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PROPOSED AGENDA
Scientific and Statistical Committee

Pacific Fishery Management Council
Crowne Plaza Hotel
Drake | Room
1221 Chess Drive
Foster City, CA 94404
650-570-5700
June 14-15, 2004

A joint session about the Groundfish Essential Fish Habitat Environmental Impact Statement will
occur Monday, June 14 at 9:30 A.M. intheDrakell Room. Asthe SSC hasaready reviewed this
information, it is not anticipated the full SSC will attend the joint session. This topic will be
discussed during the Call to Order, and the SSC will decide who should attend to represent the
SSC.

MONDAY, JUNE 14, 2004 - 8 A.M.

A. Call to Order and Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) Administrative Matters

1. Report of the Deputy Director John Coon
2. Approve Agenda; Approve April 2004 Meeting Summary
3. Open Discussion

A suggestion for theamount of timeeach agendaitem should takeisprovided. At thetimethe
agendaisapproved, priorities can be set and thesetimesrevised. Discussion leaders should
determine whether more or lesstimeisrequired and request the agenda be amended.

Committee member work assignments are noted in parentheses at the end of each agendaitem. The
first name listed is the discussion leader and the second, the rapporteur.

B. Council Administrative Matters

2. Council Communication Plan - Phase | (Communication During Council Session)
(9 A.M., 1 hour; Radtke, Byrne) Report to Council — Tuesday.



F. Coastal Pelagic Species Management

2. Pacific Mackerel Harvest Guideline for the 2004/2005 Season Kevin Hill
(10 A.M., 1 hour; Barnes, Punt) Report to Council — Wednesday.

D. Enforcement I ssues
1. Preliminary Report on Contact to Violation Ratio Mike Cenci/Jorge Gross
In Groundfish Recreational Fisheries
(11 A.M., 1 hour; Zhou, Lai) Report to Council — Tuesday.
LUNCH
C. Groundfish Management
4. Groundfish Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Environmental Impact Mike Dalton
Statement (EIS) Analytical Framework — Fishing Gear Impact
Model Component
(1 P.M., 2 hours; Ralston, Dorn) Report to Council —Wednesday.
6. Tentative Adoption of Groundfish Management John DeVore
Measures for 2005-2006 Fisheries
(3P.M., 1 hour; Lai, Jagielo) Report to Council — Wednesday.
A. SSC Administrative Matters, continued

4. Review Reports
(4P.M)

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
4 P.M.
Public comments on fishery issues not on the SSC agenda are accepted at thistime.

TUESDAY, JUNE 15, 2004 - 8.A.M.

A. SSC Administrative Matters, continued

5. Review Reports
(8A.M.))



G. Marine Protected Areas
3. Update on Miscellaneous Marine Protected Area Activities Churchill Grimes
c. Marine Protected Areas Science Institute Update
(9 A.M., 1 hour; Dalton, Conser) Report to Council — Thursday.

1. Federa Waters Portion of the Channel Ilands National Marine Sanctuary CINMS Staff
(10 A.M., 2 hours, Thomson, Berkeley) Report to Council — Thursday.

LUNCH
2. Guidelinesfor Review of Marine Cindy Thomson
Reserves |ssues
(2 P.M., 2 hours; Lawson, Ralston) Report to Council — Thursday.
C. Groundfish Management, continued
7. Monitoring Program Alternatives for the Shore-based Carrie Nordeen
Pacific Whiting Fishery
(3 P.M., 1 hour; Dorn, Conrad) Report to Council — Thursday.
A. SSC Administrative Matters, continued
6. Review Reports
(4PM.)
ADJOURN
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DRAFT SUMMARY MINUTES
Scientific and Statistical Committee

Pacific Fishery Management Council
Red Lion Hotel Sacramento
Sierra A Room
1401 Arden Way
Sacramento, CA 95815
916-922-8041
April 5-6, 2004

Call to Order

The meeting was called to order at 8 am. Dr. Donald Mclsaac briefed the Scientific and Statistical
Committee (SSC) on priority agendaitems.

