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A. Call to Order
A.1  Opening Remarks, Introductions (06/15/04; 8:01 am)

Chairman Donald Hansen called the 174th meeting of the Pacific Fishery Management Council to order at
8:01 am, June 15, 2004.

A.2  Rall Cal

Dr. Donald Mclsaac called theroll:

Mr. Bob Alverson Mr. Jerry Mallet

Mr. Phil Anderson Cdr. Fred Myer

Dr. Patty Burke Mr. Dave Ortmann (Vice Chairman)
Ms. Marija Vojkovich Mr. Tim Roth

Mr. Ralph Brown Mr. Bill Robinson

Mr. Mark Cedergreen Mr. Roger Thomas

Mr. Donald Hansen (Chairman) Mr. Darryl Ticehurst

Dr. Dave Hanson (Parliamentarian) Mr. Frank Warrens

Mr. Jim Harp Mr. Gordy Williams

Mr. Stetson Tinkham was absent.
A.3  Executive Director's Report
Dr. Mclsaac announced there will be a Chairman’s reception on Wednesday evening to honor outgoing
Council member Mr. Bill Robinson. Mr. Robinson has accepted a position in Hawaii. Dr. Mclsaac also
noted the closed session does not have a start or end time, but will be between Agenda Items C.1 and D.
A4 Council Action: Approve Agenda
Mr. Cedergreen moved and Mr. Anderson seconded a motion (Motion 1) to approve the agenda as shown
in Exhibit A.4, June 2004 Council Meeting Agenda. Motion 1 passed.
B. Administrative Matters

B.1.  Approval of March Council Meeting Minutes (06/15/04; 8:08 am)

B.1.a Council Member Review and Comments
None.

B.1.b Council Action: Approve March 2004 Minutes

Mr. Ralph Brown moved and Mr. Frank Warrens seconded amotion (Motion 2) to approve the March 2004
Council Meeting minutes. Motion 2 passed.
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B.2 Council Communication Plan - Phase | (Communication During Council Session) (06/15/04;
11:10 am)

B.2.a Agendum Overview
Ms. Jennifer Gilden provided the agendum overview.
B.2.b Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Dr. Kevin Hill provided Exhibit B.2.b, Supplemental SSC Report. Mr. Stuart Ellis provided Exhibit B.2.b,
Supplemental HC Report. Ms. Gilden read Exhibit B.2.b, Supplemental GAP Report.

B.2.c Public Comment
None.
B.2.d Council Guidance on Phase | and Final Communication Plan

Ms. V ojkovich said she started on the committee, but did not havetimeto participate. She did keep up with
the email traffic. Shesaiditisabigundertaking to deal with communication issuesin thisarena. What the
team identified as action itemsisright on asfar as sheisconcerned. These suggestions are ones we should
think about implementing. She encouraged people in the California delegation to read the document and
provide input. Sheishappy to see solid suggestions.

Dr. Burke attended the Portland meeting. She gave Ms. Gilden some recognition on her efforts in keeping
the quality of the product high and the process going forward. To keep thisfrom going on ashelf shewould
liketo ask Dr. Mclsaac to review the recommendations and integrate them into the meeting procedures. A
lot of the recommendations are a Council staff workload issue.

Dr. Mclsaac said that, in general, alot of theideas here are good and we have actually started a process of
implementing them. He highlighted some things we are already doing and those things we could be doing.
Given some time, we could move forward with trying to implement all of them. Hedid not recall any here
we could not do and asked the Council to provide flexibility as far as a timeframe.

Chairman Hansen said we are on the right track. Hewould like to have projection screens on both sides of
the meeting room just like at the Chairs' meeting in Hawaii.

Ms. Gilden asked if the Council had guidance for going to phase Il and Il of the plan. Dr. Burke asked
Ms. Gilden to summarize what the two phaseswould entail. Phase Il would look into how advisory bodies
interact with the Council during Council meeting week. Dr. Mclsaac said we could give thetimeframes and
costs associated with them at the September meeting.

Ms. Vojkovich asked if this task shows up on the workload priority. Dr. Mclsaac answered yes.

B.3 Update of Council Operating Procedures

This agenda item was been postponed until the September Council meeting.
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B4 Legisative Matters (06/18/04; 8:08 am)

B.4.a Agendum Overview
Mr. Waldeck reviewed for the Council the briefing book materials for this agenda item.

B.4b Legidative Committee Report
Mr. Waldeck read Exhibit B.4.b, Supplemental Legidlative Committee Report.
Mr. Alverson requested the Council direct staff to send aletter to the West Coast Congressional delegation
to inform them about progress in developing an individual quota (1Q) program for the groundfish trawl
fishery. Dr. Mclsaac noted that the scoping meetingswereongoing and suggested it might be prudent to send
the letter after these meetings are completed. Mr. Alverson did not disagree with the concern about timing,
but hewanted to ensurethat Congressional representativeswereinformed of the Council’ swork onthetrawl
IQ program in case there was a need to request an exemption if Congress were to take action related to 1Q
programs.
Mr. Brown expressed concern about a recent meeting related to the US Commission on Ocean Policy (US
Ocean Commission) held in Seattle, Washington. He reported that the meeting was sponsored by NOAA,
but no onefrom the Council or fishing community wasinvited. Hereguested that NM FSinform the Council
of thesetypesof meeting and to includethefishing community. Heisconcerned that the Council and fishing
community might not be represented.
Mr. Freese noted that NMFS would communicate and coordinate with the Council.

B.4.c Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Mr. Rod Moore provided Exhibit B.4.c, Supplemental GAP Report.

B.4.d Public Comment
None.

B.4.e Council Action: Consider Recommendations of the L egislative Committee

Ms. Vojkovich moved and Mr. Thomas seconded a motion (Motion 20) to approve the report of the
Legidative Committee as contained in Exhibit B.4.b, Supplemental Legidative Committee Report.

On Mr. Brown'’s request, the GAP Report (B.4.c) was added to the Legislative Committee Report as a
friendly amendment to the motion.

Motion 20 passed.
B.5  Fiscal Matters (06/18/04; 8:22 am)
B.5.a Agendum Overview

Dr. Mclsaac provided the agendum overview.
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B.5.b Budget Committee Report
Mr. Jim Harp provided Exhibit B.5.b, Supplemental Budget Committee Report.
B.5.c Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
None.
B.5.d Public Comment
None.
B.5.e Council Action: Consider Recommendations of the Budget Committee

Ms. V ojkovich moved and Mr. Thomas seconded a motion (Motion 21) to approve the report of the Budget
Committee as shown in Exhibit B.5.b, Supplemental Budget Committee Report. Motion 21 passed.

B.6  Appointmentsto Advisory Bodies, Standing Committees, and Other Forums
B.6.a Agendum Overview

Dr. Mclsaac noted there are no reports.
B.6.b Council Action: Appoint Members as Necessary

Ms. Vojkovich moved and Mr. Ticehurst seconded a motion (Motion 22) to appoint Ms. Susan Ashcraft to
the GMT (California seat). Motion 22 passed.

Dr. Burke moved and Mr. Brown seconded amotion (Motion 23) to appoint Dr. David Sampson to the SSC.
Motion 23 passed.

B.7  Workload Priorities and Draft September 2004 Council Meeting Agenda (06/18/04; 8:30 am)
B.7.a Agendum Overview

Dr. Mclsaac talked about Dr. Hogarth'’ sletter outlining the due datesfor thefiveyear review of essential fish
habitat (EFH). The required EFH review status for our Council within the next year is as follows: nothing
duefor salmon; groundfishis still the subject of litigation with the EFH EISin development; the CP'SFMP
has been implemented for five years and it is time to review the EFH; for HMS, the plan has just been
adopted and no review isdue. Asamatter of initial response to the letter, the Council hasindicated to Dr.
Hogarth that the review procedures and timing would be discussed during this agendum. Dr. Mclsaac then
reviewed the three handouts: three meeting outlook, draft September agenda, and Council workload
priorities.

B.7.b Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

None.
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B.7.c Public Comment
None.

B.7.d Council Guidance on Workload, September Council Agenda, and Prioritiesfor Advisory Body
Consideration

Mr. Anderson, in reviewing the three meeting outlook and workload, spoke to the need to include the
Red/Green Light issue in the Ad Hoc Groundfish Information Policy Committee (GIPC) deliberations.
March will be the final consideration of GIPC recommendations and we may need a meeting between
September and November, and an additional meeting prior to March. Other potential meetings are an
allocation meeting relativetotheissuein the1Q discussion yesterday, ameeting of the marine reservesgroup
at some point in time (between September and November), and the EFH EIS committee meeting in August.

With regard to IQ issues, Mr. Seger noted there would be the scoping meetings in August, analytical team
meetings in the fall, an Ad Hoc Trawl 1Q Committee meeting (probably October), enforcement group
meetings (late September), an allocation meeting (sometime in the fall), and one meeting for independent
experts.

Mr. Anderson spoke to the Enforcement Consultants (EC) presentation on contact-to-violation ratio in the
groundfish sport fishery. He believesit is agood thing for the EC to continue to coordinate and bring us
information on such issues, but perhaps on an annual basis rather than every meeting. We need to get a
number of data pointsto seeif our management actions are contributing to compliance rates. He requested
such presentations be on an annual basis.

Mr. Anderson said there should be a place holder in November for 2004 inseason management - the states
may have additional information on how the 2004 regulations worked/didn’t work.

Dr. Burke noted we did not talk about the composition of the all ocation committee to accomplish the work
astasked. Dr. Mclsaac said that could be accomplished in the review of the Council Operating Procedures
(COPs) in September when staff will be bringing forth a draft of a COP for the allocation committee.

Ms. Vojkovich agreed with the comments of Mr. Anderson with regard to information from the EC about
the recreational fishing for 2004 and how it might relate to 2005 management; and with regard to inseason
management in November. She asked that an agenda item be added to September relative to California
recreational fishery datathisyear.

Mr. Anderson said he intended the agenda cover recreational datafrom all three states.

With regard to California Recreational Fishery Survey (CRFS) data, Ms. Vojkovich said that datawill not
be released until the September briefing book. They intend to highlight theissuesthat may cometo light as
we get the data - questions on how to compare the datawith past data pointsand error checking. She expects
apresentation with theresults of the program and issuesif they exist. Sheisnot convinced that actionwould
be part of the agendaitem for September. There must be careful deliberation as to when the datais ready
to use and that may not be until 2005.

Dr. Freese noted that the proposed rule for the 2005/06 specifications will have been published just prior to

the next Council meeting. The Council could send in commentsto the proposed rule should it deem to make
any changes early on.
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Dr. Freese requested clarification of the strategic plan review in the * off year”. Dr. Mclsaac explained the
review of the plan might not be afull report. Dr. Freese noted the strategic plan might be away to influence
headquarters to spend money in the right areas.

Dr. Mclsaac summarized the September Council meeting agenda(9:20 am). The CRFS update could replace
the EC update on Tuesday and regulatory streamlining could beremoved. Consideration of theproposedrule
for the 2005/06 specifications would also be added.

Mr. Brown noted that the VM Sissueisareal hot topic right now and we need to get information out about
it.

Ms. Vojkovich requested that there be a break in the agenda when the Council is presented with complex
management proposals to allow members to check in with their staffs before discussing and taking action
on theissues. Mr. Anderson agreed with that strategy.

C. Groundfish Management
C1 Initial Consideration of Status of Fisheries and Inseason Adjustments (06/15/04)
C.la Agendum Overview
Mr. Mike Burner provided the agendum overview.
C.1.b Groundfish Management Team Groundfish Advisory Subpanel Comments/Questions

Ms. Michele Robinson provided Exhibit C.1.b, Supplemental GMT Report. Dr. Mclsaac requested
clarification on how much of the NMFS traw! survey has been conducted. Ms. Robinson reported that the
survey isjust underway with the majority of the summer work still to occur.

C.1.c Reportsand Comments of Advisory Bodies

Mr. Rod Moore provided averbal report from the GAP. Relative to sablefish tier limits, the best solution
the GAP has developed at thistimeisto reduce the daily-trip-limit fishery for open access and limited entry
sectors and see how the season and catches progress with the hope that the tier limit fishery does not take
its full alocation. Relative to Pacific whiting, the issue at hand resulted from a single tow and the total
whiting fishery is till below the 7.3 metric tons proposed in preseason projections. Themother ship fishery
has shut down, and the one remaining catcher-processor is not operating anywhere near the areaswherethis
disaster tow occurred. The shore-based processors advised fishermen to stay away from Heceta Bank and
not fish on July 4 when the next large high tide event occurs. The GAP prefersto stay with status quo. If
thereis a need to take regulatory action for the area around Heceta Bank, the industry would be supportive
asthisisan area of known high concentrations of canary rockfish. Relative to research catches, the GAP
has pointed out section 303(b)(11) of the M SA givesthe Council the opportunity to deduct research catches
from the ABC as opposed to the OY, and noted the canary rockfish ABC is 256 metric tons and the OY is
47.3 metric tons.

Mr. Brown asked if the GAPwas presented theinformation onthe status of other fisheriesrel ativetoimpacts
to canary rockfish? Mr. Moore said the GAP did not get afull QSM report and there has not been time for
full communication betweenthe GMT and GAP. The GAPdid havetheopportunity to discusswith theteam
where the major canary rockfish impacts have occurred and the GAP has ageneral idea of what theissueis.
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Mr. Brown, relativeto thetrawl fishery, if wewere running bel ow expectations, we may not have aproblem.
Mr. Moore reminded the Council that the revision to the trawl estimate, as noted by the GMT, came as a
result of double counting in the Washington EFP fishery, not an update on what has been caught this year.

Ms. Robinson did check with Dr. Hastie onthe NM FStriennial trawl survey questionsfrom Dr. Mclsaac and
Ms. Vojkovich. NMFSreportsabout 10-15% of the effort has occurred with about 85 to 95% to go. 1n 2001,
the last survey time this survey was conducted, 1 metric ton of canary rockfish was caught.

C.1.d Public Comment

Ms. Michele Longo Eder, F/V Nesika, Newport, Oregon

Mr. Tom Ghio, Ghio Fish Company, Moss Landing, California

Ms. Kathy Fosmark, Pebble Beach, California

Mr. John Crowley, Fishing Vessel Owners Association, Seattle, Washington

C.1.e Council Guidance on Initial Consideration of Status of Fisheries and Inseason Adjustments

Mr. Alverson asked if Dr. Hastie is planning to provide more information this afternoon relative to the
sablefish tier [imit issue and if so can we take that up later? Dr. Hastie and the Council concurred.

