<601
»>1z4!

FrCURRENTLICLIMIT DOCAPPENDEL TWO

Mean
78
70
38

134
143
158
g5
43
142
155
84
168
187
a4
is
145
104

186 .

37
150
110

54

80

39
150

47

{<68‘;

Min
48
60
13

134
94
98
58
15

127

154
66

126

147
60
i5

125
86
74
13

15¢

110
54
64
21

134

60-~124"7,

Max
141
114

63
134
180
180
114

54
166
158
125
193
168
132
130
166
122
302

50
150
110

54
122

58
165

>124°

1890-
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Table 5 ==

Yr Gear

91 Longline
91 Longline
91 Longline
81 Longline
31 Pot

81 Pot

81 Pot

91 Pot

81 Pot

81 Pot

91 Trawl

91 Trawl

1 Trawl

891 Trawl

91 Trawl

81 Trawl

91 Trawl

91 Trawl

91 Other

91 Multiple
31 Multiple
91 Multiple
91 Multiple
91 Multiple
91 Multiple
91 Multiple

Continued

Mode
Both
Onshore
Onshore
At-sea
Both
Onshore
Onshore
Onshore
At-sea
At-sesa
Both
Both
Both
gnshore
nshore
Onshore
At-seaz
Abt-sea
Onshore
Both
Both
Both
Onshore
Onshore
Onshore
At-seg

Class
C/P
60-124°
<g0"’
c/7
c/e
60-124"
<60!
>124"
60-124"
C/P
a0-~124"
»>124°
c/P
60~124"
<g0!
»124¢0
60~124"
c/P
<60
60-124"
»124"
C/P
60-124"
<607
>124"
c/p
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Mean
105
£9
38
133
168
g4
47
166
111

[ I &

161
95
179
181
92
48
144
103
225
34
93
126
167

79 .

42
125
144

Min

48
60
14
77
150
60
20
166
111
156
13

165 .

104
60
15

130
84
80
16
66

126
64
60
15

125
94

Max
196
106

59

180

180
124
58

. 1686

111
165
125
193
276
148

58
166
122
376

58
132
126
2770
117

58
125
185

September 7, 1994 (8:43am)



Table 5 =

Yr Gear

92 Lengline
92 Longline
892 Longline
92 Longline
92 Pot

32 Pot

82 Pot

92 Pot

a2 Pot

92 Pot

92 Pot

92 Trawl

82 Trawl

92 Trawl

92 Trawl

82 Trawl

82 Trawl

892 Trawl

92 Trawl

92 Trawl

92 Other

92 Multiple
92 Multiple
92 Multiple
82 Multiple
92 Multiple
92 Multiple

Source:

Continued

Mode
Both
Cnshore
Onshore
At-seg
Both
Both
Onshore
Onshore
Onshore
At-~-sea
At~sea

Both
Beoth
Both
Onshore
Onshore
Cnshore
At-sea
At-sea
tnshore
Both
Both
Onshore
Onshore
Onshore
At-sea

Class
c/?
60-124"
<50
c/Pp
»124°
c/P
60-124"
<60"
»l247
>124°
c/p

e0~124"
>124"
c/p
60-124"
<B0*
»1z24"
60~-124"
c/P
<60
60~-124"
C/P
60-124"
<a0'!
»>124"
C/P

FALURRENDLICLIMITDOCAPPENDIX. TWO

Mean
122
72
40
134
181
162
87
446
148
158
131
187
84
168
171
gl
42
150
104
229
36
98

123 .

80
43
144
166

49

Min
52
5%
14
77

i61
85
60
26

125

158

105

167
73

135

1402
&0
14

125
86
79
18
16
78
60
20

132
82

Data set prepared by council staff.

Max
220
114

58
180
16l
180
123

£9
1686
156
165
167
120
183
276
124

58
180
123
376

54
125
174
124
166
156
236
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Table ©

Yr Gear
80 Pot
S0 Pot
20 Pot
90 Pot

91 Pot
91 Pot
91 Pot
91 Pot

92 Pot
92 Pot
92 Pot
92 Pot

Source:

vessel class (<60',
and catcher/processor vessel), BSAI crab fisheries,

1990-~-92.

Class
60-124"
<601
>124"
C/P

60-124"
<60
>124"
C/P

60-124"
<60"
>124"
C/P
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60-124",

Mean
85
40

152
141

97
46
153
150

97
38
153
153

50

Mean, minimum and maximum vessel lengths by vear, and

>124' harvesting vessel

Min

62
17
104
83

65
46
104
86

65
23
124
B6

Data set prepared by council staff.

Max
125

50
212
180

132

46
212
180

125

46
212
180
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Table 7 Percentage of catch accounted for by the low, mid and top one-third of the vessels by vessel clasgs in
the BSAI and GORA groundfish fisheries, 13892.

{the percents for each gear add to 1060).

