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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This review document concernmplementation ofAmendment 14 to thePacific Coast
Groundfish Fisery Management Plan (FMP)Amendment 14PFMC, 2001)was approved by
the Pacific Fishery Management Cour(€louncil) at its November 2000 meetirzond partially
implemented by National Marine Fisheries Ser(ld®&FS) on August 2, 200(FederaRegister,
2001) in timeto providefor alimited entry fixed gearl(EFG) sablefish seasaftongline and pot
gear) from August 15through October 31 2001 The amendmentwhich covers the LEFG
sablefishfishery north of 36 N. latitude, was fully implemented for the 2002 fisherYhis
amendment created a permit stacking program for pemitit sablefish endorsemenrise., the
sablefish permittackingprogramor simplythe sablefish prograinThe progamwas expected
to lengthen the duration of th€&FG primary sablefish fishery, increase safety and flexibility for
fisheryparticipants, and reduce capacity in LG fleet.

1.1 Purpose and Need for a Program Review

The purpose of this document is to pd®/ an overall review of the sablefish program to
determine how well it has méteC o u n c i | d@jectivegaadtteehelp identifiany potential
modifications or improvements to the progravhich would then be considered throutite

C o u n standabdsotice and review procesbBhe goals and objectives of the program are based
on, and are consistent withthe goals and objectives of the MagnuSiavens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (MS®hich is the ultimatewthority forregional ouncil
fishery management.

While the sablefishprogram seems to have beganerallysuccessful at achieving itmain
objectives a few limited requests fggrogram modificationdyave emerged the more thanl2
yearsthat have elased since its implementatigaeeSection 12). During that time there have
beenseveralchanges in the fishery and groundfish managemientonsideration of the changes
and time elapsedh¢ Council ad NMFShaveagree upon theneed toreviewthe progranwith

a more indepth lookto determine how well it has met its original objectives and how well it
continues to servPacific Coast groundfish management and its stakeholdersaddition, he
sablefish permit stacking program is of a type of fishery managememprogram that was
caegorized in the2006 reauthorization of th&#SA as a limited access privilegerogram
(LAPP). After 2006, any programs initiated as LIR$had to meetertain requirementsgsted in
Section 303A(c) of the MSAIncluding the need tbe reviewedon aperiodic basis. While it
wasinitiated as a LAP prior tothe MSArequirements for new LAPS a periodic review of any
program to determine how well it is working and achieving its original objectives is a prudent
management proceasdis consistent withhe requirements iB303A of the MSA

FINAL LEFG Sablefish Permit Stacking Program Revie®i1@/14 1



1.2 Concurrent Considerations of the Sablefish Program

Concurrent withhis review, the Councthas beertonsidering two potential modifications to the
regulations implementing the sablefish prografi) liberalizing the avn-andhold thresholdo
addresdimitations encountered by vessel owners who fish their vessels in both the West Coast
and Alaska sablefish fisherieand 2) requiring the use of electronic reportifgectronic fish
tickets)to aid in the tracking ofandings. At its June 2014 meetinghe Counciladoptedfinal
recommendationsn these issues The Council recommendddMFS liberalize the ownrand

hold restriction by providindor a limited exemption, initially only to eligible vessel owners who

fish their vessels in both the West Coast sablefish permit stacking program and the Alaska
sablefish IFQ programjut with the possibility for expansion at a later dafehe Councilalso
adopted a recommendation for requiring electronic fish tickets for allelihentry and open
access landings that include sablefish. The limited entry permit numbers must be included on the
electronic fish ticketsDetailsoft he Counci | 6s consi decandéefounch and
on the Council websiti the briefing bok archivesunder Agenda Item F.& the June meeting

Additionally, in trailing actions for the trawl individual fishing quotas (IFQ) program (trawl
rationalization), the Council previously approved a regulatory change to allow fixed gear and
trawl permit to be jointly registered to the same vessel at the same time. NMFS is in the process
of considering the Council déds recommendati on
proposed action into the same regulatory package with theaadhold thresbld and
electronicreportingissues.

2.0 BACKGROUND

2.1 Pre-Permit Stacking Management History

Sablefish Anoplopoma fimbria | al so knmdon ias anestsathébld species

in the goundfish fishery off Washiton, Oregon, and California. Becausfets high exvessel

value per poundsablefish is a desirable target species for many West Coast fisheries and gear
groups. Management of sablefish was, and continues to be, divided “atN3@atitude
(approximately 20 miles south of Point Sur, Califajrwith separate annual catch limits (ACLS)

for the northern and southern fistes divided by this line. The ACLs in the north are
substantially higher than those in the south (the northern ACL was three times that set for the
southern area) he Counciimadeseveral sablefish allocation decisions over the 15 years prior to
implementation of Amendment 14 am attempto divide this desirable resouraenongdifferent

sectors of the fishemn an equitable and beneficial way

Intersector Allocation and Seaonal Management. In 1987, an allocation ofiorthern area
sablefish was establishéght providedb2 percento the trawl fisheryand48 percent to thaon
trawl gear groupsThis allocation was later adjusted to p&centand 42percentfor trawl and

FINAL LEFG Sablefish Permit Stacking Program Revie®i1@/14 2



nonttrawl, respectively Industry representativefor participaits in the nontrawl sablefish
fisheries expressed their dedinat the fishery be managed on a seasonal basis (as opposed to the
yearround policy the Council pursued for masictors of the groundfish fishery). The pursuit of
seasonal management for the #ticaawl segment of the sablefish fishery was a key decision that,
when combined with a decline in sablefish abundamekincreasing efforultimatelyimpacted

safdy, efficiency, and allocatiorssues that the permit stacking program was meant to address.

License Limitation. The vast majority of the trawl and norawl sablefish harvegas well as

that of othergroundfish species)was placed under a license limitation mag through
Amendment 6 to the groundfish FMP, recommended by the Council in(P#d4C, 1992)and
implemented in 1994. Of the ndnbal commercial optimum yield of sablefish, 90.6 percent was
allocated to the limited entrfLE) fishery and 9.4 percent was allocated to the open access
fishery. TheLE sablefish allocation was then allocated 58 petdo thel E trawl sector and 42
percent to theLE nontrawl (fixed gear) sector. The license limitation system provided the
underlying structure for theEFG sablefish catch share program that was finally implemented in
2001 under Amendment 14. Undema&ndment 6, the owners of vessels which met a July 11,
1984 through August 1, 198§ualifying period)minimum landing requirement were givei
permits endorsed for the gear that was used to meet the requirement aisécfaathe size of

the vessel Permits were provided for trawl, longline, and fishpot vesagiEh were allowed to
gualify for more than one gear endorsement (but only one permit was issued for each vessel).
Minimum landing requirements were set with the intent of establidbihfleets that were the

size of the active fleet in 1987. The requirement for a longline permit was 6 days of landings
over 500 pounds or 37.5 metric tawfstotal landings in the qualifying periodThe requirement

for a fishpot permit was 5 days of landings 0880 pounds or 150 naf total landings in the
qualifying period The 1987 fAactive fleetd objective
Vessels using all gear types other than trawl, longline, and fishpot were left in the open access
groundfid fishery and a small open access opportunity was also provided for fishpot and
longline vessels that did not qualify for permitdie opportunity for use of longline and fishpot
gear in the open aess fishery was provided because landings less thapd@ils were not
counted toward the landing requiremént.

Deliberations on a Fixed Gear Sablefish IFQ Program.After the Council finished its 1991
deliberation on Amendment 6, recognizing that a license limitation program would only slow the
growth in capeity, the Council moved immediately to consideration of an IFQ program for the
fixed gear sablefish fishery. Work on this program continued from 1991 through 1994. In the
fall of 1994, the Council set its deliberations aside in response to a requeshdrdvest Coast

L A similar opportunity was not provided for trawl vessels because the 500 pound minimum had no effect on the
number of vessels qualifying.

FINAL LEFG Sablefish Permit Stacking Program Revie®i1@/14 3
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Congressional delegation to defer action until the MSA reauthorization was comjhettsd.
1996 reauthorization of the MSA, Congress included a moratorium on implementing new
individual quota IQ) programs through October 1, 2Q00fringing deliberations on a sablefish
IFQ Program to a complete halt

Subdivision and Management of the Fixed Gear Allocatiomnd Derby Management Until
implementation of IFQs as part of the trawl rationalization program in 20&oastwide trawl
fisherytook sablefish as part of its yeawund cumulative trip limit fisheriesDuring this same

time, thenorthernareafixed gear fleet lande85 percentof its allocation in a directed sablefish
seasonand 15percentof its allocation indaily trip limit (DTL) sablefish fisheries. In the north,

DTL regulations were in place before and after the directed sablefish season. The southern fixed
gear fleet landed all of its allowed harvest in a DTL fish&he directed season north of 36°

latitude had becomeincreasingly tense over the years as vessel capacity and competition for
landings increased and amounts of fish available for harvest decreased. Through 1996, the
directed (or i pr i ned asyad ppenscempstitiom denogvehichnvaseets g

raced with each other to catch fish before the quota was gone and the fishery Cledeyl.
duration shortened each year, until the fishery was just five days long in 1996.

The Sablefish Endorsement and Equal Cumulative Limits. Concern for the safety of
participants in the sablefish derby led the Council to develop Amendment 9 to th¢FRNIT,

1996) NMFS implemented Amendment 9, the sablefish endorsement progrd®97 Under

this program, theLE permit holders were eligle for sablefish endorsements based on their
permit history. A fixed gear sablefish endorsement was added to permits that had a history of
landing more than 16,000 pounds of sablefish in any one year from 1984 to 1994. Permits
without sufficient sablefis landings history were not endorsed for future participation in the
primary season, but could still be used in the DTL fisheries. When this endorsement was
adopted, it was recognized that it was only the first in a series of stop gap measures to control
increasing capacity and deteriorating seasons in the fishery.

