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Agenda Item Summary 

BACKGROUND Since 2003, the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) has been 
in the process of developing a federal Groundfish Trawl Rationalization 
Program for the West Coast (California, Oregon and Washington).    
Rationalization is defined as:

“A rationalization program consists of allowable harvest levels being 
divided between sectors (e.g. trawl, fixed gear, open access, and 
recreational), and further between vessels within one or more sectors.
These allocations result in each vessel getting a specified amount of fish 
that can be harvested within a specified time period.” 

This is an extremely complex program and each aspect of the program 
design tends to be controversial, as are all new allocation programs.  In 
August of 2007, staff briefed the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission 
(Commission) on the process and the more controversial issues within 
the development of the Trawl Rationalization Program, and again in 
August of 2008, as the process nears completion.   

History of the Trawl Rationalization Program Development
During the five year federal process of developing options for 
rationalization of this fishery, an industry committee (Trawl Individual 
Quota Committee (TIQC)) has done most of the developmental work as 
guided by PFMC staff.  Experts in management, monitoring and 
enforcement have acted as advisors to the committee.  The PFMC’s 
Groundfish Management Team (GMT) and Groundfish Allocation 
Committee (GAC) have more recently focused their efforts on the 
program through a more concise set of alternatives that are most likely 
to meet the standards of the federal West Coast Groundfish Fishery 
Management Plan (FMP) and the new requirements of the 2006 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Re-
authorization Act (MSRA). 

At the June 2008 PFMC meeting, the PFMC identified a preliminary 
preferred alternative (identified throughout this briefing; summary 
included in Attachment 2, Pacific Council News, Summer 2008, Volume 
32, No.2) for assigning individual fishing quotas to both harvesters and 
processors, and for managing sectors of the Pacific whiting (whiting) 
fishery under cooperative structures.  At the November PFMC, 
scheduled for November 2-7, 2008, in San Diego, California, the PFMC 
will select a final preferred alternative for recommendation to the 
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration’s National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for implementation in federal rule. 

Stated Goal for Federal TIQ Process
“Create and implement a capacity rationalization plan that increases net 
economic benefits, creates individual economic stability, provides for 
full utilization of the trawl sector allocation, considers environmental 
impacts and achieves individual accountability of catch and bycatch.” 
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Stated Objectives:
“The above goal is supported by the following objectives: 

1. Provide a mechanism for total catch accounting. 
2. Provide for a viable, profitable and efficient groundfish 

fishery.
3. Promote practices that reduce bycatch and discard mortality 

and minimize ecological impacts. 
4. Increase operational flexibility. 
5. Minimize adverse effects from a rationalized program on 

fishing communities and other fisheries to the extent 
practical.

6. Promote measurable economic and employment benefits 
through the seafood catching, processing, distribution 
elements and support sectors of the industry. 

7. Provide quality product for the consumer. 
8. Increase safety in the fishery.” 

The intent of this program is to rationalize the West Coast trawl fishery 
and provide incentive to reduce bycatch, through either an Individual 
Fishing Quota (IFQ) program for all trawl sectors (sectors include: non-
whiting shoreside, whiting shoreside, at-sea processing and mothership) 
or the use of a “cooperative” (co-op) structure.  

There are various types of IFQs used in management.  The type of IFQ 
being considered for the West Coast trawl fishery is an Individual 
Transferable Quota (ITQ).  This is an allocated privilege of landing a 
specified portion of the total annual fish catch in the form of quota 
shares (QS).  Once a person or entity receives quota shares, either 
through initial allocation or by transfer (purchase or lease), the 
associated harvest or quota pounds (QP) can be accessed.  The quota 
pounds are determined by applying the proportion of harvest (quota 
shares) owned to the overall allowable take, or trawl allocation. 

ITQ shares are by definition transferable.  Individuals or entities can buy 
or sell ITQ shares or in many programs, can lease their quota shares.  
Additionally, share holders can lease the quota pounds associated with 
their shares on an annual basis. 

