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Proposed
Whiting Co-op Structure
in the Catcher Vessel/Mothership
Sector of the West Coast Whiting Fishery
1.

Existing allocations to remain intact between inshore sector (42%),
Catcher Vessel/Mothership (CV/MS) sector (24%) and factory trawler
sector (34%).

2.

The legal registered owner of a valid WCGF permit(s) with qualified
whiting catch history equal to or exceeding 500 mt aggregate whiting
delivery to MS markets 1998-2004 shall be eligible to receive an initial
whiting allocation.

3.

Initial whiting allocations made to the legal registered owner of a valid
WCGF permit(s) shall be based upon all catch histories accrued by or
purchased by that owner during qualified catch history years.

4.

Initial allocation of whiting will be based on a valid WCGF permits’
a. Catch history years 1998-2004, drop one, or
b. Catch history years 1994-2004, drop two.

5.

Once an initial allocation of whiting has been made to a legal
registered permit owner, that allocation with its associated WCGF
permit may be transferred to the legal registered owner of any other
valid WCGF CV trawl permit. Any vessel holding a valid WCGF CV
trawl permit may harvest whiting for delivery in the MS sector. Whiting
allocations are not permanently separable from a WCGP permit.

6.

Owners of valid WCGF permits with whiting allocations may form coops or may elect to remain in open access. The first year of co-op
formation, permit owners that join a co-op are required to deliver their
whiting catches to the MS processor that they most recently delivered
the majority of their whiting catch to in the last calendar year they
participated. Alternatively, they may deliver their catches to another
processor with the mutual agreement of the permit owner and the MS
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to which they would otherwise be obligated to deliver their catch.
Release by mutual agreement between processor and WCGF permit
holder is on a year by year basis and does not exempt the permit
holder from fishing one season in open access in order to effect a
permanent move to a different mothership processor.
7.

Co-op Formation
a. Formation of multiple co-op(s) is allowed.
b. Multiple co-ops are required to be formed based on the processor
where CV permit holders delivered the majority of their most recent
years’ catch.

8.

Owners of valid WCGF permits with whiting allocation must register
annually with NMFS as a co-op member or register annually as an
open access member.

9.

NMFS will allocate whiting annually to co-op(s) and to open access
consistent with the aggregate catch history attributed to the permits’
registered to participate in the co-op(s) and/or open access as
appropriate.

10.

CV co-ops will be governed by private contract. Co-op whiting
allocations to CV owners follow the golden rule – “allocation equals
contribution to co-op but no more.”

11.

After the first year of co-op(s) formation, permit owners that are
members of a co-op are required to deliver their catches of whiting to
the MS processor that they most recently delivered the majority of
their catches to or may deliver their catches to another processor 1)
with mutual agreement established between the permit owner and the
MS to which they would otherwise be required to deliver or 2) by
withdrawing from the co-op and participating in open access for one
season. Release by mutual agreement between processor and WCGF
permit holder is on a year by year basis and does not exempt the
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permit holder from fishing for at least one year in open access in order
to effect a permanent move to a different MS processor.
12.

If bycatch is allocated on a sector level, it should be done on a whiting
tonnage pro-rata basis. Bycatch may be managed at a co-op level.

13.

Owners of valid WCGF permits that are members of a co-op are
permitted to transfer quota amongst other co-op members as long as
such inter- or intra- co-op transfers are in accordance with 6 or 11. A
co-op member may contract with any trawl vessel with a WCGF permit
to harvest some or all of the allocation associated with the co-op
member’s permit.

14.

No transfers of fish outside of sector by co-op members.

15a.

Any rollover of whiting or bycatch between sectors to be determined
and managed by NMFS, as is current practice.

15b.

No rollovers of whiting between sectors permitted.

16.

Ownership limits at the sector level (rather than TAC) to be developed
by the Council.

17.

The class of MS processors would be limited. MS processing permits
would be issued to individuals or entities that operated as a processor
in the MS sector and processed a minimum of 1,000 mt of whiting in
any two of the years 1998-2004. (This should result in the six
traditional MS processors receiving permits.) These permits are
transferable.