Even with the sablefish endorsement to prevdatvessels from shifting into the sablefish
fishery, the fishing season was expected to remain short. In order to lengthen the season, equal
limits on the harvest of all qualified participar{sablefish endorsement holdevegre imposed

in 1997 However, the season still had to be limited to keep the fishery from being classified as
an 1Q program, prohibited under the MSA moratorium on such prografnéishery with a

limited class of participant®ach with an amount of fish they are allowed to hayvesn 1Q

The moratorium was interpreted to cover any program that would allow a vessel ample time and
opportunity to catch a limit allocated specifically to that vessel. The moratorium forced the
Council to manage the primary season for a short duration that prdveany participants from

fully taking their vesses peci f i ¢ [ i mits (a Amodi fied derb
cumulative limits would not be categorized as an IQ program, regulations were established to set
a maximum season length of 10 dagster the modified derby, any of the primary fishery
allocation remaining was taken in a tme@ek mopup fishery in which each vessel had the same

FINAL LEFG Sablefish Permit Stacking Program Revie®i1@/14 4



cumulative limit.Equal cumulative limitgor the primary fisheryvere viewed by the Council as
being extraordindly reallocative in nature, but for 1997, equal limits were the only option
available to lengthen the season and to begin to address safety issues.

Three Tiers of Cumulative Limits. The inequitable allocation system created by the equal
cumulative limitswas parti ally r-ebs et uevhighawhseeliablshedidyhr e e
regul atory amendment f or }t9i9e8r oOa tislprasbtepfisheryd . Und
continued to be managed by providing each vessel with a single cumulative limit; drpwev
sablefish endorsement holders were ranked into three different tiers based on their permit
histories, with the lowest tidiTier 3) having the lowest qualification requiremeatsd receiving

the lowest cumulative limits. This system is described imtgredetail in Section 2.3nnual
management of the thréier cumulative limit system required that the allocation for this fishery

be divided such that there were three different cumulative limits for the different tiers. While
somewhat more equitablban the cumulative limit program, the thitser system still required
somefishermento make large cutbacks in théiarvestlevels while allowing others to expand.

The system provided little flexibility to operators to determine the manner in which their
sablefish catchvasharvested or to scale their harvapivard to match their prexisting levels

of capital investment. This lack of flexibility undoubtedly reduced efficiency, resulting in a
lower net value for harvest.

Continuation of Short Seasons. Even under the threger system, the fishery still had to be
managed as a modified derland the seasons were still too sHbetween 8@ days)to allow
fishermen to operate with care and safety. Short derby seasons are believed to result in accidents
due to fatigue and financial pressure to fish and transit under unsafe conditions.

Fixed Gear Sablefish Catch Shares.The MSA moratorium on new IQ programs expired on
October 1, 2000. On December 21, 2000, Public Law5B3 an appropriations bill fahe
National Oceanic and Atmospheric AdministratiddOAA), contained a continuation of the 1Q
moratorium through October 1, 2002 and an exception to that moratorium for the West Coast
fixed gear sablefish fisherdn August 2, 2001Amendment 14mplemented a permit stacking
program, in whichup to threesablefishendorsedpermit could be registered for use with a
single vessel and that vessel could then have access porttey season sablefistumulative
limits associated with each of thogermits. Most importantly, the exception to the 1Q
moratorium for the fixed gear sablefish fish@liowed longer seasonégril through October

as implemented through Amendment %6)that each vessel could fish against its limits at its
own speed.

Phasel Implementation of Catch Shares. Portions of Amendment 14 were implemented for
the 2001 primary sablefish season. The extended sablefish $aasibd through OctobeB1)
was fully implemented in 2002. In 2006, NMFS implemented additional regulat@mns
Amendment 14. In the future, NMFS wibnsiderimplemening a permit stacking program fee
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system as required by tHdSA (see Sectior8.11). Table 2-1 recounts the implementation
history.

2.2 Permit Stacking Program Goals and Objectives

The legal basidor Amendment 14 is the Groundfish FMP approved by the Secretary of
Commerce under the authority provided by the MSA.

Permit stacking and its accompanying regulatory provisions were expected to help the Council
address objectives related to National Statslal (fair and equitable allocation), 5 (consider
efficiency), 6 (take into account variations and contingencies), 8 (take communities into
account), 9 (minimize bycatch and bycatch mortality), and 10 (promote safety). Specifically, it
was expected to att achievement of Groundfish FMP Goals 2 (maximize the value of the
resource as a whole) and 3 (achieve maximum biological yield) through impacts related to
Objectives 6 (achieve greatest net benefit), 9 (reduce wastage), 11 (minimize bycatch), 12
(equitdble sharing of the conservation burden), 13 (minimize gear conflicts), and 14 (accomplish
changes with minimum disruption).

Key objectives of Amendment 14 and the permit stacking program were further defined as
provided in Table 2.

The stacking programas intended to modify the economic and social impacts of the fishery
management system in order to attain a more favorable result with respect to the entire suite of
standards, goals, and objectives for management of the groundfish fishery.

2.3 Description o f the Current Permit Stacking Program

The sablefish fishery primary season managed under the permit stacking program occurs north of
36° N. latitude. Vessels in this fishery registered to at least Léhgermit with a gear
endorsement for either longline trap (or pot) gear and an endorsement for sablefish, fish a
specified tier limit. Such vessels are eligible to fish in the DTL fishery before the primary season
(i.e., January through March) and after their aggregate tier limit on the svéssa been
harvested, or the season has ended, whichever comes first. This transition between fisheries often
occurs during the sablefish primary season. Under the permit stacking program, each fixed gear
sablefish endorseldE permit is assigned to one of thiee e r s . The permitoés t
the poundage of sablefish which can be landed by that permit each season while participating in
the primary sablefish fishery. Sablefish endorsements and their tiers may not be transferred
separately from theE permits. For sablefish endorséds permits, the Regional Administrator
biennially or annually announces the size of the cumulative trip limit for each of the three tiers
associated with the sablefish endorsement such that the ratio of limits betweésrshe t
approximately 1:1.75:3.85 for Tier 3, Tier 2, and Tier 1, respectively. Up to three permits can be
stacked onto a single vessel, allowing that vessel to land up to the sum of the three tier limits in
aggregate.
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Table 2-1. Implementation of Amendment 14.

Date

Action

Reference

08/02/2001

NMFS final rule implementing initial permit stacking
provisions as follows:

1) up to 3 sablefiskendorsed permits per vessel;

2) limited entry, primary sabfesh season of August 15
October 31;

3) a vessel may fish for sablefish in the primary seaso
with any of the gears specified on at least one of th|
limited entry sablefistendorsed permits registered fc
use with that vessel;

4) no person may own oiold more than 3 sablefish
endorsed limited entry permits unless that person
owned more than 3 permits as of November 1, 200

5) no partnership or corporation may own a sablefish
endorsed limited entry permit unless that partnersh
or corporation owned permit as of November 1,
2000;

6) cumulative limits for species other than sablefish ar
for the sablefish daily trip limit (DTL) fishery remain
per vessel limits and are not affected by permit
stacking; and

7) the limited entry DTL fishery fosablefish is open
during the primary season for vessels not participat
in the primary season.

66 FR 41152, August 7, 200

03/01/2002

As part of the final rule implementing the 2002 groundf
regulations, the primary limited entry sablefish seas
wasextended to April I October 31.

67 FR 10490, March 7, 2004

04/03/2006

Final rule including additional permit stacking regulatiol
as follows:

1) permit owners and permit holders required to
document their permit ownership interests to ensuri
that no peson holds or has ownership interest in md
than 3 permits;

2) owneron-board requirement for permit owners who
did not own sablefisiendorsed permits as of
Novemberl, 2000;

3) an opportunity for permit owners to add a spouse a
co-owner;

4) vessels nbmeeting minimum frozen sablefish histor
landing requirements are not allowed to process
sablefish at sea;

5) permit transferors required to certify sablefish
landings during migseason transfers; and

6) a definition of the ter

71 FR 1®14, March 2, 2006
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Table 2-2. Key objectives of the permit stacking program and consistency with management

objectives.
Key Objective Consistency with Management Objectives of the FMP and MSA
1. Rationalize the fleet and Capacity reduction is one of

promote efficiency

strategic plan. The strategic plan generally approaches capacity,
reduction by reducing the number of fishing vessels. This reduct
does not of itself imply the rationalization of the fleetrmreased
efficiency. It is possible that the most efficient fixed gear sablefig
harvest could involve a greater number of vessels taking sablefi
bycatch in other fisheries. However, given the high degree of
overcapitalization in the fishery, it ielieved that a reduction in
capacity will generally move the fishery toward greater efficiency
addressing National StandgifdS)5 and FMP Objective 6n net
national benefits

2. Maintain or direct benefits | This objectiverelates to NS 8 on fishingpmmunities and FMP
toward fishing communities| Objective 16on fishing communities

3. Prevent excessive This objective relates to$¥ on allocation, NS 8 on fishing
concentration of harvest communities, and FMP Objective 15 on avoiding advémgpacts to
privileges small entities

4. Mitigate the reallocational | This objective relates to N&on allocation and FR Objectives 12
effects of recent policies {3 | on equitable allocation andl bn minimizing disruption.
tier system and equal limits)

5. Promoteequity This objective relates to$¥ on allocation and FMP Objectiv@ 1

on equitable sharing.

