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PREFACE 

The commerclal groundflsh f l shery  o f f  the P a c i f i c  coast grew rap id l y  

between 1976 and 1982. Annual shores lde  land lngs  more than doubled, t h e  

fore ign traw I f lshery dw lndled t o  almost nothlng, and the  " j o i n t  venture" 

f lshery was born and prospered. To accompl i sh  t h l s  growth i n  landlngs the  

groundf I s h  t r a w  1 f l e e t  expanded f rom less  than 300 t o  over  440 vessels. 

Economlc condltions, however, proved Incapable o f  susta ln lng the grow lng 

f l e e t  of new, modern trawlers. Nelther the  P a c i f i c  coast rock f ish  stocks 

nor the  t r a d l t l o n a l  f l a t f i s h  and sab le f l sh  stocks provided the  needed room 

f o r  expansfon; nor d ld  the  Alaska groundf Ish f ishery absorb the  new vessels 

q u l c k l y  enough. Economic r e t u r n s  t o  t r a w l  vessel  opera tors ,  e s p e c l a l  l y  

those w l th  b i g  mortgage loans on new vessels, f e l  I below levels  needed t o  

j u s t l f y  t h e  Investments. Many vesse ls  f a l l e d  f l n a n c l a l l y ,  and lenders  

began repossesslng vessels from owners w l t h  del lnquent loans. 

During 1982 t he  P a c l f l c  Ffshery Management Council was pe t i t ioned by a 

smal I group o f  traw I f lshermen t o  adopt an " 1  mmedl a te  emergency moratorlum 

on a1 I groundf Ish t raw l  Ingft. Also, both the  CouncI 1's groundf Ish management 

team and S c t e n t l f l c  and S t a t l s t l c a l  Commlttee noted t h a t  l l m f t l n g  en t ry  t o  

the  f l shery  should be consldered as a management tool. I n  the  f a l l  o f  1984 

the  Fishermen's Marketlng Assoclatlon I n  Cal l f o r n l a  and the Coast Dragger's 

Assoclatlon I n  Washlngton s t a t e  j o l n t l y  proposed t h a t  each o f  t he  Paclf l c  

coas t  s t a t e s  c r e a t e  a t r a w l  vessel  l i c e n s e  and p lace  a mora tor lum on 

I s s u i n g  new I icenses. When d r a f t  l e g f s l a t l o n  fa1  l e d  t o  g a i n  s u f f  l c i e n t  

support I n  Oregon, the  morator lum e f f o r t  l o s t  momentum. Movement toward 

I l m l t l n g  en t ry  t o  the  groundflsh f l shery  ground t o  a h a l t  when the  Pac i f i c  

Flshery Management Councl I voted no t  t o  conslder a I lm l ted  entry system for  

groundf I sh dur 1 ng I t s  groundf I sh p l  an amendment process 1 n 1985. 
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I n  1986 economic condl t lons I n  the  t raw l  f l shery  have lmproved due t o  

a resurgence I n  the  plnk shrlmp f lshery, the  reduced number o f  vessels l n  

the  f leet ,  and the  lower cap i ta l  costs faced by purchasers o f  d ls t ress-sa le 

vessels. A I  though f l s h e r y  management agencles a r e  n o t  now c o n s l d e r l n g  a 

l l m l t e d  access program f o r  groundflsh, t he  Councll and the  P a c l f l c  coast 

s t a t e s  may be faced w l t h  maklng such a d e c l s l o n  I n  t h e  fu tu re .  Access 

I I m l t a t l o n  does a f f o r d  f l she ry  managers several benef l t s  not  achlevable 

w I t h  t r a d l t l o n a l  f l s h e r y  regu la t l ons .  I n  t h e  f l r s t  chapter  below, n l n e  

o b j e c t l v e s  o f  l l m l t l n g  access a r e  I l s t e d .  Among these  o b j e c t l v e s  a r e  

economlc e f f  Iclency, reduced management costs, Increased and s tab1 I l zed  

f l sh lng  f l e e t  p ro f l t s ,  equl tab le d l s t r l b u t l o n  of f l shery  economlc benefits, 

and reduced burden o f  r e g u l a t l o n s  on t h e  Indus t ry .  Whl l e  t h e  reasons f o r  

l l m l t e d  access focus on soclal and economlc aspects, It may a lso cont r ibu te  

t o  f f s h  stock conservation. 

To prepare a thorough exam 1 nat  Ion of a l  t e rna t  l ve  approaches t o  I I m 1 t ed  

access f o r  use l n  fu tu re  dlscusslons, a Worklng Group on L lml ted  Access was 

formed I n  November of 1984. The Working Group conststed o f  economlsts and 

f I shery management personne I from the  Nat lona I Mar 1 ne F l  sher 1 es Serv 1 ce, 

Pacl f I c  F I  shery Management Councl I and Oregon S t a t e  Un l v e r s l  t y .  The 

a t tached  m a t e r t a l  Is t aken  f rom t w o  chap te rs  o f  t h a t  group's e x t e n s l v e  

repo r t  . 
The Working Group was asslsted by an advlsory commlttee, organlzed by 

Ed Ueber of  t h e  Soufhwest F l s h e r l e s  Center, c a l  l e d  t h e  Groundf I s h  

A l te rna t fves  Management group (known as the  ThIs group Included a 

representat lve from each of the  t h r e e  coas ta l  s t a t e ' s  f l s h e r y  management 

agencles, and several p r l v a t e  Industry people. The GAM revlewed d ra f t s  O f  

the  Worklng Group's report,  and provtded comments and suggestlons dur lng 

t h r e e  meet 1 ngs spaced over  a 14-month per Iod. Members o f  t h e  GAM a r e  n o t  
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necessarily in agreement with partlcular conclusions or views expressed I n  

the final report. Nevertheless, thelr thorough critictsm of earl ler draft 

reports a n d  thelr frank and open expression of viewpoints helped 

immeasurably to improve the final report. This summary report is a response 

to one of the GAM'S suggestlons. We hope that it proves useful to those 

members of the pub1 ic that are concerned about the future dlrectlon of 

ffsherfes management and want to do something about it. 
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INTRODUCTION - LIMITED ACCESS, WHAT IS IT AND WHY? 

Desplte lts wlde acceptance ln other flsherles, I lmlted access 

remalns a controverslal toplc among Paclfic coast groundflsh flshermen and 

flshery managers. It 1s controverslal because lt lmmedlately opens a wlde 

array of publ I C  pol Icy issues. How should the publ lc conserve flsh stocks, 

and who should benefit from harvesting those flsh? What are the costs and 

beneflts to the publlc, the taxpayer, the flshlng Industry, and the coastal 

communltles supportlng the groundflsh Industry? Should the government push 

the lndustry to be economlcally efflclent ln harvesting, or should It 

dl scourage technlcal ef f lclency to conserve stocks? Shoul d management 

policy preserve the economic~tat~~qun by protectlng exlstlng harvest 

shares? These are some broad lssues occupylng the dlscusslons of pol Icy- 

makers and academ 1 c wr 1 ters concerned w 1 th resource management. 

The goal of this Introductory sectlon Is to define I lmlted access, to 

dlspel some basic mlsunderstandlngs about 1 lmlted access, to clarify the 

optlonal forms of llmlted access, and to review the varlous resource 

management objectives addressed. Thls should set the stage for the 

fol lowing, more lengthy dlscusslons. By reducfng the scope of needless 

mlsunderstandlngs, It should also help to make future dlscusslons of 

I 1 m I ted access more product 1 ve. 

WHAT IS LIMITED ACCESS? 

Llmitlng access In commercial flsherles Is commonly Implemented 

through elther I lcense I imitation or assignment of quantltatlve harvest 

rights. Llcense I lmltatlon, most commonly known as "I lmlted entry", Is the 

slmplest and most wldely used form of llmlted access In the Unlted States. 
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A I lcense I imitation system issues permits to specific lndlviduals (usually 

fishermen or fishing vessel owners) and prohiblts landings by those not 

havlng a i icense. As wll I be explained at length below, I lcenses can be 

annual l y  renewable or perpetual flshing rights; they may be openly 

tradeable or strlctly assigned to a particular person; they may be specific 

to a gear type or species o f  fish. A wide range of  conditions and 

limitations can be placed upon the exercise of fishing privileges bestowed 

through issuance of a ilcense. 

Rather than simply ldentlfying ~ r h a  can fish, quantitative harvest 

rlghts deslgnate h &each permittee can take. Like Ilcense Ilmitatlon, 

a quantltative harvest rlghts system can take on a number of dlfferent 

characterlstics. A variety of terms have been coined for the various 

quantltative harvest rights schemes. These lncl ude ( 1 )  lndividual fisherman 

quotas, based upon Francis Christy's origlnal proposal in 1973, (2) 

lndlvldual tradeable quotas, as recently adopted in New Zeaiand (I.N. 

Clark and A.J. Duncan, 19861, (3) quota I icenses as proposed by Canada's 

Commission on Pacif Ic Fisheries Pol icy (Peter Pearse, 1982), and (4) quota 

shares or a1 located vessel quotas (C. Clark, 1980) which represent 

individual shares of total allowable catch. Throughout most o f  the 

discussion we will use the term lllndividual fisherman quota" (IFQ), 

recognizing that individual quotas may be al located to vessel owners or 

fishing enterprises rather than to fishermen. Regardless of what term Is 

used, a quantltatlve harvest rights system controls the total harvest by 

dlstrlbutlng harvest shares among participants in the fishery. 

To some degree ai I fishery regulations dictate the conditions under 

whlch flshermen are allowed access to flsh stocks. Tradltlonal forms of 
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f l s h e r y  r e g u l a t l o n s  -- l n c l u d l n g  harvest  quotas w l t h  season closures, gear 

r e q u l r e m e n t s ,  s l z e  I l m l t s ,  and t r l p  I i m l t s  -- r e s t r i c t  access t o  f l s h  

stocks. Th ls  Is an Inherent  p a r t  o f  d e f l n l n g  terms and c o n d l t l o n s  f o r  l ega l  

resource use. To c o n t r o l  annual harvests, these r e g u l a t i o n s  must reduce t h e  

l e v e l  o f  f l s h l n g  e f f o r t  f r o m  wha t  It w o u l d  be w l t h o u t  r e g u l a t l o n .  Hence, 

a1 I f l s h e r y  conservat lon regulat lons,  both t r a d l t i o n a l  and I l m l t e d  access, 

conserve f l s h  s tocks by c o n t r o l  I l ng  t h e  l eve l  o f  f l s h l n g  e f f o r t ,  and t h l s  

r e q u l r e s  p l a c l n g  l i m l t s  on t h e  use of stocks. 

