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HCR 25 
Sponsor Statement

A motion to establish a bycatch/catch share program for the Gulf of Alaska trawl fisheries has 
been under consideration by North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) since 
October o f 2012. The catch share program is proposed as a means to slow the race for fish and 
minimize bycatch. This trawl catch share/bycatch proposal will be discussed at the April 2014 
council meeting.
Past federal catch-share or “rationalization” programs such as Individual Fishing Quota system 
for halibut, and the Bering Sea Crab Rationalization have resulted in negative impacts to coastal 
communities as fisheries quota and access migrate away from local residents.
The federal Magnuson-Stevens Act provides a mechanism to protect coastal community interests 
through the Community Fishing Association (CFA) structure. The Magnuson-Stevens Act 
indicates that fishing communities can be recipients o f catch shares under a rationalization plan. 
The allocation of quota share to CFAs can enhance catch share programs by anchoring economic 
development in communities, maintaining employment and fishing heritage in coastal 
communities, and incorporating community sustainability plans with clear stewardship 
requirements.
CFAs have been developed within fisheries rationalization programs on the east and west coasts. 
Coastal Alaskans from King Cove to Kodiak are actively engaging the NPFMC with requests 
that the CFA structure be included in a Gulf of Alaska trawl catch share program.
HCR 25 asks the Governor to request that the NPFMC protect coastal Alaska communties by 
including analysis o f direct quota allocations to Community Fishing Associations at their 
upcoming April meeting.
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C-5(a) GOA Trawl Bycatch Management
North Pacific Fishery Management Council motion
October 5, 2013

The Council requests that staff provide a discussion paper reviewing the program structure described below 
using the decision framework provided in the June 2013 'roadmap' document and the Council's purpose and 
need statement. The paper should evaluate whether and how the elements of this design address the 
objectives in the Council's purpose and need statement. The intent is to receive feedback characterizing: 1) 
how the fishery would operate under the new design; 2) how well it may meet the Council's stated 
objectives; and 3) which second-tier decisions are necessary to transform the program structure into 
alternative(s) for analysis. The paper should also include information on bycatch reduction results from other 
trawl catch share programs in the North Pacific and other regions.

GOA Trawl Bycatch Management Program

1. Bycatch management

The primary objective of this action is to improve incentives for PSC reduction and PSC management, 
achieved in several ways through this program design.

a. Reduced PSC. The Council intends to adopt a program to: (1) minimize Chinook salmon bycatch, and
(2) achieve more efficient use of halibut PSC, allowing some efficiency gains to provide additional 
target fishery opportunity while leaving some halibut PSC savings in the water for conservation and 
contribution to exploitable biomass.

b. Duration of shares. A portion of target species share allocations (maximum 25%) will be evaluated 
for retention based on achievement of performance targets relative to bycatch and other Council 
objectives after a set period of time (3 -10 years). The time period and the criteria used to evaluate 
performance will be established in regulation.

c. Cooperative management. A system of cooperative management is best suited to managing and 
reducing bycatch (such as, hotspot program, gear modifications, excluder use, incentive plan 
agreements) while maximizing the value of available target species. Cooperatives are intended to 
facilitate a flexible, responsive, and coordinated effort among vessels and processors to avoid 
bycatch through information sharing and formal participation in a bycatch avoidance program.

d. Gear modification. Option: gear modifications for crab protection.

2. Observer coverage
All trawl catcher vessels in the GOA will be in the 100% observer coverage category.

3. Areas
Western Gulf, Central Gulf, West Yakutat

4. Sector allocations of target species and PSC
Allocations for the trawl CP and CV sectors for WG and CG Pacific cod (Am 83), CGOA rockfish program (Am 
88), and GOA pollock (Am 23) are maintained. Am 80 target sideboards and GOA flatfish eligibility are 
maintained. Allocate halibut and Chinook salmon PSC caps between the CP and CV sectors.