6. Resolve or prevent new This objective relates to®¥ onallocation and FMP Objectives 12
allocation issues from on equitable sharing and dn minimizing disruption.
arising

7. Promote safety This objective relates to®lL0 and FMP Objective7lon safety.

8. Improve product quality and This objective relates to®5 on efficiency and FMP Objective 6 o
value net national benefits.

9. Take actiorwithout creating | This objective relates to FMP Objectivé dn minimizing
substantial new disruptive | disruption.
effects.

10. Create a program that will | This objective relates to capacity reduction recomragads in the

readily transition to a muki
month 1Q program.

strategic plan. Where individual quotas are transferable and
divisible, they address 8I6 by providing the fleet with substantial
flexibility to respond to changing conditions in the fishery and N§
by taking efficiency into account. FMP @gtive 6 is also
addressed.

The program also includes other provisions, including a prohibition on the ownership of permits
by corporationor other business entitiea permit owneon-board requirement, a limit on the
number of permits any individual or entity (individually and collectively) can own or hold, and a
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prohibition on atsea processing. A grandfather clause was provided for each of these provisions,
allowing the continuation of situations in place prior to Council acttar. norgrandfathered
permits, the owneof the permitmust be orboard the vessel during the primary season when
that permitos tier amount i s being fished.
permits then the owners of those permits being fished must be onbahngng fishing
operationsHowever, tlere are medical and death exemptions from this requirement.

Currently there are 164 sablefish endorsed permits of which 131 are endorsed for longline only;
27 are fishpot endorsed only, and six have two gear endorse(nent$our are endorsed for

both longline and fishpot gear, one is endorsed for both fishpot and trawl gear, and one is
endorsed for both longline and trawl geafjhe numberof permits by tier levels as follows

Tier 17 28 permits Tier 21 42 permits,and Tier 37 94 permits As of August 2013,
approximately40 vessels have stacked permits.

2.4 Relevant Groundfish Policy and Regulatory Ch anges since
Program Implementation

Since the implementation of the fixed gear sablefish permit stacking program, numerous
regulatory changes have takplace within the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery. Chief among
these changes was implementation of groundfish conservation areas (i.e., ecologically important
habitat closed areas and rockfish conservation areas) and the rationalization of the trawl fisher
Vessel movemertbetween the LEFG sablefish fishery and the rationalized trawl fishery make
the development of the rationalized trawl fishery especially impoitiar@viewing the sablefish
program.

Fishery Disaster and Rockfish Conservation AreasJustas the Council policies for the LEFG

catch share program were being finalized in 2000, a number of stocks were being identified as
overfished, primarily rockfishes, and severe harvest reductions were imposed on the groundfish
fishery. The first stock asssments identifying the overfished status of some rockfish species
were published in 1999. In 2000, the West Coast groundfish fishery was declared a disaster and
new management measures were sought to reduce impacts. In the fall of 2002, vast swaths of
the continental shelf were closed in order to reduce bycatch of overfished darkblotched rockfish.
In 2003, Rockfish Conservation Area (RCAlpsureswere imposed for both fixed gear and

trawl vessels to protect a number of overfished rockfish species.

Vessel Monitoring System. The need to enforce the RCAs led to a requirement that, starting in
2003, allLE vessels carrequipment and subscribe to servidesallow satellite tracking of
vessels, a vessel monitoring system (VMS).

Trawl Rationalization. Deliberations over rationalization of the trawl fishery began in 2003
and the program was implemented for the 2011 fishéFyawl rationalization involved two
closely related and interlinked decisions. The first was the specification of the management
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system used to rationalize the trawl fish@&rgxmendment0 to the groundfish FMEBPFMC and
NMFS, 2010) Amendment 20 involved the consideration of harvest control tools suéi@Qas
and harvester eops. The second decision invety determining the proportion of the available
catch that would be allocated to the trawl versus thetraav fishery. This decision was
addressed as Amendment 21 to the Groundfish ERAMC, 2010)

The trawl rationalization n@egram allows gear switching (the use of nontrawl gear to catch fish
under the trawl IFQ program). Gear switching not only allows trawl vessels to use fixed gear to
catch sablefish, it also allows fixed gear vessels to acquire a trawl permit and trawd IFQ
increase their harvest of sablefish while using fixed gear. Whether by trawl or fixed gear vessels,
the result has been an increase in the harvest of sablefish with fixed gear, increasing competition
and potential conflict on the fixed gear sablefishing grounds.

3.0 PROGRAM PERFORMANGCKND REVIEW

This reviewof the LEFG sablefishLAPP will concentrate on assessing achievement of the 10
key objectives of the sablefish prograi@ections 3.1 through 1) as provided in Groundfish
Amendment 14 and sumnized in Table 2 of thisdocument These objectives are all socio
economic objectives. While the biological impacts of the sablefish permit stacking program have
not been quantified, they are believed to be insignificant. The impacts, if any, would result from
a potential increase in teported discards of smaller sablefish ahdnges in retention aither
groundfish speciesAn increase in discardf smaltsized sablefish (higigrading) mightbe
expected because the permit tier limits are landing limits rather than catch \whmits would

limit both catch ad discards. The degree of highading will be a function of the price
differential between large and small fish, catch composition by size class, and fishingltests.
degree of highgrading cannot be assessed based on fikbtsiasthere is no reliable data on

size composition of landings because different buyers use different size categories. The ending
of the derby fishery constraint may have allowed vesselad®ase their retention of other
groundfish or may have haa rffect. Under current management, the conservation of sablefish
and other groundfishs protected by ACLs which are independent of the permit stacking
program.

This is the first official review of taimpacts and outcome of this program by the Counicil
2013, NOAA published a technical memoranduon the performance of U.S. catch share
programs(Brinson, Ayeisha A. and Thunberg, Eric A., 201@)ich included a review of the
Pacific Coast sablefish fishery. The authorshat report founavidence for capacity reduction

in the fishery as well as bettachievemenof the catch quota. Total revenue (adjusted for
inflation) also increasedoweverthey were not able to determine what part of the change might
be due to th@rogram versus other market forces.
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This review will utilize primarily available Pacific Fishery Information NetworkP&GcHN)
landings dataAlaska Fishery Information NetworkAKFIN) vessel participation indicators
(Ayes/ nanU.3. Coasy Guard records @afety incidentdo look at how the program
has met its objectives.

The assessmentfeach objective ofhe programas identified abovefollows in sections 3.1
through 3.0 below.

3.1 Rationalize the Fleet and Promote Efficiency

3.1.1 Background

Rationalizing the fleet and promoting efficiency, primarily through reducing the number of
participating vessels (capacity reduction) and lengthening the season, was a key objective of
Amendment 14. In considering how to reduce the fleet, ten€ll also had to balance that

reduction with its other objective of preventing excessive concentration of harvest privileges (see
alsoSection 3.3).At the time Amendment 14 was adopted, the Council had just completed the
Groundfish Strategic Pla(PFMC, 2000)for which @apacity reductions one of the goals. In
support of the Council b6s Strategic Plan deve
Committee (SSC) assessed the capital utilization rates in year 2000 groundfish fisheries. The
SSC characterized the capital utilizationfate r a f i shery as Athe perce
2000] fleet needed to harvest LEHGsablegfishdishery\d f i s h
the SSC calculated that just 9 percent of the vessels in that fleet in 2000 were capable of
harvesting hat f |l eet ds sablefish allocation for the
reducing the number of vessels participating intBE&G sablefish fleet to 9 percent of the year

2000 levels, capacity reduction was a significant objective for Ament 14 and the permit

stacking program.

Amendment 14 was designed to allow the fleet to achieve some balance between too little and
too much capacity reduction, without specifiéteria for what constitutedit oo driit 6 & e 0
mucho T o o Ity reductioa coalcanpeancthat commercial fishermen intending to make a
career of fishingvould have taely on sablefish landingsrovidinga smaller prportion of their
incomesandrequiremorerelianceon other fisheries Too much capacity reduction cduinean

that the fleet could be reduced and concentrated to such a small number of vessels that harvest
benefits from the fisherwould be channeled to relatively famdividuals,coastal communities

and processors

Amendment 14 was explicitipot designedto reduce the fleet numbers to as few vessels as
possibleThe Council 6s judgment on whether the fl e
or by too little, and whether excessive concentration of harvest privileges has occurred, will be
necessarily calitative, sincethe Councildid not set an explicit capacity reduction goal with
Amendment 14.
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Information and datdor consideringwhether the fleet has been rationalizatd mademore
efficientincludeassessing the followinchanges

1 season length aralrerage fishing days by year;

1 number of participating vessels, attainment of allocations, thedconcentration of
harvest, includingcombinations of stacked permits, landings, and revenue by vessels in
the fishery, both before and after programplementation;

1 vessel capacities; and

1 permit pricesfor available years

While we do not have an assessment ofggogramnet revenues per vessel to compare with

similar postprogram data, there is information available on the LEFG sablefish fishe2Q T0r

which has been compiled by Dr. Carl Lian of the Northwest Fisheries Science dgmter. Li and s
paper, which is attached at the end of our review, prowedémates ofotal costnet revenue

earned by commercial catcher vessels in the West Coast gidt@dfish fishery, West Coast