What then 1s t h e  e s s e n t l a l  d l f f e r e n c e  between a l l m l t e d  access system 

and t h e  t r a d l t l o n a l  approach t o  f l s h e r y  r e g u l a t l o n ?  The main d i f f e r e n c e  I s  

t h a t  t r a d l t l o n a l  r e g u l a t l o n s  seek t o d i r e c t l y  c o n t r o l  h a r v e s t  l e v e l s  

w l t h o u t  s a y l n g  who s h o u l d  be a1 lowed t o  t a k e  a p o r t l o n  of t h e  t o t a l  

a l l o w a b l e  h a r v e s t ,  w h l l e  I l m l t e d  access b e g i n s  by l d e n t l f y l n g  who 1s  

p e r m l t t e d  t o  harvest  and, possibly,  how much they a r e  at lowed t o  harvest. 

L l m l t e d  access does n o t  complete ly  rep lace  t h e  need f o r  t r a d l t l o n a l  

r e g u l a t l o n s .  L i c e n s e  I I m l t a t i o n ,  f o r  example, does n o t  d l r e c t l y  c o n t r o l  

t h e  l e v e l  o f  h a r v e s t  by I i cense -ho lde rs .  Consequent ly ,  it may need t o  be 

supplemented by f lshery-wide quotas and techn lca l  r e s t r l c t l o n s  on vessels 

and gear. S l m l l a r l y ,  even though  an l n d l v l d u a l  q u o t a  sys tem l n h e r e n t l y  

c o n t r o l s  t o t a l  h a r v e s t ,  add1 t l o n a l  r e g u l a t l o n s  may be needed t o  a c h i e v e  

op t lma l  ut11 l z a t l o n  of t h e  f l s h  stocks. Th ls  Is especla l  l y  t r u e  I n  m u l t l -  

specles, mu l t i - gea r  f l she r les .  Recent exper ience l n d l c a t e s  t h a t  l n d l v l d u a l  

quotas,  by themselves,  do n o t  p r o v l d e  s u f f i c l e n t  c o n t r o l  o f  s l z e - a t -  

capture, l n c l d e n t a l  catches, and d l  scards. 

L l m l t e d  access may e x i s t  w i t h o u t  government regu la t l on .  Where t h e  law 

(or  t r a d l t l o n )  recognlzes an i nd l v ldua l ' s  r i g h t  t o  p o r t l o n s  .of  a resource, 
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such as In the famous Malne lllobster flefs" (Acheson, 19751, llmlted 

access may operate wlthout formal sanctlon. Prlvate rlghts to land, 

forests, and other forms of prlvate property lmpose slmllar forms of 

llmlted access and controlled use. The polnt Is that access to the resource 

for harvestlng purposes 1s I lmlted to some ldentlflable set of people. 

Where legal ly def lned rlghts exlst, the owners of these rights may sel I ,  

trade and bequeath the rlghts to others. Thus the ldentlty of the users may 

change over t 1 me. Access to the resource Is I 1 mf ted to those who possess 

use r I ghts; but, 1 n a commercl al sense, the resource 1 s open to a1 I those 

who obtaln use rights by paylng the market price or by complying wlth 

state-lmposed qual If lcatlons. 

cha 

I l m  

rev 

A I lmlted I lcense or an lndlvldual quota does not represent a right 

that Is as respected and reliable as a reglstered deed to land. Both 

I lcenses and lndlvldual flsherman quotas (IFQ's) represent use rlghts, nat 

property rlghts to the f lsh stock. In the legal jargon these are termed 

"usufructuary rlghts", meanfng rlghts to use and enjoy the frults of 

property not belonglng to the lndlvldual. The flsh stock In the ocean 

remalns a pub1 lc resource to be managed by the state as a pub1 I C  trust. 

However, when I lcenses and IFQ's are marketable they take on many of the 

acterlstlcs o f  property, lncludlng a market price. Because these 

ted rlghts are the creation of admlnlstratlve declslons, they may be 

sed and amended by further admlnlstratlve actlon. 

WHY USE L I MI TED ACCESS? WHAT IS D I  FFERENT ABOUT FISH I NG? 

Commerclal flshlng differs from farmlng, mal I-scale retalllng and 

other competltlve Amerlcan lndustrles ln many respects; the most Important 

1s the lack of private property rlghts In the essentlal resource. Unl lke 
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farm land and minera l  deposlts, mar ine f l s h  populat lons a r e  n o t  owned by 

t h e  users.  H l s t o r l c a l  ly ,  i n  w e s t e r n  Europe and N o r t h  Amer l ca  p r o p e r t y  

r l g h t s  t o  mar lne f f s h  s tocks d l d  n o t  evolve a long w i t h  r l g h t s  t o  land-based 

resources .  T h e r e  a r e  t w o  p r l n c l p a l  reasons  f o r  t h l s .  F l r s t ,  1-b was n o t  

u n t l l  t h e  r a p l d  expans ion  I n  w o r l d  f l s h l n g  a f t e r  t h e  W o r l d  War I I  t h a t  

conservat lon of marlne f f s h  stocks was recognlzed as a se r lous  and wlde- 

s p r e a d  problem. So l o n g  as p e o p l e  b e l l e v e d  l n  t h e  l n e x h a u s t l b l l l t y  o f  

m a r l n e  f l s h ,  t h e r e  was 1 l t t l e  need t o  d e v e l o p  l n s t l t u t l o n s  f o r  I I m l t l n g  

access t o  f 1 sherles. Second, c r e a t l o n  and enforcement o f  r l g h t s  t o  mar lne 

f f s h  a r e  d l f f l c u l t  t asks .  F i s h  a r e  n o t  e a s l l y  obse rved  and f e n c e d  I l k e  a 

p l o t  o f  land. To e s t a b l  Ish,  e n f o r c e  and exchange p r o p e r t y  r l g h t s  I n  f I s h  

requ r e s  t h e  establ fshment  of new and expenslve l n s t l t u t l o n s .  

I n  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  m a r i n e  f I sh s t o c k s  a r e  e i t h e r  apen a c c e ~ ~  or  

rsmman p r o p e r t y  resources .  An open access r e s o u r c e  can be accessed and 

harvested by anyone. There a r e  no r e s t r l c t i o n s  on who can ha rves t  or upon 

l n d l v l d u a l  h a r v e s t  l e v e l s .  An open access r e s o u r c e  Is 1 l t e r a l  l y  no one's 

p r o p e r t y  ( n o t  s t r l c t l y  p r o p e r t y  a t  a l  I). Mos t  P a c l f  I c  c o a s t  g r o u n d f  I s h  

s t o c k s  a r e  open access  resources .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  access  t o  and use of a 

common proper ty  resource Is r e s t r f c t e d  t o  an l d e n t l f l a b l e  group of owners 

h a v i n g  co-equal  use r l g h t s .  The o r f g i n a l  common l a n d s  of  a med ieva l  

VI I lage, f o r  example, were used fn common by members of t h e  v l l  lage ownlng 

t h e  land. Others were excluded from us lng t h e  commons. (See Clr lacy-Wantrup 

and Blshop, 1975.) 

A I l c e n s e  I l m l t a t l o n  system c o n v e r t s  an open access  r e s o u r c e  i n t o  a 

k i n d  o f  common proper ty  resource. Although t h e  I lcensed f lshermen a re  n o t  

legal  owners, they a r e  a known and e x c l u s i v e  group w l t h  co-equal harvest  

r l g h t s .  W i t h  e i t h e r  open access o r  common p r o p e r t y ,  c o m p e t l t l v e  f r e e  
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an open access or common property flshery the flshermen 

sense the resource depletlng effect of thelr own ac 

flshermen does notlce the effect hls harvest has on the f 

enterprlse among resource users cannot be expected to assure adequate 

resource conservat 1 on. Group restr 1 ct lons on annual harvests are needed. 

Thls need has long been recognlzed, and lt Is the reason that publlc 

management of f lsherles Is so common. 

Cot lectlve management actions are needed for a very simple reason: 

economlc incentives of lndlvldual f lshermen rarely favor conservatlon. I n  

may not dlrectly 

lons. Even If a 

sh population, he 

w 1 I I not restrlct hls harvest unless he expects to recefve some future 

benef It from dolng so. If there are others f Ish lng on the same stock, one 

lndlvldual's benef It from hls conservation actlon depends on others actlng 

In concert. W 1 thout assurance of col  lect lve act ion, . a  f 1 Sherman's 

sacrlf Ice for the sake of conservation may slmply create benefits for those 

not restrlctlng thelr harvests. Also, wlthout Ilmfted access, lncreased 

resource abundance may attract new entrants who dllute the economlc 

benefits of conservation aval lable to establ lshed resource users. 

Thus lndivldual actions, based upon self-lnterest, cannot assure 

adequate conservation and cannot effectlvely promote long-term economlc 

returns from a common property natural resource. However, f 1 shermen w 1 I I 

all galn from appropriate collectlve restrfctions on use. Coltectlve actlon 

Is also needed to properly conserve groundwater baslns and pub1 lc grazlng 

lands. Restrlctlons on lndlvldual resource use can be adopted through 

cooperatlve agreements among users, through certafn reglonal resource 

agencles I lke water dlstrlcts, or even through Federal regulatfons. In at I 

cases optlmum management requlres that lndlvldual lncentlves for short-term 

economlc galn be brought lnto IIne wlth sustalnable levels of use. 
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R e g u l a t i o n  o f  common w a t e r  supp l  i e s  and g r a z l n g  l a n d s  n o r m a l l y  

lnvo lves q u a n t l t a t l v e  I l m l t s  t o  l n d l v l d u a l  use. I n  medieval England many 

VI I lages had commons whlch were regu la ted  through % t i n t l n g f l  -- a te rm f o r  

l l m l t l n g  t h e  number animals grazed by l n d l v l d u a l  peasants. S l m l l a r l y ,  sheep 

and c a t t l e  r a n c h e r s  u s l n g  p u b l l c  g r a z l n g  l a n d s  l n  t h e  w e s t e r n  U.S. a r e  

a l  located so. many llanlmal u n i t  months" (AUM's) which roughly corresponds t o  

a known q u a n t i t y  o f  forage harvested. Farmers l r r l g a t l n g  f l e l d s  I n  Centra l  

Cal l f o r n l a  each have a q u a n t l t y  o f  water t o  whlch they a re  e n t i t l e d .  Th ls  

e n t i t l e m e n t  may be at tached t o  t h e  land as a "water right". These water and 

g r a z i n g  r l g h t s  a r e  a c t u a l  l y  a f o r m  o f  l l m l t e d  access, because t h e y  

deslgnate both ( 1 )  whlch l n d l v l d u a l s  have use r i g h t s  and (2) t h e  amount o f  

use a l  lowed. 