Ms. Robinson and Mr. Moore cameto the podium. Mr. Anderson stated that hisrecommendations are only
intended as guidance for now with the understanding that the Council final actionwould comeat alater time.
Working fromthe GM T Report, page 2, there is a section on recommendations for the guidance they would
like to receive.

Item 1- fixed gear sablefish fishery. Mr. Anderson is not aware of additional alternatives available to us.
He said the alternatives the gap and GMT have discussed represent the scope of options available.

Item 2 - Pacific whiting fisheries. Mr. Anderson's understanding is we are looking for alternatives that
would ensure the whiting fishery stays within the estimated impact of canary rockfish in the scorecard. It
seems that voluntary closure until aruleis adopted is appropriate; thereis awillingness by industry to stay
away from areas that have exhibited the potential high canary bycatch in the past. Mr. Anderson requested
the Council and NMFSincreasetheir effortsin providing datafor whiting tows that have canary interaction;
ODFW has some data on thisissue. Mr. Anderson is not in favor of imposing trip limits on the whiting
fishery in the interim. A trip limit would effectively close the fishery in this case and is not a viable
aternative. He also recommended industry consider areas where regul atory closureswould be an effective
methodincludingthe GM T recommendation of implementing areacl osuresin the shore-based sector through
the EFP process.

Item 3 - research catches of canary rockfish. There is the ability for the Council to provide for research
catcheswithin an ABCinthe context of aFMP asprovided inthe MSA. Mr. Anderson did not havethetext
available, but understands that the National Standard Guidelines say the research fish should be taken out
of the OY and would ask Ms. Cooney and Mr. Robinson about that matter before providing guidance. Mr.
Anderson also spoketo the conundrum of potentially increasing research catches signaling good news about
stock health while constraining current fisheries by taking a greater share of an historically low OY.

Dr. Burke had reservationsabout considering arearestrictionsfor the shore-based sector but not the catcher-
processor sector. She also had some questions about the ability of the Council to establish arearestrictions
(hot spot closures) on an inseason action and asked if it would be done through emergency action. We need
the GMT tolook at the practicality of these optionsrel ative to theamount of timeit would taketo implement,
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particularly when the fishery is nearly complete. Dr. Burke also requested guidance from NMFSregarding
the regulatory time frame (i.e. what can be implemented in the less than 6 weeks).

Responding to Dr. Burke, Ms. Cooney stated that implementation of RCAs in the whiting fishery (GMT
actions 5, 6, and 7) would be emergency actionsif recommended thisyear. The time required depends on
how long it takes to identify the areas, write up the rule, and process it through Washington. The estimate
is about six weeks. The development of area management preseason would specify the regulationsin a
notice and comment rulemaking process. Inseason action for this year would be different and would be an
emergency rule, done without notice and comment.

Dr. Burke stated that if we acted at this meeting, we would only be able to control the last two weeks of the
fishery. Ms. Cooney said Mr. Anderson suggested voluntary closures at first along with an emergency rule
to follow as one course of action. Mr. Robinson said the notice and comment period is waived for an
emergency rulebut, the obligation for NEPA analysisisnot waived. Atlarge part of the six week timeframe
is devoted to the NEPA process and if all of the necessary information is readily available, an abbreviated
schedule might be possible.

Mr. Brown, relative to Pacific whiting fisheries, if the fishery is not capable of restricting their catches, the
Council will not be able to react before the September Council meeting. Mr. Brown asked about setting up
amanagement mechanism between Council meetingsto react to inseason fishery data, similar tothe salmon
inseason process. Hereviewed the status of all thewhiting sectorsand noted thetribal whiting fishery ishalf
doneat thispoint and thereisonly 0.6 metric tons of whiting caught inthe other whiting fisheries; giventhat,
it appears we are probably not in the crisis situation that seems to be presented.

Mr. Anderson, onafollowup to Dr. Burke' scomments. He agreesthat the GM T should not be spending time
devel oping an emergency rulethat definesclosed areasto addresstheissue becausethefishery would be over
by thetimetheemergency ruleisput inplace. Additionally, the spotsthat will be brought forward are going
to be brought up largely by industry and he thinksthey are aware of the problem and are making good efforts
to deal with the situation.

Ms. Vojkovich requested legal guidance on establishing an emergency ruleto closethefishery when certain
catch limits are reached and asked if this would be a shorter process than establishing closed areas.
Ms. Cooney said an emergency ruleto closethefishery if catch restrictions are attained woul d take lesstime
to implement asit is not as complex to anayze.

Relative to research catch accounting, Ms. Cooney said the M SA section referenced by Mr. M oore was put
in place when we were doing the fish for research proposal as a mechanism to pay for research. The
rebuilding plans analyzed and are based on total mortality OY s which include all sources of mortality.

Mr. Moore, asked for clarification in terms of a NMFS inseason closure mechanism. The GAP and GMT
understood NMFS did not have the authority to close the whiting fishery based on a projected bycatch
amount. What would be the basis for a NMFS closure in the absence of specified allocations of canary
rockfish for the whiting fishery. Ms. Cooney said the identification of the management trigger and the
anticipated NMFS action would be the subject of the emergency ruleand isnot currently defined. Oncethe
emergency rule and associated triggers are specified, NMFS could take routine inseason action to close the
fishery.
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Mr. Moore asked if the Council did not want to see the whiting fishery exceed atotal harvest of canary
rockfish of more than 7.3 metric tons and recommended NMFS close the fishery should the fishery attain
that limit. Such amechanism could be established through emergency rule. Ms. Cooney said she thinks so
and would like to discuss it with other colleagues.

Mr. Robinson said to move quickly with the type of emergency rule where the Council asks NMFS to
establish the authority to close the fishery, NMFS would not have to wait until the 7.3 metric tons is
achieved. NMFS could start the emergency rule process as soon as the Council makes the recommendation
and haveit in place if the 7.3 mt is achieved. Under these circumstances, NMFS could take action almost
immediately.

Dr. Hansen suggested that the Council delay recommendations on Item 1(fixed gear sablefish) until Dr.
Hastie's report is available.

Relativeto Item 2 (Pacific whiting fishery), Dr. Burkemoved (motion 3) to havethe GM T pursue avoluntary
area closure option and the option that establishes atrigger and NMFS authority to close the fishery if that
trigger is attained and that we not pursue any of the other options listed in the GMT report. Mr. Brown
seconded the motion.

Mr. Anderson asked what the GMT would be doing in terms of pursuing the voluntary area closures.
Dr. Burke said the GMT has done what they were going to do with no additional areas other than those
proposed by the GMT and GAP. Mr. Moore stated that industry is already avoiding the area where the
disaster tow occurred and would be open to information on other areas of known bycatch potential.

Mr. Anderson said we have one catcher-processor vessel that will be operating, the mothership fishery is
currently not active, so the majority of thefishing activity is goingto be the shore-based boats. The guidance
tothe GMT would beto request that the GM T make all information on canary rockfish bycatch available to
the industry and ask industry to avoid these areas.

Dr. Burke said thetruth isthe GM T would be working on very limited information. Theidentified spotsfor
midwater catch are based on very small amounts of catch, but the datais available and we should use what
we can.

Motion 3 passed.

Item 3 (research catch of canary rockfish). Dr. Burke asked about the ABC/OY issue relative to the
accounting of research catch and Ms. Cooney said she thinks it comes out of the OY .

Mr. Anderson stated that becausetherebuil ding plan specifiestotal mortalitieswehaveto takeresearch catch
out of the QY.

Ms. Robinson asked about Motion 3 and requested that the Council specify an actual value for the trigger
NMFS would use to implement an inseason closure. It would be very helpful for the team to know avalue
for canary rockfish impacts in the whiting fishery. Thiswill alow the GMT to assess the overall impacts
to canary rockfish relative to the OY. It islikely that the impactsto canary rockfish will exceed the QY if
research catches are included and the GMT would appreciate any additional guidance as to where the
Council suggests looking for canary rockfish savings.

Mr. Alverson asked Ms. Cooney if research catch has to come off the OY or can it be counted as natural
mortality?
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Ms. Cooney said in the past, when the stock was healthy, research catch was sometimes accounted for as
natural mortality, but she explained that thisis not an option under rebuilding plans.

Mr. Brown said wedon’t know if we are going over the canary rockfish OY or wherewe stand with the QSM
report. Additionaly, there are research surveys going on right now. We are in a situation where we need
to think more about the management between Council meetings.

Dr. Burke said the whiting target should be the original allocation of 7.3 metric tons.

Ms. Robinson said with that clarification from Dr. Burke, the GMT has adequate guidance to proceed and
the GMT will work toward assessing total estimated mortality for canary rockfish.

Mr. Anderson said the QSM isnot going to help uslater because canary rockfish are not being landed. The
critical information is contained in the West Coast Observer Program.

C.2  NMFS Report (06/15/04; 1:10 pm)
C.2.a Regulatory Activities

Mr. Bill Robinson announced Mr. Roger Thomas has been reappointed to the Council for another 3-year
term. The paperwork for the Idaho nomination has been slow to come in and will be made | ater.

Mr. Robinson discussed personnel changeswithinthe Northwest Region, including an official announcement
of his change of positions. He has assumed the position of Regional Administrator of the Pacific Islands
Region as of May 2, 2004. Intheinterim, Mr. Bob Lohn has appointed Dr. Steve Freese as acting Assistant
Regional Administrator of Sustainable Fisheries while NMFS recruits for a permanent replacement.
Dr. Freese will transition into the role of Mr. Bob Lohn's designee on the Council at this meeting. He
expressed gratitude and pleasure at working with everyone at the Pacific Council.

Dr. Freese provided the NOAA Fisheries report. There were six Federal Register notices published,
including: thefinal ruletoimplement Amendment 16-2, thefinal ruleto set the 2004 whiting ABC/OY, the
ruleto implement the observer program for the at-seawhiting fishery, and three rulesimplementing Council
recommendations on inseason adjustments from March and April. There are several itemsin progress,
including: the Notice of Availability and proposed rule to implement Amendment 16-3, refinements to
Amendment 14 on sablefish tier stacking, and an effort to reorgani ze the existing groundfish regulationsto
publishtheminamorelogical and user-friendly fashion prior to publication of the 2005-2006 specifications.

Mr. DaynaMatthews, NOAA Fisheries, provided Exhibit C.2.a, Supplemental NMFSVM SReport and noted
that thefirst half of the report isthe same asthe report distributed in March with new information on page 2.

Mr. Alversonclarified that the Council will be considering expansion of the programintheFall. Responding
to Chairmen Hansen, Mr. Matthews stated that the directed open access fleet was identified by the VM SC
as the highest priority for program expansion, and that, to date, no federal funding has been identified for
vessels required to carry VMS. Additionally, the fleet has demonstrated the ability to fish up to the RCA
management lines and NMFS has not received any complaints about drifting in the RCA and has not
developed the ability to differentiate fishing from drifting using the VM S system.

Mr. Brown commented that the Skymate vendor of VM S equipment has not been as easy to work with as

reported. The company wasresponsive, but not all issueswere addressed fully and the unit isnot as computer
friendly as anticipated and | acks two-way communications as currently configured on his vessel.
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C.2.b. Science Center Activities

Dr. Elizabeth Clarke reported they are in the middle of the slope/shelf survey on thelocal trawlers and the
triennial survey. Both surveys are being conducted until enough overlap exists between the tow survey
methodologies. However, the slope/shelf survey has been reduced fromfour vesselsto three. They have had
some equipment problems on all of the vessels and having difficulty getting replacement parts as supplies
are often diverted to defense effortsin Irag. The slope/shelf survey will be on the water through the end of
September with abreak in July. Mapping work and habitat surveys continuewith Mr. ChrisGoldfinger. Dr.
Clarke announced the Recreational CPUE workshop in July. The plansfor the dataworkshop is scheduled
during the last week of July. Shenoted that all stock assessment authors need to bein attendance at that data
workshop. Successful completion of the 23 assessments planned for 2005 relies on full participation at this
year's workshops. The video observers are also on the shore-based whiting fleet as atest phase. Relative
to the catch of canary rockfish in the slope/shelf survey, the average weight of those fish was 5 pounds.

C.2.c Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
None.

C.2d Public Comment
None.

C.2.e Council Discussion on NMFS Report

Dr. Burke, relative to inseason management on the whiting issue, asked if Dr. Clarke had any discussion
relative to the sampling methods aboard at seawhitingvessels. The Council iscurrently dealing with asmall
amount of fish extrapolatinginto alarge amount dueto sub-sampling methods. Dr. Clarkesaid they areusing
the same protocols as those used in Alaska. Sub-sampling is always an issue when it is the only option
available. Thesuccessof observer samplingispartly inthe handsof thevessel, and how much they will slow
down operationsto allow afull sample. The observer inthiscaseisvery experienced and followed sampling
protocols. Dr. Burke asked if there would be discussions about the adequacy of sub-sampling. Dr. Clarke
stated there has been alot of research in Alaskain sub-sampling techniques, but nothing is forthcoming as
arecommended alternative. The preferred method would beto use partial catch sampling, butif you canonly
sub-sample, it is not inadequate, but not as good as other more comprehensive methods.

Dr. Burke asked if catcher ships did not have observers and could be “dumping” problem tows. Dr. Clarke
said she could not confirm this, but recallsthat only the motherships have observers and the catcher vessels
are unmonitored.

Ms. Vojkovich asked if Dr. Clarke knew how research was done on the NE coast relative to the take of low
abundance species such as cod. Dr. Clarke said she did not know.

Mr. Brown asked about the sampling. Seemsthat we need to stressto the owners of the vessel sthat although
it may seem expensive to slow down and catch the fish, it might allow them to make more money by not
shutting them down in the future. Dr. Clarke said NWFSC is in contact with the vessels and said, in her
opinion, it isin the vessels best interest to get the best sample they can provide.
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Ms. Vojkovich asked Dr. Clarkeif there were plansin the future to use a non-invasive technique to sample
some of these low level populations of species. Dr. Clarke replied there are for widow and other rockfish,
such as, acoustic techniques, cameras, and other optics. As species recover the take of theses species could
increase. There has been discussions relative to pairing extractive and non-extractive methods.

Mr. Anderson asked Dr. Clarke on the methods to assess populations on the untrawlable grounds, are you
going to try those optical techniques along with the acoustic survey. Dr. Clarke said they are working with
industry relative to widow rockfish and have two weeks in October to do some work with ROV's and
acoustics. Thereisan enormous amount of datathat comesfrom the techniques. Sheinvited peopletojoin
her in the survey.

