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GROUNDFISH ALLOCATION COMMITTEE REPORT ON AMENDMENT 20 – TRAWL
RATIONALIZATION

The Groundfish Allocation Committee (GAC) met in Portland, Oregon on May 5, 6, & 7, 2009
to discuss aspects of Amendment 20 - Trawl Rationalization program. The following written
GAC recommendations and rationale to the Council were vetted by the committee members at
the GAC meeting and through email.
Eligibility to Own Language
The GAC recommends that the Council adopt the “eligibility to own” language proposed
by NMFS General Counsel, and leave in the AFA exception language (part ii from the
eligibility to own PPA) but changing “any person or entity” to “any entity”.
Rationale: In order to make the trawl rationalization language consistent with the MSA and the
intent of the Council, the language suggested by NMFS GC should be adopted. In order to be
sure of accommodating all current vessel ownership structures, the AFA exception should be
included. Some may argue that this language is no longer needed given the recent changes in
ownership, particularly in the mothership sector; however, the effect of removing this exception
language is unknown and there is no harm in keeping it, so the GAC recommends it be retained.
NMFS GC recommends that the language be revised to indicate that exception refers only to
entities.
Overfished Species and Pacific Halibut Control and Vessel Limits
The Council should have a discussion of intent with respect to the formation of risk pools
and application of control limit to such pools.
Rationale: The GAC would like to retain flexibility so people can form voluntary and informal
risk pools, but a third entity would not need to be formed to facilitate the risk pool.
The GAC recommends QP transfers be allowed only from the QS holder to vessels and
from one vessel to another. Control limits would limit QS ownership and vessel QP limits
would restrict the accumulation of QP.
Rationale: The GAC discussed the need for a limit on the accumulation of QP outside of vessel
accounts, the need for an “entity QP limit.” While there is a limit on QS ownership and a limit
on the amount of QP in a vessel account, there is no limit on the amount of QP that could be
accumulated outside the vessel account. Staff indicated that current policy did not restrict the
amount of QP transferred among QS holders or to other entities, other than vessels. The GAC
identified that the policy intent was to ensure the QP is moved to vessels in a timely manner, to
increase the probability of its use. The desire is to have a link between the QS/QP and a vessel.
At the same time, the intent is to provide an opportunity for crew members, processors and other
to hold QS and direct the associated QP. The possibility of addressing this issue by requiring the
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QP be transferred to a vessel by a certain time was discussed. However, this would restrict
flexibility of non-vessel owners to direct the use of their QP or create complexities in the catch
and QP usage tracking system. To address this problem, the GAC recommends that transfer of
QP be allowed only from the QS holder to the vessel and among vessels. QP could not be
transferred among other entities. Thus the QS control limit would effectively restrict the amount
of QP held by anyone other than a vessel owner. The limit on QP transfers addresses both the
need to limit the accumulation of QP during the year and reinforces the policy requiring that QP
be moved onto the vessel during the year.
The GAC recommends the Council adopt the preliminary preferred overfished species
control and vessel limits from the GMT.
Rationale: The GMT control limits are the highest initial allocations using the bycatch
allocation approach for OF spp. The motion did not recommend the unused QP limit idea from
the GMT/GAP; however, the staff analysis on that will be presented to the Council in June.
For Pacific halibut, the GAC recommends the Council adopt a 5.4 percent control limit,
and a vessel limit of 14 percent.
Rationale: The control limit of 5.4% is the maximum initial allocation to a single permit. This
approach is the same as that used for the overfished species. The vessel limit levels should
provide the opportunity for vessels to take the full vessel limit for arrowtooth (20%) or petrale
sole (4.5%), assuming they can achieve a halibut bycatch mortality rate that would be low
enough for the fleet to take the full OYs of both arrowtooth and Petrale (a rate of 0.006 pounds
of legal and sublegal halibut per pound of arrowtooth or Petrale). Based on some of the bycatch
rate reductions observed in Washington EFPs, it is thought that it will be possible for trawl
vessels to get down to this halibut bycatch rate.
Divestiture
The GAC recommends the following three options for Council consideration, no single one
of which is preferred. All recommend allowing divestiture of QS in excess of control limits,
but vary in the amount of excess QS temporarily retained by original owners and the
issuance of annual QP for excess QS.
Under all options, the two year moratorium on QS transfers remains in effect (QP transfers are
allowed during that period).
