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 Situation Summary 
 April 2001 
 
 NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE REPORT 
 
Situation:  National Marine Fisheries Service will provide a report on recent actions in the coastal pelagic 
species (CPS) fishery and the status of approval of Amendment 9 to the CPS fishery management plan. 
 
Council Action:  Discussion 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Exhibit E.3, Supplemental NMFS Report. 
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 April 2001 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
REVIEW CAPACITY GOAL AND RELATED ISSUES 

 
Drs. Kevin Hill and Sam Herrick of the Coastal Pelagic Species Management Team (CPSMT) briefed the 
Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) on fleet profile, capacity goal and permit transferability options 
for the coastal pelagic species (CPS) finfish limited entry fishery.  The window period for CPS permit 
transferability closed December 31, 2000. The current fleet consists of 65 vessels. 
 
The CPSMT considered a number of alternative capacity goals (1) long-term, expected average allowable 
harvest of 108,306 mt, with physical capacity to harvest peak period landings of 273,507 mt, (2) average 
total finfish landings during 1981-2000 of 57,676 mt, (3) long-term expected average allowable harvest of 
108,306 mt, and (4) fixed fleet of 65 vessels with no capacity goal. 
 
In order to determine the number of vessels needed to achieve capacity goal options 1-3, it was 
necessary to estimate capacity per vessel.  The CPSMT considered two alternative approaches to such 
estimation  (1) an approach based on Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) and (2) an approach based on 
observed historical behavior of the fleet.  Using both these approaches, the CPSMT provided estimates of 
“physical” and “normal” capacity, with physical capacity being a measure of hold capacity and normal 
capacity being the amount of capacity used under average stock abundance and market conditions. 
 
The DEA approach (Table 3, p. 11) involves estimation of a technically efficient production frontier and 
the assumption that all vessels in the fleet are capable of performing at the frontier.  This approach 
assumes a homogeneous fleet; for instance, it does not consider variations in performance among 
vessels due to differences in skill among skippers and crews. Moreover, for most of the fleet, the frontier 
exceeds even their maximum historical harvest.   For these reasons, the SSC considers this approach to 
greatly overestimate fleet capacity. 
 
The second approach (Appendix Table 3, p. 22) is based on the assumption that each vessel is capable 
of consistently replicating its own peak performance in terms of the maximum landings per trip and the 
maximum number of trips per year during 1981-2000.  Although this approach provides a more realistic 
estimate of each vessel’s capacity than DEA, it likely overestimates the extent to which such capacity is 
likely to be utilized in the pursuit of CPS finfish. 
 
The CPS finfish fishery possesses a number of unique characteristics that make it difficult to estimate 
capacity in a realistic way.  CPS finfish landings typically fall well below allowable harvest levels, for 
reasons that are largely market driven.  The fleet is highly diversified and typically targets low-priced CPS 
finfish only when higher-priced alternatives such as squid or tuna are not available.  The few vessels that 
are CPS finfish specialists tend to make very modest landings.  Moreover, it is customary for vessels to 
avoid filling their hold on CPS finfish trips, due not only to processor limits but also the desire to avoid 
compromising the marketability of their catch.  Thus, while the fleet is certainly capable of CPS finfish 
landings that exceed its normal capacity, it is unlikely to harvest its physical capacity. 
 
According to Appendix Table 3 (p. 22), the normal capacity estimates associated with option 1 (65 boats) 
and option 2-A  (41 boats) are very similar to each other, as are the physical capacity estimates.  These 
results are not surprising, given the lack of incentive for the fleet to maximize its CPS finfish harvests.  
Although the physical capacity estimates likely exceed the amount of capacity likely to be utilized even 
under optimal stock abundance and market conditions, they are sufficiently high to suggest that the 
number of vessels allowed under both options 1 and 2-A would be capable of harvesting the long term 
expected allowable harvest (capacity goal option 3 - 108,306 mt) and perhaps even peak amounts of 
CPS finfish that might be available on an occasional basis (capacity goal option 1 - 273,507 mt). 
 



