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MEMORANDUM 

 
 
 
DATE: March 25, 2016 
TO: Small-Mesh Multispecies Committee   

FROM: Whiting Plan Development Team (PDT) 

SUBJECT: Amendment 22 qualification criteria options and recommendations 
 

The Council staff and the Whiting PDT have initiated fleet history data exploration 
following the Council guidance, using best source data (dealer, vessel trip reports, DMIS) for 
each permit/history ID.  At this time, the PDT is not yet ready to recommend any qualification 
criteria options based on the analysis conducted to date.  Although Council staff may provide 
some fleet history data summaries to the committee, the PDT does not recommend choosing an 
ad hoc set of qualification criteria options until the data have undergone more thorough review 
and evaluation, especially without some guidance on the above policy questions.  Instead, the 
PDT recommends that the qualification criteria alternatives should be developed to achieve 
policy objectives identified by the Committee and Council. 

 
In order to clarify these policy objectives, the PDT would like the Committee to provide 

feedback on the following questions: 
 

1. How would the rules for vessels with a limited access permit differ from rules for non-
qualifying vessels?  One approach would be that vessels fishing for whiting and other 
species would have different (i.e., higher) whiting possession limits than non-qualifiers, 
who would still be allowed to fish in the exemption areas using small mesh for whiting or 
other species, but at a lower level.  How would they differ if there is a tiered limited 
access program (e.g. LA1, LA2, INC)?  If LA2 has a lower whiting possession limit, it 
could be increased as conditions change to control increases in fishing effort. 

 
2. For alternatives which differ by N/S management area, would vessels qualified by fishing 

in one area be able to fish in the other?  How does this choice change with a tiered 
limited access permit system? 

 
3. What basis should the PDT use to determine a possession limit for non-qualifying vessels 

(e.g. incidental permit)?  An example could use the 90th percentile of landings on trips by 
non-qualifying vessels.  How does this interact with the 400 lbs. red hake incidental 
possession limit (when the in season AM is triggered)? 
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4. What would be optimized to determine ‘equivalent’ qualification criteria if the criteria 

differ by management area?  For example, would we identify qualification criteria to 
qualify the same fraction of vessels landing whiting or the same fraction of pounds 
landed or ‘targeted’ trips?  Is there intent to achieve some sort of parity in limited access 
programs across the two management areas?  Should the same proportion of vessels that 
landed whiting during the qualification period determine what the relative qualification 
criteria for each area should be?  Is there another basis for determination of management 
area based qualification criteria amounts? 

 
 

An alternative approach 
The PDT is concerned that a limited access program alone will not satisfactorily address 

the Amendment 22 purpose and need statement1, making it difficult to justify the alternatives.  
While there are many good reasons to control entry into the fishery, limited access may not 
reduce the risk of increasing bycatch and non-target catch in the fishery, resulting in triggering 
accountability measures for all small-mesh fishery vessels. 

 
Furthermore, many scoping comments point out that some increases in vessel 

participation could be desirable, because the fishery now takes a small proportion of the annual 
catch limits for northern silver hake, southern whiting, and southern red hake.  Other than 
through a low qualification criteria threshold, the Council left no door open to a controlled 
increase in catches by new entrants into the fishery. 

 
A low qualification criteria threshold will do little to prevent increases in bycatch and 

non-target catch because a high number of vessels would qualify, some of which may have taken 
a relatively few trips targeting whiting and be a source for potential increases in fishing effort.2  
The PDT therefore recommends that the Council consider adding an alternative to improve 
bycatch monitoring and control.  Adding such an alternative could require re-opening the 
scoping comment period since such a type of measure had not been contemplated in the scoping 
document.  Doing so is not expected to hinder development of A22, however.  Such an 
alternative could have the following provisions: 

 
1. Mandatory VMS 

 
2. Mandatory study fleet (eVTR) participation with a feedback and high bycatch 

notification to the fleet 
 

3. Enhanced, industry funded at-sea monitoring 
 

                                                 
1 “The purpose of this action is to implement measures that would prevent unrestrained increases in fishing effort by 
new entrants to the fishery.  The need for the amendment is to reduce the potential for a rapid escalation of the 
small-mesh multispecies fishery, possibly causing overfishing and having a negative effect on red hake and whiting 
markets, both outcomes having negative effects on fishery participants. 
The amendment will help ensure that catches of the small-mesh multispecies and other non-target species will be at 
or below specifications, reducing the potential for causing accountability measures to be triggered and resulting 
closure of the directed fishery.”  Amendment 22 Scoping Document: http://www.nefmc.org/library/amendment-22. 
2 Over 1600 vessels landed whiting during a 2008-2012 qualifying period while over 170 vessels landed over 
100,000 total pounds. 
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4. “Move on” bycatch monitoring and response system.  For example, when bycatch rate 
exceeds X, vessels may not fish for Y days within Z miles of where the high bycatch rate 
was observed or reported. 
 

Future data analysis 
Going forward, the PDT intends to follow a process outlined below to evaluate fleet 

history and develop recommendations for Amendment 22 qualification criteria alternatives: 
 

1. Provide analysis of cumulative number of potential qualifiers and proportion of high 
volume whiting trips by potentially qualifying /non-qualifying vessels. 
 

2. Characterize qualifying vessels during the qualifying period and 2014 (latest year) based 
on: 

a. Analysis of landings by non-qualifying vessels at various levels of qualification 
criteria, 50th, 75th, 90th, 95th, 99th percentiles. 

b. Proportion of landings of red hake, yellowtail flounder, and other relevant species 
which have or might have ACLs applying to the whiting fishery. 

c. Proportion of revenue on trips landing whiting, average proportion of revenue on 
trips landing whiting. 

 
3. Explore fleet history by management area N/S, and by other time periods as time allows.  

The qualification criteria are likely to change relative to each area, depending on the time 
period used. 
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