Discussions of who benefits from rationalization of the trawl groundfish 
fishery are fundamental to program development and have focused on 
several important aspects which are described in this report.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT � The PFMC has advisory committees made up of industry 
representatives, state, federal and tribal scientists, members of the 
public from Oregon, Washington and California and members from 
the environmental community.  In addition, the PFMC provides 
comment opportunities to the general public. 
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� The public process has been ongoing for several years.  Multiple 
meetings were held in 2007 including public meetings sponsored by 
ODFW, and meetings of the GAC, the TIQC and the PFMC. 

� In 2008, the public has opportunity to be involved at the following 
meetings: 

�February 20-22 GAC meeting in Portland, Oregon 

�March 8-14 PFMC meeting in Sacramento, California 

�May 13-15 GAC meeting in Portland, Oregon Department 
of Fish and Wildlife 

�May 15-16 TIQC meeting in Portland, Oregon 

�May 28-29 PFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee’s 
Economics and Groundfish Subcommittees meeting in 
Portland, Oregon 

� June 8-13 PFMC meeting in Foster City, California 

�August 8 OFWC meeting in Salem, Oregon 

�October 8-9 GAC meeting in Portland, Oregon 

�October 27 Trawl Rationalization Hearing in Newport, 
Oregon

�October 28 Trawl Rationalization Hearing in Astoria, 
Oregon

�November 2-7 PFMC meeting in San Diego, California

ISSUE 1 ALLOCATION OF HARVEST SHARES TO PROCESSORS 

ANALYSIS From a historical perspective there has always been the view that 
“controlling” quantities of fish catch enables a more secure business 
future.  Some groundfish harvesters are concerned that processors wield 
too much control over their livelihoods, and many processing companies 
feel that to issue ITQs exclusively to harvesters would undermine their 
ability to remain competitive.  All parties tend to agree that the profit 
margin for groundfish is continuing to shrink for most species.  As a 
result, the inclusion of options that allocate harvesting shares to 
processors is the most controversial issue of the groundfish ITQ 
program. 

It is reasonable to expect that introducing a new ITQ management 
approach into the groundfish fishery will result in a redistribution of 
assets.  In fact, one of the main reasons for developing an ITQ program 
is to allow economic forces to stabilize the industry.  It is not clear if 
allocating harvest shares to processors will result in any positive or 
negative biological impacts to fish populations or habitats.

Since this is such a complex and divisive issue, attached is a draft 
summary:  “Rationale for and Against Processor Shares” (Attachment 3) 
which identifies a series of pros and cons related to allocating harvest 
shares to processors. 
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At the May 13-15, 2008, GAC meeting, the voting members of the GAC 
identified a preference for 100 percent of the quota shares be initially 
allocated to harvesters.  This would not prohibit processors from 
purchasing and holding quota shares, however processing entities would 
not be part of the initial allocation.  In June, the PFMC chose to include 
allocating 20 percent of the quota shares to processors for all groundfish, 
including whiting.  The PFMC also identified two sub-alternatives 
addressing initial allocations of bycatch associated with the shoreside 
whiting fishery that either allocates 20 percent of bycatch species to 
processors, or 100 percent to harvesters. 

OPTIONS PFMC Preferred Alternative:  For all groundfish, including whiting 
(sub-alternatives for associated bycatch), allocate 20 percent of shares to 
processors, and 80 percent to harvesters. 

STAFF
RECOMMENDATIONS

N/A.

ISSUE 2 INITIAL ALLOCATION TO VESSELS-BUYBACK QUOTA 
SHARES

ANALYSIS There are several issues related to the initial allocation of QS including:  
1) the identification of eligible groups (processors as discussed above is 
one component), 2) which allocation formula will be used (catch history 
period), and 3) recent participation requirements. 

The most controversial element is determining if there will be an initial 
equal allocation of the catch history associated with vessels that were 
eliminated from the fishery via the vessel buyback program.  Under this 
option, equal portions of the buyback pool quota share would be 
allocated to each vessel remaining in the fishery.  The larger remaining 
portion of the catch history would then be added to each vessel based on 
that vessel’s catch history.  This is the alternative identified by the 
PFMC as the preliminary preferred alternative. 

OPTIONS PFMC Preferred Alternative:  
Allocate using an equal sharing of the quota share pool associated with 
buyback permits, and then allocate remain quota share based on permit 
landing history. 

