
 1 

Council Discussion on Motion 3, 4, 5 
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Motion # 3: Move to adopt as the Council’s Preliminary Preferred Alternative, the 
fol
 
A. Initial Allocation  
 
Sh ors; 80% Harvesters (absent a co-op system) 

lowing:  

2.1  

oreside Whiting: 20% Process  
 

on the fish ticket  
 

Shoreside N rs; 80% Harvesters 

Definition of Processor: Option 1: attribute history to the receiver reported 

on-whiting: 20% Processo  
 

r reported Definition of Processor: Option 1: attribute history to the receive
on the fish ticket
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Phil Anderson (12/08 AM2 - 50:12): Reiterates Motion #3 verbatim 
 
Se onded by Dale Myer 
 
Phil ): On his thoughts and rationale 
fo

 
tim ng about this. I’ve had a lot of people talk to me about it. I’ve 
talk
whi
of q
rela
 
“An
sect ’ve been able to work out co-ops 
with their catcher vessels with a high degree of certainty and stability. And 
I lo
goin
amo
thin
no b
 
 
“I w
per
sho ld represent a balance of 
power. So I think 20% would represent an appropriate amount. 
 
“It t
equ
sma
add
to b
believe i
the 
 
“I’m
in t
the 
har
man
 
“Those are some of my thoughts and rationale for proposing this to the 
cou

 

c

 Anderson (12/08 AM2 – 51:25
r proposing this preliminary preferred alternative…  

 
“Well, this is obviously one of the most difficult ones. I have spent a lot of

e thinki
ed to some people that know more about the shoreside processor 
ting industry than I do. And I am convinced that, absent some portion 
uota shares going to processors, we’re going to put processors at a 
tively high degree of risk.  

d when I think about how we’re treating processors in the at-sea 
or, where we’re closing classes, they
 

ok to the shore and the processors there with 100% of the quota shares 
g to harvesters – and leaving companies that have invested significant 
unts of money into providing those services to harvesters – I don’t 
k that represents the type of finding a balance in a manner that there’s 
ig winners and no big losers.  

ill be the first to admit that trying to decide on the appropriate 
centages is a difficult one. We’ve had options that go up to 50% for 

eside processors. I don’t think that wour

ook me a lot longer to get to that point on the non-whiting part of the 
ation. But I have to say that the testimony I heard yesterday from 
ller processors up and down the coast that testified in front of us – in 
ition to those associated with large companies – was compelling to me 

lieve that if all of the quota shares went to harvesters – that what I e
s a disparity in the balance of power now – I believe on the side of 

processors would shift it in the opposite direction.  

 looking to find a balance of power not so much in the marketplace but 
he relationships between those in the processing industry and those in 
harvesting sector. This still leaves 80% of the quota shares in the 
vesters control, depending on what we do with the adaptive 

agement piece.  

ncil as a preliminary preferred alternative.”  
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Frank Lockhart (12/08 AM2 – 55:30): on his confusion about how 
M
 

“Question. I know the way you’ve set this up, and staging it out. And here’s 
one
5, w
Wh
und

 
Phil And otion #3 relates to 
Motion #5, in response to Frank’s confusion… 
 

ctor to 
processors then you won’t have to worry about the shaded area in Motion 
#5.

 
“An
thin
we’ ing about here is a balance of power relative to the whiting 
resou

 
“De
mig
ther  could be 
deci  isn’t a co-
op, 

 
“An
with
ans

 
“Again, whether o
som
wha
wan
don
initial allocation in the shoreside whiting piece, it would pertain to 
whi
byc

 
Frank Lo
 

“On
to p
insi
Or p

otion #3 relates to Motion #5… 

 of the awkward things I’m not quite sure how this relates to Motion # 
here if you look at the bolded and underlined ‘Shoreside Processors – 
iting: NO bycathch allocation; whiting allocation only,’ I don’t quite 
erstand how that relates to this.” 

erson (12/08 AM2 – 56:00): on how M

“Sure. Well, first of all, dependant on the outcome of this decision, if there 
is a decision not to provide any quota share in the whiting se

  

d, we were actually just having a fairly lively conversation about this. I 
k the issue here is, and we’ll have to sort this out in the analysis, what 

re talk
rce and the bycatch that is associated with it.  