3

<&0°* 60-124" »124° c/p
Low Mid Top Low Mid Top Low Mid Top Low Mid Top
BSAX
Groundfish
Longline 3 ) .2 ¢ .1 -~ . . . 4.1 8.1 65.5
Pot . . . .1 1.8 20.7 . . . 10.5 Z1.8 43.5
Trawl L0 .0 .2 1.4 5.1 13.8 1.2 2.7 7.4 7.1 19.9 41.4
Mult. gears .0 0 B Wd 1.3 17.9 . . . 1.8 18.9 56.0
GOR
Grouncdfish
Longline -1 1.3 2.4 .1 -] 6.6 . ’ 1.9 8.6 48.5
rot 1.2 9.3 ag. 6 3.7 16.5 36.%9 » . . «
Trawl LG L3 6.8 3.9 11.3 40.5 . 3.0 6.8 28.2
Other gear 1 4.8 94.5 . . . . .
Mult. gears 0 1.2 25.1 1.1 8.0 35.4 . . 1 4.7 22
{the percents over all gear groups add to 100}.
<a0"* 60-124" >124° c/p
Low Mid Top Low Mid Top .Low Mid Top Low Mid Top
BSAT
Groundfish
Longline .0 L0 .0 .C .0 0 . . . .3 1.7 3.8
Pot . .8 .0 .8 . . . .1 L2 .3
Trawl 4] .6 2 1.2 4.4 11.B 1.0 2.4 6.0 H.1 17.1 35.5
Mult. gears 0 A 1 .0 .1 i.4 , . . 3 1.5 4.4
GOA
Groundfish
Longline L L1 2.5 .0 .0 .5 .1 1 3.8
Pot ¢ .2 8 .1 .2 & . . .
Trawl ¢ .2 4.7 2.1 7.8 27.7 . . 2.0 4.6 +9.3
Other gear ¢ .0 1 . - . .
Mult. gears G .3 5.5 .2 1.7 1.7 . . 4 1.0 5.0
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Table 7 Continued,

Note: The differences in the percentage of cateh 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 ocour 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 8.7% {13.8% - 5.1%}.
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Table & percentage of catch accounted for by the low, mid and top one-third of the vessels by vessel class in
the BSAI and GOR crab fisheries, 1892, (the percents for each row add to 100}.

<60 801241 >i24! 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 3%.9 .5 3.6 15.3
E.Bering

Bairdi . . . §.46 19.98 q1.2 2.6 7.1 1z.7 .9 2.7 6.2
Opilic . . . 5.2 21.3 2.7 5.0 8.9 12.%6 2.5 3.3 4.6
gt .Matthew

Blue king . . . 11.2 23.3 42.0 3.8 1.5 12.2

Bristol

Red king . . . 1.8 22.% 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 wvessels in any two performance groups for a
given vessel class provides an estimate of the percentage change in harvesting capacity that would ocour 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 66-124' 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 thalt 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 simllar to that of the vessels In the top group.
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Net National Benefits
Impacts on Consumers

The moratorium is not expected to have significant impacts on the consumer of affected seafood products,
although thers 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 problerns wounld 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 selving the matter. Similarly, 2 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 stabiltzed 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 effacted by the imposition of a moratorium in two ways; through preventing
investment in unnecess> capital and through preventing deterioration in the operating profitability of the
fleet. Considering the laner issue, there would appear to be very few reasons to expect that fleet size under
any of the moratonum 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 wonld be a considerable pocl of currently unused qualifying vessels, which could be
brought back into service in the moratorium fisheries. Historically, the largest anpual 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 fleat under the most resinictive 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 2 would-be entrant to secure 2 qualifying vessel. However, the active flect would
bave 10 increase substantially in many size classes in order to reach this point. There are no other apparent
reasons why, 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 growth of the fleet under a
moratorium, would have a similar effect under open access. Therefore, it is pot anticipated that amy
significant change in net national benefits would occur 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 lengliners, GOA
combination longline-trawlers, and large BSAI surimi factory trawlers. The impact of one additional vesscl
added to the existing size fleet in each 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 4.1,
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Table 4.1 Estimated Impacts on Individual and Fleet Net Returns Due to the Entry of One Additional
Yessel; by Selected Fisheries ’

v eeerer

Capital Change in Chaage in % Change
Investment Individual Fleet Net in Flest
Represented Net Returns Returns Net
WRcmms
Sitka Halibut 50 $35,000 -$271 £5048 | -12%
Skiff
Kodiak 80 $375,000 -$1,340 -$64.333 «1.8%
Longliner
Combination 22 £600,000 -$7.940 -$90,008 4.4%
Trawler
BSAI Surimi 12 £25,000,000 -$526,065 -$3,890,739 -10.9%
Factory Trawler _

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 anoually, By
itself, the reduction in average returns need not be detrimental to the pation 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
tmpact, 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 industry detract from the potential
economic rents available to fishermen. This effect 1s Hustrated in the change in fleet net returns, where the
aggregated net revenues of 81 longliners are $64,333 less than the net returns obtalned from the existing 80
vessel flest' The addition of one vessel to the designated Kodiak longliner flect 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 natiopal impact oo 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 vessel. From Table 4.1, the estimated impacts on fleet costs from the eddition of a very Jarge,
capital-intensive vessel such as the surimi factory trawler operating in 8 relatively small fleet is much greater
than the longliner discussed in the example. In addition to increased net costs due to the entry of new 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 greater net losses to the flect.