N o t e  t h a t  f h e s e  f o r m s  o f  I I m I t e d  access  a r e  n o t  I n t e n d e d  t o  p r e v e n t  

people f rom becoming farmers o r  cattlemen. There Is no I I s t  of  l lcensed o r  

"qual  l f I e d v 1  fa rmers .  I f  you w a n t  t o  t r y  you r  hand a t  r a l s l n g  a lmonds I n  

Kern  county ,  you can buy o r  r e n t  l a n d  and o b t a l n  t h e  necessa ry  w a t e r  

r i g h t s .  There Is u n r e s t r l c t e d  en t r y  t o  t h e  lndustry.  Flshing, f a rm ing  and 

r e t a l l l n g  a r e  s i m l l a r  I n  t h l s  Impor tant  respect. To exerc l se  t h l s  r l g h t  of 

entry,  a business f i r m  must acqu l re  t h e  necessary lmplements and mater la ls .  

I n  fa rm lng  or ranching one requi rement  Is a source o f  water o r  range land 

forage. I n  an open access f i s h e r y ,  however, a new e n t r a n t  c a n n o t  a c q u i r e  

r l g h t s  t o  a g l ven  q u a n t i t y  of  f lsh.  A newcomer s lmp ly  d ips  I n t o  t h e  common 

pool, o f t e n  t a k i n g  a p o r t i o n  of t h e  aval l a b l e  harvest  away from establ  lshed 

f I shermen. 

R a t h e r  t h a n  I l m l t i n g  t h e  number o f  h a r v e s t e r s ,  g round f  I s h  managers 

have e s t a b l  l s h e d  a g g r e g a t e  h a r v e s t  q u o t a s  ( o r  g u l d e l  fnes),  and have 
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I n s t i t u t e d  o t h e r  r e s t r l c t l v e  r u l e s  on f l s h l n g  e n t e r p r l s e s  I n  o rde r  t o  

achfeve economlc and s o c l a l  ob jec t i ves .  l n d l v l d u a l  f l s h t n g  f l rms  then 

compete f o r  f l s h  based upon harvestlng capaclty and s k l l l .  When quotas are 

lnappropr i ate, managers may pre fer  t o  r e s t r  I c t  e f fec t  lveness of the  gear 

(such as maxlmum al lowable length o f  g l I I  nets) o r  the  por t ion  o f  the stock 

t h a t  I s  vu lnerable to harvest (mesh s lze regulatlons, f o r  example). Paclf I c  

coast groundf I sh regul a t lons  incorporate many o f  these methods. Wh 1 I e these 

harvest regu la t lons  may adequately prevent f Ish stock depletlon, they do 

not  address a number o f  o ther  problems. 

Economic and soclal problems f requent ly  occur I n  quota-regulated open 

access f lsher les.  Some o f  these problems are: 

( 1 )  Economlc p r o f i t s  a r e  l o s t  t o  lncreased f l s h i n g  costs. Because 
lnd lv ldua l  f lshermen can malntaln o r  expand t h e l r  Ind lv ldual  harvest 
shares only by catching more f Ish, they compete by lncreaslng f lsh lng 
capacl ty. Desplte the  increased costs Involved, the lnd lv ldual  vessel 
owner may en joy  Increased earnlngs. When t h e  f I s h  s tocks  a re  under 
quotas, lncreased f l sh lng  capaclty r e s u l t s  I n  no lncreased f l s h  catch 
but  does ra l se  the t o t a l  cost  of tak lng  the  quota. 

(2) Over-crowd1 ng and gear conf I I c t s  occur. F l  shermen concentrate I n 
t h e  b e s t  f l s h l n g  areas and d u r l n g  t h e  b e s t  f l s h i n g  seasons. I n  some 
cases t h l s  r e s u l t s  l n  a very  s h o r t  and f u r l o u s  f l s h l n g  season whlch 
may pressure  l n d l v f d u a l  f ishermen t o  ope ra te  under l e s s  s a f e  
condftions. This can cause loss of gear and can Increase the  cost and 
r i s k  I n  operatlng a f l s h l n g  vessel. 

( 3 )  Economlc l n s t a b i  I lty Is lncreased. Excess lve numbers o f  new 
e n t r a n t s  a re  o f t e n  a t t r a c t e d  t o  f l s h e r l e s  d u r l n g  pe r lods  o f  h ighe r -  
than-normal prof  I ts .  Many o f  these new f lrms w 1 I I go bankrupt under 
normal clrcumstances, leavlng the  f l sh lng  f l e e t  over -bu l l t  and w l t h  
many f l n a n c l a l  l y -s t rapped f Irms. Whlle cycl l ca l  l ns tab l l  lty a f fec ts  
many I n d u s t r l e s ,  t h l s  1s amp1 l f l e d  fn  quota- regu la ted  commercial 
f l sher ies  by changing harvest regulatlons. When new vessels swarm i n t o  
a f lshery durlng good years, managers t l gh ten  the harvest regulat ions 
l n  response. 

( 4 )  W 1 t h  I arge amounts o f  redundant h a r v e s t l n g  capacl t y  regu l  a t o r y  
burdens and management costs become excesslve. To assure adequate f l s h  
s tock  conservat lon,  t h e r e  must be r e s t r l c t i v e  f l s h l n g  r e g u l  a t lons .  
Annual quotas may be augmented by t r l p  l l m i t s  and other res t r i c t i ons .  
To lmplement  r e g u l a t l o n s  t h e r e  must many commlttees, hearlngs, and 
enforcement agents. 
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L l m l t e d  access t o  commerc la l  f l s h e r l e s  Is I n  p a r t  a response t o  these 

s o c l a l  and economic Issues, b u t  It may a l s o  be used as a resource  

conserva t i on  t o o l  I n  f l s h e r l e s  t h a t  a r e  l e s s  h e a v l l y  exp lo i t ed .  Some 

Austral Ian I lm l ted  access programs, f o r  example, were adopted ear ly  enough 

I n  the  developing i l s h e r y  t o  provide a substant ia l  measure of protect lon t o  

t h e  resources. 

OTHER APPROACHES TO ECONOMIC REGULATION OF FISHERIES 

I t shou ld  be noted t h a t  t h e  I icense I I m l t a t l o n  and IFQs a r e  n o t  t h e  

on1 y a l  t e r n a t l v e  approaches t o  common p roper t y  resource  management 

cur ren t ly  under serlous dfscusslon. A r a d l c a l l y  d l f f e r e n t  approach would be 

t o  levy taxes o r  royal t l e s  on f Ish landlngs. Thls  s o r t  of approach has been 

glven serlous conslderatlon l n  deslgnlng programs t o  reduce a l r  and water 

pol l u t l o n  (e.g. t h e  so-cal l e d  llpol l u t l o n  taxes"), and pub1 I C  I n t e r e s t  

groups have touted proposals t o  Increase charges f o r  l r r l g a t l o n  water and 

pub1 l c  grazlng lands where those resources appear t o  be over-used o r  mls- 

used. The b a s l c  l o g l c  o f  a t a x  charge Is t h a t  It changes economfc 

lncentlves I n  the  cor rec t  d l rect lon.  

Flrms uslng common property resources and f i r m s  r e l y i n g  on pub l l c l y  

subs ld l zed  resource  development p ro jec ts ,  do n o t  bear, nor  do they  

adequately take l n t o  conslderatfon, the  f u l l  cost  of resource use. Thls Is 

re la ted  t o  I ack of p r i va te  property r lghts .  The f l sh lng  f I r m  does not  have 

a d l r e c t  f l n a n c l a l  I n t e r e s t  I n  t h e  economic v a l u e  o f  t h e  f l s h  stock, I t s  

o n l y  I n t e r e s t  Is I n  t h e  share o f  t h e  s tock  t h a t  It can cap tu re  and sell. 

Consequently, t h e  cost  of reduclng the  f i s h  stock (1.e. reduced catch ra tes  

f o r  a l l  f l r m s  and reduced fu tu re  a v a l l a b l l l t y  o f  f l s h )  1s not  f e l t  d i r e c t l y  
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by t h e  f l r m  and It does n o t  c o n s l d e r  t h a t  c o s t  i n  d e c l d l n g  how much t o  

h a r v e s t .  A r a n c h e r ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, mus t  a c c o u n t  f o r  t h e  e f f e c t s  of a 

reduced he rd  on t h e  book va l  ue o f  h l  s I lvestock. SI m I I arty,  a hypo the t l ca l  

p r l v a t e  f l s h  s t o c k  owner  w o u l d  bea r  t h e  c o s t  o f  a r e d u c t l o n  l n  h i s  f l s h  

stock. The prospect of a reduced asset  vat ue assoclated w l t h  ove r f  l s h l n g  

woul d a c t  as a s t r o n g  1 n c e n t l  ve t o  h a r v e s t  a t  an econom l c a l  I y e f  f l c l  e n t  

leve l .  Since f l r m s  f l s h l n g  on a common proper ty  s tock do n o t  exper lence t h e  

reduced asset  va lue they do n o t  have t h e  proper l ncen t l ves  t o  conserve. One 

s o l u t l o n  1s f o r  a pub1 IC agency t o  compute t h e  c o s t  assoc lated w l t h  reduced 

f l s h  s t o c k  s l z e  and t o  l e v y  a r o y a l t y  f e e  equal  t o  t h a t  cost .  A f t e r  t h a t ,  

t h e  p r l v a t e  f l r m s  should lose any i n c e n t l v e  t o  ove r f l sh .  