18.

In order to process whiting in the MS sector in a given year, a vessel
must possess a valid MS processing permit. There will be no size
limits placed on the permits, but a vessel that harvests whiting in any
given year may not hold a MS processing permit in that same year. A
MS processing permit may only be assigned to one vessel per year.

August 20, 2006
To:

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, Oregon 97220-1384

Attn: Mr. Donald K. Hansen, Chairman
Re: Trawl Individual Quotas: Stage I Alternatives and Progress Report on Stage II
Dear Mr. Hanson, members of the Council, and the TIQC,
I am writing this letter in regards to the Individual Trawl Quota program that is being worked on
by the Council and the TIQ Committees. My concerns are about the LE Trawl Permits that are leased by
a fisherman and not actually owned by the fisherman.
To date I have not heard any alternatives or discussion on how to handle the situation of leased
LE Trawl Permits. This is of great concern to the fishers that lease their permits. They want to know
what will happen to all of the tonnage that they have generated while leasing a permit. This is an area that
needs attention and deliberation.
I would like to express a few of my own personal feelings and thoughts. The scenario of leasing
a trawl permit usually goes something like this:
1. A permit owner owns a LE Trawl “A” permit that they cannot or for whatever reason decide
that they do not wish to use.
2. A fisherman for whatever reason did not qualify for a permit, and cannot find one to buy or
cannot afford to buy one and needs to lease one.
3. An agreement is made between the permit owner and the fisherman to lease the permit to the
fisherman for X amount of dollars per year, per month, by a percentage of the catch, or by a
combination of all.
4. The permit owner is paid by the fisherman and receives their money. The fisherman pays out
and receives the right to catch fish and generate tonnage.
On one hand the permit owner owns the permit… they don’t actively fish it but they own it. The
fisherman that did not qualify for a LE Permit for whatever reason can not fish without one. On the other
hand, by leasing a permit the fisherman is paying for his right to catch fish and generate the tonnage
accrued. The fisherman has paid for that tonnage and the permit owner has received compensation for it.
The fisherman generates all of the tonnage associated with the permit. The fisherman and his
fishing ability are what designate the amount of tonnage created. If the fisherman does not try very hard
then there is not much tonnage generated. But if the fisherman is a highliner then there is a large amount
of tonnage generated. Again, the right to generate this tonnage was paid for by the fisherman… and the
permit owner was compensated for it. True, that the fisherman could not fish without leasing a permit,
but the permit could also sit idle without being leased and no tonnage generated at all. So, the fisherman
has paid for the tonnage and the permit owner has been compensated.
My opinion is that the tonnage generated while the permit was leased should remain with the
fisherman. It does not seem fair at all if the permit owner is compensated monetarily by leasing the
permit for the tonnage generated and then compensated again by being given the use of that tonnage on

the permit for resale purposes or anything else. The fisherman generated the tonnage not the permit
owner. The permit owner was already compensated once for it.
The fisherman should be able to take his tonnage that he has worked so hard for AND paid for
with him whether he continues to lease the same permit or needs to find a new one to lease or purchase.
Fishermen with their own tonnage would atleast be able to have some quota to be able to continue their
careers and fishing businesses. Also, the fishermen should have 100% of the tonnage too, not 50% to the
fisherman and 50% to the permit owner. As I stated before, the permit owner was already compensated
for that tonnage generated… they don’t need to be compensated twice for it.
I strongly encourage the Council and the TIQC to assign the tonnage generated by a leased
permit to remain with the fisherman and I urge you to support the fishermen that lease their permits in
your decision making process. I know that all the alternatives involved with the TIQ are complex, and I
very much appreciate everyone’s hard work and efforts. This is an equally important issue and it needs to
be addressed also.
Thank you for your time in reading my letter and I hope that you will support the fishermen that
lease their permits and work so hard to generate the tonnage.
Sincerely,
Lee Ann Hightower
F/V Sea Otter
2260 Hastings Ave. W.
Port Townsend, WA 98368