5. Allocated species
Target species are pollock and Pacific cod. PSC species include halibut and Chinook salmon.
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6. Program structure for trawl catcher vessel fishery 

Voluntary cooperative structure

a. Allocate target species (pollock, Pacific cod) at the cooperative level, based on aggregate catch 
histories associated with member vessels' LLPs.

b. Apportion halibut PSC and Chinook salmon PSC limits to each cooperative on a pro rata basis relative 
to target fisheries of GOA trawl vessels in the cooperative [such as, pollock Chinook salmon PSC cap 
divided based on pollock landings; non-pollock Chinook salmon cap divided based on non-pollock 
landings (excluding rockfish); halibut PSC apportioned in proportion to the cooperative's allocation of 
target species.]

c. Participants can choose to either join a cooperative or operate in a limited access pool [sector-level, 
non-transferable target allocations and PSC], Harvesters would need to be in a cooperative with a 
processor by a specified date prior to the season to access a transferable allocation of target species 
and PSC.

d. Initial (2 years) cooperative formation would be based on the majority of a license holder's historical 
landings (aggregate trawl groundfish deliveries, excluding Central GOA rockfish harvested under a 
rockfish cooperative quota allocation) to a processor.

e. Each cooperative would be required to have a private cooperative contract. The contract would 
require signatures of all harvesters in the cooperative and the processor (option: and community in 
which the processor is located). The contract would include clear provisions for how the parties may 
dissolve their contract after the first two years. If a harvester wants to leave that cooperative and 
join another cooperative, they could do so if they meet the requirements of the contract.

f. Additional contract elements (such as, bycatch management, active participation, mechanism to 
facilitate entry, community provisions) may be required to ensure the program is consistent with 
Council objectives.

Option: Each processor controls a portion of PSC within a cooperative and negotiates terms of access
through private agreement. The processor would activate the incremental PSC through NMFS, making it
accessible to the cooperative. PSC made available by these agreements cannot be used by processor-
owned vessels.

7. Fishery dependent community stability
a. Consolidation limits

• Vessel caps and limits on the percentage of the total allocation that a person can hold 
(accessible only through a cooperative).

• Processor caps in each area (WG and CG).

b. Target species quota would be regionalized (WG or WY/CG designation) based on historical delivery 
patterns.

Option: Target species CG quota that has historically been landed in Kodiak would have a port of 
landing requirement to be delivered to Kodiak; CG quota not historically landed in Kodiak would be 
regionalized (WG or WY/CG).

c. Require individuals or entities to meet fishery participation criteria in order to be eligible to purchase 
an eligible trawl license with associated history.
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8. Transferability

a. (Annually) Full transferability for annual use within the cooperative. Cooperatives can engage in 
inter-cooperative agreements on an annual basis.

b. (Long-term) The LLP is transferable, with the associated history of the target species (which, when 
entered into a cooperative, brings with it a pro rata share of PSC.) Target species history is severable 
and transferable to another eligible license.

9. Gear conversion

Upon further development, the Council could include gear conversion provisions that allow Pacific cod trawl 
allocations to be fished with fixed gear, although any harvest would continue to be deducted from the 
vessel's annual trawl quota account and would not affect the fixed gear Pacific cod sector allocations.
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M agnuson-Stevens Act Sections on Fishing Communities and 
Regional Fishing Associations 

16 U.S.C. 1802 
MSA § 3
(1 7 ) T h e  te rm  “fish in g  co m m u n ity ” m eans a  co m m u n ity  w h ich  is sub stan tia lly  
d ep en d en t on  o r su b s tan tia lly  en g ag ed  in  th e  h a rv est o r  p ro cess in g  o f  fishery  
re so u rces  to  m ee t so c ia l and  eco n o m ic  need s, and  inc ludes fish ing  vesse l ow ners, 
o pe ra to rs , and  c rew  an d  U n ited  S tates fish  p ro cesso rs  th a t are b ased  in  such  
com m u n ity .

(14 ) T h e  te rm  ‘reg io n a l fish e ry  a sso c ia tio n ’ m eans an a sso c ia tio n  fo rm ed  fo r the 
m u tua l b en e fit o f  m em b ers  —

(A ) to  m ee t so c ia l and  econ om ic  n eeds in  a  reg io n  o r su b reg io n ; and

(B ) co m p rised  o f  p e rso n s  eng ag in g  in th e  h a rv est o r p ro cess in g  o f  fish e ry  
re so u rces  in  th a t sp ec ific  reg io n  o r su b reg ion  o r w ho  o th e rw ise  ow n  or opera te  
b u sin esses  su b s tan tia lly  d ep en d en t u pon  a  fishery .

