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Subject: Fw: Open Access Licensing
From: nursejolene <nursejolene@cox.net>
Date: Mon, 18 Aug 2008 17:20:35 -0700
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

----- Original Message ----From: nursejolene
To: PFMC.comments@NOAA.GOV
Cc: nursejolene@cox.net
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2008 5:04 PM
Subject: Open Access Licensing
Public comments Amendment 22 Open Access Licensing PFMC meeting September 7 - 12, 2008
Kelly Fukushima
1517 La Corta st
Lemon Grove Ca, 91945
Dear Council Members,
Please take the time to consider some suggestions from many of the commercial fishermen that will be
greatly affected by the outcome of your decisions regarding the Open Access Licensing requirements.
All participants have many different opinions about qualifications however, everyone involved has the same
goal which is to remain in the fisheries that they have invested time and money in and depend on for their
livelyhood. I am a full time commercial fisherman that has overcome great obstacles in all fisheries and
economic situations. Now I find myself trying to remain in a fishery that I have participated in for many years.
I am not asking for something new, just trying to keep what I already have. Here are some of my opinions
regarding licensing requirements.
1. The permit must be issued to the fisherman that qualifies not the vessel. This is the most important factor in
the decision. Many fishermen have upgraded their vessels or sold vessels that they had traditional landings in.
By issuing permits to vessels, it could eliminate the fishermen that have a history in the fishery and allow
someone new with no experience to participate. since the Open Access trip limits are already established, it
should not matter what size of vessel a fisherman has if they have upgraded to a larger vessel.
2. The NMFS has had the observer program in place for many years in the groundfish fishery. Although it is
supposed to be random selection, many vessels have very large numbers of observed trips in various fisheries
while many vessels have little if any. The vessels that have the most observed coverage, obviously are the most
active participants and the most willing to cooperate with NMFS and PFMC to remain in the fisheries. This is
important to consider because it shows dedication to the fishery.
3. Due to decreased catch limits and area closures over the past several years many fishermen have not been
able to rely strictly on groundfish to survive. The fishermen that have been able to adapt to fishery and
economic changes by participating in other fisheries should not be punished by losing access to a fishery that
they depended on until it was no longer viable. There are many fishermen that do not have huge landings of
groundfish, however that does not mean that it is no longer important to them. Changes in the fishing or
regulation could make it possible for fishermen to utilize groundfish at a later time as long as they were still
allowed to participate.
4. Take into consideration fishermen that participate in fisheries that have groundfish as bycatch that would be
forced to discard marketable fish if not granted a permit, for example live fish trapping for state regulated fish
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and gillnets.
5. Make an easy appeals process for fishermen that have special circumstances in different fisheries such as
gear interaction with groundfish species or any person that is denied access with reasonable qualifications.
Thank You for your time and consideration,
Kelly Fukushima
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Subject: Amendment 22
From: John Law <wildwestjl@yahoo.com>
Date: Tue, 19 Aug 2008 10:12:53 -0700 (PDT)
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Please consider this E-mail as public comment on Amendment 22 - open access licensing.
Dear Council Members, After submitting a public comment letter yesterday I met with a
group of San Diego CA. area groundfish fishermen. The most important issue to all involved
is the possibility that some will be eliminated from the fishery if the open access permit
is issued to the boat and not the fisherman. Two of the fishermen were in total disbelief
and spoke about how hard they had worked to participate in the entire process including
observer coverage and VMS compliance. None could understand how a person who worked hard
and managed to upgrade his business could be eliminated. All spoke of the hardship this
would create as they try to provide for their families and pay for houses in hard economic
times. We have struggled through this process since the strategic plan was proposed and
there is still time to continue to revise the thought process to make the proper
decisions. Please do not jump to a quick decision that will hurt our ability to
provide for our families.
John Law
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Mr. Don Hansen, Chairman of the PFMC, and Council Members
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220-1384
Dear Mr. Hansen and members of the Pacific Fishery Management Council,
I am submitting these comments on Amendment 22 on behalf of the San
Francisco Crab Boat Owners Association. Our members include 30 boats and 50
fishermen, many of whom have fished the area for over 20 years.
Despite our organization’s name, salmon is the heart of our fishing community.
Historically, our boats have relied on multiple fisheries over the course of a year,
including crab, nearshore and shelf rockfish, lingcod, and sablefish. Instead of
specializing in a single fish, our trap and hook-and-line boats have diversified, so
that regardless of fluctuations in ocean conditions or stock status, we had the
chance to fish each season.
We strongly believe that there needs to be a place for the professional small boat
fisherman in the future of the groundfish fishery, which is why we are concerned
about the use of the qualifying trip criterion in the Open Access License
Limitation analyses. A “qualifying trip” is defined as a fish ticket where 50% of the
revenue comes from lingcod, sablefish, shelf rockfish, slope rockfish, flatfish,
and/or small sharks and rays. All of the options before the Council use this
“qualifying trip” criterion in some way, over time periods between 1998 – 2006.
We believe this approach will prevent many of our members from initially being
granted a B permit. In 1998, new regulations to protect fish populations restricted
opportunities for small boats to take shelf and slope rockfish. Accordingly, our
boats took fewer groundfish and shifted to other, more plentiful species, like
salmon and crab. Over the last decade, our boats have been asked to land fewer
and fewer qualifying species; we now find that following the rules in the past
disqualifies us from fishing for groundfish in the future.