Subcommittee assignments for 2004 are detailed in the table at the end of this document.
Membersin Attendance

Mr. Tom Barnes, California Department on Fish and Game, La Jolla, CA
Dr. Steve Berkeley, National Marine Fisheries Service, Santa Cruz, CA

Mr. Alan Byrne, Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Nampa, ID

Mr. Robert Conrad, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission, Olympia, WA
Dr. Ramon Conser, National Marine Fisheries Service, La Jolla, CA

Dr. Michael Dalton, Cdlifornia State University, Monterey Bay, CA

Dr. Martin Dorn, National Marine Fisheries Service, Seattle, WA

Dr. Kevin Hill, California Department of Fish and Game, La Jolla, CA

Mr. Tom Jagielo, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia, WA
Dr. Peter Lawson, National Marine Fisheries Service, Newport, OR

Dr. Hans Radtke, Y achats, OR

Ms. Cynthia Thomson, National Marine Fisheries Service, Santa Cruz, CA
Dr. André Punt, University of Washington, Seattle, WA

Dr. Shijie Zhou, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Portland, OR

Members Absent

Dr. Han-Lin Lai, National Marine Fisheries Service, Seattle, WA
Dr. Stephen Ralston, National Marine Fisheries Service, Santa Cruz, CA

Scientific and Statistical Committee Commentsto the Council

The following is acompilation of April 2004 SSC reports to the Council .
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Salmon Management

D.1. Identification of Stocks Not Meeting Conservation Objectives for Three Consecutive
Years

Mr. Dell SSimmons of the Salmon Technical Team reviewed the escapements of natural salmon
stocks for the SSC. Based on current data, only the Grays Harbor fall chinook stock has failed to
meet its escapement goal for three consecutive years. This stock is an exception to the overfishing
criteria because Pacific Fishery Management Council fisheries have limited impacts on this stock.
The most recent available escapement datum isfor 2002. The estimated escapement of this stock
in 2002 was 11,300, while the escapement goal is 14,000. The last time this stock attained its
escapement goal wasin 1997.

D.3. Methodology Reviews for 2004

The SSC met withMr. Dell Simmons of the Salmon Technical Team (STT) toidentify and prioritize
potential methodol ogy review issues for the coming year. Current issues include unresolved items
from 2003 and two new items. The SSC has identified the following list of methodology review
issues for 2004/2005 and places the highest priority on the first two items:

Chinook and coho Fishery Regul ation Assessment Model (FRAM) documentation: Anoverview
document for the chinook and coho FRAMs has been produced by the Model Evaluation
Workgroup (MEW). The MEW plansto produce detail ed technical documentation for each of
the FRAMs. The SSC views this as the highest priority for the MEW during the coming year.

Chinook FRAM for mark-selectivefisheries: TheWashington Department of Fish and Wildlife
has modified the chinook FRAM to accommodate mark-selectivefisheries. The SSC could not
endorse chinook FRAM as atool to evaluate mark-selective fisheries in 2003, but application
of the model to estimate mark-sel ective fishery impacts should be reviewed if such fisheriesare
planned for 2005 and beyond. Model documentationisapre-requisitefor thisreview. A limited
mark-selective fishery for chinook was conducted in Washington Marine Catch Areas 5 and 6
in 2003. Theresultsfrom thisfishery, in comparison to FRAM predictions, may allow alimited
empirical evauation of the chinook FRAM for mark-selective fisheries.

Chinook Rebuilding Exploitation Rate Analysis. Anevaluation of rebuilding exploitation rates
(RERs) for ESA-listed chinook stocks based on coded-wire tag (CWT) datain comparison to
RERs based on chinook FRAM is projected to be completed by October 2004.

Coho FRAM fisheries for Canadian stocks: The Coho Technical Committee of the Pacific
Salmon Commission (PSC) has modified the coho FRAM to add fishery and stock strata for
Canadian management. The SSC has reviewed an interim version of these changes.

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Oregon coastal natural (OCN) matrix: The Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife is developing atechnical appendix to the OCN Work Group
matrix as recommended by the Council at its November 2000 meeting.




Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife management plan for Lower Columbia River coho
salmon: The plan is based on new methods that are currently undergoing inter-agency review.

Columbia River Fall chinook ocean abundance predictors: There has been some preliminary
work on producing ocean run-size predictors for these stocks. The SSC will review these
predictors when they have been fully devel oped and documented.