C.3.  Fina Consideration of 2004 Inseason Adjustments (06/15/04; 3:31 pm)
C.3.a Agendum Overview

Mr. Burner provided the agendum overview.
C.3.b  Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Mr. Rod Moore provided Exhibit C.3.b, Supplemental GAP Report. Ms. Michele Robinson provided
Exhibit C.3.b, Supplemental GMT Report. Dr. Hastie explained page 7 and both responded to Council
guestions of clarification.

C.3.c Public Comment

Mr. Bill James, northern open access, provided comments noting open accesstrip limitsfor Sablefish should
not be going down. Herecommended correcting thetier limits and keeping open accesstrip limitsthe same.

Ms. Michele Longo Eder, representing fixed gear fisheries, spoke to the sablefish issues and recommended
keeping the tier limits the same and modifying the trip limits.

C.3.d Council Action: Approve Inseason Adjustments in the 2004 Groundfish Fishery (06/15/04;
4:37 pm)

Mr. Alverson moved and Mr. Harp seconded amotion ( Motion 4) for the limited entry fixed gear Sablefish
tier [imit: Correct thetier [imitsshown on page 1 of Exhibit C.3.b, Supplemental GMT Report. Mr. Alverson
said this motion would try to correct the mistake that was made on thetiersto get the fishery back to harvest
levels within the OY calculations. He stated the sablefish is afairly healthy resource and he did not think
it wasfair to correct the problem by taking from the daily-trip-limit fishery. Thisisthe best solution he can
see.

Mr. Anderson spokeinfavor of Mr. Alverson’ smotion, even though we have someindividual sthat aregoing
to have awindfall asaresult of amistakein the calculation of thetier [imits. Hethinkswe need to makethe
correctionstothetier limitsnow and not make any additional adjustmentsto theregimefor either thelimited
entry or open access sector.

Mr. Brown asked if this was the entire packet for the change. He did not understand if this action made

enough of areduction. Dr. Hastie said at this stage, correcting the tier limits would still result in some
amount of projected overage.
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Mr. Anderson said hisassumption, looking at thetablein Exhibit C.3.b, Supplemental GM T Report, wasthat
somewhere between 50 and 75% of the vesselswould attain the higher limit by thetime we get the tier limit
in place. Dr. Hastie said part of the problem is that we don't have a clear idea of how the fishery is
performing; in our discussions yesterday, we acknowledged there are participantsin thisfishery that would
also befishingin Alaska, who would not come back down to get to their tier limits before June action on this
matter.

Dr. Burke said thisisatough call and isas much about fairnessasit isfishery management. Dr. Burke asked
NMFS what their position ison thisissue.

Mr. Robinson agreed with Dr. Burkethat it isdifficult. We made amistake and one sector benefitted. There
isthefairnessand equity issue. Do we confinethe corrective action to the benefitting sector or do we extend
the effect across sectors. Given thefact that sablefishisnot an overfished speciesthereis some management
flexibility. Hethinksthat in a perfect world we would manage every speciesto its OY. The possibility of
going over is not great, but he supports Mr. Alverson’s motion to confine the correction of the error to the
tier limitsin the limited entry fixed gear fishery.

Motion 4 passed. Mr. Brown abstained on Motion 4.

Ms. Vojkovich moved (Motion 5), relative to the limited entry trawl fishery recommendations as indicated
in supplemental GMT Report Exhibit C.3.b, to adopt recommendations one through ten. She also added an
allowancefor achilipepper fishery on page 13, line 21: 1,000 pounds of chilipepper for small footrope gear
with no more than 200 pounds per month that could be minor shelf and widow rockfish. Mr. Ticehurst
seconded the motion.

Ms. Vojkovich, relative to the chilipepper allowance, stated that flatfish fishing in that area with small
footrope encounters the occasional chilipepper and it seems appropriate to allow some landings while not
creating atarget fishery for anything other than flatfish.

Motion 5 passed.

Dr. Burke, on the whiting trawl fishery, moved (Motion 6) to adopt the GMT recommendation to request
voluntary industry cooperation in avoiding specific areas of canary rockfish abundance and to moveforward
with an option to have an emergency rule initiated by NMFS so that if we attain 7.3 metric tons of canary
rockfish, NMFS could close thisfishery for all sectors. Mr. Brown seconded the motion.

Dr. Burke said it is wise to have the trigger available and stressed the need to have enough reaction time.
Mr. Anderson asked about the referring to the GA P language which specified a closure of the entire whiting
fishery and asked if the motion includes the tribal fishery. Dr. Burke said thiswould beincluded in all the
fisheriesin the scorecard, including the tribal fishery. Mr. Anderson said he would be opposing the motion
because it doesn't fully take into account the potential impacts of the tribal fishery while addressing the
overage in the non-tribal fishery.

Mr. Robinson concurred with Mr. Anderson’ s comments.
Ms. Robinson, for clarification, stated the motion says adopt the GMT recommendation on page 2 of the

report where it says “to close all or some”. Mr. Moore said perhaps to further clarify the GAP statement,
the GAPislooking at the 7.3 metric tons asreference for guidance. The phrase of closing the entire whiting
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fishery in our minds was the closing of all 3 non-treaty sectors. They felt neither the Council or NMFS
would have the authority to close the treaty fishery based on bycatch caps. Mr. Moore said the GAP would
like to make clear it is for the non-treaty fisheries only.

Dr. Burke, given the intent of what was just discussed, recommended that the Council adopt the GMT
recommendation of closing upon attainment of 7.3 metric tons of canary rockfish and leave it to NMFS as
towhat sectorsare closed. Mr. Anderson offered afriendly amendment utilizing the languageinthe GMT
report that the emergency action decision would be to close some or all of the sectors upon attainment of
7.3 metric tons.

Dr. Mclsaac said the records in the original motion indicate the voluntary mechanisms and the emergency
rule. The GMT statement refersto “ projected” rather than “attained” bycatch caps.

Dr. Burke said given the clarification of the GMT statement, she did not consider the alternate suggestion
a friendly amendment. Mr. Anderson then changed his friendly amendment to say “attained” instead of
projected.

Mr. Brown said hewasin favor of the motion. He asked the tribesto continue with their bycatch reduction

efforts. We could also be closing other fisheries, not only the whiting fishery if canary rockfish avoidance
in not successful.

Mr. Robinson clarified that the motion doesnot ask to i nitiate an emergency rule once abycatch cap hasbeen
attained, but initiate the emergency rule now to establish the authority to close once the 7.3 metric tonsin
attained. Dr. Burke confirmed.

Motion 6 passed. Mr. Robinson voted no.

Mr. Alverson moved (Motion 7) to adopt the recommendations of the GMT as shown in Exhibit C.3.b,
Supplemental GMT Report, item #11 on page 3 under limited entry fixed gear, and the recommendation on
page 4, item #12 relative to management lines. Mr. Brown seconded the motion.

Motion 7 passed.

Mr. Anderson said the language in the GMT report states they believe they should have 3 metric tons of
canary as a placeholder for anticipated catches associated with research.

Dr. Burke, asked if it would be easier to adopt the GMT scorecard as a whole? Mr. Anderson moved
(Motion 8) to adopt the remainder of the GMT report, including the trip limit tables and scorecard.
Mr. Mallet seconded the motion. Motion 8 passed.

Mr. Burner, on items 3, 7, and 8 which noted some changes to the trip limit tables, confirmed with the
Council that the team will be editing the table accordingly.

[The Council returned to C.3 on June 18, 2004 at 11:30 am]

Dr. Burke moved and Mr. Anderson seconded a motion (Motion 24) to amend the previous motion on 2004
groundfish inseason management (Agenda Item C.3). Motion 24 passed.

Dr. Burkeexplained her motion was procedural in nature. She expectsone or more of themember states may
need to promulgate an inseason action in September. State managers need to be allowed to manage and act
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on new data as an inseason action independent of the Council. Wewill be getting datain at the end of the
summer and want to be able to have the option of proceeding with any necessary inseason actions in
September.

Dr. Burke moved and Mr. Anderson seconded a motion (Motion 25), stating that in the event of an inseason
action, the states will consult with NMFS, and NM FS would apply conforming rulemaking consistent with
actions decided by the affected states (i.e., federal regulations would conform with state regulations upon
Council recommendation).

Motion 25 passed.

C.4  Groundfish Essential FishHabitat Environmental Impact Statement Analytical Framework —Fishing
Gear Impact Model Component (06/16/04; 10:23 am)

C.4.a Agendum Overview
Dr. Kit Dahl read the situation summary.

C.4b NMFS Report
Mr. Graeme Parks gave a presentation describing how the analytical framework has been modified because
of modeling constraints, new data incorporated into the framework, the fishing impacts model, and how
model results and the analytical framework may be used to develop alternatives for the EFH EIS. (Exhibit
C.4.b, Attachment 1, provides a written description of the fishing impacts model.)

C.4.c Scientific and Statistical Committee Report
Dr. Kevin Hill read Exhibit C.4.b, Supplemental SSC Report.

C.4d Reportsand Comments of Advisory Bodies
Mr. Waldo Wakefield read Exhibit C.4.d, Supplemental Habitat Committee Report.

C.4.e Public Comment
Mr. Jim Ayers, Oceana, Juneau, Alaska
Ms. Susan Murray, Oceana, Juneau, Alaska
Mr. Scott McMullan, Oregon Fishermen’s Cable Committee, Astoria, Oregon
Mr. Brian Peterson, Shrimp Producers Marketing Association, Astoria, Oregon
Mr. Chris Dorsett, Ocean Conservancy, San Francisco, California

C.4f Council Action: Approve Use of the Fishing Gear Impact Component of the Analytical

Framework, and Establish aM eeting Schedulefor the Ad Hoc Groundfish Fishery Management
Plan (FMP) EIS Oversight Committee

At the request of Mr. Ortmann, Dr. Dahl summarized the Council task as deciding what aspects of the
impacts model could be approved for use by the EIS Oversight Committee to develop alternatives for the
EFH EIS and approving a meeting of that committee in August.

Mr. Copps noted that the SSC is preparing amore detail ed report of the compl ete risk assessment containing
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more detailed caveats on use of the model. He recommended that the Council direct the Oversight
Committee to proceed based on the information in this report.

Mr. Alverson noted that both California and Washington have commercial fishery closuresinside 3 miles.
This protects presumably essential habitat for the juveniles of the species the Council manages. He didn't
see how these mitigation measures were accounted for in the risk assessment.

Mr. Copps responded by noting that the GIS used for the analytical framework does contain data on closed
areas, including the ones mentioned by Mr. Alverson. Although there is no quantitative threshold for the
amount of area that should be closed, the Oversight Committee should consider the current extent of
protected areas and whether it is sufficient.

Ms. Vojkovich summarized what she had heard thus far. Although there has been alot of hesitation and
warnings about the fishing impacts model, it is important to look at the progress that has been made in
devel oping thetoolsto evaluateimpactsto EFH. She commended the project team for their work to develop
a quantitative tool to inform management decisions. She described the results of the effort in terms of the
identification of data gaps, the difficulty in gathering this type of data, and the complexity of evaluating
habitat impacts. Finally, she pointed out the difficult task facing the Committee to devel op alternatives.

Dr. Mclsaac asked Mr. Coppsif he had recommendations on how to proceed with regard to validating the
habitat suitability maps. Mr. Copps noted that the budget situation has stabilized and there is how enough
money to hold a meeting of the Habitat Technical Review Committee to review the status of the maps.
Mr. Copps asserted that the problemswith the currently avail able maps can befixed. He asked to work with
the Council Executive Director to facilitate a review of the maps before the Oversight Committee meets.

Mr. Brown argued that the GI S-based anal ytical framework eventually can be agood application, but hewas
cautious about the use of such technology if data and assumptions are not accurate becauseit can misinform
the public. Mr. Brown was concerned that the model will be used prematurely, before model results are
sufficiently validated. However, herecommended forwarding el ementsof themodel for useby the Oversight
Committee.

Mr. Ticehurst said he had not heard about what datawill go into the model in thefuture and the program plan
to make it absolutely useful. He asked for more information about future data gathering. Mr. Copps
responded by noting that programmati c el ements—such asdatacoll ection programs—can be addressed when
formulating EIS alternatives, and that would be an important element in the EIS. Asfar asthetypes of data
that need to be gathered, some broad themes have been identified but further consultation with the Science
Centers and others will be needed to work out the specifics.

Chairman Hansen noted that the room in which the GMT/GAP joint session was held was alittle small and
not all may have been accommodated. He asked if Mr. Coppsthought that meeting was successful, because
he thought the types of questions being raised at this point should have been addressed during that meeting.
Mr. Copps responded that he thought the joint session was successful for people who were there.
Mr. Hansen then asked Mr. Copps if the same questions raised now were raised during the joint session.
Mr. Copps said that the same types of question did come up at that session.

Ms. Vojkovich moved the following motion (Motion 12):
The Council will usethe portionsof the fishing impacts model identified in theforthcoming SSC Report

on the fishing impacts model and follow the specific detailed guidance therein. The Council will aso
use GIS data and the other qualitative data on non-fishing effects and non-trawl gear types contained in
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the comprehensive risk assessment. The SSC report will be used during the Groundfish EIS Oversight
Committee meeting to help determine arange of alternativesin a more qualitative manner than would
be suggested by using the fishing impacts model by itself.

Mr. Thomas seconded the motion.

Ms. Vojkovich sought to clarify her motion. She noted that reports and comments thusfar have questioned
whether the fishing impacts model, which only usestraw! data, should be used. Sheisnot suggesting using
thismodeling portion of theanalytical framework. However, sherecommended using the EFH identification
model and the other components of the risk assessment, including the various datalayersin the GIS, to give
insight when devel oping alternatives.

Mr Brownasked if therewould beaworking version of theanal ytical framework at the Oversight Committee
meeting. Mr. Copps affirmed this.

Motion 12 passed.

Mr. Ortmann noted that the Council still needed to take action on confirming the schedule for the EIS
oversight committee meeting. He asked Dr. Dahl if that related to Exhibit C.4.b, Attachment 3. Dr. Dahl
explained the relationship between the Committee meeting and the schedule shown in the exhibit, with
alternatives formulated for Council action in September and November 2004. In response to a further
guestion, Dr. Dahl noted that the Committee members agreed to August 16-18 for ameeting. Dr. Mclsaac
said the members are all aware of this date, and given that the previous motion passed, the Council doesn’t
have to authorize this meeting; they only need to concur that such a meeting should be held, consistent with
Committee members schedules. The Council concurred.