16 U.S.C. 1853a 
M SA § 303A
(3) FISHING COMMUNITIES . —
(A ) IN  G E N E R A L . —

(i) E L IG IB IL IT Y  . —  To b e  e lig ib le  to  p a rtic ip a te  in  a  lim ited  access p riv ileg e  
p ro g ram  to  h a rv es t fish , a  fish in g  c om m u n ity  shall —

(I) b e  loca ted  w ith in  th e  m an ag em en t a rea  o f  th e  re lev an t C ouncil;

(II) m ee t c rite ria  d ev e lo p ed  by  the  re lev an t C ou n cil, ap p ro v ed  b y  the  S ecre tary , 
and  p u b lish ed  in th e  F ed e ra l R eg iste r;

(III) co n sis t o f  re sid en ts  w h o  co n d u c t com m erc ia l o r rec rea tio na l fish ing , 
p ro cess in g , o r f ish e ry -d ep en d en t su ppo rt b usinesses w ith in  th e  C o u n c il’s 
m an ag em en t area; and



(IV ) d ev e lo p  and  su bm it a  c o m m u n ity  su sta in ab ility  p lan  to  th e  C ou ncil and  the  
S ec re ta ry  th a t d em o n stra tes  h o w  the  p lan  w ill add ress the  so c ia l and  econom ic  
d ev e lo p m en t n eed s o f  co asta l co m m u n itie s , inc lud ing  th o se  th a t hav e  no t 
h is to ric a lly  h ad  the  re so u rces  to  p a rtic ip a te  in  th e  fishery , fo r app ro v al b ased  on 
c rite ria  d ev e lo p ed  b y  th e  C ou ncil th a t h av e  been  app ro v ed  by  th e  S ecre ta ry  and  
p u b lish e d  in  th e  F ed era l R eg iste r.

(ii) F A IL U R E  T O  C O M  P L Y  W IT H  P L A N  . —  T he S ec re ta ry  shall d en y  o r 
re v o k e  lim ited  access  p riv ileg es  g ran ted  u nd er th is  sec tio n  fo r any  p e rso n  w ho  fails 
to  co m p ly  w ith  the  req u irem en ts  o f  th e  co m m u n ity  su sta in ab ility  p lan . A n y  
lim ited  access  p riv ileg es  d en ied  o r rev o k ed  u n d e r th is sec tio n  m ay  be rea llo ca ted  
to  o th e r e lig ib le  m em b ers  o f  th e  fish in g  com m unity .

(B ) P A R T IC IP A T IO N  C R IT E R IA . —  In  d ev e lo p in g  p artic ip a tio n  c rite ria  fo r 
e lig ib le  co m m u n itie s  u n d e r th is  p arag rap h , a  C oun cil shall co n s id e r —

(i) tra d itio n a l fish in g  o r p ro cess in g  p rac tices  in, and  d ep en d en ce  on, the  fishery ;
(ii) th e  cu ltu ra l and  so c ia l fram ew o rk  re lev an t to  the  fishery ;

(iii) econ o m ic  b arrie rs  to  access to  fishery ;

(iv ) th e  ex is ten ce  and  sev erity  o f  p ro je c te d  econ om ic  and  so c ia l im pacts asso c ia ted  
w ith  im p lem en ta tio n  o f  lim ited  access p riv ileg e  p ro g ram s on  h arveste rs , cap tains, 
c rew , p ro cesso rs , and  o th e r b u sin esses  su b s tan tia lly  d ep en d en t u po n  the fish e ry  in 
th e  reg io n  o r sub reg ion ;

(v ) th e  ex p ec ted  e ffec tiv en ess , o p era tio n a l tran sparen cy , an d  eq u itab ility  o f  the 
c o m m u n ity  su sta in ab ility  p lan ; and

(v i) th e  p o ten tia l fo r im p ro v in g  econ om ic  co nd itions in  rem o te  coasta l 
co m m u n itie s  lack in g  reso u rces  to  p a rtic ip a te  in h a rv estin g  o r  p ro cess in g  ac tiv ities 
in  th e  fishery .

(4) REGIONAL FISHERY ASSOCIATIO NS. —
(A ) IN  G E N E R A L . —  T o  be e lig ib le  to  p a rtic ip a te  in a  lim ited  access  p riv ileg e  
p ro g ram  to  h a rv es t fish , a  reg io nal fish ery  asso c ia tio n  shall —



(i) be  lo ca ted  w ith in  the  m an ag em en t a rea  o f  the  re lev an t C ouncil;

(ii) m ee t c rite ria  d ev e lo p ed  b y  the  re lev an t C ou n cil, ap p ro v ed  b y  th e  S ecre tary , and  
p u b lish e d  in  the  F ed e ra l R eg iste r;

(iii) be a  v o lu n ta ry  a sso c ia tio n  w ith  e s tab lish ed  b y-law s and  o p e ra tin g  p ro ced ures ;