The intent of the moratorium is to prevent the entry 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 how 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 entry 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 potzntial cost savings impaé:i of each additional vessel that is restricted from entering
the fishery.

There is potential for increased national bemefits through discouraging additional investment o either
unpneeded vessels or capacity enhancements for existing vessels. It is estimated that roughly 700 non-
qualifying vessels would enter the fishery ecach year over the next several years. This mumnber 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 accrue. In the extreme, if
all "pew entrants” under open access were previously-built vessels, the only economic bemefit of the
moratorium would arise from inhibiting investment for capacity expansion of the qualifying flegt. 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 maoratorium 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 wouid 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-irawler fisheries and the recent inshore-offshore allocation
actions by the Council, it is questiopable 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 $1 million.

Because of the lack of information on annual vessel improvement expenditures, it is extremely difficult to
estimate the national benefit associated with moratorium provisions restricting the upgrading of capacity of
quakifying vessels. Across the entire moratorium flest, the total could raoge from nothing to cullions 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 arc prohibited. Unless penalties for violating
capacity restrictions create an 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 aver $100 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 s accomplished by weighting the represeptative net national impacts
presented in Table 4.1 with general projections concerning the number and capitalization of vessels that might
be denied entry under a moratorium. As projected in Section 4.1.1, approximately 723 new entrants might
be expected in 1993, 90% of them small vessels less than 60 ft, 36 between 60 and 90 fi, and 43 over 90 f1.
Under these broad assursptions, 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 2 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
noratorium is approximately $50 million.
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APPENDIX IV

‘METHODS OF CONSTRUCTION AND ASSUMPTIONS IN THE GROUNDFISH
AND CRAB 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 thoge 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 mumber and
distribution of licenses issued. Those assumptions will be discussed in this appendix as they pertain to
groundfish 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 Lmitation alternatives. Discussion of the two data base's construction and
assumptions will be grouped by these five components. Croundfish will be discussed first in terms 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 groundfish licenses contains the species and area information. Species
were divided into pollock, Pacific cod, rockfish, flatfish, and other (Table 1), Pollock and Pacific cod are”
single species. The rockfish category contains all of the rockfish species (except demersal shelf), as well as
thornyheads. Demersal shelf rockfish were exciuded by the Council dunng discussions at their January
mesting. Flatfish under Council managerpent are all included in the flatfish category. All other groundfish
species under Council management not accounted for in the above categories and not managed under [FQs
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 (WPR), Domestic Observer Reports and Joint Venture Observer reports were
easily transferred to FMP sub-areas. The thres digit areas (i.e., 5340 for the Aleutian Islands) used by NMFS
are easily aggregated into the five FMP sub-arcas (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 cne-haif degree latitude blocks listed in the data those years. Fish ticket data prior o 1984 doesn't contain
the longitudelatitude information. Therefore, data for 1978-83 were received in State of Alaska management
areas. These argas were then translated into FMP sub-areas according to the areas they best fit into.

License Recipients - Granting licenses to current owners, owners at the time of landing, 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 ruost recent landing. State of Alaska vessel registration {iles may have provided more
up-to-date information. However, this data was not available to staff in time to complete this apalysis. 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 Regiswation 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 sted in the WKP and CGE data  Observer program data for catcher
vessels delivering to motherships contained a vessel identifier. That vessel identifier was then linked 1o the
owner of that vesse] listed in the Federal Vessel Permit file for that year. Of the owners at the time of landing
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 of Alaska fish ticket dats, from which CGE data are generated CFEC
issues permits to commercial fishers and each permit designates which fishery 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 yessels fishing in federal waters, These federal vessel permits 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 of 3,181 permit holders made landings between June 28, -
1989 and June 27, 1992, 1,239 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 forsign motherships, dﬁrﬁwﬁc motherships,
and shoreside processors. In other words, catcher vessels didn't process any of their catch.

Vessel lengths were divided imto three catcgoricﬁ The small vessel length catepory included vessels that were
between 0-39 feet in overall length, Medium size vessels had lengths from 60-124 feet in overall length. Thc
fargest of the vessel classes included vesscis that had lengths of 125 fs;:t or greater.

Vessels delivering their catch for processing inshore were separated from vessels dehvcmng their catch
offshore. This distinction was not made on 2 haul by haul basis. Instead the inshore-offshors field, in the
groundfich 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 caicher vessel delivering its catch
only to shoreside plants would have been given an "I" 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 "0". All catcher processors were designated as offshore processors. Catcher vessels that
delivered to both motherships and shoreside plants wers designated ag *B." '

Qualifving Period - Six qualifying periods were requested by the Council to be studied. These periods ranged
from as carly 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 aimnahvcs ended after 1992. These
;;senﬁds 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 ope
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 bad the number of landings listed on a species by species basis. However, if the

¥ '.CURREI\I?‘IJCI.II;HIIT‘DOC\APPENDE(.W 2 Scptemnber 7, 1994 (9:4%am)


http:F:�CURRENT'UCUMIT<DOCIAPPENDIX.TV

catcher vessel Janded two different species on the same mp she would have been credited with two tnips when
those species were aggregated together in the license limitation 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. opilio (Table 1). All information on wrab harvests was derived from CFEC's CGE

fiies.

