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Situation

e Council deliberation:
e Separate blackgill from the southern slope rockfish
e Establish Intersector allocations
e Reallocate QS

e QS reallocation options adopted for analysis
e Options based on original Amendment 20 formula —

e varying the equal sharing component
e Plus option to use 2003-2014 allocation period
e These options are problematic
e Amendment 20 includes a default approach
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Problem With Reallocating Based on
Landing History

 Slope QS has been trading
e Difficult to associate history with current owners

e Landings do not correspond to QS accounts
e Difficult to attribute landing to QS for more recent years (2011-2014)
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Limited Blackgill Reporting on Fish Tickets —

Fleet average species composition applied to slope
complex and market categories

Year | Reported as Blackgill on Year | Reported as Blackgill on
the Fish Ticket the Fish Ticket

1994 4.6% 2002 29.0%
1995 9.7% 2003 74.9%
1996 8.1%

1997 39.9%

1998 43.1% 2011 3.9%
1999 34.1% 2012 21.2%
2000 24.8% 2013 85.33%

2001 44.1% 2014 80.9%



A Few Additional Issues Analyzed for September

If blackgill rockfish is broken out of the slope complex

e Application of the 9% slope rockfish vessel usage cap

* Treatment of QP carryover for the year after a breakout.
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Situation

Council deliberation: 

Separate blackgill from the southern slope rockfish

Establish Intersector allocations

Reallocate QS

QS reallocation options adopted for analysis

Options based on original Amendment 20 formula – 

varying the equal sharing component

Plus option to use 2003-2014 allocation period

These options are problematic

Amendment 20 includes a default approach







As John mentioned 

[CLICK]

what you are deliberating on is the separation of blackgill from the southern slope rockfish complex

[CLICK]

Establishing new Intersector allocations for the divided species group

[CLICK]

And the reallocation of blackgill rockfish QS

This last item is todays focus

[CLICK]

At  your April meeting this year you adopted QS reallocation options for analysis. 

These included reallocating based on the Amendment 20 formula but varying the equal sharing component

[CLICK]

And based on a GAP recommendation an option was added to allocate based on more recent history, 2003-2014.

[CLICK]

As I will explain in a moment, these options are problematic

[CLICK]

Amendment 20 does include a default approach which would automatically be applied without the Council taking any action.

The visual on that approach is pretty simple.

[CLICK]
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Council deliberation: 

Separate blackgill from the southern slope rockfish

Establish Intersector allocations

Reallocate QS

QS reallocation options adopted for analysis

Options based on original Amendment 20 formula – 

varying the equal sharing component

Plus option to use 2003-2014 allocation period

These options are problematic

Amendment 20 includes a default approach









The box on the left of this diagram represents a QS account and the overlapping circle the QS held in that QS account, in this example 1% of the southern slope rockfish.  Under Amendment  20 when a complex is split, if you had 1 percent before the split then you have one percent of each stock or complex after the split, in this case 1% of the remaining slope and 1% of the blackgill – as represented on the far right of the diagram.
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Problem With Reallocating Based on Landing History

Slope QS has been trading

Difficult to associate history with current owners

Landings do not correspond to QS accounts

Difficult to attribute landing to QS for more recent years (2011-2014)









With respect to more recent landings there is also a challenge in that landings don’t correspond to QS accounts.  Landings are associated with vessel QP accounts and the vessels may have acquired QP from multiple QS accounts.  Moreover, once the QP is in a vessel account it can still be traded among vessel accounts.

[CLICK]

This makes it difficult to attribute landings to QS for the years of the IFQ program.  Plus for these more recent year landings you also have the already mentioned problem that QS has been trading.



And again, if you have questions about that I have some diagrams to help explain but I’ll skip over those for right now.

[CLICK]
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Problem With Reallocating Based on Landing History

Slope QS has been trading

Difficult to associate history with current owners











Additionally, once trading started new entrants were able to establish new QS accounts and buy QS.  Given this trading and the existence of new QS accounts, for individuals involved in QS trades it starts to become difficult to track current QS holdings back to historic landings.
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Problem With Reallocating Based on Landing History

Slope QS has been trading

Difficult to associate history with current owners

Landings do not correspond to QS accounts

Difficult to attribute landing to QS for more recent years (2011-2014)











The final complexity is the same as discussed in the previous bullet, the QS from which these QP are flowing are also trading between accounts.
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Limited Blackgill Reporting on Fish Tickets –

		Year		Reported as Blackgill on the Fish Ticket				Year
		Reported as Blackgill on the Fish Ticket

		1994		4.6%				2002		29.0%

		1995		9.7%				2003		74.9%

		1996		8.1%						

		1997		39.9%						

		1998		43.1%				2011		3.9%

		1999		34.1%				2012		21.2%

		2000		24.8%				2013		85.33%

		2001		44.1%				2014		80.9%



Fleet average species composition applied to slope complex and market categories





In this table you can see the amount of blackgill actually reported as such on fish tickets.  

In this table we have first a column of years and a corresponding column of percentages which represent the amount of blackgill that was reported as such on fish tickets.  The time series starts with the left pair of columns and continues on in the right pair of columns.



You see here that in the mid ‘90s, the amount was less than 10% of the estimated total blackgill landings by the fleet.



You can also see on the right that at the start of the trawl rationalization program in 2011 the amount was still low, less than 4% but that with the imposition of a sorting requirement in 2013, the amount has increased to over 80%.



Based on these data, there is a limited amount of information on actual blackgill landings for most of the proposed allocation periods.
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A Few Additional Issues Analyzed for September

If blackgill rockfish is broken out of the slope complex



Application of the 9% slope rockfish vessel usage cap



Treatment of QP carryover for the year after a breakout.









We also want to give you a heads up on a few additional issues that will be covered in the analysis you receive in September

[CLICK]

If blackgill rockfish is broken out of the slope complex 

You’ll want to consider whether the 9 percent vessel usage cap is appropriate when that 9 percent will represent a lesser amount of QP.  When you divided lingcod north and south you left the QS control caps in place but increased the vessel usage caps so that previous harvest opportunities would not be constrained.

[CLICK]

Also, there will be a discussion of how surplus and deficit carryover between years will be handled given that the QS categories before the split will be different from the QS categories after the split.
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