(iv ) co n sis t o f  p artic ip an ts  in th e  fish ery  w h o  h o ld  q uo ta  share  th a t are des ig na ted  
fo r use  in  th e  sp ecific  reg io n  o r su b reg io n  cov e red  by  the  reg io n a l fish e ry  
a sso c ia tio n , in c lud ing  co m m erc ia l o r rec rea tio n a l fish ing , p ro cess in g , fish e ry  
d ep en d en t su p p o rt b u sin esses , o r fish in g  com m u nities;

(v ) n o t be  e lig ib le  to  rece iv e  an  in itia l a llo ca tio n  o f  a  lim ited  access  p riv ileg e  but 
m ay  acq u ire  such  p riv ileg es  a fte r the  in itia l a llo ca tion , and  m ay  h o ld  th e  annual 
fish in g  p riv ileg es  o f  any  lim ited  access  p riv ileg es it ho lds o r th e  annu al fish ing  
p riv ileg es  th a t m em b ers con tribu te ; and

(v i) d ev e lo p  and  su bm it a  reg io n a l fish e ry  asso c ia tio n  p lan  to  the  C o u n cil and  the 
S ec re ta ry  fo r app ro v a l b ased  on  c rite ria  d ev e lo p ed  by  th e  C oun cil th a t h av e  been  
ap p ro v ed  b y  th e  S ecre ta ry  an d  p u b lish ed  in  the  F edera l R eg iste r.

(B ) F A IL U R E  T O  C O M  P L Y  W IT H  P L A N  . —  T he  S ecre tary  sh a ll den y  o r 
rev o k e  lim ited  access p riv ileg es  g ran ted  u n d e r th is  sec tio n  to  any  p e rso n  
p a rtic ip a tin g  in  a  reg io n a l fish e ry  a sso c ia tio n  w ho  fails to  co m p ly  w ith  the  
req u irem en ts  o f  th e  reg io n a l fish e ry  a sso c ia tio n  p lan .

(C ) P A R T  IC IP A T  IO N  C R IT E R IA . —  In  d ev e lo p in g  p artic ip a tio n  c rite ria  fo r 
e lig ib le  reg io n a l fish ery  asso c ia tio n s  u n d e r th is  p arag rap h , a  C o u n c il shall con sider

(i) trad itio n a l fish in g  o r p ro cess in g  p rac tices  in, and  dep end ence  on, the  fishery ;

(ii) th e  cu ltu ra l and  socia l fram ew o rk  re lev an t to  th e  fishery;

(iii) eco n o m ic  b arriers  to  access to  fishery ;
(iv ) th e  ex is ten ce  and  sev erity  o f  p ro jec ted  eco n o m ic  and  socia l im pacts asso c ia ted  
w ith  im p lem en ta tio n  o f  lim ited  access p riv ileg e  p ro gram s on  h arv este rs , cap ta ins, 
crew , p ro cesso rs , and  o th er b u sin esses  su b s tan tia lly  d ep en d en t u po n  the  fish e ry  in  
th e  reg io n  o r sub reg ion ;



(v ) th e  ad m in is tra tiv e  and  fid u c ia ry  so u n d n ess o f  the  asso c ia tio n ; and

(v i) th e  ex p ec ted  e ffec tiv en ess , o p era tio n a l tran sp a ren cy , an d  eq u itab ility  o f  the 
fish e ry  a sso c ia tio n  p lan .



C o m m u n i t y  F i s h i n g  A s s o c i a t i o n s
Strengthening Alaska’s Fishing Communities Amidst the Gulf of Alaska Catch Share Program

The North Pacific Fishery M anagement Council is in the process of developing a catch share program 
(rationalization) for the Gulf of Alaska trawl fishery. As the current title suggests, the Gulf of Alaska 
(GOA) Trawl Bycatch M anagement Program is in response to a growing m anagement concern: 
bycatch of critical species, particularly Chinook salmon, halibut and Tanner crab in the Gulf of Alaska 
trawl fisheries.
Catch share programs or individual transferable quota (ITQs) programs allocate a specific portion of 
the fishery resource to participants thus ending the ‘race for fish’ and providing the trawl fleet with 
the tools needed to reduce bycatch. Nevertheless, 
nearly 2 0  years of direct experience with catch 
share programs in Alaska dem onstrates clearly how 
catch share programs can adversely impact fishing 
dependent coastal communities. The problems 
encountered in catch share programs in Alaska and 
around the world are widespread, well-documented 
and now predictable. These include:

• absentee ownership of quota
• fewer locally based vessels
• high leasing fees
• rapid vessel consolidation
• consolidation of quota ownership
• lower crew pay and job loss
• out-migration of fisheries based wealth and 

fishery access opportunities from communities

W h a t  is a  C o m m u n it y  F is h in g  A s s o c ia t io n ?