Option 1: 100% of Excess QS Temporarily Retained by Original Owners but No QP issued
to the Owner of the Excess QS.
Initial Allocation of Target Species QS In Excess of Control Limits
Target species QS will be issued on the basis of the initial allocation formula. The
control limits will not restrict the initial allocation, but the amount above the control limit
is to be considered as temporary ownership to allow for voluntary divestiture.
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Divestiture Requirement: Entities receiving a temporary initial allocation of QS in excess
of control limits must divest themselves of the excess QS between the onset of year 3 and
the end of the 5th year of the program. After that time, any QS still held in excess of the
limits will be revoked and distributed among other QS holders on a pro rata basis.
Initial Allocation of Overfished Species QS
QS in excess of the target species control limits will not be included in the allocation
formulas for overfished species allocations.
QP for QS Held in Excess of Limits
• At the start of each year when QP is issued, original QS holders will not receive
QP for any QS held in excess of the control limits. (100% of such QP will be
distributed to all other QS holders below the control limits on a pro-rata basis.)
• QP will be issued to new QS holders who have received divested QS at the start
of the year after the QS divesture transaction was completed.
Option 2: 50% of Excess QS Temporarily Retained by Original Owners, but No QP Issued
to the Owner of the Excess QS
Initial Allocation of Target Species QS In Excess of Control Limits
Target species QS will be issued on the basis of the initial allocation formula, except that
half the amount an entity qualifies for in excess of the limit will be withheld and
redistributed to those below the control limits and half will be temporarily retained by the
original entity for the purpose of divestiture.
Divestiture Requirement
Same as Option 1
Initial Allocation of Overfished Species QS
Same as Option 1
QP for QS Held in Excess of Limits
Same as Option 1

Option 3: 50% of Excess QS Temporarily Retained by Original Owners, with Full QP
Issued to the Owner of the Excess QS
Initial Allocation of Target Species QS In Excess of Control Limits
Same as Option 2
Divestiture Requirement
Same as Option 2
Initial Allocation of Overfished Species QS
Same as Option 2
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QP for QS Held in Excess of Limits
• Each year QP will be issued for all QS initially allocated to the original entity,
including any amount temporarily held in excess of control limits.
• At the time of divestiture of QS by an original entity to a new owner, the seller
can transfer associated QP to the new owner, and at the start of the year after the
QS divesture transaction was completed, all associated QP will be issued to new
QS holders who have received divested QS.
The above GAC options are relative to a No Divestiture option. If the Council decides to
allow divestiture, then the GAC recommends the Council adopt a cutoff date between 2003
and June 2009.
Rationale: If a divestiture provision is adopted, entities may accumulate additional permits prior
to the time of initial allocation. The cut-off date is needed so that NMFS will know whether to
apply the divestiture rules for all permits an entity owns at the time of initial allocation or only
those accumulated up to a certain date. There was discussion of rationale for a number of
possible cut-off dates including the originally published control date of November 6, 2003, the
date at which the option to not have a grandfather clause was first included as a formal option
(November 2007), the date on which the no grandfather clause was adopted by the Council
(November 2008) or a later date.
Adaptive Management Program (AMP)
The GAC recommends the Council treat AMP as a pass through in the first two years of
the trawl rationalization program.
Rationale: Having a pass through for the first two years of the program would allow the
Council to better understand the effects of the rationalization program and structure an AMP
more appropriately after that two year period. Furthermore, implementing a non-pass through
option in the first two years of the rationalization program would create additional complexity
and administration that may not be feasible given the implementation burden of the broader
program during the first two years.
The GAC asked for the GMT to further discuss “buffers,” holdback concepts for AMP and
the carryover provision, and develop recommendations for the Council. Additionally, the
GAC acknowledged that buffers and the carryover provision should be brought up during
Amendment 23 (Annual Catch Limits) discussions.
Fishery Management Plan Amendment
The GAC indicated the Council should follow the DEIS decision document
recommendation on the framework approach to amending the FMP. The GAC reviewed
the draft language provided by Council staff and made a number of recommendations for
modifications. The draft language with staff modifications based on GAC comments is
provided in Agenda Item E.10.a, Attachment 3.
Pacific Halibut Individual Bycatch Quota
The GAC reviewed this issue and concurred with staff’s recommendation that the
Amendment 20 language be modified to reflect the action taken for Amendment 21.
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