Th Is proposa  I has been desc r  i bed I n t e x t b o o k s  and academ 1 c papers, 

b u t  has never been app l l ed  t o  a f lshery.  There a re  several  good reasons why 

t h l s  has n o t  been adopted elsewhere, and these reasons apply equa l l y  t o  t h e  

case  o f  P a c l f  l c  c o a s t  g r o u n d f  lsh.  F i r s t ,  f l s h e r y  d e c l s l o n - m a k l n g  1s 

s t r o n g l y  geared t o  p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  r i g h t s  and f l nanc la l  l n t e r e s t s  o f  c u r r e n t  

resource users. Since t h e  ha rves t  r o y a l t y  would appear t o  reduce t h e  lncome 

o f  fishermen, It woul d work t o  t h e  dlsadvantage of exac t l y  those resource 

users who a r e  most c l e a r l y  represented I n  t h e  p o l l t i c a l  process. Also, If 

t h e  f l s h l n g  l n d u s t r y  is s u f f e r i n g  economic s t r i f e  It may be c o n s l d e r e d  

g r o s s l y  u n f a i r  t o  impose a d d l t l o n a l  taxes.  These p o l l t i c a l  and e q u l t y  

aspects r a i s e  s t rong  o b j e c t l o n s  t o  uslng r o y a l t l e s  as a resource management 

tool. 

O t h e r  p r a c t i c a l  reasons  f o r  n o t  u s l n g  l a n d i n g s t a x e s  t o  manage f l s h  

s t o c k s  a r e  ( 1 )  t h a t  c o m p u t a t i o n a l  t a s k  Is e x t r e m e l y  f o r m l d a b l e ,  and (2) 

t h e  necessa ry  f l e x l b i l l t y  I n  l e v e l s  o f  t a x a t i o n  Is n o t  s u l t e d  t o  o u r  

l e g l s l a t l v e  system. Because t h e  r o y a l t y  o r  t a x  s h o u l d  equal  t h e  c o s t  
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assoclated with reduced asset value of the fish stock, the tax would have 

to be adjusted as flsh prices, f lshing costs and fish stock abundances 

change. Given the Irnpreclslon In flsh stock assessments and the frequency 

of changes In prices, it is unlikely that the tax rates could be accurately 

computed and adjusted. Also, authorlty to set tax and royalty rates Is not 

now delegated to state flsh and game agencles or to the Paclflc Fishery 

Management Councll. Thus the legislatures would have to change tax rates In 

a tlmely and appropriate fashion. This 1s not a llkely prospect. 

.OBJECTIVES OF LIMITING ACCESS 

Llmiting access to commercial flsherles can address many dlfferent 

objectives. Some of the more prominent objectives are as follows: 

1. To promote economic ef f lciency In harvesting. 

2. To establish stable and secure tenure to the f lshery for I lcensed 

fishermen. 

3. To enhance the value of flshery products dellvered to consumers. 

4. To lncrease and stabilize the profitability of the fishing fleet. 

5 .  To reduce the burden of management regulatlons on the industry. 

6. To reduce the cost of fisherles management born by the publlc. 

7. To secure an equitable dlstrlbution of beneflts from the flshery. 

8 .  To protect various segments of the fishing industry from 

other fishermen and non-commercial interests. 

9. TO help restraln fishing effort and conserve fish stocks. 

This list does not lnclude every conceivable objective, but it does 

1 I I ustrate the broad range of cons1 derat lons that can be addressed. A 

brlef explanation of these objectives w l l l  focus the later discussion. 
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Economlc efflclency ln harvestlng requlres del lverlng the aval table 

raw f ish to dockslde w lth the I east possi ble cost expended on f Ish lng and 

dellverlng the fls5 in approprlate condltlon and on a tlme schedule 

suitable for marketlng. Because open access fisheries normal ly exhibit 

substantial excess flshlng capacity, whlch Is control led by quotas and 

other econom 1 ca I I y 1 nef f 1 cl ent regu I at 1 ons, substantlal advances may be 

made toward thls goal through I lmited access. To actual ly calculate an 

efficlent harvest program i s  a dlfficult task that Is rarely attempted. 

Huppert and Squires (1986) recently estlrnated that an eff lclently operated 

Paclflc coast groundfish flshery could generate between $7 mllllon and $17 

millton annually In net economlc proflts. The preclse level of potential 

proflt depends largely on the jolntventure whltlng flshery and the plnk 

shrimp flshery. The best estlmate i s  $12 million proflt, and thls would 

require a reduction In flshlng fleet slze of about 40 percent In the flee? 

operated in 1984. Wlthout llmlted access, the free entry of flshlng vessels 

tends to dl ssl pate these potent 1 al harvest1 ng prof 1 ts. A new I 1 m 1 ted access 

system may not be able to achleve the estlmated level of economlc gains In 

the short run, because it would be saddled wlth a large exlstlng fleet. 

Nonetheless, the potentlal galns are sufflclent to make fncreased economic 

eff lclency an lmportant objective. 

Secure tenure in the flshery has at least two dlmenslons. With secure 

tenure a f 1 Sherman woul d not have meet some state- 1 mposed performance 

standard ln order to contlnue In the f lshery. It also means that a 

f lsherman 1s assured of future benefits from sacrlf lces made to conserve 

f lsh stocks. In open access f lsherles, and In some I lcense I lmlted 

flsherles, a ffsherman cannot reduce h l s  flshlng or stop flshlng 

temporarlly ln hopes of harvestlng larger or more numerous fish later. Wlth 
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secure, ind lv ldua l  f l s h i n g  r igh ts ,  however, a fisherman can a f fo rd  t o  f l s h  

more s l o w l y  and t o  w a l t  u n t l l  f l s h  a r e  o f  o p t i m a l  s i z e  o r  I n  optimum 

condit ion. 

The qual  f t y  and t l m l n g  o f  f I s h  del l v e r e d  t o  marke t  may be improved 

under a I i m l t e d  access system. Fishermen and processors o p e r a t i n g  under 

open access a r e  sometimes f o r c e d  t o  compete f o r  f i s h  by h a r v e s t i n g  I n  a 

hurry. Th 1 s may r e s u l t  1 n Increased occurrence o f  spoi led o r  unnecessar i l y  

frozen f l s h  products. This Is especia l ly  a problem when t r a d i t i o n a l  quota 

management r e s u l t s  I n  shor t  f i s h i n g  seasons t h a t  overwhelm the  processing 

and d l s t r l b u t l o n  sectors .  I f  f i shermen a r e  given ind iv idual  quotas, they 

a r e  f r e e  t o  s t r e t c h  o u t  t h e  f I sh lng  over  a longer  p e r i o d  o f  t ime.  Recent 

P a c l f  I c  ha1 l b u t  exper lence p rov ides  t h e  c l a s s i c  example o f  open access 

f l s h i n g  c a u s i n g  so s h o r t  and  f u r l o u s  a f i s h i n g  season t h a t  t h e  

extraordinary e f f o r t s  are needed t o  assure product qual I t y  maintenance and 

almost a l  I the f Ish  have t o  be frozen. 

P ro f  I t s  a r e  usual l y  h lgh  when f l s h l n g  f l e e t s  beg ln  e x p l o l t i n g  a new 

f l s h  s tock  o r  have a p a r t i c u l a r l y  l a r g e  yea r -c lass  o f  t r a d l t l o n a l  f l s h  

stocks. The usual tendency, however, is f o r  prof  I t s  t o  fa1 I as addi t ional  

vesse ls  a r e  a t t r a c t e d .  I f  t h e  f l e e t  s i z e  grows as t h e  f l s h  s tock  I s  

depleted, then a period o f  serious economic d ls loca t lon  w i l l  ensue. Recent 

experlence w i t h  rock f lsh  stocks o f f  the  P a c i f i c  coast provides a case study 

i n  t h i s  process. A properly managed I lm i ted  access system shout d be able t o  

reduce the  ins tab l  I i t y  i n  prof  i t s  by at tenuat ing the growth and decl Ine i n  

the  f lsh lng f leet .  Higher f l e e t  prof I t s  can be earned when the  numbers of 

f i s h i n g  vesse ls  i s  j u s t  s u f f l c l e n t  t o  h a r v e s t  t h e  a v a l l a b l e  y i e l d .  

Sustalned hlgh p r o f l t s  requ i re  s t a b i l i t y  I n  market prlces, costs, and f l s h  
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stocks. Llm ted access cannot provlde stab1 I 1  ty In a1 I these, but lt 

remove one common source of economic instabl I lty and should resu 

hlgher average annual proffts. 

does 

t ln 

Reduclng the burden of fishing regulatlons on the lndustry 1s an 

appropriate goal, but It Is unclear what particular change in regulations 

constltutes a reduced burden. Regulations on gear quantity or design, 

commerclal f lshlng seasons, and Vrips I lmits" may be vlewed as a burden. 

From an economics perspective, al I these forms of regulatlon cause private 

fishing operators to incur addltlonal costs. By establlshlng a reduced and 

more efficient fishing fleet, Iimlted access may permit some of the 

regulations f o  be removed. Whether such a change would result in an overall 

reduction ln burden of regulatlons i s  largely a matter of deflnltion and 

perceptlon. 

Reduclng the publlc expendltures on management would relleve the 

taxpayer's burden of f 1 shery regulatlons. The current groundf Ish  management 

system uses pub1 I C  resources to perform necessary biological research and 

fish stock assessments, to monitor flsh landings, to support Coast Guard 

and State mar 1 ne enforcement operat Ions, to carry out I ega I sanct Ions 

agalnst vfolators of regulations, and to make publlc declslons on 

management plans. A recent rough estlmate of costs associated w lth Paclf IC 

coast groundf l s h  indtcates that about $4.5 m i  I I ion I s  spent on resource 

assessment, and $5.6 mi I I ion on management, enforcement, coordi nation and 

communlcatlons. Costs of managlng a flshery wil I, of course, depend partly 

upon the character of the flshery and partly upon the types of regulatlons 

promulgated. If I lmlted gccess Is conducive to lower management costs, thls 

should be an lmportant conslderatlon. 



Everyone agrees that f lshlng regulatlons should ental I an %quitable" 

dlstrlbutlon of beneflts. Although there Is no wldely recognized deffnltlon 

of equity, there are clear patterns In management practice. In a recent 

study of twelve government programs that al locate property rlghts, 

E l  lzabeth Rolph (1983) found that pol icymakers deal wlth the equity lssue 

by deslgnlng regulatlons to minlmlze any redlstrlbutlon of wealth. Where 

establ lshed resource users enJoy beneffts of a communal resource (such as 

In land development, alr pol lutlon, groundwater pumplng) "the Judlclal, the 

legislative, and the executlve branches have unfformly supported the clalms 

of hlstoric users when allocatlng rfghtst1. This prlnclple seems to be 

honored by exlstlng flshery llmlted access systems as well. A reasonable 

way of deal lng wlth the equity question, therefore, may be to assure that 

no establlshed fishermen suffer a measurable loss  due to the access 

regulatlons. As a ffrst approxlmatlon thls can be accompl lshed by retalnlng 

hlstorlc allocatlons of catch among exlstlng gear types, vessel slze 

classes, and geographic sub-dlvlslons. However, If rapld changes have been 

occurrfng In the fishery, It Is not clear that historic shares provlde an 

equitable solutlon. New entrants and prevlous operators wlth new vessels 

may clalm a rlght to increased shares. Nevertheless, lnltlal preservatlon 

of hfstorlc catch shares under a Ilmlted access system provldes one slmple 

and operational means of dealing with the equity Issue. 