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 reported in the CGE files
required further division, the assumptions used to subdivide the Bering Sea, area "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, if the catch was greater than 40,000
pounds the area was changed to St. Matthew. In 1979, the arcas were changed in the same manner except
the cutoff for blue king crab was lowered 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 assigned 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 aod permit holders were included in the crab data base. These
recipients were treated the same as these fishers in the groundfish data base whose catch was reported in the

CGE files,

{ize R:suicﬁc;ns - Again, these restrictions were treated the same as those fishers in the groundfish data base
whaose catch was reported in the CGE files, except no inshore-offshore division was included in the crab data

base. .

Qualifving 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 oot included in the January 1, 1978 through December 31, 1993 alternative.

Minimum Landings - The minimum landings requirsments in the crab data base should be accurate. A field

in the CGE files contain the number of landings by species for cach 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
‘ , License Limitation
Species Name Scientific Name Species Group
Pacific cod Gadus Macrocephalus Pacific cod
Deep water flatfish Flatfish
Shallow water flatfish Fiatfish
Flounder Family Pieuronectidae Flatfish
Arrowtooth flounder Atheresthes Stomias Flatfish
Flathead sole Hippoglossoides Ellasadon Flatfish
Rock sole Lepidopsetta Bilineata Flatfish
Dover sole Microstomas Pacificus Flatfish
Rex sole Glyptocephalus Zachirus Flatfish
Butter sole Isopsetta Isolepsis Flatfish
Yellowfin sole Limanda Aspera Flatfish
English sole Parophyrys Vetulus Flatfish
Starrv flounder Platichthys Steflatus Flatfish
Petrale sole Eopsetta Jordani Flatfish
Sand sole Psettichthys Melanosticus Flatfish
Plaicepleuronectes )

Alaska flounder Quadrituberculatus Flatfish
Greenland flounder Reinbardtius Hippoglossoides Flatfish
Greenstripe rockfisi Sebastes Elongatus Rockfish
Northera rockdish Sebastes Polyspinus Rockfish
Boceacio rockfish Sebastes Paucispinis Rockfish
Qther rockfish Sebastes Unspecified Rockfish
Red rockfish Genus Sebastodes and Sebastes Rockfish
Pac ocean perch Sebastes Alutus Rockfish
Black reckfish Sebastes Melznops Rockfish
Thornyhead (idiot) rockfish Sebastolobus Species Rockfish
Unspexcified slope rockfish Rockfish
Rougheve rockfish Sebastes Aleutiapus Rockfish
Shortraker rockilsh Sebastes Borealis Rockfish
Dusky rockfish Sebastes Ciliatus Rockdish

i Yellowtail rockfish Sebastes Flavidus Rockfish
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Widow rockfish Sebastes Entomelas Rockfish
Silvergray rockfish Sebastes Brevispinis Rockfish
Redstrip rockfish Sebastes Proniger Rockfish
Darkblotched rockfish Sebastes Crameri Rockfish
Bullhead, sculpin Family Cottidas Other
Ceastra:;gex sculpin Cottus Aleuticus Other
Stimy scui;:;in Cottus Cognatus Other
Fourhomn sculpin Myoxocephalus Quadricornis Other
Prickly sculpin Cottus Asper Other
Riffle scuipin Cottus Gulosus Other
Sharpchin rockfish Sebastes Zacentrus Rockfish
Blue rockfish Sebastes Mystinus Rockfish
Unspecified pelagic rekf Rockfish
Pilchard Sardinops Sagax Rockfish
Rougheye/shortraker NMEFS combo of 151 and 152 Rockfish
Northern/sharpchin NMFS combe of 136 and 166 Rockfish
Rgheye/shortr/north/sharp Niufs combo of 151/152/136/166 | Rockfish
Yellowmouth rockfish Sebastes Reedi Rockfish
Atka mackerel Pleurogrammus Monopyrtygius Other
Polleck Theragra Chalcogrammus Pollock
Smelt Family Osmendag Other
Longfin smelt Spirinchus Dilatus Other
Rainbow smelt Osmerus Mordax Other
Pond smelt Hypomesus Olidus Other
Surf smelt Hypomesus Pretiosus Other
Shark (general) Order Pleurotremata Other
Salmon shark Lamna Ditropis Other
Spiny dog fish Squalus Suckleyi Other
Skates Family Rajidae Other
Blackeod (sablefish) Anoplopoma Fimbna Other
Gctopus Octopus Dofleini {old 150) Other
Squid Lolige Opalescens Other
Red king Paralithodes Camtscharica Red king crab
Blue king Paralithodes Platypus Blue king crab

FACURRENTLICLIMIT DOCIAPPENDIX IV

L

September 7, 1994 (%1d49am)



Brown king Lithodes Aequispina Golden king crab
Tanner bairdi Chionoecetes Bairdi C. Bairdi
Taoner opilio Chionoecetes Opilio C. Opilio
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Table 2. Area Translation Table for Data Received

Area Listed in Tanner

Data Received Crab

from State and | Groundfish FMP Areas

Federal Sources | Sub-Areas King Crab Areas .