While fleet size options 1 and 2-A are not distinguishable on the basis of capacity, it is possible to 
distinguish between these options by considering how they interact with the vessel profile options.  Of the 
65 CPS finfish limited entry boats, 55 also hold squid permits.  Vessel profile option 1, which is to 
maintain a diverse CPS finfish fleet that also relies on other fishing opportunities, reflects the manner in 
which this fleet has historically operated.  Fleet size option 1 (65 boats) is consistent with vessel profile 
option 1.  Fleet size option 2-A (41 boats) is also consistent with fleet profile option 1, at least for the 41 
CPS finfish permit holders who maintain their diversity of opportunities by holding onto their CPS finfish 
permits.  However, option 2-A may significantly reduce the diversity of opportunities for vessels that give 
up their CPS finfish permit and makes them economically vulnerable in years of low squid and tuna 
availability.  Option 2-A is also potentially disruptive of a long-standing pattern of behavior by fishery 
participants. 
 
The SSC agrees with the CPSMT’s recommendation that permit transfers be allowed in the CPS finfish 
limited entry fishery so long as fleet capacity does not exceed recommended levels.  The SSC also 
supports the CPSMT’s recommendation that transferability provisions be re-evaluated should the fleet’s 
gross registered tonnage change by 5%. 
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 REVIEW CAPACITY GOAL AND RELATED ISSUES 
 
Situation:  Under the coastal pelagic species (CPS) fishery management plan (FMP), limited entry permits 
may not be transferred to a different owner.  The Coastal Pelagic Species Advisory Subpanel (CPSAS) 
and the public have expressed concern about these restrictions and whether the number of permits 
initially issued reflects optimal capacity in the fishery.  To address these concerns, the Council directed 
the Coastal Pelagic Species Management Team (CPSMT) to analyze several issues related to capacity 
and permit transferability: 
 
1. Establish a goal for the CPS finfish fishery (i.e., what should the fishery "look like" in terms of the 

number of vessels and the amount of capacity). 
 
2. Establish a procedure (with criteria) for issuing new permits after the goal is attained. 
 
3. Evaluate the pros and cons of extending the current permit transfer window to allow consideration of 

the non-transferability of California's market squid permits under two scenarios, (1) basic extension of 
the transferability deadline, or (2) extension of transferability contingent on holding a California squid 
permit. 

 
4. Develop mechanisms for achieving the goal. 
 
5. Transferability of permits after the goal is achieved under two scenarios – on achieving goal, (1) all 

permits (including new permits) are freely transferable, or (2) new permits (i.e., those issued after 
goal is achieved) would have restricted transferability. 

 
In November 2000, the CPSMT provided a range of scenarios under which a capacity goal could be 
established: 
 
a. Maintain a diverse CPS finfish fleet (similar to current number of vessels), which also relies on other 

fishing opportunities such as squid and tuna.  
 
b. Determine the size of a smaller fleet - vessels with certain characteristics (e.g., small number of 

larger, "efficient" vessels or smaller number composed of CPS finfish "specialists"). 
 
c. Base the fleet size on expert expectations of long-term expected yields from the combined CPS 

finfish species and the number of vessels physically capable of harvesting that yield. 
 
The Council directed the CPSMT to continue work on establishing a capacity goal and addressing other 
capacity related issues such as permit transferability.  Alternative capacity goals should be constructed 
following the three options outlined by the CPSMT.  The analysis should include advice on the most 
preferred option, why it is most preferred, and how permit transferability would help achieve the goal. 
 
The CPSMT and CPSAS discussed these issues at their February 2001 and March 2001 meetings.  The 
CPSMT will report to the Council the results of their capacity analysis and recommend several 
alternatives for setting a capacity goal and addressing permit transferability.  The CPSAS will provide 
reports to the Council addressing these issues as well. 
 