LEFG sablefish fishery, and the West CoaBFG primary sablefish fishery. These estimates

have been developed based on cost information collected throutyiMiR® periodic voluntary

economic data collection program. Anp&nation of the estimates and how they were derived

is providedin the attachedlocument Based on the most recent year of data availgf¢0)
estimatechverage per vessel total cost net revenue estimates were as follows:

1 All LEFGvessels: $14,530
1 Only thoseLE vesgls participating in the fixed gear sablefish fishery: $13,042
1 Only thoseLE vessels participating in the fixed gear sablefish primary fishery: $18,159

Total cost net revenue estimafesthe fleet as a whole in 201ere as follows:

1 All 142LEFGvessels$2,063,260
1 The 139LE vessels participating in the fixed gear sablefish fishety8 12,838
1 The 90LE vessels participating in the fixed gear sablefish primary fishdr$3%,310

Additional breakdowns of these estimates are providdueimttackd document

3.1.2 Assessment

Season Length and Average Fishing Days per YearThe sablefish program provided an
immediate and significant lengthening of the primary sablefish fishery and awreag®on of
the time over which a vessel might fisiable 3-1 provides a succindisplay of the season

2The explanation in Dr. Lianbs paper includes the <cau
profitability since the costarnings surveys used do not capture 100 percent of the costs associated with operating a
commercial fishing vessel.
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length and management histpipcluding the mopup fishery In 1996 the primary fishery
lasted only 5 daysnpon to noonSeptember -b) in the derby mode Beginning with2002 the
annual primary sablefish seasavas increased t&@ monthsin length (April 1 through
October31), giving fishermen and processors far more flexibility in how and when theadfish
andmadelandngs It also eliminated the need for a mop fishery.

Table 3-1. Season length and management summary for the primary LEFG sablefish season north
of 36° N. latitude, 1992 through the present.

Primary Seasor

Year Length Management
1992-1994 2 to 3 weeks Derby
1995 7 days Derby with Mop-up Fishery
(Mop-up Season Sep. 1-30; Cumulative Trip Limit 5,500 Ib per Ves:
1996 5 days Derby with Mop-up Fishery
(Mop-up Season Oct. 1-15; Cumulative Trip Limit 3,400 Ib per Vess
1997 9 days Equal Limits/Modified Derby with Mop-up Fishery
(Mop-up Season Oct. 1-22; Cumulative Trip Limt 8,500 Ib per Vess
1998 6 days Tiered Limits/Modified Derby with Mop-up Fishery
(Mop-up Season Aug. 28-Sep. 12; Cumulative Trip Limit 3,200 Ib per \
1999 9 days Tiered Limits/Modified Derby with Mop-up Fishery
(Mop-up Season Sep. 20-25; Cumulative Trip Limit 1,100 Ib per Ves
2000 9 days Tiered Limits/Modified Derby with Mop-up Fishery
(Mop-up Season Sep. 5-19; Cumulative Trip Limit 3,000 Ib per Ves:
2001 Aug. 15 - Oct. 31 Aug. 2 implementation of Permit Stacking
2002-present Apr. 1 - Oct. 31 Permit Stacking

Figure 3-1 displays the averaghuration in days over which vesselvas fishedper year in the

primary sablefish fishery c al endar days ldndinguntil &s last éasdsxg@rhades f i r s
as part of the primary sablefish fisherypoked upon in that wayyithin the 7 months of fishing
opportunityeach yeafrom 2002 to 2013individual vessels tailored seasons for themselves that
rangedon averagdrom 51to 75 dayslf the duration is weighted by the landings per véssieé

average duration ranged frd to 81 days.

Number of Vessels, Attainment of Allocatios, and Concentration of Harvest. With regard

to reducing the capacity of the fishery, Figur2 @isplays the number of vessels participating in
the sablefish fishery prior to and following implementation of the sablefish tier program.
Primary season picipation from 1996 through 2000 (prior to the program) averaged 146

*Weighting each vesselods season duration by its total
had relatively low total landings or that may have fished only sporadically during the season.
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vessels compared to an average of 90 vessels after program implementation (2002 through
2013), a 38 percent decrease. The number of vessels and landings in the primary season fishery
prior to 1998 were not recorded separately from the total fislzeny are estimates based on
counts ofvessels in the LE fishery that landed at least 1 mt of sablefish north of Santa Barbara
County within the appropriate season periods.

Figure 33 displaysthe historical sablefish fishery allocations from 1996 through 2013 by total,
primary, andDTL fisheries. Note that the allocations reported for years prior to 2002 in this and
the following two figures include the total LEFG sablefish fishexy there wre no explicit
allocations to primary and nonprimary fisheriegyure 34 displays the LEFG sablefish fishery
allocation and landings from 1996 through 20MN&te that from 1998 through 2001 the reported
landings include the DTL and mayp fisheries. kgure 35 displays the perceageof theannual
LEFG sablefish allogtion that waslanded each year ofthe period 1996 through 2013.
Comparing preprogram (1996 through 20pXnd posimplementation(2002 through 2013)
periods,it can be seen that since implementation of the program the percentage landed appears
within a more consistent range and has not exceeded the allocation. This appeayabeeama
factor of the short tinfeame ovemwhich the preprogram landings are gragth, but seems more
likely the result of the longer, less delike fisheries which are more efficiently prosecuted and
managed to meet individual (permit tiers) and aggregate (sector allocation) targets.

90

80

. /
2% //// M\A’

—&— Average Fishing Duration (first tc
last landings per vessel)

——Weighted by Landings per Ves:

. /
—n—id |

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Figure 3-1. Average duration in days from first to last day of landings for vessels participating in
the primary sablefish fishery (19982013).
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Prior to 2002 there were no explicit allocations to the primary and DTL fisheries.
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Over the perioaf program implementation, Tables23and 33 compare the number of vessels,
their relative allocations, and landings by the various possible permit and permit stacking
combinations for the years 2002, 2004, 2008, and 2012. T&blalsd displays the peent of

the sablefish trawlAQ harvested by vessels with tier permits during the years 2011 through
2013 (17.2 percent).

From the snapshots within the first 12 years of the program provided by Tablasd333, it is
hard to pick out any consistenteittion of change that would indicate significant consolidation
or disaggregation of permits and landiragghefleet levelor on a petvesselbasis The number

of vessels with combinations other than a single Tier 3 permit varigdslightly between 58
and 61lvessels. The main differerecbetween yearsre due to thevarying number of vessels
with only a single Tier 3 permit (last row before the total in Tak®.3

Table 34 is somewhat more informative as to how the diffeprimit tiers have or have not
been stacked. The higher tier permits (Tier 1 and Tier 2) appear more likely to be stacked
(consolidatedup to the maximum of three. The stacking of three Tier 1 or three Tier 2 permits
on a singlevessel showed a fairlyoasistent increase (consolidation) from 2002 to 2012,
increasing by over 46 percent in each case. At the same time, as would be expected, the
frequency of vessglwith only one or two permits declined. For all tiers, permits that are not
triple-stacked a fairly ewenly split between being doubkd#tacked and unstacked-or Tier 3
permits there is an interesting anomfdy which the drafting team and Council advisory bodies
could find no relevant explanationThere appears to have beertansistent incrase in the
number of Tier 3 permits stacked until a change occureddeer?008and2012,during which

the occurrence of tripletacked permits dropped from 43 down to 22, almost as low as in the
first full year of the program.

Figure 36 displays how thearticipating vessels and concentration of landings in the LEFG
primary sablefish fishery changed during selected years between 1996 and 2012. The number of
participating vessels decreased fairly consistently from a high of 164 in 1996 to a low of 82 in
2006. After 2006, the number of vessels participating in the primary fishery increased to 84 in
2008, 90 in 2010and 97 in 2012. The number of vessels participating in 2012 was the highest
since 92 participated in 2004. The concentration of landings anwessgls generally increased

over this period as well, which is more apparenFEigure 37 which normalizes the curgdy
comparing share of harvest to percent of fleet rather than to the number of vessels {6)gure 3

In Figure 37, an equal distributio line has been addechich indicates the shape of the curve

the event thagach vessdladlanded exactly the same amount in a given year. Greater deviations
from the equal distribution line indicate relatively greater concentration of landings aevesg f
vessels. The graph shows the distribution changing over the years since program
implementation. The dark line for 1996 shows the distribution during the final year of the derby
fishery. The 1997 line shows the degree to which managemneiet equalcumulative limits
equalizedthe distribution of harvest among vessels. The lines for 1998 and 2000 show
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movement toward the 1996 distributioRor the yearsfter the permit stacking provisions went

into effect in 2001 the lines move even closer toli®®6 line. The similarity of the curves for

the earliest year, 1996, to the most recent year, 2012, is striking (see Section 3.4 for additional
discussion of this graph). Although many fewer vessels participated in the fishery in 2012 than in
1996,vesset delivered a similar cumulative distribution of landings in both years.

The similarity in the concentration of primary sablefish landings for 2012 and 1996 is reinforced
by comparing the Gini coefficient values fmoncentration of landings by vesselghose years
shownin Figure 38 (derived from the data displayed in Figur&)3 Gini coefficients are an
indicator of the deviation from the equal distribution line shown in Figu#e/ Gini coefficient

of zero indicates an equal distribution of landingvhile a value of 1 indicates that a single
vesselmade all the landing@.e., the most concentrated distributiondini coefficient values
greater than zero and less than one indicate increasingly concentrated landings distrithgions.
figure showsthat since the imposition of the equal cumulative limits fishery in 1997, the
distribution of landings has generally trended towardreating the concentration exhibited by
the 1996 fishery. The 2013 Gini coefficient value of 0.47 is about 7 percdrdritigan the
value for the fishery of 0.44 in 1996.