510 Bering Sea

511 Bering Sea

512 Bering Sea

513 Bering Sea

514 Bering Sea

515 Bering Sea

516 Bering Sea

517 Bering Sea

521 Bering Sea

522 Bering Sea

530 Berning Sea

540 Aleutian Islands

610 Western Gulf

620 Central Gulf

621 Central Guif

630 Central Gulf

631 Central Guif

640 Eastern Guif

650 Eastern Gulf

680 Eastern Gulf

? Unknown

E Eastern Guif

H Central Gulf

J4 J4

J5 J5

J6 JB

37 J7

I8 Jg

K Central Gulf

L Central Gulf
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M Western Guif

0 Western Gulf Dutch Harbor
QL Berning Sea St. Lawrence
oM Bering Sea St Matthew
ON Bering Sea Norton Sound
QP Bering Sea Pribiiof

Q Bering Sea

R Aleutian Islands Adak

SwW Eastern Guif

T Bering Sea Bristol Bay
U Unknown

W Bening Sea
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Introduction

The Si-z of Alaska, through its Board of Fisheries (Board) and Department of Fish and Game (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 (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 of measures for managing the groundfish and crab
fisheries be studied for consideration at its planned April meeting. Management measures to be considered
included TTPQs, and various other forms of limited entry. Subsequently, the Council staff asked fishery
economusts 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 camtscharicus) 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 mismaiched to
the fimte fisheries resources available."

The Council staff identified 2 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 bycarch, discards, and dead-loss such as with ghost fishing by
lost or discarded gear;

0 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 scasons or preemption which denies access to nearby
fishery resources;

© Inability to provide for long-term, stable fisheries based economies in 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 Jevels that permit sufficient time for inscason analysis. of fishery performance and setting closure dates.

There arc three types of crab fisheries in the Bering Sea which could benefit from various types of effort
limitations. | |

i} 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 Scund 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 there
is so much gear on the ground that remaiming 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 fishery is an example of a type 3 fishery.

These and other concemns led the Board to amend the FMP at its March 1993 meeting, imposing pot limts
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 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 ecosystemn; (2) support
the stability, economic weli-being, and the diversity of the seafood industry, and provide for the economic
and social needs of the commumities dependent on that industty; and (3) efficiently manage the resources
within its jurisdiction to reduce bycatch, minimize waste, and improve the utilization of fish resources in
arder to provide the maximum benefit to present and future generations of fishermen, associated fishing
industry sectors, communities, copsumers, and the nation as a whole..

Individual Fishery Pot Quota

A variety of gear Hmitations are currently in effect in Alaska crab fishenies. Attachment cne 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 {ishenes are based on vessel size. Vessels under [25 feet may fish
a maximum of 200 pots; vessels equal to or exceeding 125 feet may fish a maximum of 250 pots. For the
purpases of this report the fisheries under these pot limits will be considered the status quo.

The researchers were asked to consider the following ITPQ program design. Fishery specific licenses would
be aliocated 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 inutial number of PQs allocated to vessel owners will equal the maximum number
of pots 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 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 allowance associated with
each PQ. For example, a 10% 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, ¢.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, 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 onty domestic fishery, of which we aware, currently managed under
a ITPQ. Attachments 2 and 3 provide a description and legislation of this [TPQ 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 Characteristics

The fishing power of both the Bristol Bay red kang 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 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. Unfortunatsly, 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 Bnstol Bay red kang crab fishery has been the dominant domestic red king crab fishery sioce the collapse
of the Kodiak king crab fishery in the late 1560s. 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 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. 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 toward fishing additional
gear was halted 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 mors).

Table 2 reponts fleet composition for 1986 through 1991, Fleet composition changed, as increasing numbers
of large vessels entered the fishery. Between 1986 and 1991 thc number of vessels with reported length equal
to, or exceeding, 125 feet increased from 15 to 63.

Table 3 documents the pre-pot limit tread of increased pot usage. Large vessels have, on average, fished
substaptially 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 of pots fished. Higher pot numbers permit longer soak
times for ecach 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 thres days, varying according to stock conditions. A
longer soak time can compensate for low population densities because the pot is able to attract arabs 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 sozked pots are already in place. Thus, an increase in the mmmber of pots improves search
efficiency by Increasing the probability of locating concentrations of crab. 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 ﬁshene.s such ag the Bristol Bay red king crab
fishery.

Table 4 reports average harvests for Jarge and small vessels for the 1986 through 1991 seasons. Large vessels'
harvests were significantly higher in all ime periods than their small vessel counterparts.