The Council can accomplish the goals of limiting new entrants and better tracking
fixed gear effort through a limited access program, but the Council will not be
able to significantly reduce actual fishing effort or increase opportunity for the
boats that remain. Those actions are constrained not by the number of boats, but
by the other regulations the Council has in place to rebuild groundfish: low
allocations of TAC, trip limits, and the RCA.
We ask you to include boats that regularly landed groundfish prior to 1998 in the
initial qualification criteria for a B permit. We also recommend that the Council
consider restricting the transferability of B permits within a state, or within
subzones designated by the state, such as the four zones designated for
California’s nearshore fisheries.
The Council is looking to a new future for the trawl fleet through the
rationalization program. We ask you to also look for innovations for the hook-andline and trap fishermen as well, starting with the limited access program. Use the
limited access rules to describe the world of historic and current participants, and
then provide incentives that give professional fishermen a chance to help the
Council improve groundfish management in the future. We recognize that our
association rarely participated in earlier groundfish discussions, but we must also
change with the times to keep our boats on the water, our buyers and processors
at the docks, and our fish populations sustainable. Like many fishing
communities along the west coast, we are looking to the ideas of comanagement, co-ops, and other structures that can help small boats access
groundfish and we hope that the Council will take up the discussion regional
fishery associations in the next two years.

Thank you,

Larry Collins, President
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Subject: amendment 22 open access licensing
From: nglawson@san.rr.com
Date: Tue, 19 Aug 2008 19:43:35 -0700
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Dear Council Members,
I am writing you this letter to state my grave disappointment and concern regarding the
open access licensing amendments. I recently upgraded to a new vessel and could not
believe I may lose my groundfish access. I strongly believe the new permit should stay
with the fishermen not the vessel. I have been fishing groundfish for many years,
installed a vms, had many trips with observers and abided the trip limits. The new owner
of the vessel should not be rewarded for my many years of hard work. I am a life long
commercial fisherman and sole provider for my family. Losing access to any fishery will be
detrimental to my lively hood.
I know there are other fisherman who are also going to be negatively affected by this
amendment. Commercial fisherman rely on many fisheries to make their living. Please
consider changing the amendment and have the permit stay with the fisherman, not the
vessel.
Thank you for your consideration,
John Glawson
3856 Tomahawk Lane
San Diego CA 92117
F/V Nicole Ann
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Subject: for Brifing book Thanks Kenyon
From: khensel@charter.net
Date: Wed, 20 Aug 2008 09:01:34 -0700
To: Merrick.Burden@noaa.gov
Kenyon Hensel
871 Elk Valley Rd
Crescent City CA
95531
707-465-6857
To the Council Family,
I am sending Bill James as my alternate for this meeting. The main reason I am doing so is
because of his of research and diligence on the process of permitting open access. He has
my support for his presentations. At the same time I strongly ask that the council does
not pick the preferred alternative at this meeting. The location of this meeting makes it
almost imposable for small boat fishermen to attend. While I have worked towards the goal
of having a limited small boat fishery to replace the open access sector, I recommend that
the council takes the time to get this decision right. You need to be sure that you have
fulfilled your obligation to the law. You are creating a small boat sector. The end
product of you actions should have a fleet of local fishermen who work from their local
ports. They are currently harvesting shelf rockfish and near shore stocks. Their landings
are of the highest value. Each port along our coast has this fleet of fishermen. Our ports
need these fishermen to harvest shelf fish in the future.
If you choose recent years catch and set your poundage limits high, you will discount a
large number of fishermen who have not had access to the shelf because of the RCA. If you
are going to use large landing limits and discount near shore catches, you will have
fishermen discarding shelf fish. You cannot go fishing for rock cod and manage your catch
to insure that a small fixed percentage of your target species is shelf fish. You may
catch a twenty-pound lingcod on you first drop. Without any other near shore fish on
board, what do you do? Throw it back? This will simply cause hardship on near shore
fishermen. I have no problem with having a few more fishermen in the sector. Our goal is
to have a fixed number of fishermen, not necessarily a small number. We can set accurate
trip limits knowing that number. If the limits are a smaller per boat (due to a larger
number of fishermen) the sector will deal with it. We must have enough boats with shelf
permits to maintain markets at far-flung ports. This is more important then having a small
sector to start with. I hope that in the future we can talk about the stacking of permits
or buying back and retiring permits. There are many ways to consolidate this fleet, but
few ways to make it bigger. Thank you for your consideration of issue. I look forward to
seeing all of you at future meetings.
Kenyon Hensel
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