OCN coho salmon prediction methodology: New predictorsarein development. The SSC will
review any proposals for change as requested.

The SSC notes that the PSC is sponsoring aworkshop in June to review the coastwide CWT. This
review will include an examination of the impact of selective fisheries on the CWT system and a
review of possible alternativesto the CWT system. Thisworkshop will produce recommendations
that may have important implications for data that are currently important to salmon management
by the Council and its advisory bodies.

As always, the SSC requires good documentation and ample review time to make efficient use of
the SSC Salmon Subcommittee’ stime. Materialsto be reviewed should be submitted by September.
Agencies should be responsible for ensuring materias submitted to the SSC are technically sound,
comprehensive, clearly documented, and identified by author.

Groundfish Management
C.4. Observer Dataand Model Implementation

Dr. Jim Hastie from the National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Fisheries Science Center
updated the SSC on progress with the bycatch models for the limited entry trawl and fixed gear
sectors. Dr. Hastie described revisionsto modelsfor both sectors based on recommendations made
by the SSC in March 2004 (Exhibit C.4.a, Attachment 3). In addition, for the trawl bycatch model:

1. Lingcod discard mortality was revised downward from 70% to 50%.

2. Catch histories from retired permits (following buyback) were transferred to recently acquired
permits.

For the fixed gear bycatch model, following SSC recommendations, bycatch rates have been
estimated separately for pot and longline gears. According to Dr. Hastie, the percentage split in
landings between these gear types has been similar over time in the observer data for the limited
entry fixed gear sector. The percentage split for thelimited entry sector has been applied to the open
access fishery in the bycatch model.

The SSC discussed how to incorporate bycatch estimates into the stock assessment process and
emphasized the need for consistency in these estimates across al species for the upcoming
assessment cycle. Theseissues, and appropriate stratification of datafor both trawl and fixed gear
sectors (e.g., depth and time of year), should be resolved before the data workshop planned for July
2004.



C.6. Groundfish Essentia Fish Habitat Environmental Impact Statement Anaytical Model

Mr. Steve Copps presented abrief summary and progressreports on the devel opment of the Essential
Fish Habitat-Environmenta Impact Statement (EFH-EIS) analysisat boththeMarchand April, 2004
Council meetings. In March, the groundfish subcommittee reviewed their report for the SSC that
summarized their February 23-24, 2004 meeting with the EFH model devel opment team (Exhibit
C.6.c, Attachment 1).

There are two components to the EFH Analysis; (1) designation of EFH and (2) determination of
fishing impacts. Both components utilize a Geographic Information System (GIS) platform that
allows presentation of disparate datasets in an intuitive visual format that allowsfor real time data
processing and display. EFH designation reflects the likelihood of occurrence of each species by
depth, latitude, and substrate type. The greatest obstacle in developing a methodology for
designating EFH isin constructing acomprehensive coastwide database applicableto all speciesin
the groundfish fishery management plan (FMP). This requirement severely limits the possible
approaches for designating EFH. For example, while detailed habitat and species associations are
availablefrom submersiblesurveys, thesedataarerestricted spatially precluding their use coastwide.

EFH Designation Tool

Despite the limitations of available data, the SSC endorses the use of this analytical tool and the
underlying data as the best available science for evaluating EFH. The SSC notes the model
devel opment team has assembl ed the most comprehensive dataset of bathymetry and substrate ever
compiled for the West Coast, which will be a valuable resource in the future.

Notwithstanding this endorsement, the SSC is concerned that uncertainty in the underlying dataon
species depth and habitat preferences will not be reflected in the final GIS output maps. The
distribution and habitat preferences of some speciesarewell known, while othersare poorly known.
However, the output from the model (GIS maps) will be similar regardless of the quality of the
underlying data. The SSC recommends that each output map contain an expression of the
uncertainty, even if only qualitative, and this be considered in EFH designation.

There are a number of weaknesses inherent in the model as it currently exists. These are outlined
below:

Biogenic habitat is both of potentia importance and potentially susceptible to fishing impacts.
The current model does not consider some of these habitats (e.g., corals, sponges, sea pens) in
EFH designation. Whilethisreflectsthelack of comprehensive dataon thedistribution of these
species, this, nonethel ess, remains a concern.