Harvest per vessel iz an inadequate measure of the effectiveness of vessel effort, because barvest can be
increased by applying additional effort to the fishery. One measure of the actual effectiveness of sach unit
of effort is the harvest per potlift, referred to as catch per unit effort (CPUE, measured in pounds). The 1986-
1991 seasconal average CPUE, by vessel size class, is reported in Table 5. Large vessel CPUEs were higher
than those reported for smail vessels for all time pertods, although, the CPUES of the two vessel classes were
similar 1o 1988 and 1985,

A final statistic of intarest 1o fishery manac-rs is the number of times individual pots are tifted 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).
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 barvest. As recently as 1977-78, the harvest of snow crab was limitad to incidental
catch in the harvest of the target species, Tanver crab (C. bairdi). Declines in the Tanner crab 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”. ADF{ Westward Region, 211 Mission
Road, Kodiak, AK 99615, March, 1989,
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Harvests, although still high in relationship to historical levels, bave declined over the past two seasons 1o
220 millioa 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 1988, the fishery has opened on January 15th, and the earliest seasonal closure
date, April 22, occurred in 1992,

A commhon 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 fisking. The occurrence of ghost fishing was a primary justification for the imposition
of pot 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 38 to 250 vessels.
Potlifts and harvest zlso 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 vessei increased from 237 in 1986, to 275 in 19962 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 barvests than small vessels. Average 1986-1991
CPUESs by vessel size class are reported in Table 11. Large vessels' average CPUE exceeded that of small
vessels for 4 of the 6 titne pertods.

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 amd 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
Tepresent an opportunity cost, 1.2., 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 nusmbers, the PQ market
price would represent an additional capital experditure, The introduction of this new cost in the crab fisheries
should be expectad 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.

* The reported 1988 and 1986 figures may not reflect true flect and vessel class averages. Observations on 1988
vessel pot munbers were only available for 90 of the 171 vesseis that participazed in the fishery. In sddition, pot
observations were only svailable for 57 of the 87 vessels participsting in the 1986 fishery.
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We consider four areas to be central to consideration of crab fisheries rationalization through ITPQs: { 1)
economic efficiency; (2) fleet composition and compensation to fishery participants; (3) management
objectives; and (4} other considerations. The discussion of ITPQs will focus on these areas.

Efficiency

From an economic perspective, efficient vessel configurations are those that maximize profit per crab landed.
Efficient operations minimizs 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, ¢.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 with economic efficiency. As a consequence of the race for fish, each individual fisher is
compelied to increase their effort through additional investment in harvest capacity simply to maintain their
current barvest 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 sxternalities, 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 wonld 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 successful 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 each pot
Thus, vessels owners would have an added incentive to maximize the rstuns 1o zach 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 tumn, may shorten fishing seasons.

An ITPQ crab fishery could be expected to be similar to the salmon or berring limited entry fisheries. These
fisheries continue to be plagued by the race for fish which drives up operating costs without increasing the
total cach. 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 in excess of the number of pots
they currently fish will either utilize the additional pot rights or sell them to other operators, Additionally,
vessel owners may reduce current fishing practices 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
scason rather than letting it sit idle for extended periods of time. ,

An ITPQ program does place a cap on the total number of pots i 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 flest should
occwr under ITPQs. We would expect that currently marginal operations may take advantage of revenues
gained from selling PQs to exit the fishery. Industry representative have indicated that thers may be
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numerous fishery participants who have delaved exiting the fishery in anticipation of an ecopomic 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 bave been particularly constraining on the larger vessels in the crab fleet.
Consolidation may be expected to oceur fairly rapidly as economically marginal boats exit the fishery and
vessels buy additionally PQs to stem losses introduced by current pot limits. However, because the market
for used fishery vessels is soft, the opporfunity cost of remaining in the fishery is reduced for poteatial sellers
of PQs, while PQ buyers must expect to fully recover capital investinents. Consequently, some fishers who
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 recoup their annual operating costs.

Despite a potentially reduced 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 operators to increase the fishing effectiveness of pots. This could lead to wacreased
concentrations of pots in favored fishing grounds and, thereby, increase both the difficulty of gear retrieval
and the iikelthood of gear conflicts. These events would increase fishing costs.

Intuitively, it might be expected that an ITPQ program would enhance economic efficiency of the crab flests
by giving vessel owners the flexibility to choose that nurcber of pots which maximizes net returns. Current
pot limits bave led to under utilization of many vessels' fishing capacity, particularly larger vessels in the crab
fleets. However, while a pot limit may increase the profitability of many operators (in comparison to the
status quo), it is not clear whether this represents long.run improvements in econormic efficiency of the entire
harvesting sector. Under the status quo management, the crab fisheries are being prosecuted inefficiently.
Given thxs characteristic, the relevant issue is whether introduced gear flexibility under ITPQ programs
compounds the current ineificiencies or offsets them. Permitting operators to more fully utilize vessel
capacity should enhance economic efficiency, everything else remaining equal. But, everyihing else will not
remain equal, as an ITPQ program introduces incentives which should exasperats 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 formulatz business strategies (regarding
wmvestment 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 rmarket prices, and past changes in management measures have led to a risky business setting.

It 1s not possible to identify pot caps which would be consistent with economic efficiency, given currently
available information. The optimal oumber of pots will change acccrding to a {isheries GHL. Thus,
determination of an optimal long-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 of PQs would engender massive rent-secking outlays. Cwrrent participants

would lobby to prevent dissipation of the value of their existing PQs, while would be participants seek to
avoid the costs of open-market purchases of PQs.