Council Action:  Consider Capacity Goal and Related Issues. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Exhibit E.2.b, CPSMT Report. 
2. Exhibit E.2.b, Supplemental CPSAS Report. 
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SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
UPDATE ON SQUID MAXIMUM SUSTAINABLE YIELD METHODOLOGIES WORKSHOP 

 
The Department of Commerce rejected portions of Amendment 8 to the Coastal Pelagic Species Fishery 
Management Plan (CPS FMP) on the grounds that the amendment did not include an estimate of 
maximum sustainable yield (MSY) for squid.   In September 2000, the Scientific and Statistical Committee 
(SSC) reviewed newly derived estimates of squid MSY.   Because of the uncertainties surrounding these 
estimates and more generally, ongoing concern regarding the appropriateness of defining MSY for this 
species, the SSC did not recommend an MSY value.   Fortunately, recent research conducted on squid 
life history (including growth, maturity, and fecundity) along with augmented fishery-dependent data (port 
sampling and logbooks) have provided significant new information and data.  The SSC recommended 
(and the Council concurred) that the SSC work with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to organize a stock assessment review (STAR) panel 
during 2001 to integrate the ongoing squid research in California into the Council’s CPS FMP.  Terms of 
reference for the STAR panel were meant to address the MSY issue as well as candidate control rules for 
practical squid management. 
 
The STAR Panel will convene during May 14-17, 2001  (3.5 days) at the Southwest Fisheries Science 
Center, La Jolla, California.   The Panel will include representatives of the SSC, CDFG, NMFS, CPSMT, 
CPSAS, and two outside reviewers.   Tentative panel members are: 
 
SSC:  Tom Jagielo  (Co-Chair) 
SSC:  Ray Conser  (Co-Chair) 
SSC:  Cindy Thomson 
CDFG:  Tom Barnes 
CPSMT: Paul Smith 
CPSAS: Heather Munro 
Outside Reviewer: Johann Augustyn  (Marine and Coastal Management Institute - South Africa) 
Outside Reviewer: Larry Jacobson  (NMFS - Woods Hole) 
 
Approximately ten working papers are in preparation for the review, and will be distributed to the STAR 
Panel by May 1, 2001.  All working paper authors will present their paper(s) to the STAR Panel and will 
be available throughout the week to consult with the panel, provide additional information & data, and to 
carry out additional analyses, if needed.  A draft STAR Panel report will be available for distribution with 
the briefing book prior to the June Council meeting.  
 
Terms of reference for the Squid STAR Panel are: 
 
1. Review recent findings on the biology and life history of market squid, including the assessment-

related aspects of age and growth, maturity, fecundity, spawning behavior, longevity, habitat, and 
environment. 

 
2. Review newly developed fisheries-related data, including catch history, effort data, and port sampling 

protocols as they relate to estimation of key biological, population parameters. 
 

3. Review all aspects of MSY estimation, as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation 
and Management Act for all FMPs, and address the concept of MSY as it relates to a species that is 
short-lived and whose abundance/availability is largely environmentally determined. 

 
4. Consider management measures for market squid, including operationally-practical control rules, 

long-term monitoring programs, and in-season adjustment mechanisms.  
 
5. Prepare a report for the Council SSC detailing the findings of the review, practical management 

recommendations, and the key research and data needs. 
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 UPDATE ON SQUID MAXIMUM SUSTAINABLE YIELD METHODOLOGIES WORKSHOP 
 
Situation:  Last September, as the Council was finalizing Amendment 9 to the coastal pelagic species 
(CPS) fishery management plan (FMP), the Council supported the Scientific and Statistical Committee’s 
(SSC) recommendation for a workshop to review market squid life history and fishery management 
information.  The goal of the workshop is to obtain information to help the Council develop a maximum 
sustainable yield (MSY) or MSY proxy value for market squid, which would be incorporated into the CPS 
FMP.  Preparation for the workshop is proceeding under the guidance of the SSC, the Coastal Pelagic 
Species Management Team (CPSMT), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 
 
The CPSMT will report on workshop preparations.  The SSC has developed terms of reference for the 
workshop and will review these for the Council.  The workshop will be May 13-17, 2001 at the NMFS-
Southwest Fisheries Science Center in La Jolla, California.  The workshop panel will be comprised of 
SSC, CPSMT, Coastal Pelagic Species Advisory Subpanel, CDFG representatives and several outside 
reviewers.  A preliminary report will be provided to the Council at the June 2001 meeting. 
 
Council Action:  Discussion. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Exhibit E.3.a, Supplemental CPSMT Report. 
2. Exhibit E.3.b, Supplemental SSC Report. 
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