The use of presence-absence information rather than relative abundance may result in failureto
detect EFH with precision. For example, a species may have a broad depth or geographic
distribution, but may only reach high densitiesin alimited area.



Species that exhibit seasonal movement patterns by depth or latitude may not be adequately
characterized by presence-absence data from trawl surveys. For example, the inshore winter
spawning and nesting grounds of lingcod would not be identified as EFH using summer trawl
survey data.

Existing surveys have a strong bias towards habitats that can be trawled. Thus, species
associated with untrawl able habitat will not be adequately sampled. Likewise, juvenilefish are
not well sampled by trawl surveys, and their distributions and habitat preferences are often
poorly known, yet these may be the most critical life history stages. Biogenic habitats may
provide refugiafrom predation for juvenile stages, but these habitats would not beidentified as
EFH if the sampling gear does not capture juveniles.

Many species occupy different habitats at different life history stages. Information about these
ontogenetic shifts present in the trawl data is not being utilized in the present analysis.
Therefore, while presence-absence analyses should be relatively robust, EFH designations
resulting from such analyses areinitial approximationsthat will need to be refined as additional
information becomes available. The SSC notesthat the model is constructed to allow for these
updates and refinements, and considers this one of the strengths of the current approach.

Fishing Impacts Model

The fishing impacts model is still under development, thus the SSC is unable to provide areview
at thistime. Thefishingimpacts model hastwo components; (1) determining fishing effort by gear
type and area and (2) determining impacts of gear on habitat.

Based on the current status of the model and the time frame for EFH designation, the SSC cautions
there may not be sufficient time for an adequate SSC review and/or response by the model
development team before the June Council meeting. Further, since the date and location of the
review have not yet been scheduled, but must take place no later than May, the SSC cautions that
it may not be possible for the groundfish and economic subcommitteesto meet on such short notice.
The SSC also notes that extensive data limitations (e.g., no coastwide data on distribution and
intensity of fixed gear or recreational fishing) may preclude the use of the model to determine gear
impacts on habitat. Rather, the SSC recommends that the model development team consider what
guestionsthecurrent version of thetool can answer, and, if necessary, develop an alternativestrategy
for evaluating fishing impacts on EFH and that the latter be available in sufficient time for SSC
review.

C.8. Preferred Alternative Harvest Levels for 2005-2006 Fisheries

The SSC reviewed the “ Groundfish Management Team Recommendations for the Range of 2005-
2006 Harvest Levels.” The SSC discussion centered primarily on lingcod and cabezon, because
revised assessment resultsare availablefor thesetwo species. The GMT appearsto have devel oped
harvest ranges for these species that are consistent with the revised assessment results.

Regarding lingcod, the SSC again discussed the potential merit of separate northern and southern
area management. Separate area management can help to avoid local area depletion when one
geographic portion of a stock is less productive than another. This appears to be the case with
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lingcod, where data indicate the southern portion of the stock isless productive than the northern
portion of the stock. The SSC notes the GMT proposal for splitting the sport fishery harvest
guideline between the two areas has merit in this regard, especialy when one considers the current
allocationisapproximately 70:30 (sport:commercial) inthe south. Splittingthecommercial harvest
guideline between the two areas could aso be potentially beneficial. The SSC notes the GMT
proposes to use trawl survey data to modify the management area split from that presented in the
assessment (the Eureka/Columbia International North Pacific Fishery Commission border) to the
CalifornialOregon state border. This approach seems reasonable given the available data.

With respect to cabezon, the SSC notes the 2004 catch used in the projections (26 mt) is likely to
be an underestimate of the true 2004 catch based on the California optimum yield (OY) of 88 mt.
This underestimated catch causes the projected 2005-2006 harvest levels to be overestimated,
particularly for the 60-20 option. The SSC recommends that in the future, rebuilding analyses
should incorporate the most recent available datafor developing catch projections.

The SSC observed that Table 1 (Exhibit C.8.b) indicates that for Pacific Cod, Other Flatfish, and
Other Fish, thelow OY option represents50% of the established ABC. Thisadjustment isconsi stent
with past Council options for species groups where quantitative assessments were not available.