Mr. Brown asked if the Oversight Committee would address the issue of ongoing updating of EFH datato
ensurevalidresults. If not, the concern raised before would comeinto play: using the datawithout sufficient
ground truth. Dr. Mclsaac said the Oversight Committee should not be charged with datavalidation. The
Council should work with Mr. Copps to schedule a Technical Review Committee meeting and review by
other bodies to correct and validate the EFH maps before the Oversight Committee meeting. Mr Copps
responded that he would try and schedule those activities before the Oversight Committee meeting. That
might not be possible, but the Oversight Committee meeting should go forward in any event in order to meet
the EIS schedule set forth in the settlement agreement. Validation could still occur after the Oversight
Committee meeting without necessarily compromising their work.

Dr. Burkeasked for clarification on the Oversight Committee meeting schedul e and asked about thelocation
of the meeting. Dr. Dahl responded, noting that the August meeting is tentatively planned to occur in the
Council’s Portland office.

C5 Preliminary Consideration of Exempted Fishing Permit (EFP) Applicationsfor 2005/2006 (06/16/04;
2:07 pm)

C.5.a Agendum Overview

Mr. Burner provided the agendum overview.
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C.5.b  Recommendations of the States, Tribes, and Federal Agencies
CDFG

Ms. Vojkovich directed the Council’ s attention to page 7 of Exhibit C.5.b, Supplemental CDFG Report 2.
She noted that this EFP has been the same for 3 years, and isincluded as a placeholder for 2005 should we
need another year to compare the results from studies conducted off Oregon and Washington.

Mr. Ticehurst asked about the“ other flatfish” and halibut listed asbycatchinthereport. Ms. Vojkovich said
California halibut is not in the groundfish FMP and it is not being targeted.

ODFW

Dr. Burke said the proposed ODFW EFP is a followup on the cutback flatfish trawl work that ODFW has
done in the past. The data presented to the Council on this work indicated there are species they are
concerned about in deeper waters. ThisEFPwould be conducted in waters deeper that the RCA to seeif net
design changes would be effectivein these areas. The effort will be not only to focus on gear, net size, and
grates, but also fish behavior under different conditions.

Mr. Brown asked Dr. Burke about the examination of fish behavior, will the EFP use acamera? Dr. Burke
said the details of the research design are underway.

Mr. Alverson asked Dr. Burke about page 2 and 3 of the ODFW report, relative to catch limits and their
inclusion of discard estimates. Dr. Burke said the estimates include both.

WDFW

Mr. Anderson referred to EFP proposal s submitted by WDFW for the briefing book. The Arrowtooth EFP,
is recommended because of the importance of the results to the Washington trawlers and processors. In
1999, 35% of landings of groundfish, not including whiting, were Arrowtooth flounder. Access to this
speciesisimportant to the survival of the Washington fleet and processors. Thisisthethird year of the EFP.
They havelearned alot, there are now trawl gear specifications aswell as area or hot spot closuresrelative
to canary rockfish. The data collected has been used to assist the whiting fishery in minimizing canary
rockfish in their fishery. WDFW now feels they can move the EFP into regulations. However, NMFS has
requested additional information which will be needed in order to includethese provisionsin the 2005-2006
specifications.

The dogfish EFP is aso an ongoing project, which allows fishing shoreward of the 100 fm line (RCA
boundary for the longline fixed gear fishery). They had one participant in 2004 and would like to continue
for one more year.

Dr. Burke asked about the exvessel value for Arrowtooth flounder. Mr. Anderson stated the $235,000
generated isthetotal value of fish vesselsare ableto land in excess of thetrip limits. Dr. Burke then asked
about the participation level. Mr. Anderson said about 8 participants, currently all Washington residents,
and Washington delivery licenses. Dr. Burke said the proposed EFP has 3 participants with one more
possible. Mr. Anderson said WDFW would like to move this EFP in to regulations in a manner that is
canary rockfishimpact neutral. Mr. Anderson stated that WDFW would retai n the bycatch capsand observer
coverage in the fishery at first. Only when everyone was convinced that gear modifications and area
restrictions alone would provide adequate reduction in canary rockfish bycatch could we move into an
approach similar to the selective flatfish trawl proposals.
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C.5.c  Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Mr. Mike Burner read Exhibit C.5.c, Revised Supplemental GAP Report. Mr. Burner said the GMT has
reviewed the EFPs in the briefing book and recommended they go forward for 2005/2006.

C.5.d Public Comment
None.
C.5.e Council Action: Preliminary Approval of EFP Applications for 2005/2006

Mr. Alverson asked about last year’ s EFP actions regarding discards for non-over fished species. Hewould
like to see the observer information at the end of the year to show numbers for the over fished and non-
overfished species.

Mr. Anderson said he would have to get one of the reports out to see if it is not aready included.
Mr. Alverson said that results often pertain to what islanded, but not what is discarded. Mr. Alverson said
the overall experiment should also contain information about what is discarded.

Dr. Burke said the Council has talked about this before and it is easy to get information on the overfished
species, but not the non-over fished species. Dr. Burke said Dr. Clarke was looking into a system to rel ease
data for EFP result reporting.

Dr. Clarke said at this meeting, NWFSC started discussionswith some of the statesto devel op aprotocol for
getting the EFP datarel eased so the states could use it more efficiently. Thisalso feedsinto the processfor
getting the data to the stock assessment scientists as well. This will be addressed in the upcoming data
workshop.

Mr. Anderson moved (Motion 13) to preliminarily approve these four EFP applications for 2005-2006.
Mr. Cedergreen seconded the motion.

Dr. Burke said the GAP recommended reducing canary rockfish impacts in the Arrowtooth EFP down to
1.5 metric tons. Mr. Anderson said the allotments for each one of these EFPs will be considered under the
next agenda item.

Motion 13 passed.

C.6  Tentative Adoption of Groundfish Management Measuresfor 2005/2006 Fisheries (06/16/04; 3:19
pm)

C.6.a Agendum Overview
Mr. John DeV oreprovided theagendum overview. Healsowalked the Council through the preliminary draft
environmental impact statement of Proposed A cceptabl e Biol ogical Catch and Optimum Y ield Specifications
and Management Measures for the 2005-2006 Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery (Exhibit C.6.a,
Attachment 1).

C.6.b AdHoc Allocation Committee Report

Mr. DeVore summarized the draft summary minutes of the May 27, 2004 Ad Hoc Allocation Committee
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meeting (Exhibit C.6.b, Supplemental Attachment 1), includingthe Committee'srecommendationsfor 2005-
2006 management.

C.6.c Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies (06/16/04; 3:43 pm)

Ms. Robinson, Mr. Saelens, and Mr. Burden provided the GMT report (Exhibit C.6.c, Supplemental GMT
Report). Ms. Robinson reviewed pages 1-3 of thereport, then Mr. Saelens provided a summary of pages 17
and 18 describing the selective flatfish trawl. Mr. Burden reviewed the trawl impact tables provided on
pages 19-23 of the report.

Mr. Brown stated the selective flatfish trawl optionsinthe GMT report show are-allocation of some target
speciestothe south. Also, thereare sometrip limitsthat are higher for selectiveflatfishtrawl strategiesthan
for deep-water strategies.

Mr. Anderson asked which alternative set of trawl management measures is recommended by the GMT?
Mr. Saelens answered those presented in Attachment 3, Table 1.

Ms. Robinson resumed her presentation of the GMT report by reviewing pages 4-11. The GMT
recommendations for 2005-2006 management measures were found on page 11.

Mr. Anderson asked if the GMT had reviewed Exhibit C.6.c., Supplemental Proposed Treaty Indian
Management Measures and whether that report was the basis for the GMT recommendation for tribal
fisheries? Ms. Robinson said the GMT did not see the report, but they did hear the tribal proposal. The
GMT recommends the proposed tribal management measures with the expectation that groundfish species
impacts would be within those provided by the tribes.

Mr. Anderson asked if there was any additional action needed by the Council this week to convert
Washington's Arrowtooth EFP into regulations by 20067 Ms. Robinson said the GMT expects atiered EA
will be needed to put the EFP into regulations and that would require a 2-meeting process. Preparation of
thetiered EA will take a considerable amount of time and cannot be donethisweek. Therefore, this should
not be considered the first meeting of a 2-meeting process.

Mr. Cedergreen asked how the residual canary rockfish OY would be specified? Ms. Robinson said the
GMT and NMFS need to work out those details. How theresidual OY is apportioned between commercial
and recreationa sectors affectsthe specified total catch OY. Mr. Alverson thought thiswas contrary to the
Ad Hoc Allocation Committee's recommendation not to specify abuffer. Ms. Robinson said the difference
is the Committee did not want it specified as a buffer in federal regulations, since any residual amount of
yield may be needed to cover higher than expected catches | ater.

Mr. Saelensthen corrected some of the text describing the specifications of the selective flatfish trawl found
on page 18 of the GMT report. Instead of, “ ..., that the expected rise of the net could not exceed 3 ft; ...”,
it should read, “ ..., that the expected rise of the wing of the net could not exceed 3 ft; ...".

Ms. Vojkovich asked about the differential size of canary rockfish landed in commercial and recreational
fisheries and whether these data have been updated based on recent years sampling. Ms. Robinson said the
differential gear selectivitieswerefromastudy that wasusedin thelast assessment. Theresultsof thisstudy
have not been updated since.

Ms. Vojkovichthen provided correctionsto the GMT report. On page 6 at the bottom of the page, the report
talks about aregional management areademarcation at “ Pigeon Point (37°11' N latitude.)”. Instead it should
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read, “Lopez Point (36° N latitude.)”. On page 10 under item (€), the text reads, “ ... and from any closures
for lingcod which may be established from April through October.” Insteadit should read, “... and from any
spawning closuresfor lingcod which may beestablished.” Lastly, on page5 of Attachment 4 (Exhibit C.6.c,
Supplemental GM T Report 2), the Option 3 tabl e should have June closed in the North Central and S Central
- North areas, open <20 fm in July, and open <20 fm (instead of <30 fm) in October for these two aresas.

Ms. Cooney asked whether WDFW would want a matching federal action to match Washington inseason
action to close al or a portion of the recreational fishery inside 30 fm? Ms. Robinson indicated yes. Ms.
Cooney then explained that the ODFW proposals for inseason action on page 9 of the GMT report would
need more specificity at thistimeor it may require more el aborate inseason rulemaking next year. Dr. Burke
indicated this was understood.

Mr. Harp read the tribal management proposals from Exhibit C.6.c, Supplemental Tribal Management
Measures.

Mr. Rod Moore provided Exhibit C.6.c, Supplemental GAP Report.

Mr. Alverson askedif the GA P supported the GM T'srecommendationsfor thelimited entry fixed gear sector
and Mr. Moore responded yes. Mr. Alverson asked if the canary rockfish buffer should be flexibly used?
Mr. Moore said the GAP discussed this, but believes the first priority should be to those sectors
saving/reducing canary impacts.

Dr. Burke asked about the GAP recommendation to establish temporary rolling closures in the whiting
fishery? Mr. Moore characterized these rolling closures as voluntary (or Council-directed) area closures
when bycatch increasesin an area. Otherwise, one cannot predict where bycatch might occur. Ms. Cooney
said this strategy is more complex and needs more analytical development. Mr. Moore admitted this might
not be aviable strategy for 2005, but the GAP wants thisidea to be considered in the future. CDR Meyer
thought this could create an enforcement concern.

Dr. Burke asked about the GA P recommendation for limited entry trawl? Mr. Moore said the Table 3 option
(in Attachment 3 of the GMT Report) was preferred by a majority of the GAP; there was a minority
preference for Table 2. The same coastwide Rockfish Conservation Areais less confusing.

Dr. Burke explained they could not analyzelimited entry fixed gear and open accesslingcod seasons. Could
this be considered a routine change? Ms. Cooney said it could only if it is analyzed in the EIS.

Mr. Anderson noted the GAP proposal extends the season by one month north of 40°10" N latitude with
higher trip limits. He expressed concern regarding potential canary rockfish impacts and different season
lengths north and south of Cape Mendocino. Mr. Moore explained the southern arearepresentatives on the
GAP wanted this.

Ms. Vojkovich asked if the southern area season for limited entry fixed gear and open accessfor lingcod (in
the GAP proposal) ends on October 1 or October 31? Mr. Moore said October 31.

Ms. Vojkovich asked if the GAP reviewed specific Californiarecreational optionsand Mr. Moore said no.
C.6.d Public Comment

Mr. Bob Ingles, Golden Gate Fishermen’ s Association, Hayward, California
Mr. Randy Fry, Recreationa Fishing Alliance and Coastside Fishing Club, Sacramento, California
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Mr. Dan Wolford, Coastside Fishing Club, Los Gatos, California

Mr. Wayne Buitler, charter boat operator, Bandon, Oregon

Mr. Daniel Strunk, Premier Sportfishing, Long Beach, California

Mr. Joe Villareal, Premier Sportfishing, Long Beach, California

Mr. Frank Ursitti, Premier Sportfishing, Long Beach, California

Mr. Steve Bodnar, Coos Bay Trawlers Association, Coos Bay, Oregon
Mr. Jim Lone, Washington recreational fishing industry, Seattle, Washington
Mr. Rick Harris, Pacific Seafood Group, Seattle, Washington

Mr. Jim Caito, Caito Fisheries, Fort Bragg, California

Mr. Steve Moore, Patriot Sportfishing, AvilaBeach, California

Mr. Darby Neil, sportfishing, Morro Bay, California

Mr. Bill James, open access fisherman, Salem, Oregon

C.6.e Council Action: Adopt Tentative Management Measures for 2005/2006 Fisheries for GMT
Analysis(Including Proposed EFP Set-Asides), and Adopt Final AcceptableBiological Catches
and Optimum Yields for Other Flatfish (06/17/04; 8:06 A.M.)