pending on whether or not there ends up being a co-op or not, you 
ht have – if there was a co-op that the bytcatch amount in which case 
e would be four sectors – the bycatch that went to that sector
ded amongst the members of the co-op. In this case, if there
the quota shares of the bycatch species would go to the harvesters.  

d we talked about how then the needed bycatch species that would go 
 the 20%, how is that provided for. And I don’t have a nice clear 

wer to that yet. I hope that would come out in the analysis.  

r not we look at the bycatch quantities by reason – as 
e of Merick’s analyst suggests – there is verbal difference between 
t species come out as bycatch in the north versus the south. You’d 
t to be able to match that up with where that 20% was being taken. I 
’t have a nice, clear-cut answer for you. But my intent was for the 

ting, and through the analysis process, we would figure out how the 
actch amount that would match with that 20% would be dealt with.” 

ckhart (12/08 AM2 – 59:10):  

e of the things that I would be interested in is to have an opportunity 
rovide input to the analysts to help us understand and provide some 
ght on this issue. Do we have to provide guidance to the analysts now? 
rovide guidance at a later time?” 
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Do  McIsaac: 
 

 of the analysis is to be comprehensive as possible for any 

high
one
thin
the 

 
Frank Lo
 

ments so that I can 

 
Rod Moo
 

“Could you explain why you chose option 1 for the definition of processor.” 
 
Ph
 

“Le
 
Ro
 

“Op
 
Phil 08 AM2 – 1:02:02):  

“The difference between one and three is if there is an agreement to – 
thro

 
Ro
  

“Pe
seve
tick ll purchase the 
first landing of fish – essentially be the first receiver – and under state law, 

al] will be required to issue the fish ticket. But the actual 
ndividual who receives the fish and receives the fish ticket 

whe
on. 
“Wh
real
isn’
who

nald
 
“I think the point
questions the council would like us to investigate. So if you would like to 

light that now, I think that would be appropriate… If there are other 
s, and some on your staff are already on analytical teams that [cover 
gs that have not] come up at the council table, that would be useful for 
council to consider… I think that would be useful.”  

ckhart (12/08 AM2 – 1:00:00):  

“I would like to wait till the end to provide some com
talk to my staff during lunch.” 

re:  

il Anderson:  

t me look at what Option 2 is…” <long pause>  

d Moore:  

tion three is even better.” <sarcastic> 

 Anderson (12/
 

ugh an appeals process…” <long pause>  

d Moore: 

rhaps if I could explain the reason for my question. We have discussed 
ral times how you define a processor based on how you issue a fish 

et. In any fisheries you will have an individual who wi

[that individu
processing, the i
simply acts as a dock and hoist, processing occurs at another location, 

re the fish ticket isn’t issued, but that is the actual processing that goes 

at people had talked about as we went through this was, ‘Well, it was 
ly simple to track the fish ticket as the first receiver but that individual 
t necessarily the processor so how do you account for the individual 
’s actually doing the processing.’ Which as I recall – and Mr. Hansen 
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may remember better than I because you were at all the TIC committee 
mee
whe
run
som
opt

 
Phil And 8 AM2 – 1:03:54):  
 

I know of to track with 
evidence where that product came to shore. I don’t have any – I’m not 
awa
the 
or t
pau

 
“So
like ties agree, I don’t know if I like the agency appeal process 
part of that – of course that’s Frank – I don’t know… I guess I wouldn’t 
opp

 
Rod Moo
 

“I g
for the definition of processor under shore-side whiting and shore-side 

 that we look at both option 1 and Option 3 as a possible 
sorted out in our final action in November.”  

 
Rod Moo
It’s secon
 
Aileen1 (1
 

nd this. The goal of this is that it 
sue it to whoever has a fish 

if that person that agrees with the actual processor that it 
was [processor] then it could be issued to him if there are appropriate 

tual processor would have to come 
into the agency with documentation demonstrating that [processor] 
actu
to h
but 
and

 

                  

ting and I wasn’t that – was how option three eventually came about 
re you have a potentially discrepancy between the person who’s 
ning the dock and the person who’s actually sorting the fish. You have 
e way to sort it out.  “That’s why I was wondering why you chose 

ion 1.” 

erson (12/0

“I chose Option 1 because it’s the only method that 

re of any records that we would have that would help us in attributing 
history to another entity that product was to trucked to or shipped to, 
he actual cutting of the fish. I know a lot of that takes place… <long 
se> 

 that’s why I chose option 1. I’m looking at Option 3 here, and it looks 
if two par

ose adding Option 3, but I’m hesitant to replace Option 1 with it.” 

re:  

uess Mr. Chairman, I have a motion to amend Mr. Anderson’s motion 

non-whiting –
definition to be 

re submits amdenment. 
ded. 