Fleet C ” | Partici - .
Fleet Compensation

Of particular interest to fishery participants, is potential impacts of management plans to current flegt
composition and fishery participants' earnings. Relevant issues regarding an ITPQ program include: (1) the
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extensiveness of fleet consclidation; (2) the effects to current fleet composition, i.e., "will the management
plan lead 1o increased dominance in the fisheries of large 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
owners, sKippers and crews.

One important constraint on flect consolidation would be imposition of an anti-monopoly cap within the
ITPQ framework. 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-monopoly ¢aps 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 of a legal entity. The legislation for the Florida Spiny Lobster program may provide
a useful guideline in this matter.

The ability to more effectively 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 wers
not initially constructed as dedicated crab vessels, but rather, retrofitted and modxﬁ@d for crabbing.

In the short-run, we would expect ITPQ induced flest consolidations to result in the crab fleet being
increasingly dominated by larger vessels because these vessels are more effective, However, we would not
“expect largs vessels to obtain PQs consistent with fishing their pre-pot limit number of pots. Purchases of
PQs represent an added cost of acquirtrg 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 flest composition toward large
vessels. Catcher-processors, which are pnimarnly 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 will depend on how efficient
CPs are at catching and processing, and the willingness of shore-basad processors to share processing rents
with CVs 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 vears as the race for fish has inmtensified. One
explanation for this eveat, 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. Design
features of some of the smaller large vessels and small vessels (e.g., greater mancuverability) may lead to
their having a significant advantage in fishing effectiveness per pot. This could lead to owners of smaller
vessels betng effective bidders for PQs. In fact, if their design was sufficiently advantageous, then in the long
run, where all costs are variable, operators may determine that smaller vessels are preferred to larger vessels.

Long-run changes in flect composition will also be affected by the cost of leaving the fishery. Vessel owners
will have to consider the selling price of potentially idled vessels and gear. Given currently éc;:r:sseé
financial conditions, vessel owners may find that the selling prices are substaatiaﬁy below initial acquisition
costs. Finmancial shortfalls may be particularly acute to large vessel owners, given their substantially hi gbcr
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 uncertainty from stock fluctuations
and market conditions associated with the crab fisheries. A PQ will be a risky asset.  Returns to the PQ are
going to be dependent on highty volatile crab stocks, and fluctuating wholesale and exvessel prices. Fishing
operations which are better able to accommodate this risk within thetr cuwrrent 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 with greater
access to capital would also be better able to withstand losses which might be incurred in periods of low
GHLs. .

The [TPQ program could be directly designed to limit changes in fieet composition. A curreat 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 owners who qualify for initial PQs will receive 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 nghts will become capitalized into the market price paid by
subsequent generations of PQ holders. The size of the initial windfall will depend on the number of
qualifving vessels, and the associated number of PQs allotted, as well as any planned future PQ reduction

program,

Transferability restrictions on PQs would affect their valne. Such restrictions limit the supply of available
PQs. If, as cxpected 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 tnitially created.  Several factors may drive up the
initial PQ supply. Under 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 owner
of any vessel that has recorded at least three landings in the Bering Sea snow crab fishery {or the vessel owner
would be a qualified recipient. The number of qualifying vessels will, therefore, include all vessels which
have recently participated in the crab fisberies. This should exceed the number of vessels which have
participated in any receat 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
of the crab fisheries. In fact, since an [TPQ program mav increase competitiveness within the fisheries, vessel
owners may place an additional premium on skill, and increase compensation to the most skilled skippers and
Crews.

Magasement Obiccti

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 TTPQ program would be expected to reduce season lengths from the statns quo.
Additional dowaward pressure will also result from the number of pots associated with the initial allocation
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of PQs exceeding current 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 could be extended through a planned pot reduction program, such 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
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 inconsistznt 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 2pnounced
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 perspective this would not seem to present any particular problem, and may
be advantageous In making it easier 1o mounitor 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 alsa probably resist, or discount, crab harvested
soon after molting when there 1s poor infill.

It should be noted that conservative initial allocations of PQs would be more disruptive to the industry than
liberal allocadons. Large vessels may not profitably operate with very limited number of pots. 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. Conservatively set pot caps would lead to a highly inefficient harvesting sector
in periods of high stock populations and high GHLs. '

Ghost fishing has been 2 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 controlied by including
i the [TPQ program a separate cap on the number of pots an individual vessel could fsh,

Safety of fishery participants may also be affected by the amount of onboard 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 nature of
maoy crab fishenes. 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 1o non-targeted sublegal and female bycatch. Some industry participants bave 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 10 fishing less gear. This contention should
be examined and industry should be consulted regarding the potantial effects of an ITPQ program to soak
time and bycatch. Effects of any rationalization measure to bycatch should be a critical concern in policy
formulation. -
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Additional Considerations

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 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 nisk 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 onsst 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 2 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 pianned 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 sertle.