Mr. Anderson moved and Mr. Harp seconded the following motion in writing (Motion 14):

I move to adopt tentative management measures for 2005-2006 fisheries for GMT analysis
(including proposed EFP set asides) and adopt final ABC and OY for other flatfish asprovided in
Exhibit C.6.c, Supplemental GMT Report, June 2004, page 11, GMT Recommendations, with the
following additions and specifications:

1. Anyresidual amount of canary rockfish isassumed to be apportioned on a 50/50 basis between

sport and commercial fisheries

Same as presented

Same as presented

Same as presented

Adopt recreational harvest guidelinesfor canary rockfish: California= 9.3 mt, North (Oregon

and Washington) = 8.5 mt

Same as presented

Same as presented

Same as presented

Same as presented

0. Aspresented in Attachment 3, Tables 1 and 2, with the assumption that 6.0 mt will be provided
in the scorecard for this fishery to cover any uncertainty in model projections

11. Same as presented

12. Replacelanguage on page8under Washingtonrecreational, 2™ paragraph (belowbulleted list),

with the following language:

grLDN

BoOoooNO®

If the recreational harvest guideline for canary, yelloweye, or lingcod specified for the
Washington/Oregon area is projected to be exceeded, the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife will consult with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, and may take action
inseason to close all or portions of the recreational fishery deeper than 30 fms, or adjust
seasons, bag limits, or sizelimits, asneeded. For purposes of consistency and clarification, the
action taken by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife would be specified in federal
regulations.
13. Aspresented by states, except canary cap for Washington Arrowtooth EFP set at 1.75 mt
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14. Includetribal fishery regulations as presented in Exhibit C.6.c, Supplemental Proposed Treaty
Indian Management Measures, June 2004

15. Revise language on page 18 that addresses the expected rise of the net in the wings could not
exceed three feet

16. On page 6, replace Pigeon Point with Lopez Point

17. Establish ABC for other flatfish at 6,781 mt and an OY of 4,909 mt

18. Round the ABC/OY numbers for other fish as proposed on page 1

19. Givethelatitudeto the GMT to include the Dover ABC when theinformationis provided by the
assessment author

20. Set limited entry fixed gear tiers and RCA boundaries as proposed (GMT Report)

Mr. Brown expressed concern with the motion relative to the Other Flatfish ABC and OY. Sanddabs and
rex sole are small fish and not readily caught in trawls as shown in the Pikitch gear study. With the use of
legal mesh, thereisno impact on these species, yet they are constraining in thisrecommendation. If English
sole cannot be caught up to the OY/, rex sole and sanddabs won't be caught up to these limits. Hewould like
the GMT to review the 25% OY reduction for these two species. He asked the maker of the motion to
reconsider the motion relative to the Other Flatfish ABC and OY. Mr. Anderson did not accept thefriendly
amendment from Mr. Brown.

Mr. Brown moved to amend the motion (Amendment #1 to Motion 14) to request the GMT to re-examine
the 25% reduction for rex sole and sanddabs. Mr. Warrens seconded the amendment. Mr. Anderson asked
if re-examination was to take place over the course of the next day? Mr. Brown said yes. Mr. Anderson
asked about the GMT workload? Ms. Robinson said the GMT already addressed this issue when the Other
Flatfish specifications were reviewed in May. Dr. Burke asked if the GMT reviewed the mesh size study?
Ms. Robinson said no. Shewas not surethe study resultswerereadily available. Mr. Brown then withdrew
his amendment to the motion.

Mr. Anderson noted the Other Flatfish OY, with the 25% reduction fromthe ABC for rex sole and sanddabs,
is based on an ABC set based on the highest catches on record. Mr. Brown countered that mesh size
selectivity is more protective than quota management and rex sole and sanddabs will escape legal mesh.
Mr. Brown then moved to amend the motion (Amendment #2 to Motion 14) to instruct the GMT to remove
the 25% reduction factor on sanddabs and rex sole. Mr. Warrens seconded the amendment. Chairman
Hansen called for the vote on the amendment and Amendment #2 to Motion 14 failed.

Mr. Brown expressed concern with the GM T’ s scorecard projection of 6 mt of canary rockfishimpactinthe
limited entry non-whiting trawl fishery. Given the experimental nature of the selective flatfish trawl, he
would hate to see the fishery close if 6.1 mt of canary were caught. He would hope there would be extra
canary impacts avail ablefor the limited entry trawl sector. Mr. Anderson agreed the sel ective flatfish trawl
impacts are not fully understood. His intention was to keep the limited entry trawl fishery open.

Mr. Anderson said he did not disagree with Mr. Brown'sissues over rex sole and sanddabs. He thought the
issue could be explored further, but there was no time available to do this at this meeting. Mr. Brown said
his sensitivity on thisissue comesfrom his 1985 recommendation toincreasetrawl mesh sizefrom 3.5inches
to 4.5 inches (3.5-inch mesh gilled overfished Pacific ocean perch). The Pikitch mesh retention study was
done at acost of $129,000, but has not been used.

Ms. Vojkovich asked for an explanation of the proposed 1.75 mt canary cap for the 2005 Arrowtooth
Flounder trawl EFP. Mr. Anderson explained that 2.5 mt were originally set aside for this EFP. WDFW
scaled the set aside back to 1.5 mt this year due to reduced participation from the trawl buyback program.
WDFW again requested a 2.5 mt cap for 2005 to allow for increased participation in the EFP study. A cap
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of 1.75 mt isnow proposed to accommodate the participation of 4 vessels. The number of participants could
be modified before the final EFP is adopted at the November meeting.

Dr. Freese asked whether Oregon representatives desired having Oregon specifications and management
measures published in federal regulations? Dr. Burke suggested the GMT add language to their
recommendation #12 to read, “For purposes of consistency and clarification, the action taken by the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife would be specified in federal regulations (amendment to add
language for OR and CA)”".

Mr. Brown asked if Rockfish Conservation Area(RCA) lineadjustmentswould beallowedinfutureinseason
actions? Mr. Anderson presumed the Council would still have that flexibility.

Dr. Burke spoke to GMT recommendation #10 regarding limited entry trawl management measures. She
advised the GMT to use the same bycatch modeling approach used for the inseason adjustments action this
week.

Dr. Burke asked how many processors would be affected by the arrowtooth flounder EFP? Mr. Anderson
said the EFP would produce about $235,000 of ex-vessel revenues and would affect three processors. Dr.
Burke asked if a2 mt canary rockfish cap in the EFP would accommodate 6 vessels and Mr. Anderson said
yes. He added that a2.5 mt cap would accommodate 8 vesselsfor 4 months. Changesin the EFP cap affect
the number of vesselsthat could participate. Dr. Burke asked about the timing and process for converting
thisEFPinto regulations. Ms. Robinson explained the EFP could not go into regulations by May 2005, but
might be done by May 2006. She expected this action would require an Environmental Assessment (EA)
tiered to the 2005-2006 Specifications EIS and atwo-meeting Council process, perhaps the November 2005
and March 2006 meetings. Dr. Burke said it seemed this EFP provided amore profitablefishery for petrale
sole than arrowtooth flounder. Isthe target petrale sole or arrowtooth flounder? Mr. Anderson explained
different participating vessels exhibited different behaviors. Skippers are paying observer costs. The
strategy isto get 100% observer coverage and full rockfish retention, while till realizing a profit. Keeping
petrale soleisimportant for successin thisfishery. Ms. Robinson added thereisadetailed report of thisEFP
fishery in the DEIS, which was also available at the April Council meeting. The number of petrale sole
landed in this EFP fishery was less than landed in the large footrope fishery. Dr. Burke asked for a
breakdown of impactsfromthelast threeyearsof thisEFP study. Ms. Robinson said the EFP accommodated
Six vessels per year and they always stayed within the 2.5 mt canary rockfish cap. Dr. Burke read the
reported catches of canary rockfish in this EFP. The canary impactswere asfollows: 2001- 2.29 mt, 2002-
8.16 mt, and 2003- 2.27 mt. Dr. Burke thought the arrowtooth flounder strategy may be unsupportable.
Canary rockfish impacts are relatively high and allocated to just afew vessels. If these vessels didn't fish
inthe RCA for arrowtooth, they would probably fish with aselective flatfishtrawl. Thereare also potential
individual quota implications to consider. We should consider alocating more canary rockfish to the
recreational fishery to allow more people access to this fish. Therefore, she would like the Council to
consider the GAP recommendation to cap the arrowtooth trawl EFP for canary at 1.5 mt.

Dr. Burke then moved to amend the motion (Amendment #3 to Motion 14) to adopt the GAP
recommendations for item #13. Specifically, the GAP recommended a canary cap of 1.5 mt in the
Washington arrowtooth flounder EFP and ayelloweye cap of 0.5 mt inthe Washington dogfishlongline EFP.

Mr. Anderson explained that the Washington arrowtooth EFP fishery has the highest level of accountability
on the West Coast. If this standard was applied to open access fisheries, it would be a major burden.
Therefore, he was proud of this fishery. Without this EFP, the participating skippers would be out of
business. He recommended these high standards should be applied to other fisheries.
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Chairman Hansen asked for aroll call vote on Amendment #3 to Motion 14. NMFS abstained. 6 yes and
6 no. Chairman Hansen voted no and said he supports Mr. Anderson’s EFP. Therefore Amendment #3 to
Motion 14 failed.

Ms. Vojkovich asked to amend the motion (Amendment #4 to Motion 14) to include two options for
California recreational fisheries: 1) exempt shore-based anglers and divers from depth and season
restrictions, and 2) allow species in the Other Flatfish complex to be retained when caught with Pacific
sanddabs (in the exempted sanddab fishery with the accompanying gear and area restrictions that are
currently in regulations). Additionally, she wanted to include: 1) a Cordell Bank closure specified with
waypointsthat approximate the 100 fm contour, 2) an exemption for theridgeback prawn trawl fishery from
the 75 fm trawl restriction south of Pt. Conception (south of 34°27' N latitude) that would allow the fishery
to operate out to the 100 fm line, and 3) a 24-inch minimum size limit and two-fish bag limit for lingcod in
the Californiarecreational fishery. Mr. Thomas seconded the motion.

Mr. Thomas said he supportsthe 24-inch sizelimit on lingcod asit will get people off the water quicker, thus
reducing incidental rockfish impacts.

Mr. Alverson asked if there was an enforcement issue since Ms. Vojkovich’s amendment included depth
restrictions? Dr. Mclsaac said, oncethe GMT hasdonethe analysis, the EC will have areport onthisbefore
the final vote on Friday.

Mr. Anderson asked if the CaliforniaGMT memberswere able to analyze the 24-inch size limit for lingcod
and whether the amendment included two options for lingcod take? Ms. Vojkovich replied the GMT was
able to analyze these impacts and there are two lingcod options- a 24-inch and a 26-inch minimum size
option. Ms. Vojkovich then asked that the diver/shore-based exemption analysis be done (shore-based
anglers vs. non-shore-based anglers).

Chairman Hansen asked for the vote on Amendment #4 to Motion 14. Amendment #4 passed. Chairman
Hansen then asked for the vote on the main motion (Motion 14) as amended. The main motion passed as
amended (Motion 14).

Mr. Alverson moved and Mr. Cedergreen seconded amotion (Motion 15) to assign the GM T and the Ad Hoc
Allocation Committee to analyze how the Council may utilize surpluslingcod while minimizing impactson
other overfished species. He ventured thisanalysiscould be done prior to the September Council meeting.

Mr. Anderson asked Mr. Alverson to withdraw his motion (Motion 15) as the Council will be talking about
this during the trawl 1Q agendum. Mr. Brown concurred with Mr. Anderson, but thought Mr. Alverson’s
issue to be important. Mr. Alverson said he was hoping this analysis could be done to alow 2005-2006
inseason adjustments. He noted we won't have ITQs by 2006. Mr. Anderson asked if thisissue could be
taken up in Friday's workload planning session? Dr. Mclsaac agreed that would be a time to discuss this.
Mr. Anderson then asked Mr. Alverson if he could change his motion to have the Ad Hoc Allocation
Committee take this up and Mr. Alverson agreed.
Motion 15 passed.
C.7 Monitoring Program Alternatives for the Shore-based Pacific Whiting Fishery

C.7.a Agendum Overview

Mr. Burner provided the agendum overview.
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C.7.b  NMFS Recommendations and Environmental Assessment
Ms. Carrie Nordeen, NMFS provided the report.
C.7.c  Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Mr. Rod Moore provided Exhibit C.7.c, Supplemental GAP Report Captain Mike Cenci provided Exhibit
C.7.c, Supplemental EC Report.

C.7.d Public Comment
None.

C.7.e Council Action: Adopt Monitoring Program Alternatives for Public Review
Dr. Burke moved and Mr. Alverson seconded amotion (Motion 17) to adopt the alternativesin Table 2.6-1
of Exhibit C.7.a, Attachment 1, with the 4th paragraph of the GAP statement incorporated into the tables;
secondly, include an SSC and NWFSC formal review of the sampling plan and protocols to provide
assurance we are getting not only good sampling, but cost effective sampling.
Mr. Anderson spoketo incorporating concerns from the GAP and the EC relative to monitoring of overages.
NEPA does not require and we would not be well served with options that restrict this monitoring to state

or federal officias.

Ms. Cooney stated that these optionswere drawn up to encompassall of the alternativesand in the past there
were times when federal enforcement was the sole entity doing this work.

Mr. Brown asked for afriendly amendment, using Table 2.6.1, insert enforcement language from alternative
4 into alternative 3, we could cover these concerns while not excluding any alternative. The maker and the
seconder agreed.

Motion 17 passed.

Dr. Burke urged everyoneto try to stay on track with the schedul efor thisprogram and requested that NMFS
look into consistent monitoring of all sectors of the Pacific whiting fishery.

CB8 Council Clarification of Tentatively Adopted 2005/2006 Management Measures (If Necessary) )
(06/17/04; 6:18 P.M.)

C.8.a Agendum Overview

Mr. DeVore gave the agendum overview. He said there was an additional statement, Exhibit C.8.b,
Supplemental GMT Report. The GAP will have oral comments.

C.8.b Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Ms. Robinson read the GMT report (Exhibit C.8.b, Supplemental GMT Report) and Mr. Merrick Burden
reviewed the trawl optionsinthe appended Attachment 1 (Tables1 and 2). Mr. Burden reported theanalysis
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he did required a downward adjustment to some of the trawl trip limits relative to the previously reviewed
Option 1 during agendum C.6 because some target species OY S were exceeded. The main change was a
decrease in the petrale sole trip limits.

Mr. Anderson asked if the GM T was going to analyze Californiarecreational options? For instance, would
the GMT bediscussing/analyzing diver exemptions and lingcod minimum sizelimit options? Ms. Robinson
said yes.

Mr. Anderson asked about the GM T recommendation to set aside the sameyieldsfor 2006 EFPs as specified
for 2005. Isthisaset-asidefor all EFPs? Ms. Robinson said yes, EFP set-asides are specified annually, not
biennially. Thiswould set aside a placeholder if 2006 EFP applications go forward. Mr. DeVore clarified
the scorecard does not include a cap for selective flatfish trawl EFPs. The total canary EFP cap, including
Oregon EFPs, is actually 2.9 mt.