2/08 AM2 – 1:05:55):  

“Just a couple questions so that I understa
may be initially issued the default is you is
ticket, but then 

documents, or if they don’t agree, the ac

ally processed those fish so that if this were to happen, we would have 
ave some sort of standards. And it’s not so much about who deserves it 
who is the one who actually processes the fish. So we need standards 
 that would have to be discussed between now and November.” 

                               
 not sure who it was that said this. Don Hansen called out her name and said Aileen. My 

t was either an analyst or whoever was in charge of keeping the record. 
1 Johanna, I’m
guess is that i
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Rod Moore:  
 

“Just to give you an example… There are several companies in California 
that
fish
to p
actu
ship
rece
som
thin
lot o

 
Donald M
 

“You had indicated these to be options to be looked at as a matter of a dual 
.” 

 
Ro  Moo
  

“I w co-equal with Option 1.”  
 
Vo  three as co-equal preferred alternatives. 
Am ses. 
 
M rija Vo
 

 an action indicates preferred alternative and will 
get worked on from now until November, I don’t think that any new data 

ave been people’s opinions and personal experiences 
and I appreciate that.  
 
“I d
hav
this
still
alte ces on competitiveness are still valid.  
 
“An
we 
tran
rece
goin
thin

 
Gordon W

 purchase fish across the dock in Bodega. And the entity issuing the 
 ticket is whoever runs the dock down there. The fish are then trucked 
rocessing plants in San Francisco and several other places. There is 
ally a California transportation ticket that has to accompany the 
ment. There are production records in the processing plant about 
ipt of the fish – we have in the whole bank of the enforcement stuff 
e sort of production reports. So we’re going to be having those sorts of 
gs. There is a lot of beta tracking that goes on beyond the fish ticket. A 
f things to flesh out to provide those kind of standards.” 

cIsaac:  

preferred alternative

d re:  

ould like to make Option 3 

te to add option
endment pas

a jkovich:  

“I’d like to move for a substitute motion: ‘Simply no allocation of shares to 
processors.’ While this is

has come out. There h

on’t think that the premises that I first made this motion at the GAC 
e changed nor has any new information come out that makes me see 
 as a different way for us to go. All the reasons for the GAC report are 
 valid – there may be some arguing there – the document the 
rnatives document appendi

d I think that there’s been some buying of permits by processors that 
have recorded, and we know there have been some additional permit 
sactions that have taken place in the past that are not recorded in the 
nt documents that we have. And I think that processors in general are 
g to be getting quota shares for the vessel permits they own. And I 
k that council should, well, I’ll stop there.” 

illiams (12/08 AM2 – 1:13:55): 
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“I will be brief. I agree with Maria that, in my opinion, the time we talked 
abo
lot o
cau
Ore
pro
nec
 
“Fu s why I’m 
where I’m at.”  

 
Marija V
 

“I did forget one ting. I do want to mention that I’m concerned about 
 stability and the need to alleviate as much as we can 

that kind of shift – although we recognize that it will happen, even as hard 
as w
 
“I’m
that
this  this allocation.” 

 
David Or
 

“A l
I thin

] make everybody 
ething that would keep 

the program moving and, perhaps, be accepted by processors and 
har
 
“We
goo
hav
long
thro lta, there were 270 ports and or receiving stations. Now 
you can’t even fill the screen with significant ports on the entire west coast. 
Tha
 
“Th
con
pro
in t
forw
 

ut this at the GAC, I’ve spent a lot of time thinking about this – spent a 
f time talking to folks.  I guess, fundamentally, I don’t think this will 

se an imbalance of power. I believe in my own mind – at least in the 
gon case – a great deal of the consolidation is going to take place in the 
cessing side of things has already occurred. So I don’t think it is 
essary to utilize this tool to adjust that issue.  

ndamentally, I believe this is a harvester program so that i

ojkovich:  

community issues and

e try to stabilize communities.  