Vessel Capacity. Table 35 and Figures-® and 310 display information about the distribution

of vessel lengths and permit length endorsements in the LEFG sablefish fishery inT201.

3-5 shows the distribution of length endorsements for sablefish permits by tier and also by gear
endorsement. The table shows the average length endorsement for Tier 1 permits (66.6 feet) is
longer than the average for both Tier 2 permits (53.1) f@ed Tier 3 permits (47 feet). The
minimum length endorsements follow the same pattern, with the minimum Tier 1 permit length
endorsement (40 feet) exceeding those for both Tier 2 (32 feet) and Tier 3 permits (18 feet).
However the same is not true fotretmaximum length endorsements. While the longest Tier 3
permit (97.3 feet) is shorter than the longest Tier 1 permit (138 feet), it is longer than the longest
Tier 2 permit (88 feet). From Table-3Rit is difficult to discern any meaningful patterns
regading permit length and gear endorsements.

Figure 39 shows the number of vessels carrying stacked (two or three) and unstacked (one)
permits by vessel length claga July 1, 2012. Vessel length classes were constructed so that an
approximately equal nuneb of vessels fell into each class. From the figure it is evident that
permit stacking is more prevalent on longer vessels than on shorter ones. -Seeqraycent of

the 20 vessels involved in the fishery that are at least 60 feet in length carriext! gi@omits,

while only 50 percent of the 18 vessels between 50 and 60 feet in length and the 22 vessels
between 43 and 50 feet in lengiarried stacked permits. Only one of the 17 vessels less than 35
feet in length carried stacked permits.
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Table 3-2. Comparison of the number of vessels and allocations faarious combinations of stacked permits in 2002, 2004, 2008, and
2012. (Note that this snapshot in time may not capture changes in permit combinations during the seaspn.

Possible Combinations of .
Stacked Permits by Tier Relative Number of Vessels
Total
Allocation ) i _ _ ) i
for the Total by Permit Stacking Only Longline Stacking Only Pot Stacking Both Longline
Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3| Total Permit Combination Permits Permits and Pot Permits
(3.85) (1.75) (1.0) |Number|Combinatiory 2002 2004 2008 2012 2002 2004 2008 2012/2002 2004 2008 20122002 2004 2008 2012
3 3 11.55 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0
2 1 3 9.45 1 1 2 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2
2 1 3 8.7 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
1 2 3 7.35 - 1 1 3 - 1 1 1 - 0 0 0 - 0 0 2
1 1 1 3 6.6 4 7 5 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 6 4 2
1 2 3 5.85 - 2 - - - 1 - - - 0 - - - 1 - -
3 3 5.25 1 1 - - 1 1 - - 0 0 - - 0 0 - -
2 1 3 4.5 2 2 4 3 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1
1 2 3 3.75 3 2 3 5 2 2 3 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
3 3 3 2 6 9 2 1 4 7 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 1
2 2 7.7 1 1 - 1 1 0 - 1 0 1 - 0 0 0 - 0
1 1 2 5.6 2 3 3 - 2 2 1 - 0 0 0 - 0 1 2 -
1 1 2 4.85 3 1 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 2
2 2 3.5 1 2 1 3 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1
1 1 2 2.75 7 8 6 3 6 7 4 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1
2 2 2 7 9 10 13 6 7 8 12| O 1 1 0 1 1 1 1
1 1 3.85 7 4 4 3 4 2 3 2 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 0
1 1 1.75 17 9 10 12| 14 6 9 11| 3 3 1 1 0 0 0 0
1 1 1 49 29 22 39| 43 26 20 35| 5 2 1 3 1% 1 1 1
TOTAL 110 90 84 97 84 64 62 74 13 10 5 7 13 16 17 16

a/ This permit is endorsed for both longline and pot gear and, therefore, is recorded in the last four columns of the table.
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Table 3-3. Comparison ofsablefish landings by vessels under various allocations and combinations of stacked permits in 2002, 2004, 2008,

and 2012 and share of sablefish trawl IFQ landed by these vessels in 262013.

FINAL LEFG Sablefish Permit Stacking Program Revie®i14/14

20

Sablefish Landings (1,000's of Pounds) within a Combination of Tiers
Combinations of Stacked .
Permits by Tier R_T_';;:/e Total Vessels with thi Percent of Total Fleet
Total | Allocation Combination of Average Percent of Totz Represented by all Vesse Share of
Number|  for the Sablefish Permits Total Average per Vessel = Fleet Landings per Vess  with this Combination =~ Sablefish
Tier 1 Tier2 Tier3| of Permit IFQ landed
(3.85) (1.75) (1.0) | Permits|Combinatior] 2002 2004 2008 2012 2002 2004 2008 2012|2002 2004 2008 2012|2002 2004 2008 2012|2002 2004 2008 2012|2011-2013
3 3 11.55 1 1 1 2
2 1 3 9.45 1 1 2 3
2 1 3 8.7 2 1 1 1
Subtotal | 4 3 4 6 | 363 543 520 653 | 91 181 130 109 |3.6% 4.2% 4.0% 3.7%| 15% 13% 16% 22% 5.7%
1 2 3 7.35 - 1 1 3
1 1 1 3 6.6 4 7 5 2
Subtotal | 4 8 6 5| 245 894 489 418 | 61 112 82 84 |2.4% 2.6% 2.5% 2.8%| 10% 21% 15% 14% 1.8%
1 2 3 5.85 - 2 - -
3 3 5.25 1 1 - -
2 1 3 4.5 2 2 4 3
Subtotal | 3 5 4 3 |132 396 206 117| 44 79 52 39 |1.8% 1.8% 1.6% 1.3% 5% 9% 6% 4% -
1 2 8 3.75 8 2 3 5
3 3 3 2 6 9 2
I | Subtotal | 5 8 12 7 | 156 407 477 252 | 31 51 40 36 |1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 6% 9% 15% 9% -
2 7.7 1 1 - 1
1 1 5.6 2 3 3 -
1 1 2 4.85 3 1 2 2
Subtotal | 6 5 5 3| 323 574 351 209 | 54 115 70 70 |2.2% 2.7% 2.1% 2.4%| 13% 13% 11% 7% 1.3%
2 3.5 1 2 1 3
1 2 2.75 7 8 6 3
Subtotal | 8 10 7 6 | 212 449 242 223 | 26 45 35 37 |0.6% 1.0% 1.1% 1.3%| 8% 10% 7% 8% 1.4%
R 2 | 2 | 2 7 9 10 13| 130 208 178 238 | 19 23 18 18 |0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6%| 5% 5% 5% 8% -
1 1 3.85 7 4 3 (267 186 335 152| 38 46 84 51 |0.9% 1.1% 2.5% 1.7%| 10% 4% 10% 5% 5.9%
1 1 1.75 17 9 10 12| 261 240 229 236| 15 27 23 20 |0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7%| 11% 6% 7% 8% 1.0%
1 1 1 49 29 22 39| 414 428 258 457 | 8 15 12 12 [0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4%| 18% 10% 8% 15% -
TOTAL 110 90 84 97 2,5034,3233,2852,955 23 48 39 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 17.2%



Table 3-4. Number of other permits with which a permit isstacked, by tier (includes postiuly 1st

registrations) .aj

Permit Combinations 2002 2004 2008 2012

Tier 1 Permit Stacked with: Number of Tier 1 Permit

Two Other Permits 13 A 17 A T 18 A 19
One Other Permit 7 S 6 S 5 S 4
No Other Permits 7 S 4 = 4 =p 4
Total Permits for the Tier 27 27 27 27
Tier 2 Permit Stacked with: Number of Tier 2 Permit
Two Other Permits 15 A 19 A 7 23 S 22
One Other Permit 11 A 15 & 7 10 9
No Other Permits 17 9 HA 10 A 12
Total Permits for the Tier 43 43 43 43
Tier 3 Permit Stacked with: Number of Tier 3 Permit
Two Other Permits 20 4r 36 A 43 d} 22
One Other Permit 24 A " 29 » 7 20 A 33
No Other Permits 50 4 7 29 ¥ 22 4 39
Total Permits for the Tier 94 94 94 94
Total Permits 164" = 1647 = 1647 = 164
Total Vessels 110 4} 0 W 84 4r 97

a/ Analysis based on registrations as of July 1 each year plus post-July 1 registrations
permits not registered on July}.1

Figure 310 shows the distribution of stacked and unstacked permits by permit length
endorsement class. The pereihgth endorsement categories were chosen to mirror the vessel

length classes in Figure® In Figure 310, stacked permits are further bifurcated into base and
nonbase categories (for administrative purpod8dFS normally designates one of the permits
in a stac k a so andthe veBskldength mpist benof a size authorized by that
per mitos e n9).tThe figuredshaws éhat eamang permit length endorsement
categories, the greatest number of stacked base permits is in the-thy@aterequatto 60 feet
category, while the greatest number of stacked;bas®e permits is in the 36-43 feet category

(as is the greatest number of unstacked permits).

* AA limited entry permit may be registeraat fuse with a vessel up to 5 ft (1.52 m) longer than,
the same | ength as, or any | ength shorter

(8660.25(b)(3)(iii), subpart C).