Dr. Mclsaac asked about the Oregon recreationa regulatory language. s that the same language asin the
motion this morning? Ms. Robinson said there is one change from the language recommended for
Washington fisheries. Oregon wanted the flexibility to go to a 20 or 30 fm line inseason if such an action
is needed.

Dr. Mclsaac asked about the recommendation to set aside 6 mt - 9.2 mt of canary impacts for non-whiting
trawl fisheries. Will the GMT recommend a single impact estimate? Ms. Robinson said no, the set-aside
should be decided by the Council today. Mr. Brown said the point estimate from the trawl bycatch model
is5.2mt. Hedidn't feel comfortable using the point estimate due to the uncertain impacts under the new
trawl regime. Ms. Robinson said that 5.2 mt is the point estimate from the trawl bycatch model, but
yesterday's guidance wasto set aside 6 mt of canary impacts. The GMT recommends something higher than
6 mt. Dr. Burke said she recommends setting aside 8.0 mt of canary rockfish impacts for non-whiting trawl
fisheries.

Mr. Moore presented an oral report from the GAP. Thereis GAP consensus for the trawl option presented
in Table 1 asmodified by the GMT. Thereis no GAP consensusto close the north and central California
recreational management areas in July and open in June under option 5 (inthe original GMT statement).

Captain Mike Cenci provided Exhibit C.8.b, Supplemental EC Report.
C.8.c Public Comment
None.

C.8.d Council Guidance and Direction on Clarification of Tentatively Adopted 2005/2006
Management Measures

Ms. Vojkovich assured everyone that California has an option that meetsthetargetsfor the speciesthey are
tracking and that the state delegation generally accepts. The GMT will not have to discuss differential bag
limits.

Ms. Vojkovich said the recommendation to open the Californiafishery in June, close in July, and re-open
it in August is not desirable. The minimum lingcod size limit analysis should be easy. Initial analysis
indicatestheimpacts under optionsfor a 24-inch or 26-inch minimum sizelimit are under the recommended
harvest guideline. She was not in support of the GMT recommendation to specify a sublimit for Other
Flatfish retention using sanddab gear (in areas and at timeswhen thisfishing opportunity isallowed). There
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isonly asmall incidental catch of speciesin the Other Flatfish complex. A one to two sub-bag limit for
Other Flatfish is micro-management. The current gear restrictions and small amount of open area is
protective enough. She questioned the need for atiered environmental assessment (EA) for the ridgeback
prawn trawl RCA exemption she has recommended. She noted the scorecard impact estimates haven't
changed with varying the RCA linesfor thisfishery. Shewantsto know what NMFS may requireto get this
exemption?

Ms. Cooney said GAP representatives suggest there is not enough information currently available to set
ridgeback prawn trawl RCA lines, but more information will be forthcoming. Shethought atiered EA may
be needed to analyze this new information. Ms. Vojkovich said, prior to this year, the RCA was out to
100 fm, but this past year it was out to 75 fm. Restricting the ridgeback prawn trawl fishery to within 75 fm
closesthisfishery sinceit primarily operatesin waters deeper than 75 fm. Mr. Anderson asked for the basis
for the current bycatch assumptions for the ridgeback prawn trawl fishery? Ms. Vojkovich said expected
bycatch is based on past landings when overfished groundfish species were allowed to be landed.

Mr. Anderson asked why Californiawants to recommend retention of Other Flatfish speciesin the sanddab
fishery when there is a high survival rate of those fish if they are released? Mr. Thomas said the sanddab
fishery in this areararely encounters Other Fatfish species. There would be no targeting of these species.

Dr. Mclsaac asked Ms. Vojkovich if the assignment to the GMT was to analyze one or two California
recreational options? Ms. V ojkovich said thetwo proposal s outlined thismorning areincluded inthisreport
and have since been narrowed down to one which meets the impact targets. The two proposals are slightly
different (shifting of depths and months open to shore-based anglers to meet impacts).

Mr. Anderson moved (Motion 18) to approve the recommendations in Exhibit C.8.b, Supplemental GMT
Report. Specifically, approveitems#1, #2 (with an 8 mt canary rockfish set-asidefor the non-whitingfishery
in the scorecard), #3, #4, #7 and #8. Mr. Alverson seconded the motion.

Motion 18 passed.

Ms. Vojkovich moved (Motion 19) to approve a variation of GMT recommendation #6 to allow retention
of Other Flatfish species with no sublimit when fishing for sanddabs. Mr. Thomas seconded the motion.

Motion 19 passed.
C9 Update on Trawl Individual Quota (T1Q) Program (06/17/04; 4:11 pm)

C9.a Agendum Overview
Mr. Seger provided the agendum overview, focusing on Exhibit C.9.a, Attachment 3, and Chapter 2 of
Exhibit C.9.a, Attachment 2. He emphasized that if implemented, the trawl 1Q program would likely bein
place over along period of time and therefore needed to be analyzed over avariety of trawl sector allocation
levels.

C.9.b Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Mr. Moore provided Exhibit C.9.b, Supplemental GAP Report.
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C.9.c Public Comment

Mr. Tony DeFalco, Marine Fish Conservation Network, Portland, Oregon

Mr. Jay Bornstein, Bornstein Seafoods, Bellingham, Washington

Mr. Craig Urness, Pacific Seafood Group, Clackamas, Oregon

Mr. Kent Craford, Coastal Jobs Coalition, Portland, Oregon

Mr. Peter Huttula, Pacific Marine Conservation Council, Astoria, Oregon

Mr. Bob Osborne, United Anglers of Southern California, Huntington Beach, California
Ms. April Wakeman, United Anglers of Southern California, Huntington Beach, California
Mr. Allen Hightower, commercial fisherman, Port Townsend, Washington

Ms. Dorothy Lowman, Environmental Defense, Portland, Oregon

Mr. Bill Clingan, Ocean Gold Seafoods, Westport, Washington

C.9.d Council Action: Provide Guidance on Further Devel opment and Approve Scoping Documents
for Public Distribution

The initial discussion centered around the PMCC letter and statement that the Council needed to produce
a programmatic EIS before proceeding with consideration of trawl 1Qs. Dr. Freese stated that there is not
adefinitive answer on the need for aprogrammatic EIS but rather alternative view points. The PMCC letter
expresses one view. Another view is that a number of EISs on the fishery have recently been completed
(including the programmati c habitat and programmatic bycatch EISs, rebuilding EI'S, and annual specification
ElSs) and that these EISs include cumulative impact sections that address past present and future actions,
taking into account how they interrelate. Thereis no sequence requirement that a certain type of EIS must
be donebeforeanother or at certain timeinterval sinthe management process. Ms. Cooney indicated NMFS
will be having internal discussions on the need for a programmatic EIS.

Mr. Anderson noted the Council’ s effort, about 3 years ago, to develop a programmatic EIS, the difficulty
encountered in devel oping that EISin the face of changesin the fishery and the decision to instead devel op
the programmatic bycatch EIS. He stated his presumption that, if a programmatic EIS needed to be
conducted prior to development of an IQ program, early on NOAA Fisheries would have informed the
Council. He also noted the long delay that would be entailed if consideration of atrawl! 1Q program had to
wait for the completion of a programmatic EIS as programmatic ElSs are huge undertakings. While there
may be other policy development paths the Council could have followed, he viewed the current path as
legally correct from a procedural perspective. Ms. Cooney concurred.

Mr. Brown concurred with Mr. Anderson’ s comments and added that at the time of the decision to produce
aprogrammatic bycatch EIS, Mr. Robinson noted that virtually all other elements of the fishery were being
dealt with in other EISsand the programmatic bycatch EISin conjunction with the other EISswould provide
complete EIS coveragefor thefishery. Mr. Brown identified that resolving the capacity problem that would
be addressed by atrawl 1Q program was the number one priority in the strategic plan which had now been
in place for five years.

With respect to the appropriateness of the composition of the TIQC, Mr. Brown made a statement inferring
the difficulty of including all stakeholders on the TIQC without generating a committee of a size that was
too cumbersome. He believed the main issue of concern by those outside the trawl industry is one of
alocation. The between sector allocation issue will need to be addressed whether or not thereisatrawl 1Q
program and he spokein favor of theall ocation committee moving forward on thisissue. Healsoreferenced
apossible need to reconstitute the allocation committee. With respect to processors, he expressed openness
to direct allocation of a portion of the IFQ to them.
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Mr. Ticehurst noted the testimony of those who felt they were being left out of the process and reiterated
his advocacy of theinclusion of those with arecreational angler perspective. He has growing concern that
trawl 1Qswill involve an entrenched privilege. Theimpression givenin the draftingdocument isthat certain
species will be reserved for trawl use only and that for those species there is no concern by recreational
interests. Hedisputed this, stating that these speciesmay beimportant bycatch, may betargeted inthefuture,
or may have been targeted in the past and will be subject to quotain the future.

Mr. Anderson asked about the rulesfor determining the majority votefor the TIQC. The super majority rule
for the committee was 70% and there are four processors on the committee. Concern was expressed about
processor representation on the TIQC committee and whether that composition precluded having processor
options put on thetable. It was clarified that the scoping process continues to be open for the addition of
more options and that there was no pressure for the Council to add options at this meeting.

Mr. Brown commented that elements such as transferability, limitations on consolidations, and owner-on-
board were more important than initial allocation and would have the longest effect. The program design
and alocation issues need to be separated. Dr. Hanson commented that if allocation is addressed first,
discussions get difficult before program design is addressed. Once allocation issues are resolved, people
spend more time calculating the effect of a design decision on their allocation than they do carefully
considering policy implications.

There was a discussion of area management and the current measures which specify that area specific 1Qs
be considered only if necessary for stock conservation. The scoping processwill alow the addition of other
options to address area concerns and the Council will have an opportunity to add to the list, if it so desires.

Dr. Burke suggested a number of additionsto the list of impacts to be analyzed (pages 2-7 through 2-11).

*  Under habitat and ecosystem add: Environmental impacts dueto economic and community changes
and to resource management changes.

» Underfishery resourcesadd: Direct and indirectimpact onfisheriesprosecuted by other gear sectors,
including sport.

»  Under socioeconomic production costs buyers and processors add: Consolidation impacts, loss of
infrastructure, andindirect impactson the businesses (e.g., shiftsimpacting the operation of existing
businesses and their competitiveness).

e Under community impacts add: business and infrastructure impacts.

* Under fairness and equity: add affects on non traw! gear fisheriesincluding sport gear.

*  Under effects on small entities, after businesses add: including “family businesses”.

The Council concurred on the hearing dates recommended by Council staff (July 20 in Seattle Washington
and July 27 in Newport Oregon).

C.10 Final Adoption of 2005/2006 Groundfish Management Measures (06/18/04; 11:30 A.M.)
C.10.a Agendum Overview

Mr. DeVore provided the agendum overview.
C.10.b GMT Analysis of Impacts

Ms. Robinson provided Exhibit C.10.b, Supplemental GMT Report. She noted one change on page 14,
Attachment 3, Table 3 - estimated yelloweye rockfish mortality should be changed from 1.5 mt to 1.7 mt.
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Mr. Brown asked what species was limiting slope rockfish trip limitsin the north? Ms. Robinson stated it
was shortspine thornyheads.

C.10.c Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Mr. Moore provided Exhibit C.10.c, Supplemental GAP Report.

Cpt. Cenci provided an oral report from the Enforcement Consultants. He noted, from an EC perspective,
the language on page 17 of the GMT report regarding how many types of gear can be on board atrawl vessel
is problematic. Allowing more than one type of gear aboard a trawler during a cumulative limit period
allows them to land additive limits. It isimportant to restrict the individual to the limit that applies to the
most restrictive gear onboard. Ms. Robinson said there has been little or no time for the GMT to talk with
the EC. The differential gear-based limits only apply north of 40°10' N latitude. In both cases, north and
south, you can have more than one type of gear on board. However, vessels are constrained north of 40°10'
N latitude to the more restrictive trip limits. The language in the trip limit table on page 17 of the GMT
report references the trawl limits south of 40°10' N latitude. This language has been in place in federal
regulations and is not changed from status quo. The GMT has model ed the impacts associated with these
regulations. Lt. Cleary said, sincetheissuewas not discussed with the GMT and EC, their recommendation
would be go to one gear type alowed on board per trip. They have done an exemption this year with the
midwater whiting fishery. Mr. DeVore said this language was adopted for the inseason action this week.
The Council may want to consider this. Ms. Robinson suggested amodification of the regulation south of
40°10' N latitude restricting trawlers to one type of gear on board, but without differential trip limits.

C.10.d Agency and Triba Comments
None.
C.10.e Public Comment

Mr. Randy Fry, Recreationa Fishing Alliance, Sacramento, California

Mr. Bob Ingles, Golden Gate Fishermen’ s Association, Hayward, California
Mr. Dan Wolford, Coastside Fishing Club, Los Gatos, California

Mr. Gerry Richter, PCGA, Santa Barbara, California

C.10.f Council Action: Adopt Final Optimum Yield for Canary Rockfish and 2005/2006 Groundfish
Management Measures

Mr. Moore noted there was consensus between the GAP, GMT, NOAA General Counsel, and the EC on an
optionfor the* morethan onetypeof trawl gear on board” issueinthe south. He suggested the proposed rule
have an allowance for both midwater and large footrope gear on board; otherwise, only one type of gear
would beallowed on board. The Council and NMFS could seek final resolution in September. Ms. Cooney
said this works from a procedural perspective.

Mr. Anderson asked Ms. V ojkovich about the ridgeback prawn trawl exemption. |sthe arearecommended
for this exemption correctly identified on page 5 of the GMT report? Ms. Vojkovich said no, the affected
area should be south of 34°27' N latitude, not south of 40°10' N latitude.