 not interested in using that initial allocation to processors to further 
 community stability. I think that there are other options available in 
 packaged that will help us do that without

tman (12/08 AM2 – 01:16:33):  

ong time ago this morning, Phil laid out his rational for [Main Motion]. 
k he did a real good job describing how he go to that point – and that 

is how to find the middle ground. If not, [it might not
completely happy on either side, but might be som

vester.  

 heard a lot f testimony regarding community stability – and a lot of 
d testimony in that regard. And I noticed in some old literature that I 
e just for California in the 20 year period preceding the time – not too 
 ago – when I graduated from high school, along the coast and 
ughout the de

t’s rather pitiful.  

e remaining ports that we do have, we do need to give them any 
sideration possible in order to help them survive. As Maria said, there’s 
bably not enough science to back up the rationale for that, but I think 
he interim between now and November, maybe some of that can come 

ard.  
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“I know that dropping from 270 ports to a handful is not fishery related—
by a
But
add

 
Phil And
 

e times when it’s probably too late to change anybody’s 
mind. But it was suggested to my coworker while back that I just didn’t get 
it. T
and
defe
with
 
“I th
sho e portion of the quota shares going to processors is this:  
We for a long time – a two-month cumulative limits. Each boat 
has
mon
per
real
the 
they
don
But
mon
with
mu
 
“An
a ha
The
they
Changi
goes too far.  
 
“So erenced, which is 
cert
hav
pro

 
Mark Cedergreen (12/08 AM2 – 01:24:27):  
 

“I a
pre
fish
And n we are now without 

nd large changes in demographics, societal changes, and urbanization. 
 we owe it to the region to do whatever we can to make sue we don’t 
 to the loss of those places.” 

erson:  

“This is one of thos

hat I just didn’t understand the issue associated with balance of power 
 how it would change if there were no processor shares. And she 
nded me and said, ‘Phil really does get it, but just happens not to agree 
 you.’ 

ink that swayed me in this, and what brought me to the belief that we 
uld have som
’ve had this 
 a trip limit that they can go about and catch, if they don’t catch in two 

ths, they don’t get a another chance at it And the processors, from my 
spective, have had more power than is appropriate. The boats 
istically only have this window of time period to get this catch in and 
processor can dictate when and how much they can deliver. Sometimes 
 want it all sometimes they don’t, so I don’t’ like the current system. I 
’t think there is a balance of power and we need to change it.  
, conversely, if the harvester has all the quota shares, they have 12 
ths to deliver it in. They can decide when where and they have to work 
 processors to be sure, but it’s going to put them in a position that is 

ch more similar to the processors today – which I find unfair.  

d it’s going to <long pause> the idea of rents <another pause> I’ve had 
rd time getting a handle on that.  
 harvesters are going to be placed in a much different position in how 
 have power over the processors, and it’s going to change a lot. 

ng it is good. Changing it as much as no quota share to processors 

, there are the issues that Mr. Ortman just ref
ainly part of my rationale: Seeking to find a better balance that we 
e today but not go so far that we have the same problems with 
cessors that harvesters have today.” 

gree with both of the previous speakers. One major concern I have – 
viously living in a coastal port for 52 years – is that there is a lot of 
ing industry in that port and we’re watching infrastructure disappear. 
 I don’t think we could go any further down tha
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jeopardizing a lot of folks. I think a lot of this proposal is a good balance. 
It’s 

 
Ka ark:  
 

sherman’s world and from the coastal areas that have 
had to grapple with the things we’ve heard about today and yesterday, I 
hav
and
fish
a lo
that
hea
don
from
catc
 
“I th
quo

 
Vote on Mari
Motion d
Back to m
 
Da
 

n. I do believe the council is trying to find a 
t’s difficult to show what the effects are. I think 

the shore-side whiting is very different form the whiting. Therefore, I’m 
e 10% to processors and 

90% to harvesters. 
 