STAFF
RECOMMENDATIONS

N/A.
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ISSUE 3 COOPERATIVES

ANALYSIS Fishing cooperatives (co-ops) allow multiple vessels to form agreements 
regarding how many vessels will fish, when they will fish, what will be 
done to maximize target catch while also documenting bycatch, etc.  
This approach allows risks (e.g., a large tow of a limiting bycatch 
species) and overhead costs (e.g., spending too much for fuel using 
multiple vessels that are not fishing at anything close to capacity) to be 
spread across all members of the co-op (much like insurance).  The 
concept of co-ops has been used in several fisheries including the Alaska 
Pollock fishery and the catcher-processor sector of the Pacific whiting 
fishery.

Co-ops provide another form of a dedicated access privilege and may 
result in many of the same conservation and economic benefits as IFQ 
programs if the right incentives are built into that program.  Each of the 
three whiting sectors, shoreside, mothership, and catcher-processor 
submitted proposals for managing those sectors under a co-op structure.  
The management of the shoreside sector under this arrangement was 
deemed illegal under current federal law due to the inability to tie a 
vessel to a specific processor. Their use could work equally well in the 
non-whiting trawl fishery; however, their most frequent demonstrated 
success is for large volume fisheries that utilize a fleet of catcher vessels 
with very similar fishing goals and strategies for achieving those goals. 
Additionally, a co-op structure proposal in the non-whiting fleet would 
face the same legal hurdles as the whiting shoreside proposal. The 
PFMC did identify management of the whiting mothership and whiting 
catcher-processor sectors in a co-op structure.  Additionally, support was 
expressed for federal legislation that would allow a co-op structure be 
implemented in the whiting shoreside fishery. 

OPTIONS PFMC Preferred Alternative:  
Whiting Shoreside Sector- Initially allocate IFQ.  Support managing 
the whiting shoreside sector within a co-op structure in the event that 
Congress provides the needed legislation. 

Whiting Mothership Sector- Manage the whiting mothership sector as 
a co-op fishery.  Require 90 percent of the harvest to be delivered to a 
particular mothership, while the remaining 10 percent harvest may be 
delivered to any mothership.  Individual motherships may process no 
more that 40 percent of the sector allocation. 

Whiting Catcher-Processor Sector- Allow the current voluntary co-op 
system to continue.  In the event the current structure fails, allocate 
sector quota individually among the catcher-processor permits. 

STAFF
RECOMMENDATIONS

N/A.
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ISSUE 4 ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT/HOLDBACK 

ANALYSIS Adopting a quota holdback is designed to account for unforeseen 
outcomes of implementing a TIQ program.  Some examples include, but 
are not limited to, unexpected geographic shifts in the distribution of 
catch or landings, unexpected effects on certain segments of the industry 
(e.g. communities), or an unexpected barrier to new entry into the 
fishery.  The PFMC identified a provision that would provide a 
holdback of up to 10 percent of the allocation for each sector as a 
preliminary preferred alternative.  This holdback would be distributed as 
quota pounds to create incentives or to compensate for unforeseen 
outcomes from implementing the IFQ program. This provision would 
apply to the overall trawl sector, including both whiting and non-whiting 
target strategies. 

If an adjustment is needed, it would be established using criteria for the 
distribution of up to 10 percent of the quota pounds in a manner that will 
encourage those receiving the quota pounds to undertake the desired 
activities or otherwise compensate for unexpected effects. 

OPTIONS PFMC Preferred Alternative:  
Through the biennial specifications process, the PFMC would determine 
whether to set aside a portion of each year’s quota pounds for each 
sector, and the amount to be set aside (up to 10 percent) for each sector. 

STAFF
RECOMMENDATIONS

N/A.

ISSUE 5 ACCUMULATION LIMITS AND GRANDFATHER CLAUSES 

ANALYSIS The British Columbia (BC) trawl ITQ program is one of the most 
relevant comparisons to the ITQ program being considered.  Like our 
own trawl fishery, it involves multiple species (flatfish, lingcod, 
rockfish, sablefish, etc.) that often co-mingle on the fishing grounds.  
There are a number of target species that are accompanied by both 
desirable bycatch (healthy fish stocks that are marketable but caught far 
less frequently than target species), and undesirable bycatch (species 
that are over fished or approaching an over fished status).  From 
implementation in 1997, the BC program integrated social objectives 
such as processor dislocation, community benefits, quota concentration, 
armchair quota ownership, etc., to counter the likely possibility that 
undesirable outcomes would result from a flexible free market system 
(transferable quotas that can be sold and leased) and demonstrated that a 
highly complex plan could work without excessive administrative costs.  
The BC program, like the plans for our own system, includes a high 
degree of monitoring. 