Direct allocations to fishing communities were 
authorized in the 2 0 0 6  reauthorization of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA). Under this provision, 
fishing communities are eligible to receive initial 
allocations of quota, or to purchase or hold quota. 
The North Pacific Fishery M anagement Council held 
a workshop on Community Fishing Associations 
(CFAs) at their Seattle meeting in February 2 0 1 4  

to inform the Council and other North Pacific 
stakeholders on key issues and elements that need to 
be considered in order to facilitate the inclusion of a 
CFA in a GOA Bycatch M anagement Program. The 
workshop provided valuable real-world examples 
of how CFAs benefit communities, support new 
generations of fishermen, and prom ote growth and 
stability of fishing businesses.

There is a NEW management construct, 
proven successful on both the east and 
west coasts, that can help mitigate the 
community impacts caused by catch share 
programs: Community Fishing Associations 
(CFAs). CFAs ensure that a portion of the 
fishing quota is anchored in the community 
in perpetuity. The strongest CFAs have 
quota allocated at the time a catch share 
program is started. Quota allocated to 
the community is then used to address 
community goals of keeping a local fleet, 
encouraging participation by future 
fishermen, equitable crew compensation 
and vessel/owner residency. Creating a CFA 
as part of the GOA Bycatch M anagement 
Plan will enable Gulf of Alaska communities 
to address some of the adverse community 
impacts associated with rationalizing 
fisheries.



H O W  W I L L  A  C F A  S T R E N G T H E N  G O A  F I S H I N G  C O M M U N I T I E S  
U N D E R  A  C A T C H  S H A R E  P R O G R A M ?

1 . CFAs e ffec tiv e ly  a n c h o r  q u o ta  to  c o m m u n itie s  in  p e rp e tu ity .
Anchoring quota to communities will provide a local m anagement tool that should ensure long-term 
m ultiplier of benefits, especially fish dollars, to local communities. Anchoring quota to communities 
allows the community to leverage its quota to encourage fishermen to deliver to the community, 
rem ain in the community, use community services and infrastructure and treat crew equitably.
2 . CFAs s u p p o r t  n e w  g e n e ra t io n s  o f  f is h e rm e n , in c lu d in g  c re w  a n d  n e w  e n t r a n ts .
CFAs are often designed to help transition fishermen without adequate capital into a new fishery and 
they also can be used to acknowledge crew as real stakeholders. CFAs can include crew contracts and 
codes of conduct as a way to protect crew from reduced compensation because of lease rates for quota 
transferred within a catch share program.
3 . I n i t ia l  a l lo c a tio n  o f  q u o ta  to  CFAs a m p lif ie s  c o m m u n ity  b e n e fits .
Initial allocation of quota to communities is critical to buffering initial changes caused by catch 
shares. Initial allocation of fishing quota to communities via the CFA will advance community 
protections by years if not generations as the community works to build or rebuild strong local 
businesses and enable positive local impacts.
4 . CFAs p ro v id e  f o r  c o m m u n ity  in v o lv e m e n t a n d  d iv e rs i ty  w ith in  d e c is io n -m a k in g .
CFAs offer a way to include fishermen and community perspectives in the operation and decision­
making processes which impact local communities and businesses. The inclusion of community 
perspectives in decision-making processes ensures that the variety of participants and stakeholders in 
local communities benefit from local fishery resources.
S u m m a ry
Healthy fishing communities depend on healthy ecosystems, but they also depend on fisheries access, 
second generation fishermen transitioning into the fishery and local participation. A CFA structure 
can strengthen the emerging GOA catch share program and help to ensure that the program benefits 
Gulf of Alaska coastal communities. Looking back on our experience over the past 2 0  years and 
identifying the negative impacts catch share programs have had on fishing communities elsewhere 
makes clear: Now is the time for Alaska catch share programs to include the CFA m anagement tool.

F o r  m o re  in fo rm a t io n , c o n ta c t:
Alaska M arine Conservation Council

T he resa  Peterson C huck M cCallum
A M C C  K od iak O u treach  C oord ina to r G O A C 3 Executive  D irector

the resa@ akm arine .o rg  goaccc@ a laska .ne t
9 07 .539 .1927  907.561 .7633
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King Cove Mayor Henry Mack overlooks the em pty King Cove boat harbor ju s t  days before 
the crab season  was se t to begin in October 2005. Before the fleet was severely consolidated 
under crab rationalization, 75 to 80 boats arrived at the harbor to pick up crab pots, fuel up, 
buy groceries and get their tanks checked before the crab season began. More than 1,000 
crew jo b s  were eliminated in the crab fishery under rationalization, with severe impacts on 
King Cove and Kodiak. Preventing such effects is a now  major focus for the North Pacific 
Fishery Management Council as it prepares to rationalize the Gulf o f Alaska trawl fisheries.