FINAL LEFG Sablefish Permit Stacking Program Revie®i1@/14

21

t

h a



[ A Y |
) S
NIe/ L
Ve YRy s
J/)/) S
Jh) S

gL =

Cumulative share of sablefish landing

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150 160
Vessels

Figure 3-6. Cumulative share of landings by the number of vessels participating in the LEF@rimary sablefish fishery during selected
years from 19962012.
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years from 19962012.
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Figure 3-8. Gini coefficients for the concentration of landings by vessels in the LEFG primary
sablefish fishery for years before and after full implementation of the permit stacking program in

2002.

[Note: A Gini coefficient of O implies a perfectly even distribution among all participants, while
a coefficient of 1 indicates one vessel landedfaihe fish]

Table 3-5. Distribution of permit length endorsements for LEFG sablefish permits in 2012.

Permit Length Endorsements in Feet Permits Within One
Rangeof Standard Deviation
Number One
Permit of Minimum to Standard

Category Permits | Average | Maximum Deviation Number Percent

Tier 1 28 66.6 40 to 138 44410 88.9 20 71.4%

Tier 2 42 53.1 32 to 88 39.8t0 66.3 28 66.7%

Tier 3 94 47.0 18 to0 97.3 35.1t059.0 67 71.3%

Longline 132 50.2 18 t0 97.3 36.9t0 63.5 90 68.2%

Pot 28 60.4 3210 138 35.6 t0 85.3 19 67.9%

Both Longline 492 | 4010553 | 43510549 | 2 50.0%
and Pot
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Figure 3-9. Number of LEFG sablefish vessels in 2012 with unstacked and stacked permits by
vesselength class.

[Note: There were three permitsth length endorsemesitof 64.1, 45.0 and 34.2 that were not
associated with vessels on the reference dat@1{Z012]
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Figure 3-10. Number of LEFG sablefish permits in 2012 by permit length endorsement class and
status (unstaked, stacked base, and stackembn-base) See Notdor Figure 3-9.

[Note: See note for Table®]
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In general, vessels appear to be downsizing under the tier program, a possible source of
increased efficiency. This is evidenced by the factkatits are being used on vessels smaller

than what is authorized by the length endorsements of the pefailite 3-6 shows by length

category the number of vessels and the number of permis ed t o aut hori ze
participationin the fishery(primary permits) The number of primary permits is the sum of
unstacked permits (i.e., single permits used on vessels that do not stack additional permits) and
stacked base permits (i.e., the main permit in a two or three permit stack) in Fbord3e

numker of vessels is taken from the total vessel counts in Figlre 3

With respect to the degree of apparent downsiZiiadple 3-6 shows there are 20 s®elsin the
fisherygreater than 60 feet in lengtivhereagpermits with length endorsements greater than 60
feet are being us e die.aethertah enstatked pemma orystacked basemi t
permit) on 27 vesselsndicating that sevepermitsendorsed for moréhan 60 feet are being

used on less than 60 foot vesselfere is a similar pattern for tii to-60 foot and 35t0-43

foot categoriesindicating that small vessels are using perrfitg would allowlarger vessels

into the fishery These trends indicate that smaller vessels are being used than would be
allowable by the length endorsemé s o f the associated permits
participation (i.e., the length endorsements of the primary permits).

Vessels in the 48-50 footcategoryandthe lessthan35-foot categoy are apparentlabsorbing
the permitswith longer length endorsement3here are 22 vessels in the-#350 foot size
category, but only 16 such permitsed as primargermits Similarly, there are 17 vessels in the
lessthan35 foot size category, but onlf/such permitaused a primary permits.These trends
indicate there are vessels in these two size categories using permits that would datigarize
vessels.

Table 3-6. Comparison of vessel and permit counts by size category.

Primary Permits
Size Category Vessels in the Fleet ¥ Used by the Fleet ”
>606 20 27
50606 18 25
4 35%0 06 22 16
356306 20 22
<3560 17 7

a/ The number of vessels by size category is from Table 3-9.

b/ The number of primary permits by length endorsement category is from Table 3-10 and is the sum of unstacked
permits (permits used on vessels that hold only one permit) and stacked base permits (the main permit in a stack).
Stacked non-base permits are excluded from these counts.

Permit Prices. Information on sablefish permit prices proved to be too limited for use in
determining any trends in the pdt values ovetime. Table 37 shows recent offerings of tier
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permitpricesfrom Dock Street Brokers website. This snapshot appears to show a preponderance
of trading for Tier 3 permits (the lowest quota share level).

Table 3-7. Recent listings & West Coast longline sablefiskendorsed permits offered for sale on
Dock Street Brokers {nfo@dockstreetbrokers.con).

Type of Permit Asking Price  Updated Notes
Tier 1 $825,000 11/26/2012 - potendorsed
Tier 2 05/17/2013 - Call for Pricing
Tier 2 03/05/2014 - Will trade for northern sablefish trawl quota
Tier 3 $165,000 08/23/2013 - make offer
Tier 3 $197,000 10/15/2013 - Goodto ~70'LOA
Tier 3 $155,000 03/10/2014 -SOLD
Tier 3 $140,000 02/21/2014 - Price Reduced** good to 51 feet
Tier 3 $208,000 01/25/2013
Tier 3 $145,000 02/25/2014 -SOLD 3/10/2014
Tier 3 $170,000 04/02/2013
Tier 3 05/17/2013 - Pot Endorsed Call for pricing
Tier 3 $13,000 04/14/2014 - Lease available for 2014 season
3.2 Maintain or Direct Benefits toward Fishing Communities

3.2.1 Background

This objective relates most directly Mational StandardNS) 8 and FMP Objective 16 (take
socioeconomic needs of fishing communities into accountid the program provide for the
sustained participation of fishing communities aradthe extenpracticable, minimize adverse

economic impacts on such communities?

To consider how well the sablefish program maintained or directed benefits toward fishing
communities requires data on changes in the sablefish landings by West Coast port over the life
of the program. Additionally, an owneonboard requirement, intended, in part, to direct
benefits toward local fishing communities, can be assessed by evaluating changes in the number
of entities subject to the provisiorThe following information wasansidered or analyzed for

this objective:

1 Identification of the primary ports where sablefish landings (both primary season
landings and landings made in the DTL fishery) are occurring;

9 Calculation of port involvement and dependence satind

1 Percent ofandings by owner on board versus fawner on board vessels.

® Objective 17 at the time Amendment 14 was adopted.
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3.2.2 Assessment

Port Involvement. Figure 311 displays the involvement of individual port groups in the LEFG
sablefish fisheryfor even years from 1996 through 2012. Involvement is measured as-the
vessel value of fixed gear sablefish landings in a port as a shietotalex-vessel value of the

entire West Coasfixed gearsablefish fisheryFigure 312 removes some of the complexity in
viewing the pre and posfrogram changes by usinfjreeyear averages to display the same
data. The most significant shifts in involvement appear to be at the northern and southern
extremities of the regigiwith Puget Sound becoming less involved in the fishery in more recent
years (in terms of landing® the area) and Morro Bay having increasing involvement. The
Brookings area also appears to show a trend toward increased involvement since implementation
of the program in 2002. Port Orford is part of the Brookings area and has an actpefiiton
organization (Port Orford Ocean Resources Team) which seeks to enhance the small fixed gear
fishery operatingout of that port. The existence of the permit stacking program may have
enhanced the ability of the community to influence the development oftieryiin the port and

the communitybés economi c fouodnsisterd trend issbbvieEme r ,  f o
these figures, and it is not possible to separate the effects of the program from the many other
causes of variation imvolvement by theort groups.

Port Dependence. Figures 313 and 314 display the dependence of port groups on revenue
from the LEFG sablefish fishery measured as
from all nontribal fisheries. The pattern for most ports shows annual variation within a range
that might be exgcted given changes in species availability, weather, market forces, and varying
allocations. However, a huge spike in revenue dependence for Morro Bay i(FAur@ 313)

may reflect the beginning of The Nature Conservancy exempted fishing permiamnogder

which vessels with trawl permits were authorized to use fixed gear. Trawl landings in Morro
Bay dropped to zero in that year, but reappeared in 2011 and 2012.

Another apparent deviation inva@sports in Puget Sound which exhibited a significdrap in

fixed gear sablefish landings and dependence since 2008 (Figd)e Eouncil member and

public testimony at the June Council meeting indicated that this was likely the result of
reductions in the areads f iasdthlesuibseguentloss oftwal e o f
fish buyers. More specifically, there was a loss of trawl vessels to thbaolkyprogram (five

out of seven vessels), a reduction in speydogfish fishery, and a closure of rockfish fisheries

in Puget Sound due to Endgered Species Act requirements.
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Figure 3-11. Involvement (percent of West Coast exessel revenue) in the LEFG sablefish fishery by port group (data for even years
19962012).
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Figure 3-13. Dependence (percent of port total exessel revenue) on LEFG sablefish landingsr port groups from Brookings, Oregon to
Morro Bay, California (data for even years 19962012).
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Figure 315 displays port dependence in terms of employment (number of jobs). For each port
area the figure compares the number of jobvigenl by the LEFG sablefish fishery with two
other measures: employment generated by the totatribah groundfish fishery, and the total
work force in 2012. Fisheriegenerated employment estimates are taken from thRRAO
analysis of the 2013016 goundfish specifications, and port area work force estimates are taken
from U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics couteyel data. While the data displayed in Figur&53
indicate the sablefish fishery provides a relatively small number of jobs in comparisbe t
total nontribal groundfish fishery and coastwide labor force, for a few ports it constitutes a
significant proportion of the groundfish labor force, providing 20 percent or more dfihah
groundfish fishery employment for the port areas of P@&mind, North Washington Coast,
Crescent City, Fort Bragg, Bodega Bay, Santa Barbara, and Los Angeles.