C.11. Stock Assessment Planning for 2007-2008 M anagement

Dr. Elizabeth Clarke presented arevised groundfish stock assessment schedulefor 2005 to the SSC,
which included changes to the previous list of species (March 2004, Exhibit E.3.b, Attachment 1,
Table 1) resulting from recommendations by the Council’ s advisory bodies. The current proposal
identifiesalead agency for 23 species, of which assessment authors have been identified for all but
blackgill rockfish. A full assessment would berequired for 17 species; six specieswould be updated
assessments, one of which (yelloweye rockfish) would be carried forward as an update with
provision to accommodate it as afull assessment, if so warranted.

A few of the proposed species have not been assessed previously, and the SSC notes that it will not
be possible to determine whether sufficient data are available to support afull assessment for them
until after the assessment work is started. If the available data were not adequate to carry out the
planned assessment, a useful aternative outcome would likely be a comprehensive data summary,
which would still require stock assessment review (STAR). New information provided by
Dr. Clarke included useful criteria for prioritizing the species to be assessed, and the resulting
classification of each species. The SSC requested the assessment list for the next assessment cycle
be expanded to include those species that have been previously assessed, but are not scheduled for
the current cycle, in order to provide afull assessment history of all stocks.

After discussing the stock assessment review workload associated with the proposed assessment
schedule, it is apparent the existing STAR process and Terms of Reference cannot adequately
accommodate the number of assessments without structural change. The planned update of the
Terms of Reference by the SSC Groundfish Subcommittee will allow changes to be made that will
match the new process and workload. Expanded roles for the data workshop and modeling
workshop should help address some time consuming issues that were formerly examined during
STAR panel meetings. Focused subgroups for species with similar data or modeling issues may
benefit from additional follow-up workshops. However, the proposed workload of four species per
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STAR Panel is aconsiderable increase from the two (or three) species per panel approach that has
previously served the review needs of the Council. Thisraisesaconcern that an effective review of
four species may exceed allotted meeting time. In order to make efficient use of available review
time, it may be necessary to requirethat STAT Teams provide results four to six weeks prior to the
STAR meeting, so that some issues may be resolved through STAR/STAT interaction prior to the
meeting, including requests for additional model runs. Despite these changes the level of review
may be reduced under the proposed schedule.

The proposed schedule would require five full STAR panels and two update STAR panels. In
addition, asaresult of discussionswith Dr. Clarke, the SSC recommends an 8" panel may be created
to deal with any assessments where unresolved issues may remain at the conclusion of the regular
STAR pand. This“mop-up” STAR panel would be composed of agency representatives and SSC
Groundfish Subcommittee members, but not the outside or Center for Independent Experts (CIE)
reviewers. Revised Terms of Reference would specify conditions that would trigger the need for
further review by the “mop-up” STAR panel.

Since the 2005 process will be amajor change from the framework that has worked adequately in
the past, the SSC recommends the SSC Groundfish Subcommittee carry out an evaluation at the
conclusion. An account of how well the new process functioned would serve to identify any
additional changes that might be needed for the next assessment cycle.

C.12.  Fishery Management Plan Amendment 16-3: Rebuilding Plansfor Bocaccio, Cowcod,
and Widow and Y elloweye Rockfish

Council steff briefed the SSC on the Amendment to the groundfish FMP that contains rebuilding
plansfor bocaccio, cowcod, widow rockfish, and yelloweyerockfish (Exhibit C.12.aAttachment 1).

The SSC considered whether it is possible to reduce the number of modelsfor bocaccio and widow
rockfish, but found no compelling scientific reasons for doing so.

The rebuilding analysis for cowcod is not based on the same rebuilding software as those for
bocaccio, widow rockfish, and yelloweye rockfish. While thisis unlikely to impact the OY's for
cowcod in the short-term, this may not be the case for the long-term. The assessment team tasked
with the 2005 cowcod assessment should, therefore, attempt to select amodel whose output can be
used in the rebuilding software.