SEATTLE —  Fisheries stakeholders gathered Feb. 10 to ta lk about com m unity protections in the 

pending G u lf o f A laska rationalization program.

The North Pacific Fishery M anagem ent Council has asked fo r a discussion paper on how to provide 

bycatch m anagem ent tools fo r the G ulf o f A laska trawl fisheries, in particular through a 

rationalization program that ends the race fo r fish by allocating harvest privileges among user 
groups.

In October, the council asked sta ff to analyze a general structure for rationalizing G u lf o f A laska trawl 
fisheries as a means to m inim ize bycatch.

A program  could a llocate pollock and Pacific cod to cooperatives in the western Gulf, central Gulf 

and w est Yakutat based on m em bers’ catch history. The prohibited species catch, o r PSC, o f 

species such as chinook salmon and halibut would be apportioned out to cooperatives on a pro rata 
basis.

F ishery participants could a lso have the option o f operating in a lim ited access pool. A  portion of the 

target species allocation could be based on perform ance standards that em phasize low bycatch 
rates.

The council’s O ctober motion also asked fo r analysis o f regional delivery requirements, inclusion o f 

processors and com m unities into the cooperatives and certain cooperative requirem ents addressing 

active participation, bycatch m anagem ent and other issues.

Caps on the allowable levels o f king salmon and halibut bycatch have already been set, and the 

traw l fleet has asked fo r the action to help them  meet those caps.

Some past rationalization program s, however, have had unanticipated consequences for fishery 

participants and comm unities, particularly through consolidation o f e ffort that has led to job losses.

W hen the Bering Sea crab fisheries were rationalized in 2005, some 1,000 jobs were elim inated in 

the firs t season when the fleet consolidated its effort to  about one-third o f the boats that had 

operated under open access.

Com m unity entities have asked for certain protections, concerned that the rationalization program 

could lead to increased consolidation and w ill raise the cost o f entry, lim iting the num ber o f 

participants who can invest in the fishery.

A t the workshop, the council heard from  those who have implemented comm unity-fishing programs 

in a response to rationalization in an effort to see how inclusion o f com m unities in cooperatives, or in 
the program  via another m echanism, m ight play out.

The workshop was held in a panel form at with representatives from East and W est Coast com m unity 

fishing organizations sharing the ir stories, as well as council m em bers and analysts involved in the 
relevant rationalization programs.

The W est Coast representatives w ere involved in a Morro Bay program in Northern California, while 
the East Coast individuals w ere from  the Cape Cod area.



In Morro Bay, the city worked w ith other com m unity groups to acquire quota share and vessel 

perm its fo r the W est Coast Groundfish F ishery’s trawl sector. Those are used by local fishermen, 
and have helped maintain a fishing industry in the community. A fter rationalization, fishing activity 

out o f that port declined to the point w here the only remaining processor considered leaving and 

o ther support businesses also faced the possibility o f shutting down.

A  sim ilar program is now being developed fo r Monterey Bay, according to David Crabbe, who talked 
about the W est Coast program.

The Cape Cod F isheries T rust also provides access to quota to local fishermen participating in 

Northeast groundfish and scallop fisheries. Generally, the goal is to see help them enter the fishery, 

o r continue fishing, until they are able to buy the ir own quota. Much o f that quota has been 

purchased from retiring fisherm en, and is then leased out w ith certain requirem ents for residency 

and other qualifications.

In both regions, the com m unity quota entities developed after the rationalization programs.

That detail stuck out to council m em ber John Henderschedt, who represents the state o f W ashington 

on the council, who said he thought it provided food fo r thought.

“ I w as taken by how bottom up both o f the models that we heard about were,” Henderschedt said.

Ernie W eiss, from the A leutians East Borough, noted that the North Pacific council has the 

opportunity to craft such program s from the beginning.

“W e have the possibility to get out in front o f it,” he said. “Even a small initial allocation could help a 

com m unity leverage m ore.”

Nicole Kimball, who serves as the a lternate to Alaska Departm ent o f Fish and Game Com m issioner 

Cora Campbell on the North Pacific council, w rote in an email that the programs showed how a 

com m unity can develop a w ay fo r both long-term fishermen and new entrants to participate in a 

fishery.