To protect varlous segments of the f lshery from one another may be 

more than Just another form of the equlty Issue. Where recreatlonal or 

envlronmental lnterests col I lde wlth commerclal fishing lnterests, a llmlt 

to commercial fleet s l z e  may help to quell strong polltlcal and economfc 

forces that could el lmlnate the f fshery entlrely. Cal lfornla has adopted 

Ilcense Ilmitatlon programs In the swordflsh and shark drlft glll net 
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f i she ry  and i n  t h e  no r the rn  Cat l f o r n i a  s e t  g l  I I and trammel n e t  f l she ry  1 n 

o r d e r  t o  deal  w i t h  p o l  l t l c a l  l y  p o t e n t  r i v a l r i e s  between use r  g roups  

( H u p p e r t  and Odernar, 1986). L l m i t e d  access  has p roved  t o  be a u s e f u l  t o o l  

f o r  s t a k i n g  o u t  t e r r i t o r i e s  and l l m i t i n g  t h e  range of c o n f l f c t .  

F i n a l  l y ,  I l r n l t e d  e n t r y  can a s s i s t  i n  c o n s e r v i n g  f I s h  s tocks .  I n  t h e  

case o f  l i c e n s e  I l m i t a t f o n ,  t h e  con t ro l  over f i s h i n g  e f f o r t  may be t o o  weak 

and l n e f f e c t u a l  t o  a s s u r e  f f s h  s t o c k  c o n s e r v a t f o n .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, an 

l n d i v l d u a l  q u o t a  sys tem p r o v i d e s  d i  r e c t  c o n t r o l s  over t o t a l  harvests  and 

may be a usefu l  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  o t h e r  forms of e f f o r t  regulat lon.  

No s l n g l e  sys tem o f  r e g u l a t f o n  c o u l d  add ress  a l  I n l n e  o f  t h e s e  

o b j e c t f v e s  s imul taneously  and w i t h  equal success. A I l m i t e d  access system 

must be t a i l o r e d  t o  t h e  s p e c l f l c  o b j e c t i v e s  sought. And It must address t h e  

va r ious  p r i v a t e  and p u b l l c  i n t e r e s t s  r e f l e c t e d  I n  t h e  o b j e c t f v e s  dlscussed 

here. 

CONCLUS IONS 

Severa l  c o n c l u s i o n s  f r o m  t h e  p r e c e d i n g  d i s c u s s i o n  a r e  w o r t h  

r e p e a t i n g  and summarfzlng. F i r s t ,  a l l m l t e d  access system 1s basfcal  l y  a 

s o c i a l  mechanlsrn f o r  r e d u c i n g  t h e  e x c e s s i v e  c o m p e t i t i o n  f o r  f i s h  t h a t  

o c c u r s  when f I sh s t o c k s  a r e  open t o  a l  I comers. I t  Is an a l  t e r n a t l  ve o r  a 

complement  t o  t r a d i t i o n a l  quota,  season and gear  r e g u l a t f o n s .  Among t h e  

a l t e r n a t i v e  r e g u l a t o r y  systems, i t  Is u n l q u e l y  a b l e  t o  add ress  economlc 

e f f i c i e n c y  of  t h e  c o m m e r c l a l  f i s h i n g  I n d u s t r y .  I n  f l s h e r f e s  t h a t  a r e  

a l ready h i g h l y  regu la ted  I i k e  Pac i f  l c  groundfish, I fm i ted  en t r y  should be 

vlewed as one component o f  a m u l t i - d i m e n s i o n a l  management s t r a t e g y .  The 

choice i s  n o t  between I i m l t i n g  access t o  t h e  f i s h e r y  nr having a f r e e  and 

open commerc i  a l  f I shery.  R a t h e r  i t  i s  between one s e t  o f  r e g u l  a t  i o n s  o n  
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competltlve flshlng and another set. 

Second, there are several kinds of I lmlted access. The two 

alternatlves recelvfng the most attention are I lcense I lmltatlon and IFQs. 

W Ith efther major type of I lmlted access there are numerous varlatlons In 

detalled appllcatlon. Much pub1 lc dlscusslon and partlcfpatlon should be 

devoted to determining exactly what features to include In a llmlted access 

program for any partlcular flshery. The ultlmate al locatlon of beneflts 

from the flshery would depend upon the detalled declslons made In desfgnlng 

an actual Ilmlted access program. 

Thlrd, the problems of economlc competl tlon for common property or 

open access resources are not unlque to flsherles; adoptlon o f  tlmlted 

access rules are Imp1 lclt In many other economlc systems, lncludlng that of 

prlvate property resource ownershlp. Rules for use of range land, 

groundwater supplies, and the air have slmllar features to flshery 

regulatlons. Whlle the eluslve marine fish populatlons are not susceptible 

to subdlvlslon Into pleces of private property, the llmlted access approach 

attempts to generate some of the conservation and economlc beneflts that 

flow from a free enterprise, prlvate property system. 

Finally, although It has not been expl lcltly stated, It should be 

clear to the reader that selection of f lshery management methods determines 

what flshlng rlghts or prlvlleges, wlth correspondlng economlc benefits, 

the communlty bestows upon commercfal users of the fishery resource. When a 

season closure or a I lcense I IrnItatIon Is adopted by the f lshery management 

authoritles, the f Isherman's economic galn from flshlng 1s altered. Thus 

it Is clear that the nature of flshlng rlghts or prlvlleges are subject to 

change at the dlscretlon of flshery counclls. Commercial flshlng rlghts are 
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not lllnalienable rlghts'l like the rlght to  free speech. They are even less 

secure from po I f t i ca I medd I f ng than standard property r I g h t s  a p p  I y i ng t o  

one's personal possesslons. To the extent t h a t  a I lmlted access system does 

establ Ish broader a n d  more secure fishing r ights ,  l t  w i I I p l  ace the 

flsherman l n  a posltlon much closer t o  t ha t  of a property owner. B u t  the  

key declslons w l l  I remaln those of  the  pub1  I C  managers whose t r u s t  

responslbllify Is established by the varrous s ta te  and federal laws. 
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BASIC ELEMENTS OF A L IMITED ACCESS PROGRAM 

Thls section presents the basic "nuts and bolts" of limited access, 

and carries the discussion of llmlted entry beyond the general 

conslderatlons reviewed In the previous sections to look at specific 

elements. A proposed check1 1st of Items for consideration, along with a 

brief descriptlon of the main options is presented in Table 1 below. Seven 

basic decision categories are: 

( 1 )  Scope of the flshing activlty to be restrlcted or allocated, 

(2 )  Method of limiting access, 

( 3 )  Initial allocatlon of harvest rights, 

( 4 )  Transferablllty of harvest rights, 

(5) Longevity o f  harvest rights, 

(6) Mechanisms for adjusting the number o f  harvest rlghts, 

( 7 )  Handling dlsputes regarding issuance and transfer of rights. 

The discussion of these seven elements will focus on Table 1 and the 

traw I I icense I imitation proposal developed by the Fisherman's Marketlng 

Assoclation and Coast Draggers Association in 1984 (Attachment 1). Although 

that proposal was cat led a moratorium, it has the essential features of a 

license limitation program. Of interest here Is the contrast between the 

ves listed in features out1 lned in that specif ic proposal and the a 

Table 1. The seven Categories are discussed In order. 

SCOPE 

ternat 

The FMA/CDA Droposal envlsions a relatively narrow scope for the 

license limltatlon program in some respects (limited to trawl vessels) and 

a rather broad scope In other respects (covers entlre coast and ai I 
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specles of groundf Ish I lsted In the Management Plan). It leaves out al I 

other commerclal gear types and recreatlonal f Ishlng. Except ln southern 

Cat lfornla, the recreational component of groundf Ish catch Is too smal I 

(and w 1 I I probably remaln too smal I) for this exemptlon to matter much. 

lgnorlng other gear types, however, Is a more substantlve deletlon. 

AI though traw I gear dominates the total catch, traps and long1 lnes take a 

substantlal amount of some specles, and gl I I net f Ishlng has grown to 

s I gn I f 1 cant proportl ons I n Ca I 1 f orn 1 a. One strength of traw I -on I y approach 

Is that It llrnlts the most Important element of the commerclal fleet whlle 

mlnlmlzlng the number of indlvldual flshing operatlons that must be 

regulated. 

By lncludlng al I groundf Ish specles and a1 I flshing sltes on the West 

coast, the FMA/CDA proposal would preserve great latltude In trawl flshlng 

operatlons. Trawl vessel operators have suggested that they need to have 

many options open to them under any regulatory system. Geographtc area and 

fish specles are Important dlmenslons of operatlonal flexlbl I Ity. Trawlers 

may move seasonally from northern to southern ports, they may switch from 

shoreside operatlons to at-sea Jolnt venture flshing, and they may move 

from bottom dragglng to mld-water trawl lng. Beyond the conf lnes of 

groundf 1 sh, traw 1 vessel s may sh 1 f t between pl nk shr 1 m p  and groundf 1 sh 

trawl Ing. These are al I Important aspects of operatlonal fexibl I ity for 

vesse I owners. 

Three alternatives to the FMA/CDA proposal merlting conslderatlon are 

( 1 )  to include al I gear types In the I lcense I lmitatlon program, ( 2 )  to 

I Imlt the scope to "maJor" groundf Ish specles, and (3) to permlt smal I 

catch levels by unllcensed vessels. Extension to all gear types would 

fncrease the slze of the I lcensed fleet by an order of magnltude, but would 
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b r l n g  t h e  v a r l o u s  f l x e d  gear vesse ls  under c o n t r o l  ear ly .  T h l s  would 

address the  po ten t la l  fu tu re  problem o f  expandlng harvest capacl iy by an 

unregu la ted  p o r t l o n  o f  t h e  f l s h l n g  f l e e t .  Second, t h e  Idea o f  I l c e n s l n g  

o n l y  those vesse ls  flshlng "maJorI' spec les  would a l  l e v l a t e  t h e  need t o  

Include I n  the  l l m l t e d  f l e e t  every vessel t h a t  catches an occaslonal splny 

dogfish or soupfln shark. Wlthout restricting the  program t o  maJor specles, 

t he  extension t o  a l l  gear types would undoubtedly make the system too  a l l -  

lnc l  usIve and cumbersome. 