Ms. Vojkovichthen corrected two omissionsonthe Californiarecreationa recommendationslisted onpage7

of the GMT report. Recommendations # 4 and #6 should characterize exemptions for “divers and shore-
based anglers’.
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Ms. V ojkovich moved and Mr. Thomas seconded amotion (M otion 26) to adopt items 1 through 7 on Exhibit
C.10.b, Supplemental GMT Report, with the following changes:

1. Pageb, #11 Ridgeback Prawn Trawl Exemption: Change south of 40°10' N latitude to south of 34°27"
N latitude.

2. South of 40°10' N latitude: Align the limited entry fixed gear/open access ten-month season north and
south of 34°27' N latitude: March-April closed as follows:

a. Correct Table 4 (South) page 20:

Line 16: Minor shelf rockfish, widow, and yellowtail rockfish south of 34°27' N latitude:
Jan-Feb: 2,000 Ib/ 2 months; Mar-Apr: CLOSED

Line 23: Bocaccio South of 34°27' N latitude:
Jan-Feb: 300 Ib/2 months; Mar-Apr: CLOSED

Line27:  Shallow nearshore south of 34°27' N latitude:
Jan-Feb: 300 Ib/2 months; Mar-Apr: CLOSED

Line30:  Deeper nearshore rockfish south of 34°27' N latitude:
Jan-Feb: 500 Ib/2 months; Mar-Apr: CLOSED

b. Correct Table 5 (South) page 22:

Line19:  Minor shelf rockfish, widow and chilipepper rockfish south of 34°27' N latitude:
Jan-Feb: 500 Ib/2 months; Mar-Apr: CLOSED

Line25: Bocaccio south of 34°27' N latitude:
Jan-Feb: 100 Ib/ 2 months; Mar-Apr: CLOSED

Line29:  Shalow nearshore south of 34°27' N latitude:
Jan-Feb: 300 Ib/ 2 months; Mar-Apr: CLOSED

Line 32: Deeper nearshore south of 34°27' N latitude:
Jan-Feb: 500 Ib/2 months; Mar-Apr: CLOSED

3. a Pg. 7#4: Correct to “Fishing allowed for divers and shore-based anglers.”
b. Pg. 7 #6: Correct two parenthetical texts to “(other than divers and shore-based)”

4. Pg7Add#9a North of 40°10" N latitude: Remove black rockfish sublimit of zero within the RCG
Complex (sublimit was imposed as inseason action in 2004).

Mr. Anderson asked about potential co-occurring rockfishimpactswith varying lingcod minimumsizelimits
in Californiarecreational fisheries? Ms. Aseltine-Neil son explained rockfish impacts would be higher with
a26-inch sizelimit (relative to a 24-inch size limit) because anglers would spend more time on the water to
get their lingcod.

Mr. Brown offered the following friendly amendment, which was accepted as part of Motion 26: for the
southerntrawl fishery - only onegear allowed on board, except midwater gear isallowed when largefootrope
gear ison board. Motion 26 passed.

Mr. Harp moved and Mr. Anderson seconded a motion (Motion 27) to adopt the tribal groundfish

management measures proposed under Exhibit C.6.c, Proposed Treaty Indian Management Measures
provided on Wednesday. Motion 27 passed.
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Ms. Vojkovich asked for guidance on using California Recreational Fisheries Survey (CRFS) to revise
seasons and harvest specifications once these data become available. Ms. Cooney said the Council can
change seasonsroutinely with new data, but not ABCsand OY S. The mid-process OY adjustment process
(e.g., redlight/green light) may result in apolicy to decrease OY S mid-season with anew stock assessment.
Ms. Vojkovich asked if the Council could contemplate routine changesto depths and seasons with new data
and Ms. Cooney said yes.

Dr. Burke said it was notable the Council recommended implementation of the selective flatfish trawl
strategy for 2005-2006. This was an example of good collaboration between research and industry. She
requested Chairman Hansen work with Dr. Mclsaac on a “thank-you celebration party” at the November
Council meeting. The State of Oregon would be happy to provide financial assistance.

Mr. Brown noted thiswasthefirst timein along timethat target species limits are constrai ning non-whiting
trawl fisheriesrather than limitsfor overfished species. Mr. Anderson requested timely reporting of observer
data since early feedback may be critical to manage this fishery well during the 2005-2006 management
cycle.

D. Enforcement | ssues

D.1  Preliminary Report on Contact to Violation Ratio In Groundfish Recreational Fisheries (06/16/04;
10:31 am)

D.1.a Agendum Overview
Mr. Jim Seger provided the agendum overview.
D.1.b Enforcement Consultants Report

Captain Mike Cenci briefed the Council onthe contentsof Exhibit D.1.bwhich providessomedataregarding
contact to violation ratios in the recreational groundfish fishery. The EC are concerned that there may be
aneed to useviolation ratios to adjust estimates of total mortality in the recreational fishery. Captain Cenci
noted there are many problems collecting regulation compliance data and that the level of detail of
information collected varies from state to state and, that with dual fisheries occurring at the same time, the
officers could code activity in anumber of different ways. Captain Cenci explained specificinformationin
Table 1 of Attachment D.1.b, as well as the action plan named operation “Orange Crush”.

Mr. Brown asked about the rate of compliance with regulations in recreational hunting activities. Captain
Cenci said therangeisgenerally 5to 10% violations, but dependson what type of law enforcement you have
availableinthearea. An actual compliance rate may only be around 60%.

Mr. Cedergreen asked about the results of operation “Orange Crush” with regard to whether the canary
rockfish were kept knowingly or mis-identified? Captain Cenci said 95% of the retention was intentional
as people had problems throwing fish away. Thereis also a mutilated fish category of which many were
canaries. That also lendsto the belief that much of the retention was intentional.

D.1.c Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Dr. Kevin Hill provided Exhibit D.1.c, Supplemental SSC Report.
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Dr. Mclsaac asked, in regard to thelast sentence of the SSC statement encouraging the EC to continuetaking
snapshots of compliance, if the SSC considered how arandom sampling program could provide the desired
information? Dr. Hill responded in the affirmative, but noted the SSC aso understands the funding and
personnel constraints. A design of further sampling programs would depend on available funding. Dr. Hill
stated that perhaps more snapshots could provide enough information for certain ports or areas, but not a
generic mortality rate. The SSC felt it might be preferable to improve the overall estimates of discard
mortality in the recreational fishery rather than just focusing on the regulation compliance.

Dr. Mclsaac asked if the SSC has the expertise to review astratified random sampling program design that
the EC would use over the summer? Dr. Hill replied yes.

Mr. Ticehurst asked if the datais statistically significant? Dr. Hill said they are not in a position to reply,
but the SSC recognizes there is a problem and realizes there are larger problems with the total recreational
take estimates that need to be addressed.

Mr. Seger read Exhibit D.1.c, Supplemental GAP Report.
D.1.d Public Comment
None.

D.1.e Council Guidance on Preliminary Report on Contact to Violation Ratio In Groundfish
Recreational Fisheries

Mr. Robinson asked Captain Cenci if there are instances of one individual having more than one citation.
Captain Cenci said yes and agreed that the compliance rate would be higher if you adjusted for those
instances.

Mr. Brown cautioned the Council about trying to gear up an extensive and expensive sampling program to
better document arelatively small number of fish.

Ms. Vojkovich thanked the EC for undertaking this operation and noted it serves several purposes. Any
opportunity to evaluate the effectiveness of our operations are valuable. Thisalso could give us someidea
of atrend (if wereceivethison aregular basis). Keeping in mind the personnel issues and the cost-benefit
ratio of launching into this, it might be atool for the EC to focus on in certain ports. It could also help us
with our communication efforts as well.

In response to questions about what the EC could provide the Council beyond the current information,
Captain Cenci said it ishard to run along term ook at the recreational groundfish fishery becauseit occurs
when salmon fishing occurs and resources are limited.

Cdr. Fred Myer stated that Mr. Brown’s comments about the low percentage of fish being taken illegally
enforces why the U.S. Coast Guard (CG) concentrates its enforcement effort primarily on the high priority
groundfishfisheries. Inthe commercial groundfish fishery they seeacompliancerate of about 97%. There
may be a potential for the CG to provide additional assistance, but it would have to be afocused, limited
time.
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E. Habitat

E.1 Current Habitat Issues (06/15/04; 11:24 am)
Ms. Gilden provided the agendum overview.

E.l.a Report of the Habitat Committee (HC)
Mr. Stuart Ellis provided Exhibit E.1.a, Supplemental HC Report.

E.1b Reportsand Comments of Advisory Bodies
None.

E.1.c Public Comment
None.

E.1.d Council Action: Consider HC Recommendations
Ms. Vojkovich saidit appearstherewill be recommendationsabout the Central VValley Water Project coming
fromNMFSinmid-July. TheHC recommended afast track | etter or consultation. That portion of the state’s
watershed produces a considerabl e amount of salmon for Californiafisheries, and impactsto EFH can have
ripple effects down the road. Ms. Vojkovich recommend a fast-track letter be written.
Mr. Anderson asked Mr. Ellisabout the status of the ColumbiaRiver summer spill reductionsand mitigation
package. Mr. Ellis said under the proposal aset of offsetswas designed to protect wild fish. BPA wasgoing
to put aside funds the basin managers could use for habitat-related projects. They also proposed an offset
to benefit hatchery populations; however, one of the main ones proposed that 200,000 subyearlingtypefish
at Lyons Ferry hatchery be held over and be released as yearlings. That led to a disagreement between the
states and tribes. At a meeting on Monday, the tribes, states, and feds were going to discuss these issues.
Environmental groups may aso file litigation to keep the summer spill reductions from happening.
Dr. Mclsaac asked how this proposal would be decided upon. Is there a NEPA analysis requirement?
Mr. Ellis said the BPA thought a NEPA analysis was not required, but that it could be folded into the
rewriting of the hydro system plan.

Mr. Robinson said the SWR will work with Council staff to prepare the fast-track letter referred to by
Ms. Vojkovich.

Dr. Mclsaac explained the procedures required for a fast track letter. After receiving information from
NMFS SWR, Council staff will develop the letter and circulate it to all Council members. When 4 or 5
Council members and the chairman approve theletter, then it will be sent. Thereisalso the opportunity for
aconference call if necessary.
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F. Coastal Pelagic Species M anagement

F.1. NMFS Report

F.1.a Informational Update
Mr. Svein Fougner provided a brief report about NMFS CPS-related activities. He stated that NMFS was
prepared to do arulemaking to implement the Pacific mackerel harvest guideline. Henoted that preparations
were underway to execute the September 1 reallocation of Pacific sardine, per the interim allocation
framework. He spoke about the letter to the Council from NMFS (F.1.a), which outlines several CPS FM P-
related issues that NMFS is requesting the Council consider. He emphasized that, while the issues raised
in the letter are important, these issues were not of a higher priority than the sardine allocation FMP
amendment currently under devel opment.
Related to international matters, Mr. Fougner spoke about the Tri-National Sardine Forum (US, Canada,
Mexico). He noted that the Forum had provided a beneficial means for scientists and industry participants
to share information about their respective sardine fisheries. He encouraged the Council to continue its
participation in the Sardine Forum.

F.1.b  Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
None.

F.1.c Public Comment
None.

F.1.d Council Discussion on NMFS Report
None.
F.2 Pacific Mackerel Harvest Guideline for the 2004/2005 Season

F.2.a Agendum Overview
Mr. Dan Waldeck provided the agendum overview. He described scheduled Council action, which isto
review the current Pacific mackerel stock assessment and consider adoption of the harvest guidelinefor the
July 1, 2004-June 30, 2005 fishery.

F.2.b  Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Dr. Kevin Hill provided the assessment information (PowerPoint on stock assessment document) and
reviewed the harvest guideline derived from the FMP formula. Dr. Hill aso provided Exhibit F.2.b,
Supplemental SSC Report. Dr. Sam Herrick provided asummary of Exhibit F.2.b, Supplemental CPSMT
Report. Mr. John Royal provided Exhibit F.2.b, Supplemental CPSAS Report.

F.2.c Public Comment

None.
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F.2d Council Action: Adopt Pacific Mackerel Harvest Guideline for the 2004/2005 Season

Ms. Vojkovich moved (Motion 9) and Mr. Brown seconded a motion to adopt a harvest guideline (HG) of
13,268 mt for July 1, 2004-June 30, 2005. Of thisamount, the directed fishery HG would be 9,100 mt; there
would beaset-aside of 4,168 mt for incidental catchesand anincidental catch ratelimit of 40% when Pacific
mackerel are landed with other CPS, except that up to one mt of Pacific mackerel can be landed without
landing any other CPS.

In response to the CPSAS request for a mop-up fishery contingent on availability of HG toward the end of
the season, Ms. V ojkovich moved and Mr. Thomas seconded amotion (Motion 10) that the Council request
NMFS to monitor fishery landings and to report on the remaining HG at the March 2005 meeting. Based
on thisinformation, NM FS would advise the Council if additional action (e.g., opening of amop-up fishery)
iswarranted. Motion 10 passed. This contingency would only be needed if the directed fishery HG is
attained and the fishery is operating under the incidental allowance cap.

F.3 Fishery Management Plan (FMP) Amendment--Sardine Allocation
F.3.a Agendum Overview

Mr. Waldeck provided an overview of the matter at hand and anticipated Council action.
F.3.b  Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Dr. Herrick provided Exhibit F.3.b, CPSMT Report. Mr. Royal provided Exhibit F.3.b, CPSAS Report.
F.3.c Public Comment

Mr. John Delucca, State Fish Co., San Pedro, California
Mr. Mike Okeneski, West Coast Seafood Processors Association, Portland, Oregon
Ms. Dianne Pleschner-Steele, California Wetfish Producers Association, California

F.3.d Council Guidance on Initiation of an FM P Amendment

Regarding the May 18, 2004 letter from NMFS, Mr. Fougner emphasized that the sardine allocation
framework wasthetop priority. However, theletter identifies several issuesthat might need to be addressed
through amendment of the CPS FM P and it might be possible to add these issuesto the FIM P amendment for
sardine allocation. He suggested that the review of CPS essential fish habitat could be a candidate for
inclusion in the current action. He also noted that, related to bycatch in CPS fisheries, NMFS-SWR was
implementing a pilot program to place observers aboard CPS vesselsin California. He reiterated that the
sardine alocation process is the top priority.

Dr. Mclsaac noted that the CPSMT suggested they could review the FMP-related issues and identify those
issues that would need to be addressed through amendment to the CPS FMP and if they could be addressed
in the short-term or would require more extensive time to complete. Mr. Fougner welcomed the CPSMT
recommendation and suggested the CPSM T be asked to report their findings at the September 2004 meeting.

Mr. Alverson asked about the schedul e for devel oping and i mplementing the sardine all ocation amendment.
Mr. Waldeck described the schedule developed by Council staff. The Council would review a set of
alternatives at the November 2004 meeting, preliminary adoption of a preferred alternative could occur at
the April 2005 meeting, and final action could occur at the June 2005 Council meeting. If thisschedule held,
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NMFS would have six months to review the Council’ s recommendation, conduct the rulemaking process,
and potentially implement the new allocation framework in time for the January 2006 season.

Mr. Waldeck suggested that there are three issues the Council should consider: formal decision on moving
forward with the FM P amendment and the contents of an FMP amendment (i.e., to add issuesidentified by
NMFSin the May 18, 2004 letter); direction to the advisory bodies; and the need for scoping meetings.