The SSC notes that each rebuilding plan needs to include standards for evaluating the progress of
rebuilding. These standards need to be developed for usein the assessments that will be conducted
during 2005. Asdirected by the Council, the SSC Groundfish Subcommittee will devel op standards
and include them in its Terms of Reference for Rebuilding Analyses. This may require a meeting
of the SSC Groundfish Subcommittee, particularly if a draft set of standards are to be provided to
the Council for revision in September 2004 and final adoption in November 2004. The standards
arelikely to include acomparison of current stock status relative to that expected under the current
rebuilding plan. The SSC therefore recommendsthat the trgjectories of spawning output relativeto
thetarget level of 0.4B, (e.g., Figure 5.10) for each alternative and species be added to Amendment
16-3 in table form.



The SSC notes that the alternatives in Amendment 16-3 are compared in terms of their impacts on
fisheries and communities in a qualitative manner. It recommends that future rebuilding plans
contain a more quantitative economic anaysis of the short-term and long-term cumulative
implications of rebuilding. The results of models that estimate Net Present Value for a range of
discount rates and rebuilding probabilities could form the basis for such analyses.

C.13.  Groundfish Bycatch Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Mr. Jim Glock presented alternatives and supporting analyses in the current draft of the Bycatch
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS, Exhibit C.13.a, Attachment 1) to the SSC.

Four of the six alternativesin the PEIS deal primarily with regulatory bycatch. However, guidelines
under National Standard 9 of the Sustainable Fisheries Act also require consideration of
non-regul atory sources of bycatch. The SSC raised thisissueinits statement from September 2003,
but it is not clear how the issues of non-regulatory bycatch and discard are addressed in
Alternatives 1-4.

Analyses currently in the PEIS are qualitative, which the SSC understands is customary. On the
other hand, observer coverage, logbook, and other reporting requirements, as well as levels of
enforcement, differ among the aternatives. Quantitative information about respective costs and
other practicalities under each of the aternatives is needed for the Council to make an informed
choice among alternatives. The qualitative analysis contained in the PEIS does not facilitate this
type of choice.

Theaternativesentail different levels of bycatch reduction relative to the status quo. However, the
PEIS does not currently contain information on current bycatch and discard amounts, though such
information is available (e.g., Table 5-5 in Amendment 16-3, Exhibit C.12.a, Attachment 1). The
SSC recommends that future work estimate ranges of bycatch reduction, relative to the status quo,
for each of the alternatives to better inform decision-making.

Finally, alternativesin the PEIS are combinations of bycatch reduction tools, and the six alternatives
seem to be presented in order of increasing restrictiveness. For example, Alternative 6 includes
individual guotas, marine reserves, and total retention of catch. The SSC does not see why these
three particular management tool swould necessarily need to beimplemented simultaneously. More
generally, itisnot clear whether the Council’ schoice of apreferred aternativewould requiretheuse
of all tools specified under that alternative, or would merely give the Council flexibility to use any
subset of thesetools. Therefore, the SSC considersitimportant to maintain flexibility in devel oping
asuite of management tool sthat would alow the Council to devel op regul atory alternativesthat best
achieve the purpose of the PEIS (Section 1.3, pages 1-2).

Public Comment
None.
Adjournment — The SSC adjourned at approximately 5 p.m., Tuesday, April 6, 2004.
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SSC Subcommittee Assignments for 2004

Salmon Groundfish CPS HMS Economic Marine Reserves
Alan Byrne Steve Berkeley Tom Barnes Tom Barnes Michael Dalton Tom Barnes
Robert Conrad Ray Conser Alan Byrne Steve Berkeley Han-Lin Lai Steve Berkeley
Kevin Hill Michael Dalton Michael Dalton Alan Byrne Hans Radtke Ray Conser
Pete Lawson Martin Dorn Ray Conser Robert Conrad Cynthia Thomson Michael Dalton
Shijie Zhou Tom Jagielo Tom Jagielo Ray Conser Martin Dorn
Hans Radtke Han-Lin Lai André Punt Kevin Hill Tom Jagielo

André Punt Shijie Zhou André Punt Pete Lawson
Steve Ralston Hans Radtke André Punt
Steve Ralston

Cynthia Thomson

Bold denotes Subcommittee Chairperson