A t h i r d  opt lon mlght be t o  a1 low unl lcensed vessels t o  land groundf Ish 

so long as they remafn below some low l i m i t .  A l l  unllcensed vessels could 

be a l  lowed, f o r  example, t o  l and  up t o  1,000 pounds o f  groundf I sh  on any 

t r l p ,  o r  up t o  10,000 pounds per  year. T h l s  would p e r m l t  t h e  minor  

l n c l d e n t a l  c a t c h  o f  groundf I sh  by t r o l  le rs ,  shr fmp vesse ls  and purse 

selners wl thout  addlng these vessels  (and t h e  redundant h a r v e s t  capacl t y  

they mlght represent) t o  a permanent I lcensed groundf Ish f leet .  

MEANS OF LIMITING ACCESS 

The FMA/CDA proposal Is f o r  a groundfish f l s h l n g  I lcense attached t o  

t h e  vessel .  The p r l n c l p a l  a l t e r n a t f v e  fo rm o f  I lcens lng,  t h e  personal  

f l s h l n g  Ilcense, has been adopted In Alaska and elsewhere. The consequences 

o f  ass lgnment  t o  f shermen versus vessel  owners a re  n o t  lmmedla te ly  

obvlous. In Alaska t was thought t h a t  I lcenslng f lshermen would prevent 

cannery owners w i th  corporate f l sh lng  f l e e t s  from f l n a n c l a l l y  domlnatlng 

the  local f i s h l n g  labor force (Adaslak, 1978). The bargalnfng strength o f  

vessel  owners r e l a t i v e  t o  I lcensed crewmen Is weakened when t h e  vesse ls  

owners cannot  t a p  a l a rge  pool of new ffshermen. A lso  I n  Alaska salmon 

f l sh lng  l icenses cannot be used as c o l l a t e r a l  f o r  loans and cannot be owned 
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by corporatlons. These provlslons were supposed to protect I lcensed 

flshermen from CZRO possible threats to thelr contlnued partlclpatlon In 

the fishery. Where vessel ownershlp Is not dlvorced from flshlng thls 

Issue 1s less Important. 

Choice between attachment to lndlvlduals or vessels must be made In 

designing IFQ's as well. If the 10,000 ton sableflsh ABC were allocated as 

500 20-ton IFQ's, these could be asslgned on the bask of hlstorlcal share 

to f 1 shermen, to vessel owners, or even to corporatlons 1 nvol ved In f 1 sh 

process1 ng. W 1 th personal I FQ1s a traw I vessel owner woul d need to hlre a 

sklpper or crew member holdlng an IFQ. With shares asslgned to vessels the 

owner would have control of the harvest rlght and f lshermen not ownlng 

vessels would be at a dlsadvantage; and wlth corporate ownershlp of shares 

the processors coul d more easl ly pl an and manage the fleet f l s h  I ng for 

them. 

A sub-optlon for IFQfs i s  the partial Implementation of the system for 

a subset of groundflsh stocks. One could al locate the estlmated annual 

allowable catch of wldow rockflsh, sableflsh or Dover sole whlle leavlng 

other specles out of the IFQ system. Also, as suggested by Robert Stokes In 

hls study of north Psclf I C  hallbut, one could establ ish IFQ's for a portlon 

of the total harvest of a given specles whlle retalnlng a communal flshery 

for the remalnder of the harvest. This optlon has the advantage of 

provl dtng a cholce to f lshermen who, for whatever reason, do not want to 

join a quantltative rights system. If one-half of the tradltlonal 

harvesters of Dover sole object to an IFQ system, one could dlstrlbute 

IFQls for half the annual yleld to those wlshlng to joln the system. The 

tradltlonal harvest sector would flsh from January 1 untll one-half of the 

annual ABC i s  taken. Fishermen with IFQ's could f Ish whenever they wlsh, 
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and would probably schedule thelr harvest to maxlmlze lts landed value. \ 

INITIAL ALLOCATION OF FISHING PRIVILEGES 

The FMA/CDA proposal would allocate trawl I lcenses only to certaln 

groundf Ish trarfers ( 1 )  landing at least 100.000 pounds, or ( 2 )  maklng at 

least 12 del lveries durlng 1984, or ( 3 )  demonstratlng to an Industry 

governlng Board that they had prlor Involvement In the flshery and were 

active in the north Paclflc or Berlng Sea trawl flshery In 1984, or ( 4 )  

demonstratlng to the Board that they signed a contract or began 

constructlon or converslon of a trawl vessel durlng 1984. These qual If lca- 

tlons would exclude very few groundflsh trawl flshlng vessels from the 

Ilcensed fleet. For that reason, thls lnltlal allocatlon of harvest rlghts 

would create no slgnlf lcant reduction in harvestlng capacity. 

Whether I lcenses or IFQ's are consldered, the baslc cholce here Is 

between admlnlstratlve asslgnment and some kind of "market a1 1ocatlonf1. 

Adminlstratlve assignments are universally chosen In exlstlng Ilmlted 

access programs, largely because qovernment agencles (and legislators) are 

reluctant to take away hlstorlcally established flshlng rlghts. As noted In 

the prevlous chapter, when government regulatlons are deslgned to correct 

technfcal problems of communal resource use. use rlghts are general l y  

asslgned to actual, hlstorlc users ln order to avold causlng a 

redlstrlbutlon of wealth. When developlng new resources (offshore 01 I )  or 

distrlbutlng pub1 ic resources not prevlously used (Natlonal Forest timber), 

however, government mechanlsms tend to use more market-orlented allocatlons 

(auctions and royal tles) whlch extract resource value from the users. 

A case could be made that both hlstorlc use and new uses are found In 
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t he  Pacl f  

r o c k f  1 sh 

c groundf Ish  f 

and sabl e f  I s h  

shery. Extens 

by commercla 

ve h l s t o r l c  use o f  most f l a t f i s h ,  

f l s h l n g  f l e e t s  cou ld  es tab l  I s h  an 

i n fo rma l  "ownersh fp"o f  t h e  r l g h t  t o  harvest .  A t  t h e  same t ime, however, 

new o r  deve lop lng  f l s h e r l e s  have no such s p e c l f l c  h l s t o r l c  use. P a c l f l c  

whltlng, shortbel l y  rock f  Ish, sanddabs and possibly other groundf Ish stocks 

would be essent fa l l y  %ew" from t h l s  perspectlve. A mlx o f  admlnfs t ra t lve 

and market a l l oca t l on  o f  l n l t l a l  harvest r l g h t s  could be j u s t i f l e d  on t h l s  

basls. U l t i m a t e l y ,  t h e r e  1s no t e c h n i c a l  ly c o r r e c t  answer t o  t h e  i n i t i a l  

a l l oca t l on  questlon. D l s t r l b u t l o n  o f  pub l l c  resources can and has been done 

I n  many ways. 

TRANSFERABILITY OF LICENSES AND QUOTAS 

Under t h e  FMA/CDA proposal  t h e  t r a w l  I l censes would be t r a n s f e r r e d  

w 1 t h  sal e o f  t h e  vessel, and coul d be sh 1 f t ed  from one vessel t o  another by 

t h e  owner l f  t h e  I l censed vessel  Is l o s t  o r  I f  t h e  owner wants t o  '(up 

grade" o r  "down grade" h l s  vessel. Although the I lcense l t s e l f  would not be 

s a l a b l e  under t h l s  system, It would be f a l r l y  easy t o  per fo rm a lmost  any 

k fnd  o f  transfer. For example, l f  a l lcensed vessel owner wants t o  take h i s  

vessel t o  a d l f f e r e n t  f fshery, he could replace h l s  vessel w i t h  another and 

then  s e l l  t h e  new vessel  w l t h  l icense.  Or ,  he cou ld  s e l l  t h e  o r l g l n a l  

vessel w l t h  I lcense t o  another flsherman, who would then replace the vessel 

and s e l l  the  o r lg lna l  vessel back t o  the  o r lg lna l  owner. There would be no 

apparent  marke t  v a l u e  t o  a I lcense, b u t  t h e  d l f f e r e n c e  between vessel  

p r i c e s  w l t h  and w i t h o u t  a I l c e n s e  would p r o v l d e  a good l n d l c a t l o n  o f  

I lcense value. The r e s t r l c t l o n  on s a l a b l  I I t y  s i m p l y  makes t ransac  

lnvo lv lng I lm l ted  harvest r l g h t s  a cumbersome and roundabout process. 

lons  

e n t  An a l t e r n a t l v e  t o  t h l s  Is a f u l l y  s a l a b l e  I lcense.  I f  s u f f l c  
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numbers o f  I lcenses or q u a n t i t a t i v e  ha rves t  r i g h t s  (IFQ's) change hands on 

a r o u t i n e  basis, t h e  market a l l o c a t i o n  of f l s h l n g  r l q h t s  would have a1 I t h e  

advantages and dlsadvantages o f  market  a l i o c a t l o n s  t h a t  a re  experienced i n  

o t h e r  sec to rs  o f  t h e  economy. Market a l l o c a t i o n s  a re  presumed t o  f a c l l l t a t e  

t h e  e f f  l c l e n t  e n t r y  and e x l t  o f  r e s o u r c e  users.  Less a d e p t  o r  p r o f  i t a b l e  

harvesters  would be encouraged t o  sel  I t h e l r  r l g h t s  and en te r  a d i f f e r e n t  

I i n e  o f  work,  w h i l e  more e f f  l c l e n t  o p e r a t o r s  c o u l d  expand. No c o e r c f o n  

would be necessary. s ince anyone w l t h  a I lcense o r  harvest  r i g h t  would have 

t h e  o p t l o n  o f  n o t  se i  I lng. 

W l t h  vessel I lcenses as proposed by FMA/CDA s u f f i c i e n t  t r a n s f e r a b l  I 1I-y 

seems t o  be Incorporated. For an IFQ system t o  work, however, t r u e  market  

s a l e s  w o u l d  be a l m o s t  a n e c e s s i t y .  One a l t e r n a t i v e  is f o r  annual  h a r v e s t  

quotas t o  be l n i t l a l l y  a l l o c a t e d  among vessel owners I n  p ropor t i on  t o  t h e l r  

h l s t o r l c  shares.  A vesse l  owner  w i t h  a vesse l  t h a t  b r e a k s  down f o r  an 

ex tended  t l m e  woul d want  t o  s e i  I any q u o t a s  he owns t o  a n o t h e r  o p e r a t o r .  