“Ye
mot
in t
own
mor en since the analysis was done. Because of 
confidentiality reasons, we could only see the top three. It would be 
inte
thre
 
“So
I th
ther
So t
20%
10%

a good option to analyze, so I’m going to support the main motion.” 

thy Fosm

“Coming from the fi

e watched changes in the industry to where fishermen have difficulty, 
 there are some cases where permits are held by so many entities and 
ermen have to cut the pie in so many ways. And in our area, we’ve lost 
t of our processors. And the fishermen in our area are very concerned 
 they need to have control of the fish in their fishery. And if they are 
lthy, then the processors will get the chance to hold the shares that 
’t actually go out and participate in the industry can in fact gain money 
 that. And they haven’t actually participated in the industry in 

hing those fish.  

ink this is balancing the power and letting them have control of their 
ta shares. I’m going to support Maria’s motion.”  

a’s motion. (12/08 AM2 1:27:10) 
oes not pass. 
ain motion 

vid Hanson (12/08 AM2 – 01:29:41):  

“Discussion on main moti
balance in an area where i

o

going to move that shoreside non-whiting should b

sterday, the staff gave us presentations about vertical integration in the 
hership industry. There wasn’t much discussion of vertical integration 

he shoreside. I believe that the analysis shows that there are 17 permits 
ed by processing entities. The information we have been given is that 
e permits have been giv

resting to see the break down of those top three. But I think those top 
e make up 70%.  

 we have a great deal of consolidation that has already been expressed. 
ink we need to look at the amount of vertical integration that is out 
e – I believe that out of those 17 permits, 13% to 17% of active vessels. 
here is a substantial amount held there are on the processing side. So 
 plus that would put us at where we are today. So I suggest that we do 
 instead.” 
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Ro 08 AM2 – 01:32:05):  
 

“I’m going to oppose the amendment. We talk about permit consolidation. 
If y
gran
dive
vess
pro
effe
Wh
was
vari
give

 
David Ha
 

“In making this motion, I couldn’t prejudge where subsequent motions 
t was pointed out earlier, there is an amount of linkage 
gs. So I don’t know where this is going to go. 

And 
they
con

 
Rod Moo
 

“I b
who

 
Da
 

“No
 
Mr. Lockhart
 

e seconded motion but why he intends on 
abstaining. 

 
Frank Warrens (12/08 AM2 – 1:35:10):  
 

lic comment this morning, I had a very interesting 
conv
ask
wha ermits would you allocate to our processors.’ 
He said, ‘20%.’ When I saw Mr. Anderson’s number of 20% this morning, I 

r that Mr. Mose gave us 

d Moore (12/

ou look further to Motion 6, what is proposed is, not having 
dfather clause. So a whole lot of those permits would have to be 
sted if there were no grandfather clause. I asked if they owned any 
els. I said no. There has been all sorts of trading going on between 

cesssors, ngos, and harvesters since the rather stale control date was in 
ct <laughing in background>. We all asked several of the witnesses. 
at’s the right number on the processor side. What we got unanimously 
 10% was not enough. What we got on the upper bound was a whole 
ety of things. So I don’t see where this amendment makes any sense 
n all the other interlocking things. So, I would have to oppose it.  

nson:  

would go. And as i
between these thin

as you pointed out earlier, you made one of my points, processors said 
 don’t own boats means that those boats that are there are 

solidated in a small number of processors.” 

re:  

elieve you made my point Dr. Hansen. That there would be processors 
 would get no shares under your motion.” 

vid Hanson:  

, [they would get] 10% [not nothing].” 

:  

Explains why h

“Following our pub
ersation with our visitor from Canada Mr. Brian Mose. I came out and 

ed him directly, ‘If you were calling the shots on our IFQ program, 
t percentage of p

was quite surprised that coincided with the numbe
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– based on his experience up there which is not totally analogous to our 
exp
I th c.” 

 
Vo n alte
M
 
No
 
Vo n (1:37:00).  
Motion passes.   
 

erience down here. 
ought that was kind of ironi

te o rnative motion.  
otion fails. 

 comment. 

te on main motio
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Mo
Al
A.

 
Pe

 
Pr ish in any two years 1997-03  

 
Pr

 
No  more of deliveries from non-whiting groundfish in each 

tion # 4: Move to adopt as the Council’s Preliminary Preferred 
ternative, the following:  
2.1.2 Recent Participation  

rmits – Recent participation not required  

ocessors – Motherships: 1000 mt or more of groundf

ocessors – Shoreside:  

n-Whiting: Option 2 – 6 mt or
of 3 any three years from 1998-200  
 
Whiting: Option 2 – 1 mt or more of deliveries from whiting trips in each of any two 
years from 1998-2006 
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Phil Anderson introduces Motion #4 (12/08 PM1 – 00:00:55) 
 
 
Phil Anderson (12/08 PM1 – 00:02:00):  
 

 pause>. There is a 
tabl
reco
wou
red
call 

“The non-whiting, there is a table somewhere. <long
e that shows the difference between Option 1… and Option 2 that’s 
mmended in this motion. It does reduce the number of processors that 
ld be qualified for, especially in California there’s a rather large 

uction in the number of processors between the two options… so just to 
that to folk’s attention. There’s a reduction in every state.  