Figure 316 displays port dependence in terms of income (total wages and salaries). Again these
estimates are from the IBAC analysis of the 2013016 groundfish specifications and data

from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. As would be expected, these data fairly closely mirror
the employment dependence results in Figui&.3

Landings and the Owner-on-board (OOB) Exemption. Table 3-8 shows the distbution of
vessels and landings (atyéar intervals from 2000 to 2012) for vessels controlled by entities that
were exempt from th€©OB permit requirement. The table shows the number of vessels that
participated in the primary fishery with OOB exemptiahesclined from 2000 to 2008 and
remained relatively unchanged from 2008 to 2012. However, the share of total vessels with
owners exempt from the OOB provision declined over the entire panidoh each of the years
displayed. The share of total primarshery landings accounted for by these vessels also
declined during that time, although not as precipitously as the share of total vessels.

Table 3-8. Summary of landings in selected years by vessglarticipating in the primary sablefish
fishery and operating under permits that were exempt from the owneon-board requirements.

Share of Total

Year  Vessel Count Share of Total Vesselskandings (mt) Landings
2000 131 92.3% 1,160 65.7%
2004 72 78.3% 1,223 62.4%
2008 43 51.2% 687 46.1%
2012 44 45.4% 579 43.2%
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Figure 3-15. West Coast port dependence on the LEFGablefish fishery in terms of employment (estimated number of jobs using 2014
data) in comparison to employment by the total nottribal groundfish fishery (2014 data) and the total portarea labor force (2012 dad).
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Figure 3-16. West Coast port dependence on the LEFG sablefish fishery in terms of inconestimatedwages and salariesfor 2014) in
comparison to income for the total nortribal groundfish fishery (2014) and the total port area incomdrom all sources(2012 data).
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3.3 Prevent Excessive Concentration of Harvest Privileges

3.3.1 Background

This objective relates to NS 4 on allocation and NS 8 and FMP Objective 16 on fishing
communities. I n the Counci kherg die¢ thdy pnovide dano r e d
environment for excessive concentration of the remaining harvest privileges among a few
individuals or entities? Such concentration could lead to significant changes in the distribution

of fishery benefits among participatingnemunities.

3.3.2 Assessment

One source of insight into whether the sablefish program has prevented excessive concentration
of harvest privileges is to examine if there is any apparent pattern to the changes in the
ownership or control of permits and vesseldm fishery.

Figure 317 displays the Gini coefficients for permit and vessel ownership in the LEFG sablefish
fishery for selected years prior to (1998 and 2000) and following ¢20Q2) implementation of

the permit stacking program. Gini coefficients are indicatdrthe deviation from an equal
distribution. In this case, a Gini coefficient of zero would imply an equal distribution of the
ownership of permits and vessels, while a value of 1 indicates that a single participant owns all
of the permits or vessels. Thange of Gini coefficient values in this case indicates very little
change in the concentration of ownership and control of the LEFG sablefish vessels and permits
following implementation of the permit stacking program. Comparing the averages of Gini
coeficient values for théwo selectedyears prior to the program with the averages offtle
selectedyears posprogram indicates increases of less than 5 percent and 10 percent in permit
ownership and vessel ownership concentrations, respectively.
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0.5 Permit Ownership
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Vessel Ownership
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Figure 3-17. Gini coefficients for the concentration oflandings in the LEFG primary sablefish
fishery by permit and vessel owing entities for selected years before and after implementation of
the permit stacking program in 2002.

[Note: A Gini coefficient of O implies a perfectly even distribution among all participants, while
a coefficient of 1 indicates one owner landed all of the]fish.
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3.4 Mitigate the Real locational Effects of Policies | ust prior to
this Program (e.qg.,the Three Tier System and Equal Limits)

3.4.1 Background

This very specific objective can really be categorized as a subset of the broader objective of
promoting overall equity which is covered in Section 3Both objectivesrelate to National
Standard 4 on allocatipifMP Objective 12 on equitable allocatiand FMP Objectivel4 on
minimizing disruption.

The regulatory regime prior to Amendment 14 had included a series of partial anteshort
policies and actions in an attempt to end tbebd fisheryduring a time when neW) programs

were prohibited by Congreg3able 31). In 1997 the regulations substantially flattened the
distribution of harvest among vessels in the fleet by giving equal cumulative limits to fishery
participants whagualified for LEFG sablefish endorsements. These limits were substantially
higher than the maximum landings ewaade by many of the lowetevel participants and
substantially lower than historic landi® of the higHiners. The flattening effect of thequal

limits in 1997can be seen by compagitheshapes of thannual lines in Figure-3.

3.4.2 Assesment

To assess how well the sablefish program mitigated the effects of the temporary policies used to
modify the derby fishery requires comparing the vedsmlestsprior to the 1997 equal
cumulative limit managemenegimewith harvestdollowing full implementation of thetacking
program The first step toward restoring the prior distribution was the implementation of tiered
cumulativelimits in 1998. EAch sablefiskendorsed permit was assigned to one of three tiers
based on its landing history. Tier 1 permits received cumulative limits 3.85 times that of Tier 3
permits and Tier 2 permits received cumulative limits 1.75 times that of Tier 3 permiis. T
lines for 1998 and 2000shown in Figure 37 are fairly close tagetherand illustratesome
movement away from the 1997 equal cumulatingts distributionandconvergencéoward the
harvestdistributions thatccurred duringhe 1996 derbyishery. Landings during thederby

year reflect a typical distributiahatoccurs when all vessels are on an equal foatiitiy respect

to speed of harvesthe final step in mitigating the reallocation effects was implementation of
the permit stacking program in Aust 2001with its allowance for up to three tiemdorsed
permits and their associated tier limits to be stacked on a single vessel. The effectiveness of this
policy isillustratedin Figure 37 by thetrend ofthe annualessel harvest distributidmes for

the yeardollowing programimplementatiorto convergeever closer to the 199fistribution In

general underthe derby system, vessels competed on the basis of how quickly and effectively
they could fish. The tier system replaced speédharvestwith other economic factors in
determining the competitive outcomeesultingin a somewhat similar distribution dfarvest
concentration.
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3.5 Promote Equity

3.5.1 Background

Promoting equity is an overarching objective that includes the objective of the prevabios se
(3.4). Both objectives relate toS\¥ on allocation, FMP Objective 12 on equitable allocation
and FMP Objective 14 on minimizing disruption. The issue of compliance (with the regulations)
also bears heavily on this objectivesome fishermen aneot complying with the progranthey

are often viewed as gaining an unfair advantage over other fishermen.

3.5.2 Assessment

Much of this objective was addressed through thestablishmentinder permit stackingf the
opportunityto achieve alistribution of havest among vessels similarttee distributions prior to
imposition of equal cumulative limits in 1998nd similar to what is seen in many other fisheries
(Figure 37).

Regardng compliance withregulatiors, data on thenumber ofpermitsthat were estimted to
havehadsablefish landings exceeding the petmiiimit from 2008 through 2013 ashownin

Table 39. For all tiers taken together, the number of permits fished between 2008 d&d 201
ranged from a high of 16 2011to a low of 158 in 2012°. During that time the number of
permits estimated to hal@ndingsexceethg ther permit limits ranged from dow of 25in 2012

to a high of 41 in 2009; or a range of 16 percent to 25 peofaatal permitsin the fishery A
cursory review of data fondividual permits did noindicatethatit wasthe same permitthat

were consistently oveor undej their limits. Also, the amount (percentage) of the overage has
generally been quite small ovénat rarge of yearsasshown in Figure d8. Thesedata would

tend to support the conclusion that noncompliance is not a significant equity issue for the fishery
andit hasalsonot beena significanttarget ofindustry comments to the Councllable 39 also
shows he percent of pounds landed short dietpermit quotagi.e., the underage) .It is
noteworthy that in each year shownthe tablethe total underage sgnificantly larger than the
total overage, thus resulting @onsistent undeinarvest of the total allovide quotasn each year

of the period (Figures 34 and 35).

3.6 Resolve or Prevent New Allocation Issues from Arising

3.6.1 Background

This objective relates to NS 4 atlocation and FMP Objectives hih equitable sharing andt 1
on minimizing disruption.

® Landings for year 2018ere excluded from this comparison since the fishery in that year was not complete at the
time of the data query and consequently may be artificially low.

FINAL LEFG Sablefish Permit Stacking Program Revie@i1(4/14 38



Table 3-9. Comparison of tier quotas to landings in the LEFG primary sablefish fishery, 2008013.