Also, a vessel whfch Is harves t i ng  mos t l y  r o c k f i s h  may want t o  s h i f t  l n t o  

shr lmp o r  Dover s o l e  f i sh ing .  The owner w i l l  need t o  s e l l  one s e t  of quotas 

and buy a new se t .  W i t h o u t  t h e  f reedom o f  m a r k e t  sa les ,  it w o u l d  be 

d l f f l c u l t  t o  m a i n t a i n  o p e r a t i n g  f l e x i b l l l t y  w i t h  q u a n t l t a t l v e  h a r v e s t  

r i g h t s .  

LONGEVITY OF HARVEST RIGHTS 

I n  view o f  t h e  l ong - l i ved  lnvestments inherent  I n  both f i s h i n g  vessels 

and f l s h l n g  know-how, t h e r e  seems t o  be no I o g l c a l  reason t o  have I lcenses 

o r  IFQ's e x p l r e  a n n u a l l y  o r  o v e r  a s h o r t  p e r l o d  o f  years.  The FMA/CDA 

proposal a l l o w s  perpetual  t r a w l  Ilcenses. Only I f  a vessel owner f a i l e d  t o  

meet minimum landing requl rements and f a l l e d  t o  seek an exemption f o r  h i s  
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vessel would a I lcense be automatlcal Jy rettred. Personal I lcenses In 

Alaska and elsewhere are also perpetual. The Pearse Commlsslon recommended 

that Brltlsh Col umbfa salmon I lcenses be Issued w lth a ten-year term, but 

that proposal was part of an Intended fleet reductlon program that would 

end wlth lssuance of a smaller number of perpetual Ilcenses. 

In a I lmlted access program lncorporatlng a1 I gear types, however, It 

mlght be useful to issue short-term I lcenses to vessels that really fntend 

to flsh only for a short tlme or whlch temporarlly exceed some maxlmum 

harvest level allowed for unl lcensed vessels. Wlth a fully marketable IFQ 

system, anyone wantlng to enter or leave the groundflsh flshery temporarfly 

would have the opportunity to do so. 

MECHANISMS FOR ADJUSTING NUliBERS OF HARVEST RIGHTS 

Under the FMA/CDA proposal the number of trawl Ilcenses, once 

establ Ished, would change only where lndlvldual owners al lowed thelr 

Ilcenses to lapse. Because these Ilcenses would be potentlally valuable In 

the future, It would be unl lkely that slgnlflcant numbers of vessel owners 

would voluntarlly wlthdraw from the llcensed fleet. Assumlngthatthere 

wlll be slow attrition from the trawl flshery, the FMA/CDA proposal calls 

for an annual revlew of the size and condltlon of the fleet. No speclflc 

procedures are lncluded, however, for either causlng more rapld decrease In 

the fleet or for lncreaslng the number of Ilcenses at some future tlme. 

To achleve an economically efflclent fleet size, some reductlon In 

number of vessels would be necessary under a I lcense I lmltatlon program. On 

the other hand, an expanslon of the currently developable fisherlss for 

Paclflc whitlng and shortbel ly rockflsh mlght Justffy addlng to the fleet. 
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For fleet reductlon, attrltlon and buyback programs are the only 

frequently dtscussed al ternatlver. For attrltion to have much effect, there 

must be falrly strfngent annual requlrements for renewal of llcenses, and 

the I lcenses must not be transferable to new flshermen. This approach, 

therefore, seems to Impose a rather arbitrary dlstrlbutlon of fleet 

reductlon burden among flshermen. Also, whlle waltlng for attrltlon to take 

its toll, many flshermen may remaln In the flshery after they should have 

left for health or safety reasons. 

Buyback of vessel llcenses provides a posltlve means of reduclng the 

number of vessels, but It requlres a source of funding. In thelr extenslve 

revlew of buyback of flshlng rlghts, Schelle and Muse (1984) found only one 

that was not a government subsldlzed program. If Congress and state 

leglslatures are not prepared to provlde financing, then fees and royaltles 

from the fishery could be used to create a fund for buyback. A large number 

of technical lssues need to be addressed In deslgnlng a buyback system, 

tncludlng ( 1 )  determlnlng the target fleet size, (2) chooslng whether to 

buy licenses only or to Include vessels and gear, (3) whether t o  target the 

buyback on a speclflc dlstrlbutlon of vessel sizes and capaclttes, and (41 

the spectflcs of the appl lcatlon and offer system. 

An lnnovatlve means of reduclng vessel numbers was Implemented tn the 

British Columbla roe herring I lcense system (Macgl I llvray, 1986). The 

f 1 shery was dlv 1 ded Into three subareas and each I 1 censed f I shermen was 

al lowed to choose one area. Licenses are sal ab1 e, however, and a I lcense 

owner may buy up llcenses from all three areas. If management authorltles 

stagger the open I ngs of herr lng f 1 sh I ng seasons 1 n the three areas, th 1 s 

method of fleet reductlon ai lows consol ldatlon o f  f fshlng operatlons wlth 

attendant reductlons In f lshing costs. Potentlal ly, the total number of 
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partlclpants could fall to one-thlrd the orlglnal number. In fact, from 

1981 to 1985 the total number of Ilcenses fel I from 1557 to 1132. As of 

1985 only 17 vessels had three I lcenses. It has been reported that the 

Brltlsh Columbla system resulted In both Improved product qual lty and 

reduced f I sh i ng costs. 

Under an IFQ system, numbers of partlclpants need not be adJusted 

dlrectly. Instead, the quota lnltial ly a1 located w I I  I be redlstrlbuted ln 

pr I vate market transact1 ons to determ 1 ne the number of part1 cl pants. W I th 

marketable IFQ's,  adjustment of numbers of vessels or f lshermen I s  not 

adm 1 nf stered by the management program. Neverthel ess, ownersh I p of I FQ's 

may be restrlcted to some defined class of lTqual If led" f lshermen, and the 

number of such fishermen may be of concern. It 1s dlfflcult to antlclpate 

what Issues mlght arise under such a system In the absence of any 

exper lence w lth I t  or a spec1 f lc proposal. 

HANDL I NG D I SPUTES 

Disputes are llkely to arise concerning the lnltlal allocatlon of 

harvest rlghts (whether Ilcenses or IFQ'sI ,  and ln exerclslng the 

mechanlsms for I lcense transfer, renewal and termlnatlon. Most exlstlng 

license llmltatlon programs avold dlsputes regardlng lnltial allocatlon by 

Including almost every concelvable claimant. Alaska's salmon I lcense 

program dld not, much to the chagrtn of the Commerclal Flsherles Entry 

Commlsslon. The Alaska system requlred the Entry Commission to establ Ish 

means of determlnlng the extent to' which appl lcants met varlous crlterla 

concernfng hlstorlc partlclpatlon, and dependence on the flshery. 

Challenges of the Commlsslonts procedures and declsfons stl I I ,  after ten 

years of operatlon, constltutes a signlf lcant portlon of the Commfsslon's 
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buslness. Thls could be avoided by establ lshlng quantltatlve criteria in 

law or regulation at the outset, rather than leavlng Interpretation of some 

vague crlterla to a quasl-regulatory body. 

To deal w Ith the dlsputes that occur, several alternative procedures 

coul d be establl shed. A rev1 ew board dom 1 nated by f I shermen and other 

Industry members could declde whether Indlvlduals should be given I lcenses 

and whether proposed I lcense of vessel tranfers should be allowed. A 

varlant on this Is to use the board to make recommendations to an agency 

admlnlstrator (e.g. an NMFS Regional Director) who would make an offlclal 

rul lng. Fishermen affected by declslons of the Board may feel that they 

will get a more sympathetlc hearlng before thelr peers than before a non- 

fishlng adrntnlstratlve or judlcial panel. On the other hand, both fishermen 

and the publlc at large may occaslonally fear that conflicts of Interest or 

favorltism are more likely to affect the declslons of an Industry-domlnated 

rev 1 ew board. 

Other approaches could lncl ude use of an Admlnlstratfve Law Judge 

(ALJ)  to hear evidence and make recommendatlons or rul lngs. Agency 

admlnlstratlve procedures could be used to hear grlevances and make 

rul lngs. In any case, a f lsherman has access to the courts to seek redress 

of arbitrary or wrongful actions by the management agency. 
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CXINCLUS IONS 

The basic elements of a I lmlted access program can be developed and 

comblned ln almost infinite variety to meet the speciflc needs of a 

partlcul ar f 1 shery and Its cl rcumstances. Th Is chapter has Introduced and 

explained many of the most commonly-dlscussed alternatives. These were 

grouped into seven categorfes ranglng from scope of the flshery to means of 

dispute settlement. The traw I I icense moratorlum proposal submitted by the 

Fishermen's marketf ng Assoclatlon and Coast Dragger's Assoclatlon prov lded 

a useful benchmark for comparlson whlch helped to clarlfy the explanatton 

of other optlons. Further innovatlon in developing variants on these 

alternatlves wl I I be Important for f Ishermen, managers and sclentfsts 

Involved In usfng I lmited access programs for pub1 I C  f lsheries management. 



31 

TABLE 1. LIMITED ACCESS PROGRAM ELEMENTS AND OPTIONS 

1.Sm.p~ pt E!;f\lnn ActlvltIes 3~ he & s k k t d  pf A J h a h f i  

A. Types of F lsh lng t o  - 1. A I  I commerclal and recreat lonal  

2. A I  I commerclal p lus f o r - p r o f l t  
party and char ter  boat f l s h l n g  

3. A l l  ccnnmerclal f l sh ing  

4. Just llblg-tlmell comerc la l  operatlons, 
such as those landing a t  l eas t  50 tons 
of groundftsh per year. 

be lncluded 

B. Geographlcal extent  - 1. A l l  Pac l f l c  coast lnc lud lng at-sea sales 

2. A l l  P a c l f l c  coast shoreside landlngs 

3. Paclf I c  coast shoreslde harvests from the  
3-200 naut lca l  m l l e  zone (FCZ, excluding 
State waters) . 

4. Harvests I n  ce r ta ln  selected INPFC areas 
such as the  Vancouver o r  Columbla areas. 

C. F lsh lng Gear Types 1. A l l  gear lnc lud lng groundflsh t rawl ,  hook 
and I Ine, f i s h  pots, g I  I I nets and shrimp 
trawl s. 