 
“An
occ
from the gentleman representing Ocean Gold, [relating] to their 
inve
fair
surr

d then for whiting, I’m responding to the significant changes that have 
urred in the processing industry since ’03. I heard testimony yesterday 

stments in recent years that coincided with, what I understand to be, a 
ly significant change in the market what had been largely reliant on 
imy to philic market and their efforts there to structure their plan to 

mee
deli
was
con
from
eve
hav
mar
 
“Th
 

Steve Wi
 

“In the interest of time, I’d like to amend the main motion for whiting, 
und
date

from the standpoint that we defined the range of dates from 1998 to 2003, 
peo
und
sen
I believe  of what was occurring here and what 
the potent
orig
orig

 
Phil And
 

t that new market demand. And as a result, having a number of 
veries between 2003 and 2006, I understand the concern here there 
 reference to playing by the rules and those types of things. I guess my 
cern is that we’re going to be eight years out from timeframe when 

 2003 till we get this program implemented [and] to have expected 
rybody to have just treaded water during this time period – and to not 
e reacted to changes in this product form was being demanded at the 
ketplace – doesn’t seem to me to be very realistic.  

at’s my rationale… And as you can see, it’s a new motion.” 

lliams (12/08 PM1 – 00:05:19): proposes amendment 

er processor Shoreside Option 2. Amend the motion to go back to the 
 1998 to 2003.” s

 
“My thought process there… from a standpoint of both consistency and 

ple made choices and decisions. They were certainly on notice, as I 
erstand it, that anything after that 2003 date might be speculative. I’m 
sitive to the fact of the staleness of the date, but in this particular case, 

 everybody was full aware
ial outcomes were. From a standpoint of that, staying with the 

inal dates, which meets what most people’s expectations were 
inally, is the appropriate thing to do.” 

erson (12/08 PM1 – 00:06:55):  

Co
indicating that O
number of proce
qualified  

mment: I believe that Anderson is 
ption 2 reduces the 
ssors that would be 

Comment: Ports?
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“I appreciate Mr. Williams’s perspective. Just to remind the council, we 
did
And
sele
 

Frank Lo 08 PM1 – 00:07:25):  
 

e decisions for 
whether to vote or not… And this is one of them. I am going to vote on this 
one
hea
peo
som
som
con
con
to a
 

Vote on a
Amendm
 
Vote on motion #4. 
M otes. 0 no votes. 1 abstention (Frank 
Lo

 use the 2006 when we were addressing the question in Amendment 15. 
 so this would also coincide with that date, which was the basis for its 
ction. 

khart (12/c

“I mentioned at the outset I would have to make som

. I think whether, Phil said it’s not fair for people to tread water, [but] I 
rd enough public testimony throughout this whole process that some 
ple did, from the very beginning this 2003 date has been there, and 
e people followed that. So, I think changing this date kind of opens up 
e issues that shouldn’t be opened up. The council has been very 

sistent on this, started work on this in 2003, and has worked 
tinuously and hard on this. I don’t think leaving the 2003 date is unfair 
nyone. So, I will be voting for the amendment.”  

mendment 
ent passes. 

otion#4  passes. All yes v
ckhart). 
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Mo
Al
A.

Pe uyback permits’ pool of QS among all 
qua

Wh
 

Catcher-Pro

Mothe
 

Shoreside Processors - Whiting: No bycatch allocation; whiting allocation only 

tion # 5: Move to adopt as the Council’s Preliminary Preferred 
ternative, the following:  
2.1.3 Allocation Formula  

 

rmits: Option 2 – an equal division of the b
lifying permits plus allocation of the remaining QS based on each permit’s history  

Non-whiting Overfished Species: Option 2 – use bycatch rates  
 

iting Bycatch Species: Option 2 – pro-rata based on whiting allocation  

cessors: Option 2 – pro-rata based on whiting allocation  
 

rships: Option 2 – pro-rata based on whiting allocation  

 
 