Opinions vary regarding the success of the BC trawl ITQ program, and 
it is often difficult to separate fact from opinion.  Most agree that the 
program provides stable fishing communities with improved economic 
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benefits to the fishers, processors and community at large.  Most also 
agree that the program has provided substantial environmental benefits 
in the form of reduced by-catch of non-target species.  The common 
criticism of the program is that the quota is now controlled by only a 
dozen or so vessels.  This is also the concern many share for our 
developing program.  

To account for this concern, the TIQC developed alternatives for 
capping the amount of quota shares that could be held by any one person 
or entity for each species that may be allocated.  The TIQC additionally 
developed alternatives for the amount of quota pounds that may be 
assigned to an individual vessel during a year. These limits are defined 
as accumulation limits. The PFMC identified in their preliminary 
preferred alternative the desire to limit the amount of quota share and 
quota pounds that could be held or assigned, but did not identify the 
exact amounts.  

There will be occurrences of a single person or entity being eligible to 
initially receive quota share in excess of the chosen accumulation limits.  
There were alternatives developed that would allow the person or entity 
to exceed the limits during initial allocation, and hold that excess until 
sold, with no requirement to divest within a particular amount of time.  
At this time, the PFMC identified not allowing initial allocation in 
excess of accumulation limits as their preferred alternative.  Any quota 
share in excess of the limits would be re-distributed to the remaining 
fishery participants. 

OPTIONS PFMC Preferred Alternative:  
� Limit the amount of quota pounds that may be registered to a 

single vessel during the year. 
� Limit the amount of quota pounds and quota shares that a person, 

individually or collectively, may control. 
� Do not implement a grandfather clause. 

STAFF
RECOMMENDATIONS

N/A.

ISSUE 6 AREA MANAGEMENT 

ANALYSIS  There are two issues being addressed by area management alternatives: 
1) a biological concern warranting consideration of maintaining stock 
assessment boundaries and stock delineations; and 2) a social concern 
promoting consideration of reducing potential shifts in harvest and 
processing capacity away from communities.  The preferred alternative 
identified by the PFMC included sub-alternatives that address each 
issue.

Many groundfish stock assessments currently delineate stock or 
assessment boundaries.  Fisheries are structured to maintain these 
boundaries to promote the most sustainable and best utilization of the 
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stock.  Additionally, the trawl fishery is currently managed with 
differential trip limits north and south of 40° 10’ N. latitude, as the 
structure of the fisheries greatly differ in each area in harvest and 
processing capabilities, oceanographic structure, and species 
availability.  To maintain these stock boundaries, the PFMC identified a 
preliminary preferred sub-alternative for area management of quota  

shares that respects the landing history relative to each area, and ties 
quota to the respective area.

A proposal addressing the second area management concern was 
brought forward at the May 2008 GAC meeting, and was included in the 
PFMC’s preferred alternative as a sub-alternative.  The proposal is to 
issue two kinds of quota share to each eligible person or entity: zone-
specific and zone-free.  The zone-specific shares would be linked to a 
particular geographic area, and landings made against those shares 
would be required to be landed within the area.  Each state would define 
the geographic boundaries for their area, with no more than 10 areas 
being identified coastwide.  The PFMC would determine the proportion 
of shares that would be designated as zone-specific, and could adjust the 
proportions on a regular basis, likely as part of the Biennial 
Specifications process.  Landings made against zone-free quota shares 
would not be restricted to a geographic area.

OPTIONS PFMC Preferred Alternative:
� For species that have current area boundaries, assign quota shares 

consistent with those boundaries.  For species without current area 
boundaries, assign quota shares north and south of 40° 10’ N. 
latitude. –OR–  

� Issue both zone-specific quota shares and zone-free quota shares. 