Overage Underage
Number of Tier |Percent of Pound: Number of Maximum Avgerage| Percent of Pound:Number of Maximum Avgerage
Permits = Total Tier Limits| Landed over the Permits Overage Overage|Landed under the Permits Underage Underage
Tier Fished Quota (Ibs) (Ibs) Tier Quota Over (Ibs) (Ibs) Tier Quota Under (Ibs) (Ibs)
All Tiers
2008 161 3,419,500 - +0.1% 40 562 111 -4.1% 114 -11,457 -1,217
2009 161 4,335,303 - +0.2% 41 1,847 199 -5.8% 113 -31,739 -2,232
2010 158 3,911,903 - +0.2% 36 1,984 172 -5.3% 112 -23,313 -1,86(
2011 162 3,385,864 - +0.6% 28 3,409 671 -7.0% 124  -18,533 -1,904
2012 161 3,270,288 - +0.4% 25 6,433 538 -10.0% 134  -28,346 -2,452
2013/ 131 1,997,251 - +0.3% 19 1,701 358 -27.1% 112 -27,838& -4,839
Tier 1
2008 28 1,358,000 48,504 +0.1% 8 194 90 -1.4% 20 -9,59¢ -926
2009 28 1,716,288 61,294 +0.2% 11 1,847 298 -5.3% 17 -31,739 -5,40(0
2010 28 1,570,268 56,081 +0.0% 10 115 53 -2.0% 16  -23,313 -1,974
2011 28 1,335,516 47,6971 +0.0% 2 93 62 -3.8% 26 -11,330  -1,944
2012 28 1,294,664 46,234 +0.6% 11 6,433 652 -9.9% 17  -28,346 -7,518
2013’ 23 793,799 34,513 +0.1% 2 629 438 -31.2% 21 -27,838 -11,81(
Tier 2
2008 42 924,000 22,00d +0.2% 9 562 175 -4.7% 32 -8,250 -1,364
2009 42 1,170,204 27,862 +0.2% 11 872 193 -6.8% 29  -14,427 -2,744
2010 41 1,045,172 25,497 +0.1% 10 441 110 -6.7% 29 -11,234 -2,400
2011 42 910,560 21,680 +1.2% 8 3,409 1,390 -9.5% 28  -18,533 -3,09¢
2012 42 882,714 21,017 +0.3% 5 2,924 607 -9.0% 36  -17,449 -2,213
2013/ 35 549,080 15,689 +0.4% 6 1,701 410 -23.2% 29 -12,654  -4,384
Tier 3
2008 91 1,137,500 12,504 +0.2% 23 560 94 -6.7% 62  -11,457 -1,235
2009 91 1,448,811 15,921 +0.2% 19 783 145 -5.6% 67  -11,553 -1,20€
2010 89 1,296,463 14,567 +0.4% 16 1,984 285 -8.3% 67 -11,430  -1,599
2011 92 1,139,788 12,389 +0.7% 18 1,948 420 -8.7% 70 -9,975 -1,415
2012 91 1,092,910 12,014 +0.3% 9 2,416 361 -11.1% 81  -10,287 -1,495
2013/ 73 654,372 8,964 +0.5% 11 1,271 315 -25.5% 62 -8,25€ -2,691

a/ On the query date (11/04/2013), data were 90 percent complete in PacFIN--through: August for Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Se
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, and July for California Department of Fish and Wildlife data.
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Figure 3-18. Total overage for all vessels with overages aspercent of poundsallocated by tier
limit categoryfor 2008-2013. Data for 2013 is incomplete.

3.6.1 Assessment

Since implementation of the permit stacking program in 2002, there have been few calls for any
changes to the allocations within the fixed gear sector. Most discussion and concern has been
with intersector allocations. However, while there was some thisefission of the intersector
sablefish allocation during the Councildés for
Amendment 21, it was decided that, relative to other workload concerns at that time, there was

not a sufficient need to reconerdntersector allocations of sablefish.

Within the LEFG sector, 15 percent of the sablefish is set asideDdi_afishery. There has

been some suggestion that this allocation and its management might be revisited, but up until the
time this program review was initiated, the interest in modifications has not been sufficient to
bring the topic onto the Council agenda.

3.7 Promote Safety

3.7.1 Background

This objective relates to NS 10 and FMP Objective 17 on safety. Before Amendment 14 was
implemented, the LEFG sablefish fishery had become a classic derby fishery, lasting only 5 days
in 1996. Such classic derby fisherieg awll-known for creating safety hazards. The short
seasons provide a strong incentive to fish regardless of the weather in order to get an adequate
share of the catch and also encourage taking risks with overloading the capacity of the vessel or
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to skip imprtant maintenance at inopportune tinjligtional Resarch Council, Marine Board,
Committee on Fishing Vessel Safety, 1991)

3.7.2 Assessment

The elimination of the derby fishery througte extension of the season to seven monthddco

be expected to have a positive effect on reducing the pressure to fish under unsafe conditions.
Support for this assumption could be inferred from the fact that following implementation of
Amendment 14, there has been an absence of anecdotal repseafetynproblems associated

with the primary fishery, particularly in comparison to the volume of concerns expressed during
the derby fisheries of the mitB90s. However, explicit information on significant safety
incidents that might be useful in evalngt the safety record of the fleet before and after
implementation of the fixed gepermitstacking program is not readily available.

While the United States Coast Guard (USCG) keeps safety incident statistics, it is only possible
to isolate those statiss by date, geographic area, and broad fishery categories (e.g., groundfish,
salmon, etc.). Available data bases of past incidents do not provide direct information on the
fishery in which a vessel involved in an incident was participating (particukgtgn events
prevented a vessel from making a landing). However, the incident report required (of the vessel
operator and any insurance company) in current Federal law (Title 46 Part 28.80) now includes
information on the specific fishery, intended catald &ngth of fishery opening. This may help

to make mordishery-specific data available in the future.

Table A.3 in the Council ds Fishery Ecosyste
Ecosystem Fishery PlafPFMC, 2013)uses USCG vessel incident data to display recorded
vessel incidents by FMP (e.g., groundfish, salmon, etc). However, the data do not identify the
specific season or fishery in which the incidents occurred. The available data primarily cover a
time period after implementation of the permit stacking program.

The Northwest Fisheries Science Cerngecurrently conductingan assessmerthat examines
fishery and permit dataavailableincident reportdata from the USCGand certain weather
information inan attempt tgrovide more specific insights into the safety effects of the LEFG
sablefish permit stacking program within the primary sablefish fish&he preliminary results

of the assessment have been made available as a workindpfeiéer & Gratz, 2014yith the
intent of issuingthe final report as a NMFS technical publicatiolhe authors used USCG
incident dathases filtered by location, timing, and vessel and permit information to try to isolate
reportedincidentswhich are likely to have occurred during the primary sablefish fisirerg
1994 through 201ZFigure 3-19). While the number of incidents appears to have generally
declined after the permit stacking program, the number of reported incidesttall (four or
fewer per yearand assuch,randomeventsmay appear significantFigure3-20, also from the
working paper, shows that thgoportionof trip starts undehigh wind advisories appears to
have declined and remained consistently smaller dib@ngthe preprogram period.
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Figure 3-19. Number of USCGreported incidents in the LEFG primary sablefish fishery (from

Pfeiffer and Gratz, 2014).
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Figure 3-20. Proportion of trip starts on high wind daysand fair weather days (from Pfeiffer and

Gratz, 2014).
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Figure 3-20 also shows thah years prior to the prograthe proportion of trip starts under high
wind advisories in thanop-up fishery wasgenerallylower than it was for the shoregular
(derby) seasonsMop-up fisheries provided IQ to the permit holders and thus were similar to the
current permit stacking programhe results of tis assessment would seem to help comfan
improvement in safety following initiation of the permit stacking program. The report authors
hope to continue working to discern the safety effects from various other factors that would
influence these statistics, such as vessel size, expecte@dwedstsvenues, and alternative fishery
opportunities.

3.8 Improve Product Quality and Value

3.8.1 Background

This objective relates to 85 on efficiency and FMP Objective 6 on net national benefits.
Determining achievement of this objective could be reflectednbpges in the sales price and
volume of sablefish afteimplementation ofAmendment 14. Howeverhanges in exessel
price (the most readihavailable datajre strongly driven bynarketconditionswhich might
overshadow angffectsresulting from a change product quality. For examplesales volume
and pricesfor some speciehiave been influenced by shifts in fuel priceghich affect
transportation costandalso by the recent worldwide recessitoecausespecies likesablefish
are essentially luxury goasl An analysisof the difference betweeax-vessel prices fofixed-
gearcaught and trawtaught sablefish during the derlyears compared withthe price
differertial between these gears after implementation of the permit stagkiogramcould
provide somdimited insight A widening gap might indicate an improvemhén the quality of
fixed gearcaught sablefish. Larger fish generally bring higher prasesmight be considered
higher quality. Size of fish landed maglso be increased by gear selectivity or highading
which the longer season mdagcilitate However,unfortunately,there is no consistent and
reliable informatiorfrom fish ticketsonthesize of fish landed.

3.8.2 Assessment

Figure 321 displays average annual-ggssel sablefish prices (revenue pmrmd weighfpound

by gear type in inflatioradjusted 2013 dollarsThe longline and pot gear prices are heavily
weighted by, but not exclusive to, landings in the LEFG primary sablefish fidRelgtive to

trawl lardings,the size of therice differentialfor longline and pot gear landingsafmot seem

to show any significant change after the permit stacking program was initiated and, as stated
above,is likely to beinfluenced by marketonditionsand other fact@ to a greater extent than

by events in the West Coasdblefishfishery.

Data displayed ifrigures 3-21 and 322 mayindicatesomestabilization of theprice differential
between gear typaturing the periodollowing implementation of th@ermit stackingprogram
but prior to the start of the trawl IFQ002 through2010). This stabilization may reflect
harvester8increased ability toailor deliveliesto meetmarketdemandandtherebygarner better

FINAL LEFG Sablefish Permit Stacking Program Revie@i1(4/14 43



prices, rather than beingplely at themercy of whateveprices prevailingmarket conditions
happened tpresenduringtherelativelyshortseasongrior to 2002
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Figure 3-21. Average annual exvessel sablefish prices by gear type imflation -adjusted 2013
dollars per pound (19942012)

Figure 3-22. Average annual exvessel prices received for sablefish caught by longline and pot gear

expressed as a perece of prices received for trawl-caught sablefish 19942012 (inflation -adjusted
2013 dollars per pound.
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