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 Hmit 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 ratiopalization of the fisheries is potential effects of a management plan to the
economies of coastal communities. An ITPQ program could pegarively 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 economics of the communities. We bave previously discussed expected changes in flest
composition. A restriction on PQ trangfers across size classes may address this concemn.

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 tostitutional setting under which the crab fishenies
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 expect some fleet consolidation to 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 achicved through owners being able to make investment 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 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 skall
to determine their financial success. Skill rents will still be available to the most successful skippers and
crew. Vessels which wish to exit the fishery or to downsize would reczive compensation from those wishing
to enter the fishery or expand harvest, in other words, from those able to fish pots more effectvely.

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 pumber of pots they fish conld allow for the occurrence of increased ghost
fishing, and decreased crew safety. If this is deemed a potentially significant problem 1t could be addressed
through an individual vessel pot cap.

Given the uncertainties that already exist in the crab fishenies, every effort should be taken to minimize any
additional uncertainties introduced with an ITPQ program. Because the PQs are a risky asset, vessel owners
which can best absorb risk will be in an advantageous position {o 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 1s 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 climinaring PQ transfers across vessel size
classes. However, restrictions on transfers could reduce returns 1o PQ holders in the vessel size class that has
the lowest demand for PQs. We would expect this to be the small size class,

The ITPQ program should be viewed as an alternative 1o license Tmitations. 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 mapagers and participants.
Additiopally, a license limitation program would needlessly interfere with the liquidity of PQ marksts,
reducing the value of PQs, and limit the markets' ability to allocate PQs to their highest and best use.

A more compiete apalysis of potential effects of an ITPQ program ~nuld be accomplished through
consideration of recent fishery performance data. Unfortunately, there was wot time for this to be completed
prior to the Apnl Council meeting. However, it is the intsntion of the authors to carry forth this

task in the mear 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 obtamed under an [FQ 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 ‘ﬁ%ength {days)

80 236 20845350 129948463 567292 78352 40
81 177 5307947 33703903 542425 75756 g1
82 90 541006 3001210 141656 36166 30
83 0 0 0 0 0 0
84 84 794040 4182406 1125586 21782 15
85 128 796181 4174953 85003 30117 8
86 159 2099570 11383934 17837¢ 32468 13
87 236 2112202 12489067 220871 63000 12
88 200 1236131 7387795 153004 50099 8
BO 211 1684706 10264971 208684 55000 12
90 240 3120326 20362342 262131 69906 12
91 302 2630446 17177894 227565 89068

32 281 1196958 8043018 205940 68189

Source: Westward Region Report to the Alaska Board of Fisheries

Table 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 Repistered Pots; and Season Length.



VESSELS
LENGTH NUMEBER PCTN
YERR SI2E
86 LARGE 151.13 15.00 9.62
SMALL 91.35 141.00 $0.38
ALL $7.10 156.00 100.00
e SIZE
LARGE 150,73 44.00 19.47
SMALL 90.28 182.00 80.53
ALL : 162.05 226.00| ,  100.00
g8 SIZE
LARGE 152.18 44.00 z2.22
[smarr, 93.12 154.00 77.78
ALL 106.46 198.00 100.00 |
{89 SIZE
LARGE 153.51 43.00 20.87
SMALL 82.52 163,00 79.13 5
ALL 105.25 208.00 10¢.00
90 SIZE
LARGE 153.96 47.40 13.58
SMALL C94.54 193.00 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 108.36 288.00 100.00

Table 2. Bristol Bay Red King Crab Fishery 1986-1991, Average Vessel Length by
Vessel Size Class; Number of Vessels Within Each Size Class; and Percentage of Fleet
Within Vessel Size Class (PCTN).



POTS
MEAN

YEAR SIZE
8g LARGE 271.87
SMALL 189.30
ALL 197.24

a7 SIZE
LARGE 277.68
SMALL 172.63
ALL 193.08

88 SIZE
LARGE 328,39
BMALL 216.62
ALL 241.46

T T las SIZE
LARGE 350,65
SMALL 232.17
{ALL 256.30

40 SIZE
LARGE 393.94
SHALL _ 262.33
ALL 289,10

91 SIZE
LARGE 394,10
SMALL 266.97
ALL 293.51

Table 3. Bristol Bay Red King Crab Fishery 1686-1991. 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 " |s1zE
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 369%1.89[ 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 84240.36| 20301976.00 100.00

91 SIZE
LARGE 78645.89f 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.



cpux
MEAN
YEAR SIZE
85 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 43,05
ALL 49.67
89 SIZE
LARGE 50.95
SMALL 49.34
ALL 43.68
30 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}.



POCTPICKS
MEAN
YEAR SIZE
g6 LARGE 4.58
svare 6.11
ALL 5.95
87 SIZE
LARGE 3.81
SMALL 4.73
ALL 4.54
g8 S1ZE
LARGE 2.82
SMALL 3.22
ALL 3.14
89 SIZE
LARGE 3.61
SMALL 1.08
ALL 2,98 ‘
B0 S1IZZ
LARGE . 3.86
SMALL 3.91
ALL . 3.86
31 sTzE
LARGE 2.41
SMALL 2.30
ALL 2.80

Table