Shore llocate side Processors – Non-whiting; For all species other than incidental species a
QS based on entity’s history for the allocation period of 1994-2003 (drop two worst 
years) and use relative history. For incidental species use same allocation options 
identified for permits.  
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Phil Anderson introduces Motion #5 (12/08 PM1 – 00:10:30) 
 
Phil Anderson (12/08 PM1 – 00:12:15):  
 

oreside processors. I’d 
like 
opt
und
enti
in o
sect
whi
than
Tha
cou
2 fo
allo

 
Rod Moo
 

“Ju oints, because I am going to support this motion, on this 
last point that Mr. Anderson brought up, there are some processors who 

m, so the bycatch issue 
would still potentially affect them. So appreciate you adding in that second 
par
 
“Th
And
catc
trie
that as a compromise is to get people to support the IQ plan. ON the 
oth
has
oth
thin
or t
say,
sure
 

Marija V
 
“Ph
Pro
exa
 

Phil Anderson (12/08 PM1 – 00:17:27):  

“…I know there have been some questions about sh
to have this analyzed. I think that we may want to have an additional 

ion which would be the same as the whiting bycatch species up there 
er Option 2. I’d like to look at both of these because I think about the 
re pie of bycatched species…This would be where we have one sector – 
ther words, non-whiting and whiting groundfish trawl would be one 
or – if we applied all of the bycatch species pro-rata based on the 
ting allocation that went to each vessel, they would end up with more 
 what they would need to prosecute their individual whiting amounts. 

t’s why I wanted to look at both of these approaches. I would add, if I 
ld, as a second alternative shoreside processors consistent with option 
r whiting bycactch species which is pro-rata based on whiting 
cation.” 

re (12/08 PM1 – 00:14:45):  

st a couple of p

process whiting but don’t process groundfish. U

t, Phil, because I think that gives us a more complete view. 

e other issue is one that I have been personally wrestling with all week. 
 that is on the initial allocation to vessels based on catch history versus 
h history versus buy-back permits. Based on public testimony, I have 
d to tease out the logic of one side or the other. The best I’ve gotten is 
 this w

er hand, we had witnesses who wanted to just do catch history, which 
 a certain amount of logic – treat everybody equally. And you had 
ers who wanted to do just catch-sharing, which is consistent with 
gs the council has done in the past – you set up criteria for a window 

o gain some privilege and if you don’t meet that criteria, too bad. As I 
 I’m going to support the motion that still troubles with me. And I’m 
 I’m going to continue to wrestle with it between now and November.  

ojkovich (12/08 PM1 – 00:17:00):  

il, I have a question about the  underlying section Shoreside 
cessors, Non-Whiting, what exactly is ‘other incidental species.’ What 
ctly are you referring to there?  
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“I think it was in a previous motion, or one to come, where we talked about 
som
we’

 
M  Vo

rd-smithing, 
because it talks about same allocation options identified for permits, 
inci
hold
 

Phil And
 
“Thi s what is in our current document on Page 50... Maybe someone 

 
Mr. Sege

 
Frank Lo

e 
very front. I heard Rod’s explanation at the split allocation. Could you 

ain, your reasoning for doing catch history and equal 
divi on of buy-back history?” 
 

Phil And
 
“We
ind ng there was a consensus but 
ther  was a general agreement this was a fair approach. <long pause> 

 that they are 
part ing in a paying back the loan, and the benefits went to the non-
whi
ano
help
ben
 

Vote on m
Motion#

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

e of those incidental species that were not going to be allocated – that 
re not going to develop quota-shares for, like overfished species.” 

jkovich (12/08 PM1 – 00:17:50):  arija
 
“Then maybe the motion needs to have a little bit of wo

dental. If we’re not going to allocate them but just tracking for permit 
ers. <long pause>”  

erson (12/08 PM1 – 00:19:05):  

s i
who wrote it could explain it, Mr. Seger?  

r explains logic wording it as ‘incidental catch’ 

khart: c
 
“I apologize I was a little late, so Phil, you may have already said this at th

 
explain, perhaps ag

si

erson (12/08 PM1 – 00:21:10):  

ll, I think part of it was there had been a lot of discussion amongst 
ustries in how to do this. I’m not sayi
e

There was also some input from the whiting sector
icipat
ting sector and the benefits went to the non-whiting sector. And that’s 
ther consideration that the equal sharing of the quota shares would 
 compensate the fact that they are contributing but didn’t realize the 

efits.” 

otion #5. 
5  passes. All yes votes.  
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