
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

II.  SHARING PERSPECTIVES 

 
The second part of the workshop consisted of panel, large and small group discussion sessions in which 
participants shared their perspectives on CPS fisheries and the relevance and utility of catch share 
management.  First, a CPS Interests Panel provided their perspectives on the fisheries and their thoughts and 
concerns about catch share management.  Following that, a full audience discussion expanded the range and 
depth of the issues brought up during the CPS Interests Panel.  The second day of the workshop closed with 
input and advice from the Case Study presenters.  The third day started with small group discussions focused 
on reorganizing, reconsidering, and refining the input from the previous day.  Before the close of the 
workshop, the audience heard the findings of each small group discussion session and was given an 
opportunity to offer final comments, conclusions, and reflections. 
 

A.   CPS INTEREST PANEL 

 
A panel representing different CPS interests was convened in front of the audience to offer their perspectives 
on catch shares and generate some topics for broader audience consideration and discussion for the 
remainder of the workshop.  The panelists were asked to focus the discussion on reflections from the case 
studies and the relevance of catch share management to CPS fisheries.  The panelists included fishing and 
processing interests from the three sardine commercial fishery sectors (i.e., the Pacific Northwest, northern 
and southern California), and small landings fishing interests,5 the live bait fishery, and environmental 
interests (see Appendix B: Workshop participants).  Some of their comments addressed specific advantages or 
disadvantages of catch share programs while others were more general considerations for the CPS fishery.  

                                                 
5
 In the CPS FMP there is a limited entry exemption to accommodate small landings (<=5.0 mt) of CPS finfish that occur mainly 

during fishing for other species and for specialized markets.   
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B.   FULL GROUP DISCUSSION SESSION 
 

A full group discussion session engaging all workshop participants followed the CPS Interests Panel.  
Participants were encouraged to introduce a thought or raise a concern for consideration by the full group 
even if it did not relate directly to a topic previously raised.  Additionally, comment cards were distributed so 
participants could express their thoughts anonymously if desired.  
 
Throughout this session, participants continued to consider many of the broader issues related to the CPS 
fishery.  The session started with some participants generally questioning the need to come together to talk 
about catch shares for CPS fisheries.  Other participants expressed their perspectives on specific issues in the 
fishery they felt should be addressed by any management system in place for CPS.  A variety of 
recommendations on ways to address these issues were also offered. Many participants continued to 
comment on the advantages and disadvantages of catch shares relevant to the management of CPS fisheries.  
Towards the end of the session, some compelling insights and additional perspectives were submitted by the 
audience on comment cards.  Several of the comment cards were read to the audience and generated 
interesting responses. 
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Clockwise – Pacific Sardines in kelp forest, CPS fishing vessels at Terminal Island, Scoop of live bait, Full group 
discussion session, Bait barge 



 

 

FULL GROUP DISCUSSION SESSION 
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FULL GROUP DISCUSSION SESSION COMMENT CARDS 

 
Card One 
 

Audience Member Response: Small guys are looking 
for new, higher-value products.  Providing little guys 
with quota share would keep this niche market 
dynamic alive. 

 
Card Two 
 

First Audience Member Response: If there is a 
quota share and marine reserves that cut into 
productive areas are established, then your share 
is no longer worth as much.  
Second Audience Member Comment: Spatial 
restrictions on quota increase the costs and make 
it harder to fish. 

 
Card Three 

 

Audience Member Response: We should evaluate the 
effect of catch shares to create winners and losers.  
For example, do processors end up with the entire 
quota and control the harvesters?   

   
    Card Four 

 

First Case Study Panelist Response: A trade-off 
evaluation is needed to determine benefits.  A 
socioeconomic model should be built on top of a 
stock assessment model.  With knowledge the 
spatial and age distributions, you could identify the 
best practice for catching fish with respect to 
location, timing and technique.  Trade in catch 
shares could facilitate opportunities to catch fish in 
the most advantageous times and locations. 
Second Case Study Panelist Response: People keep 
mentioning community impact analysis.  In 
designing a program, ask what can be done to 
address community needs. 
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Card Five 
 

No responses were voiced. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Card Six 
 

No responses were voiced. 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 
Card Seven 
 

  

 

Case Study Panelist Response: Card assumes biomass 
will always stay high.  You need a management system 
that reacts to both large and small biomass. 
First Audience Member Comment: When supply goes 
up, price comes down. 
Second Audience Member Counterpoint: Consistency 
is needed for the demand of the product. 
Third Audience Member Response: The fact that 
industry was able to pay for a survey that was used in 
the stock assessment is rare in the U.S.  This should not 
be rare.  There is a tendency of variance around stock 
estimates and catch share programs seem to reduce 
that variance. 