“I don ’t th ink they gave them selves enough credit for the com m unity leadership necessary to make 

these programs successful,” K imball wrote. “And what came out loud and clear w as the need for 

regional councils to make the hard decisions upfront, both allocation decisions and other provisions 

that can avoid excessive consolidation and e ither facilitate or promote the continued direct and 

indirect participation o f the coastal com m unities that are dependent upon the fisheries you are 
proposing to change.”

The workshop also drew  additional mem bers o f the public to the council meeting.

Rep. Jonathan Kreiss-Tom kins, D-Sitka, came down from Juneau fo r the discussion.

Kreiss-Tom kins said he’s had a few  conversations with other legislators about the council’s pending 

G ulf o f A laska action, and that there ’s increasing interest from  lawm akers in making sure that Alaska 

fisheries benefit people in A laska comm unities. That, he said, is hopefully a “healthy developm ent” in 
the rationalization conversation.



Kreiss-Tom kins said he had the chance to ta lk to the Cape Cod representatives, and was impressed 

w ith the ir ability to self-govern and deal w ith m anagem ent politics.

Council m em bers have expressed concerns about creating a mechanism  that required constant 

council oversight.

In the case o f the Cape Cod program, much of the m anagem ent has been done by the fishery 

participants, and Henderschedt said he w as interested by the collaborative relationship between 
m anagers and the com m unities.

The council is expected to take the bycatch m anagem ent package up again in April, and W eiss o f 

the A leutians East Borough said it’s now up to com m unities to come up with some possible ideas for 

com m unity fishing associations. How to make one or m ultiple entities that reflect the diversity of 

needs and com m unities throughout the G u lf will be the challenge, he said.

“That’s an unanswered question,” he said.

Molly Dischner can be reached at molly.dischner@alaskjournal.com.

mailto:molly.dischner@alaskjournal.com


A l a s k a  H o u s e  B u s h  C a u c u s
Representative Bryce Edgmon, Chair 
Alaska State Legislature 
Capitol Building, Room 410 
Juneau, AK 99801

H onorable Sean Parnell 
G overnor, State o f Alaska 
P.O. Box 110001
Juneau, A K  99811 March 11, 2014

D ear G overnor Parnell,

A t the April 7 through 15 meeting o f the N orth  Pacific Fishery M anagement Council 
(NPFMC) there will be deliberations over the developm ent o f  a catch share program  to 
manage by-catch in the G ulf o f Alaska groundfish trawl fishery.

While Individual or Vessel Transferable Q uota systems allow for strategies that can 
significantly lessen levels o f  prohibited species catch, they also have been shown to 
adversely im pact Alaskan coastal communities that depend on fishing. Catch share 
programs in o ther fisheries have resulted in less access for young Alaskans, loss o f  jobs 
and other economic benefits through extreme fleet consolidation, loss o f  locally based 
vessels, and flight o f wealth from our ports.

The federal Magnuson-Stevens A ct recognized this problem  and provided a provision 
making fishing communities eligible to receive initial allocations o f  quota for catch 
share programs. In other catch share programs Community Fishing Associations 
(CFAs) have proven effective in mitigating the drawbacks noted above. By ensuring 
that a portion o f the fishing quota remains with the community, CFAs allow 
communities to retain local fleets, sustain opportunities for resident skippers and 
deckhands, and support the entry o f new generations into gainful fishing careers.

Experience has shown how  difficult it is to redress unwanted impacts on communities 
once catch share programs have been established. Because it is so crucial that CFAs be 
given careful consideration at this early juncture in the process, we members o f  the 
Alaska H ouse Bush Caucus respectfully request that you strongly urge the Council to 
add this im portant m atter to its agenda. W e ask you to  instruct your Alaskan 
representatives on the NPFM C to include Community Fishing Associations am ong the 
program  com ponents to be analyzed for consideration.

Representative Alan Austerman 
H ouse District 35

Sincerely,

a x ,.