STAFF
RECOMMENDATIONS

N/A.

ISSUE 7 TRACKING, MONITORING, AND ENFORCEMENT 

ANALYSIS How the IFQ program will be tracked, monitored, and enforced has been 
a question for some time, and only recently have the alternatives for 
doing so been developed.  Aspects of the alternatives include discarding 
of ITQ, prohibited species (IBQ) such as Pacific halibut, and non-
groundfish species, monitoring catch at-sea and shoreside, catch 
tracking, and cost saving measures.   

Currently, the non-whiting sector is monitored as part of the West Coast 
Groundfish Observation Program.  Vessels selected at random have an 
observer assigned for a specified time period during which the observer 
accompanies the vessel on each trip, sampling discarded fish, and taking 
biological samples.  This program, which monitors approximately 20-30 
percent of the fleet during the year, is funded by federal dollars.  Vessels 
are required to submit logbooks, and landings are record on a state fish 
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receiving ticket.  The whiting shoreside sector, where the majority of 
vessels sort catch at the dock, is monitored at-sea with an electronic 
monitoring system.  A camera system is installed by a contractor and is 
used to monitor compliance with the maximized retention program.   
When a vessel delivers catch to the shorebased processor, the sorting of 
catch is monitored by a human observer, and the processor must report 
the landing within 24 hours.  The industry is responsible for covering the 
cost of the monitoring program.  Vessels are required to submit 
logbooks, and landings are record on a state fish receiving ticket.  In the 
whiting at-sea fishery, processors (catcher/processor and mothership) 
have observers on board who monitor the sorting and discarding of 
catch.

A significant monitoring and tracking program is needed in order to 
track landings and discard at the vessel level.  The PFMC, at the June 
meeting did identify a suite of alternatives for tracking and monitoring 
all groundfish sectors.  Analysis is currently being conducted to 
determine the cost of the program, which is expected to exceed the 
current monitoring system.  The PFMC included an alternative for cost 
recovery that may or may not be sufficient to cover the cost of the 
program.

OPTIONS PFMC Preferred Alternative:  
� Discarding:

� Non-whiting- Discarding of ITQ species allowed; discarding of 
IBQ required; discarding of non-groundfish species allowed. 

� Whiting shoreside- Discarding of ITQ, IBQ, and non-
groundfish species prohibited. 

� Whiting at-sea (catcher/processor and mothership)- Discarding 
of ITQ allowed by processors; discarding of IBQ required by 
processors; discarding of non-groundfish species allowed; 
mothership catcher vessels prohibited from discarding catch. 

� At-Sea Catch Monitoring:  
� Non-whiting- Sorting of catch, weighing and discarding of 

IBQ, and retention of ITQ species must be monitored by an 
observer.

� Whiting shoreside- Observers would be required in addition to 
or as a replacement for video monitoring. 

� Whiting at-sea (catcher/processor and mothership)- The 
sorting, weighing, and discarding of any ITQ or IBQ must be 
monitored by an observer.  For mothership catcher vessels, 
observers would be required in addition to or as a replacement 
for video monitoring. 

� Shoreside Catch Monitoring:  
� For shorebased sectors, the sorting, weighing, and reporting of 

any ITQ or IBQ must be monitored by a catch monitor or 
qualified observer (for non-whiting only). 

� Catch Tracking Mechanism:  
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� For all sectors, require electronic vessel logbook reports 
including records of catch weight by species and if retained or 
discarded required.  Also, require processor production reports. 

� For shorebased sectors, require vessel landing and declaration 
reports and electronic ITQ landing reports completed by 
processors.

� Cost Control Mechanism:  
� For shorebased sectors, limit landing hours.  
� For all sectors, require mandatory vessel certification, 

identifying vessels that meet monitoring requirements. 

� Program Performance Measures: 
� Integrate the collection of data on cost, earnings, and 

profitability into the tracking and monitoring program. 

� Cost Recovery: 
� Fees will be used to recover costs associated with management 

of the IFQ program but non for enforcement or science.  The 
limit on fees will be 3% of ex-vessel value. 

STAFF
RECOMMENDATIONS

N/A.

N/A.DRAFT MOTION 

EFFECTIVE DATE N/A.