Fourth Audience Member Comment: Crisis is often when leadership takes place.  The market ran freely for 10 
years without reaching the quota. This fishery is moving in the right direction.  In 2008-2009, the quota was 
low – is this not a crisis?  Industry has been able to work with management more efficiently which is better.  
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C.   CASE STUDY PANEL TWO: PRESENTERS TO AUDIENCE 
 
Following the full group discussion session, the case study presenters regrouped to address the audience and 
by this time, had generated insights about the application of catch shares for CPS fisheries.  They started by 
stating appreciation for the thoughtful manner in which the participants were sharing their thoughts and 
concerns.  The case study panelists addressed some specific issues, made more general comments about 
managing fisheries, discussed what catch shares can and cannot be expected to achieve and recommended 
factors to consider when making management changes.  
 

CASE STUDY PANEL TWO 
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D.   SMALL GROUP DISCUSSION SESSIONS 
  
As the workshop progressed, concerns about allocation became more apparent. With this in mind, the 
workshop participants were organize into small groups to innovatively consider what an appropriate allocation 
might look like in terms of sharing the sardine HG among the fishery sectors, rather than being constrained to 
specific examples.  Consequently, three small groups were formed.  To initiate discussion, each small group 
was presented with an array of allocation structures, including several types of catch shares.  The allocation 
structures included: current management, sector allocation, regional fishing associations, fishing communities, 
ITQs, and a category identified as “other.”  The small group discussions focused on the advantages and 
disadvantages as well as the appropriateness of each allocation structure for management of CPS. 
Additionally, the groups raised suggestions for other allocation options to consider.  Facilitators and recorders 
were assigned to each group and given discretion to sort information according to the flow of discussion 
within the group.  

 

1.   Group One 
 
Group one first tallied “Issues for Evaluation” by eliciting allocation issues that participants felt were important 
to consider.  The group worked through the advantages and disadvantages of the different allocation 
structures in relation to the issues identified.  Participants discussed potential solutions catch shares might 
provide for allocation issues compared to current management.  An important part of this discussion was 
consideration of the possibility for different groups of individuals to be affected differently under the 
alternative options.  Through the process of exploring non-catch share and catch share management options, 
participants more thoroughly discussed catch share arrangements that would not require ITQs, but could 
potentially be used to address allocation challenges.    
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Counterclockwise, from upper left – Floatline, Squid lights, Stern of fishing vessel, Seines 
Live bait well, Live bait sign 
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2.   Group Two 
 
The discussion started with the group considering the advantages and disadvantages to the current 
management allocation structure.  Then, the participants utilized those responses as a tool for discussing 
changes to the allocation structure and identifying what could be advantages and disadvantages of other 
allocation options. Regional distribution of quota was addressed in detail.  The option was identified as a 
means to address regional differences in social values and fishery operations.  People compared the regional 
allocation structure to other options throughout the discussion.  Sector management was identified as a 
mechanism to split allocation along gear types.  This option was quickly dismissed as unfitting for the fishery, 
however, it was noted that sector management could apply to the fishery’s niche markets.  Individual quotas 
were generally discussed in a negative context with predicted outcomes often expressed as fears or bad 
experiences in the groundfish trawl rationalization process.  An “other” idea for an allocation structure was 
put forward to address fears of posturing for quota and dissolution of the goodwill that has been shared 
across the fishery coastwide.  Unique to the “other” idea were “equal share” allocation and “use it or lose it” 
transferability provisions. 
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3.   Group Three 
 
Rather than discussing the proposed allocation structures listed for discussion, this group began by talking 
about permit stacking as a means of addressing allocation issues.  The group raised a number of concerns 
about community impacts of ITQs.  Then, the discussion transited to current management problems and data 
needs.  A need to reconcile regional discrepancies was a strong theme that spurred discussion of regional 
allocation schemes that could be premised on transferable share allocations.  Sector management was 
considered only briefly as a possible means to regionally divide the fishery into sectors.  Regional fishing 
associations and fishing community quotas were not addressed, but the group spent considerable time 
discussing differences in social values within the industry and the need for a management structure that can 
account for these differences. 
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