2. Control on ly  lldIrectedll f l s h l n g  w l t h  
t rawl  gear, f l s h  pots and g l l l  nets. 

3. Control only t h e  major gear type - 
t rawls  (see FMA Proposal). 

D. Specles o f  F ish 1. A l l  specles I l s t e d  I n  Groundflsh Flshery 
Management PI  an 

2. Include only  "Important" groundf Ish 
specles (8.g. a1 I rockflshes, whltlng, 
sablef Ish, Dover sole, Engl Ish sole, 
pe t ra le  sole, Pac l f l c  cod, l l n g  cod). 

3. Focus harvest permtts o r  r i g h t s  on 
s lng le  specles or  log ica l  groups of 
specles. For example, a "rockf Ish11 permlt 
o r  a "whItlngll J o i n t  venture permlt. 
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Figure 1 contfnued. 

II.&LansQiJ-Lfnl&~AccessfQltheFrsherv 

A. Llcense L l m l t a t l o n  

6. l nd lv ldua l  Fisherman 
Quota ( IFQ) 

C. Taxes, Royal t ies and 
Fees 

1. Personal License t o  f l s h  (w l th  o r  
wi thout  I Im i t l ng  t o  %atural persons"). 

2. Llcense attached t o  vessel 

3. License attached t o  gear (e.g. ne t )  

4. Dual system: f i s h i n g  l icense f o r  people 
p lus vessel o r  gear permits. 

1. IFQ conveys r i g h t  t o  take a share o f  the  
al lowable y i e l d  of spec l f l c  stocks. 

2. IFQ conveys r i g h t  t o  take annually a 
spec l f led  quant i t y  from a s p e c l f l c  stock. 

3. Annual y i e l d  Is asslgned t o  a company o r  
flsherman's cooperatlve t o  be sub-dlvlded 
among f lshermen. ("Enterprise quotas1') 

1. Set l n l t l a l  ent ry  fees hlgh enough t o  
dlscourage excessive par t l c lpa t lon .  

2. Establ Ish landlngs royal t l e s  f o r  f u l  l y  
u t i l l z e d  species. 

3.  Establ Ish annual I lcense renewal fees. 

1 1 1 .  BaslsfPlI_InftlalAllocationpt-w 

A. Adm 1 n I s t r a t l v e  1. lnc l  ude a l  I persons or  f lrms w I t h  
Ass 1 g nme n t s recent record o f  landlngs. (e.g. landed 

a t  leas t  one f i s h  In  the  past f l v e  years) 

spec l f led t lme perlod. 
2. Include a l l  appl lcants  w i t h i n  a 

3. l nc l  ude a l  I persons o r  f lrms meetlng 
m 1 n 1 mum I and1 ngs requi rements. 

4. Hold a l o t t e r y  among a l l  appl Icants. 

5. Include a l l  persons meeting ce r ta in  

1. Auction o f f  l lm l ted  number of f i s h i n g  

2. Set I I lcenses o r  IFQ's a t  pr Ices 

qual I f  l ca t ions  as commercial f 1 shermen. 

B. Competit ive Market 
A I  l oca t ion  . I lcenses o r  IFQ's. 

calcu lated t o  r e f l e c t  market values. 
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Figure 1 m t l n u e d  

I V .  l l r m s h x m  

A. Non-transf erabl e 1. Retlrement o r  death causes termlnat lon 
o f  f l s h l n g  I lcense o r  harvest r l gh t ;  may 
r e v e r t  t o  State t o  be re-Issued. 

2. Ownershlp t rans fer  no allowed, but owner 
may lease or  lend f i sh ing  r l g h t .  

8. Llcense o r  IFQ 1. Transfer requtres sa le o f  vessel or gear. 

2. May be t rans fer red  among vessels o f  q u a l  

3. May be subject t o  clearance by State and 

1. Market sales may be subject t o  clearance 

attached t o  spec l f i c  
vessel o r  gear. 

f l sh ing  capacity. 

qual If l ca t l on  o f  new owner. 

C. F u l l y  t ransferable 
a t  d l  sc re t ion  o f  b y S t a t e f  I sher lesagencyor rev iew  board 
owner. 

2. State may requ l re  t h a t  new vessel have 
no more harvest capacity t h a t  previously 
l lcensed vessel. 

1. Perpetual. The I lcense or  IFQ can be 
used as long as the  owner wlshes. 

2. Annua I ,  renew ab 1 e o r  non-renew ab I e. 
Renewal could be automatlc o r  could 
depend upon contlnued pa r t l c l pa t l on  In  
f 1 shery . 
permi t  holder. License o r  r l g h t  explres 
upon death or retirement o f  holder. 

4. Flxed, mult l-year term. Llcense o r  IFQ 
mlght  confer r l g h t  t o  f l s h  for, say, t en  
years. 

3. Dependent upon I l f e t l m e  or  career o f  
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Flgure 1 continued 

VI. MQmSntAlterlnaNumbsrntLrcensesecFlshinaRlahts 

A. Fleet Reduction 1. Attrltlon through retlrement, 
terminatton, revocation for cause. 

2. Buy-back of perpetual or long-llved 
I lcenses by State or Federal agency. 

3. Automatlc explration of f Ixed-term 
I icenses In conjunctlon wlth Issue or 
sale of reduced number of new I icenses. 

B. Increase In number I .  Lottery among "qual If led appl Icants". 
llcenses or rights. 

2. Sale to appllcants at agency-established 
price. 

3. Selection of new Ilcensees on flrst- 
come, flrst-served basls. 

4. Auction of new llcenses or rights In 
competltlve market open to all. 

V I I .Set+ I tng D-s Ecgwdhg and Transfer nt € k h h g  Rlahts 
A. State/Federal Court 

B. Admlnlstratlve Law 
Judge (ALJ) 

C. Speclal Appeals or  
Review Board 

D. Agency Adm In I strator 

The flshermen can ultlmately seek redress In 
the courts under any of the optlons. 

1. ALJ could make a final adminlstratlve 
rul Ing after hearlng with fisherman 

2. ALJ could make recomnendatlon to agency 
admlnlstrator after hearing Issue. 

1. A board of peers (Industry representa- 
tives) coul d make rul I ngs or recommen- 
dations to agency admlnistrator. 

2. A board of dlslnterested cltizens could 
hear dlsputes. 

1 .  Admlnlstrator could make f tnal rul ings 
for agency (e.g. NMFS Reglonal Dlrector). 

2. Admlnlstrator could be bound to pass 
Issue to Federal department head. 
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Elements of a Proposai for a Groundftsh Trawl Llcense 
Moratorium by the Fishermen's Marketing Assoclatlon and 

Coast Draggers Association 

1.  A trawl  llcense would be establ lshed by leglslatlon in the 
states of Caltfornfa, Oregon and Washlngton whlch would create a 
groundf Ish traw 1 I lcense and S I  mu1 taneousl y place a moratorl um upon 
thelr issuance. The legislation would become effectlve only when all 
three states have adopted slmllar leglslatlon. 

2. A regional groundflsh trawl 1 lcense would be establ lshed wlth 
the f fcense asslgned t o  a particular vessel. This I lcense would al low 
the vessel to operate In the waters adJacent to and del lver groundf Ish 
to the states of Washlngton, Oregon, and Cal Ifornia. The I lcense may 
be transferred wlth sale of the vessel. 

3. An industry governlng Board should be establ lshed. This should 
be a trl-state Board composed of one person representlng the dlrectors 
of the three state flsheries departments and nlne active trawl vessel 
owners. The dlrector's representatlve should act as chalrman of the 
Board and vote only In case of a tie. The person selected to represent 
th dlrectors shoul d rotate annual ly amongst the three states. There 
should be three vessel owners selected by the Governor or Director of 
each state. The selectlon should be made from a list of names 
submltted by a trawl assoclatlon or lndlvlduals at large. The vessel 
owners should serve three year terms staggered on one year Intervals. 

A quorum for the Board should be flve vessel owners wlth at least one 
vessel owner form each state present. Actlons requlrlng the approval 
of a vote shoul d pass w lth a simp1 e majorlty of members present. 

4. Fundlng of the admlnistration and cost of the Board meetlngs 
should be covered by the levy of a flat fee of $100 per vessel. This 
fee should be collected when the vessel owner purchases his commerclal 
I Icense. 

5. In order to receive a Ilcense a vessel must meet an lnltlal 
qual lf lcatlon of either del lverlng 100,000 pounds of groundflsh or 
making at least 12 del lverles of groundf Ish durlng 1984 uslng legal 
trawl gear for groundffsh as defined by the Paclflc Coast Groundfish 
Management Plan. This qual Iflcatlon cannot be met by del lverlng 
incfdentally caught groudnflsh from another flshery. 

6. In order to malntaln a I lcense a vessel must contlnue to meet 
the lnitlal qualiflcatlons of 100,000 pounds or 12 dellverles on an 
annual basls. If a vessel owner knows beforehand that hls boat wll I 
not be able to meet the contlnulng qual lf lcatlons because of removal 
of the vessel from the groundf Ish fishery lnto another f Ishery, he may 
request an exemption form the governlng Board In advance. 



Attachment 1 36 

7. fndlvlduals with a coniract signed durlng 1984 or have begun 
new construction or conversion durlng 1984 shall qualify for a 
I Icense. However, the governing Board must f lrst verify the val ldity 
of such cxm,ntracts for or lnltlatlon of constructlon or converslon. 

8. The governlng Board may grant I lcenses to anyone based upon 
prlor Involvement in the fishery, provlded they have remained active 
In the traw I f lshery ln the Northeast Paclf I C  or Berlng Sea and they 
appeal for the I lcense during the f lrst year of this moratorlum. 

9. Uncondltlonal replacement of vessels should be allowed. 
Replacement of vessels lost due to slnklng or the deslre to upgrade or 
down-grade should be allowed. If a person wishes to up-grade or down- 
grade w Ith a second vessel the orlglnal vessel must be removed from 
the f lshery. 

10. The s l z e  and condltion of the fleet should be revlewed 
annually. The slze of the fleet w l l l  slowly decrease through 
attrltlon. An  annual revlew should establ Ish If the fleet 1s higher 
than, equal to, or below the optlmum level In relatlonshlp to stock 
slze and market demand. 
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