Representative Bryce Edgm on 
House D istrict 36
Bush Caucus Chairman



(Bush Caucus to Gov. Parnell RE: CFAs, Page 2 of 3)

Representative Eric Feige 
H ouse D istrict 6

H ouse D istrict 38

Representative Sam Kito 
House D istrict 32

Representative Cathy Munoz 
House D istrict 31

Representative Neal Foster 
House District 39

c£ -
Representative Bob H erron 
House District 37

Representative Jonathan Kreiss-Tomkins 
House District 34

Representative Benjamin Nageak 
House District 40

Representative Paul Seaton Representative Peggy Wilson
H ouse D istrict 30 House District 33

Cc by Email Delivery:
A D F& G  Commissioner Cora Campbell
Eric Olson, Chairman, N orth  Pacific Fishery M anagement Council
John  H enderschedt, Vice Chairman, NPFM C
Jim  Balsinger, NPFM C
Craig Cross, NPFM C
E d D ersham , NPFM C
D uncan Fields, NPFM C
Dave H anson, NPFM C
D an Hull, NPFM C
Roy Hyder, NPFM C
David Long, NPFM C
D oug McBride, NPFM C



(Bush Caucus to Gov. Parnell RE: CFAs, Page 3 of 3)

Cc by Email Delivery, Cont.:
Lisa Lindeman, NPFM C 
RADM  T om  O stebo, NPFM C 
Nicole Ricci, NPFM C 
Bill Tweit, N PFM C
Stefanie M oreland, Office o f  the G overnor
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BOARD RESOLUTION 2014-02

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING ANALYSIS OF COMMUNITY FISHING ASSOCIATIONS FOR SOUTHWEST ALASKA 
FISHING COMMUNITIES IN THE GULF OF ALASKA BYCATCH MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

WHEREAS, healthy fisheries are the backbone of the economies and cultures for Southwest Alaska coastal 
communities, including fishermen, processors, support businesses and community residents; and

WHEREAS, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC), is currently considering a bycatch 
management program for the Gulf of Alaska groundfish trawl fisheries which includes a catch share or 
rationalization program; and

WHEREAS, catch share programs, if improperly designed, result in significant harm to coastal communities 
through fleet consolidation, unnecessary loss of crew jobs, high quota lease rates, reduced crew compensation, 
reduced revenues for support business and municipal infrastructure and loss of access to fisheries resources for 
local fishermen and processors; and

WHEREAS, Community Fishing Associations on both the East and West Coasts of the US have successfully 
mitigated some of the adverse impacts that catch share programs can have on coastal communities.

NOW BE IT RESOLVED that the SWAMC Board of Directors requests the NPFMC include an option for 
Community Fishing Associations to be analyzed for possible inclusion as a component of the Gulf of Alaska 
trawl bycatch management/catch share program; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the SWAMC Board of Directors requests the NPFMC ensure that the Gulf of 
Alaska trawl bycatch management/catch share program includes adequate community protections to sustain 
fisheries access and maximize, to the extent practicable, economic benefits for Southwest Alaska communities.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Southwest Alaska Municipal Conference Board of Directors this 8th Day of 
March, 2014.

IN WITNESS THERETO: ATTEST:

Alice Ruby, SWAMC President Erik OBrien, SWAMC Interim Director

Economic development and advocacy fo r Southwest Alaska 
Economic Developm ent D istrict (EDD) and Alaska Regional D evelopm ent Organization (ARDOR)

http://www.swamc.org


Identifier (file name)__________________________________________________Dept. Affected_____________________
Title Catch shares in NPFMC Groundfish Plan_________________ Appropriation _____________________

F I S C A L  N O T E

ST A T E  OF ALASKA Bill Version HCR 25
2014 LEG ISLA TIVE SESSION Fiscal Note Number

() Publish Date 3/24/2014

Sponsor Plouse Rules By Request
Allocation

Requester House Fisheries____________________________________ OMB Component Number

Expenditures/Revenues________________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)____
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

FY15
Appropriation

Requested

Included in 
Governor's 

FY15 Request
Out-Year Cost Estimates

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY15 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20
Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants, Benefits
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Prgm (DGF)
1007 I/A Rcpts (Other)
1156 Rcpt Svcs (DGF)

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

CHANGE IN REVENUES I I I I I I I

Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY14) operating costs   (separate supplemental appropriation required)
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section)

Estimated CAPITAL (FY15) costs   (separate capital appropriation required)
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section)

ASSOCIATED REGULATIONS
Does the bill direct, or will the bill result in, regulation changes adopted by your agency?
If yes, by what date are the regulations to be adopted, amended, or repealed? _ Discuss details in analysis section.

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such)

Prepared by Louie Flora, House Fisheries Committee Aide__________________________  Phone 465-3923
Division House Fisheries Committee_______________________________________  Date/Time 3/24/14 12:00 AM
Approved by    Date 3/24/2014______
Division

(Revised 8/1 S/2013 OMB) Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

Analysis

STA TE OF ALASKA
2014 LEG ISLATIVE SESSION

B ILL NO. HCR 25

(Revised 8/16/2013 OMB) Page 2 of 2