Mr. Anderson moved (Motion 11) for the Council to: initiate an FMP amendment process and, at a
minimum, include consideration of along termallocation framework for sardine; direct the CPSMT to assess
the FMP-related itemsidentified by NMFSin May 18, 2004 |etter and report their recommendations at the
September 2004 meeting; and at the September 2004 meeting, the Council would determine the scope of the
FMP amendment. Mr. Alverson seconded the motion.

Mr. Brown asked for clarification if the motion was directing the CPSASto develop the initial alternatives
for consideration? Mr. Anderson said he would be pleased to include specific direction to the CPSAS to
develop arange of alternatives relative to sardine allocation.

Dr. Burkeasked about Mr. Anderson’ sreferenceto scoping opportunity for consideration of other issuesthat
could be included in the FMP amendments. She thought that the scoping opportunity mentioned by
Mr. Waldeck was specific to sardine allocation? Mr. Waldeck stated his understanding that Mr. Anderson
was referring to determining the scope of the FMP amendment at the September meeting. That is, deciding
what issues to address, solely sardine allocation or other issues aswell. Mr. Waldeck continued that the
scoping hearings he referred to would be for garnering public input about sardine allocation.

Mr. Anderson clarified that his motion did not include the summer scoping hearings, but specific
consideration at the September meeting to determine the workload involved and issues that would be
addressed inthe FM P amendment. Moreover, the CPSASwould provide areport on development of sardine
allocation alternatives at the September meeting and adraft range of alternatives at the November meeting.

Dr. Burke was satisfied by the clarification.

Mr. Brown said the result of the motion would indicate the Council was proceeding with development of a
new allocation framework, but inclusion of other FM P issues would not be determined until the September
meeting? Mr. Anderson replied, yes, because he did not feel there was enough information at this meeting
to determine the scope of the FMP amendment.

Ms. Vojkovich asked for clarification on the requirements for public scoping and the necessity of holding
scoping hearings, especially asit relates to the CPSAS beginning development of allocation alternatives?
Mr. Waldeck said he envisaged the purpose of the scoping hearings would be to introduce this topic and
provide current information to the public so they are aware the Council is considering taking action on the
issue of sardine allocation and, possibly, other items. The hearingswould not be focused on the alternatives
at this point, but would be informational for the public.

Ms. Vojkovich said she is concerned about waiting until September for input from the public on theinitial
range of sardine allocation alternatives.

Mr. Anderson stated his understanding of scoping under the FMP amendment process was that scoping
relatestoformal publicreview of the alternatives, but thereisno requirement for informati onal -type scoping
sessions. Mr. Anderson noted that public hearings could occur after the Council adopts apreliminary range
of aternatives, possibly after the November 2004 Council meeting.
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Mr. Waldeck clarified that his reference to initial public scoping sessions was based on the Council’s
experienceindraftingthe HM S FM Pwhere scoping was done at the outset of the process. He suggested that,
as an aternative, the Council could publish (in the Federal Register) notice of its intent to undertake
amendment of the CPSFM P to addresssardineallocation. Thiswould provide public notice of the proposed
Council action.

Mr. Anderson concurred with this suggestion.

Ms. Cooney and Mr. Fougner agreed that public notice viaan Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in
the Federal Register would be prudent. Ms. Cooney, in response to aquestion about the CPSAS devel oping
allocation alternatives, indicated this should not cause procedural issues.

Dr. Mclsaac restated the motion (Motion 11). The Council would initiate an amendment to the CPS FMP.
The primary purpose of the FMP amendment would be allocation of the coastwide Pacific sardine harvest
guideline. To facilitate development of the amendment, the Council directed the CPSASto draft arange of
alternative sardine allocation scenarios. Council staff will publish notice in the Federal Register of the
Council'sintention to devel op an FM P amendment rel ated to Pacific sardineallocation, including solicitation
of public comment. The Council also directed the CPSMT to review the FMP-related issuesin the NMFS
May 18, 2004 letter and to report their findings at the September 2004 meeting.

Motion 11 passed.

Ms. Vojkovich asked, with the new sardine assessment and CPS STAR Panel pending, and the use of the
interim allocation contingent on the 2005 sardine HG being at least 90% of the 2003 HG, could there be a
problem with the alocation in 2005? Does the Council have options?

Mr. Anderson responded that, if the 2005 HG is too low, the allocation reverts back to the original FMP
formula. Chairman Hansen concurred.

Ms. Vojkovich, regarding direction to the CPSAS, requested the CPSAS strive to develop a flexible
allocation system. She cautioned against ending up with an allocati on programthat necessitatesanother FM P
amendment (in the near future) because what was adopted is not adaptabl e to the current needs of the sardine
fishery.

Ms. Vojkovich said Ms. Pleschner has commented before about the need for research and being able to
assess the coastwide sardine stock. She urged NMFS to move forward with a comprehensive research
program, including collaborative research. She requested NMFS-SWFSC be asked to report about CPS
research activities at each Council meeting, similar to what is done for groundfish.

Dr. Burke asked if it would be prudent to have amechanismin place to devel op allocation alternativesif the
CPSAS becomes deadlocked?

Mr. Anderson said he contemplated the period of time between now and September would be the time for

the CPSAS and CPSindustry to begin development of alternatives and to report progress at the September
Council meeting. If need be (e.g., if progressis stalled), the Council could intercede.
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Dr. Burke wanted clarification of when the states would be able to hold public hearings. Mr. Anderson
responded that the alternativeswoul d be brought into focus at the November meeting. Public hearings could
be scheduled subsequent to the November meeting.

Mr. Waldeck reiterated that staff would publish notice of the Council’ sintent in the Federal Register.

G. MarineProtected Areas

G.1  Federal Waters Portion of the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) Schedule
Update (06/17/04; 10:20 am)

G.1l.a Agendum Overview
Mr. Waldeck provided an overview.
G.1.b Schedule Update by CINMS Staff

Mr. Chris Mobley and Mr. Sean Hastings updated the Council on progress. They emphasized that CINM S
isusing atransparent process, coordinating with the Council and state of California, and doing outreach to
the fishing community. They reviewed the 3 current alternatives, which propose to extend existing state
marinereservesand conservation areasintofederal waterswithin CINMS. CINM Sisrequesting the Council
direct their advisory bodiesto review the preliminary working draft document to facilitate devel opment of
Council recommendationsto CINM Sfor proceeding with DEIS development. They are particularly seeking
input on the adequacy of the range of alternatives and technical meritsor deficiencies of dataor analysesthat
would be used in the DEIS.

Mr. Maobley noted that thefishingworkgroup wasstill devel oping their proposed alternative. Thisalternative
would be incorporated when it is provided to CINMS.

Mr. Fougner thanked CINM S for their cooperative spirit in working with the Council.
G.1.c Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Dr. Kevin Hill provided Exhibit G.1.c, Supplemental SSC Report. Ms. Kathy Fosmark provided Exhibit
G.1.c, Supplemental GAP Report. Mr. Mike Osmond provided Exhibit G.1.c, Supplemental HC Report.

G.1.d Public Comment
Mr. Bill James, open access fisherman, Salem, Oregon
Ms. Kathy Fosmark, Alliance of Communities for Sustainable Fisheries, Pebble Beach, California
Mr. Craig Helms, The Ocean Conservancy, Santa Barbara, California
Mr. Randy Fry, Recreationa Fishing Alliance, Sacramento, California
G.1l.e Council Discussion and Guidance on CINMS Schedule
Ms. Patty Wolf stated she had a schedule to propose and asked Dr. Mclsaac to assist with describing it for

the Council. She noted that it was clear from the advisory body comments that they require more time to
review the CINMS material. She also noted the SSC offer to work with CINM S staff.
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Ms. Wolf moved and Mr. Anderson seconded amotion (Motion 16) to ask the SSC towork with CINM Sand
to review the draft document, to direct the advisory bodiesto completetheir review of the CINMS materials
no later than the September 2004 Council meeting, and for the Ad Hoc Channel Islands Marine Reserve
Committee (CIMRC) to meet prior to the November Council meeting to develop recommendations for the
Council.

Dr. Mclsaac described his view of the Council role. It involves three components — (1) reviewing the
proposed range of alternatives, (2) considering selection of a preferred alternative, and (2) drafting fishery
regulations under the NMSA. Currently, the Council is deciding how to review and comment on the
proposed range of alternatives, which would occur at the November 2004 meeting. After the November
meeting, CINM Swould begin to develop the DEIS, during this process the Council would have opportunity
to address components 2 and 3. He agreed with the schedule of events outlined by Ms. Wolf.

Mr. Anderson said hethinksitisimportant for the Council to play an activerolein thisprocess. The Council
hasinvested a considerable amount of time and resources on the CINM S M PA issuewithin state waters, and
we need to do the same for the federal waters portion. He supported the motion.

Mr. Warrens noted the concerns raised by Mr. Fry about process and information being used by CINMS.
He requested that the issues raised by Mr. Fry be discussed by the CIMRC.

Ms. Wolf agreed with Mr. Warrens suggestion. She suggested the CINMS staff consider all of the
comments they have heard this week from the Council and advisory bodies, as well as the comments
developed in preparation for the November Council meeting.

Dr. Burke noted that the Council should be mindful of its expanding workload, especially to ensurethat the
advisory bodies are not overloaded.

Mr. Ticehurst asked Mr. Fry to provide hiswritten statement to Council staff for distribution to the Council.
Mr. Fry agreed (audience).

Chairman Hansen asked for the vote. Motion 16 passed.
G.2  Guidelinesfor Review of Marine Reserves Issues (06/17/04; 11:14 am)
G.2.a Agendum Overview
Mr. Waldeck provided the agendum overview.
G.2.b Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) Report
Dr. Hill provided the progress report to the Council.
G.2.c Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Ms. Kathy Fosmark provided Exhibit G.2.c, Supplemental GAPReport. Mr. Mike Osmond provided Exhibit

G.2.c, Supplemental HC Report. Mr. Steve Joner read the statement of the Makah tribes about the MPA
issue (supplemental in BB).
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G.2.d Public Comment

Mr. Greg Helms, The Ocean Conservancy, Santa Barbara, California

Ms. Kate Wing, NRDC, San Francisco, California

Ms. Kathy Fosmark, Alliance of Communities for Sustainable Fisheries, Pebble Beach, California
Mr. Paul Englemeyer, resident of Oregon coast, Y achats, Oregon

Mr. John Holloway, Oregon Anglers recreational group, Portland, Oregon

G.2.e Council Action: Consider Adopting Guideline Recommendations

Mr. Waldeck highlighted for the Council the SSC’ srequest for more time to consider the public and agency
comments, and to finalize the SSC white paper. The SSC suggested afinal version of thewhite paper should
be ready for Council action at the September meeting.

Mr. Brown agrees with the SSC request. In regard to public comments, the SSC has the discretion to accept
or reject certain comments. He suggested that, if the SSC rejected certain comments, the SSC should
document why the commentswererejected, notably if therewasatechnical basisfor rejecting the comment.

Mr. Waldeck said the guidance from Mr. Brown would be included and Dr. Hill (SSC) concurred.

Mr. Anderson brought to the Council’ s attention a recent meeting of the Olympic Coast National Marine
Sanctuary (OCNMYS). Attheir meeting, Mr. Anderson provided apresentation fromthe WDFW perspective,
Dr. Clarke reviewed NWFSC research activities, and Mr. Waldeck presented information on the regional
council process and current Pacific Council initiatives. He described the OCNMS Sanctuary Advisory
Council and itsrepresentation, including WDFW and tribal representatives. He suggested the Council keep
track of their activities and engage them as appropriate.

The Council commended the SSC for their work to date on the draft "white paper." Recognizing the
importance of the SSC document, and the need to fully account for public and agency comment about the
document, the Council directed the SSC to thoroughly review commentsreceived and finalize the document
for Council consideration at the September 2004 meeting. Further, the Council tasked the SSC with briefly
responding to comments received in writing, as part of their materials for the September Council meeting.
G.3  Update on Miscellaneous Marine Protected Areas Activities (06/17/04; 1:19 pm)

G.3.a Agendum Overview
Mr. Waldeck provided the agendum overview.

G.3.b Gulf of Farallones and Cordell Bank National Marine Sanctuaries Staff Reports

Ms. Anne Walton and Mr. Dan Howard Central Coast Sanctuaries (Gulf of Farallones NMS and Cordell
Bank NM S) provided aPowerPoint presentati on describi ng the sanctuari esj oint management review process.

G.3.c Marine Protected Areas Science Institute Update

Ms. LisaWooninck, Santa Cruz Lab MPA Science Institute initiative, provided a PowerPoint presentation
describing the National MPA Center’s Science of MPAs and fishery management project.
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G.3.d Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Mr. Dan Waldeck read Exhibit G.3.d, Supplemental SSC Report.
G.3.e Public Comment

Mr. Bill James, commercial fisherman, Salem, Oregon
Ms. Kathy Fosmark, Alliance of Communities for Sustainable Fisheries, Pebble Beach, California

G.3.f Council Discussion on Marine Protected Areas Science Institute Update

Mr. Anderson said that he appreciated the information provided by the presenters. He opined that they are
following the correct procedures, in terms of coordinating with and informing the Council.

G.4  Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary Krill Harvest Ban Proposal (06/17/04; 2:24 pm)

G.4.a Agendum Overview
Mr. Waldeck provided the agendum overview.

G.4b MBNMS Staff Report
Dr. Holly Price provided a powerPoint presentation describing how the krill harvest ban proposa evolved
from the Sanctuary’ s management plan review process. MBNM S requested the Council consider aban on
directed harvest of krill within MBNMS. She noted that each of the three West Coast states currently
prohibit landing of krill.

G.4.c Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Supplemental GAP Report G.4 was read into the record. Mr. Mike Osmond provided Supplemental HC
Report G.4.

G.4.d Public Comment

Mr. Bill James, commercial fisherman, Salem, Oregon
Ms. Karen Reyna, Ocean Conservancy, San Francisco, California

G.4.e Council Discussion and Guidance on Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary Krill Harvest
Ban Proposal

Mr. Brown stated that this issue was an example of the need for away to address issues that cross-cut the
Council’sFMPs. That is, thisissueisrelevant to all Council-managed fisheriesand thereisn’t asimpleway
to addressit procedurally. He suggested there isaneed for an overarching Management Plan that could be
used to address issues like forage fish, marine reserves, habitat, etc.

Dr. Hanson provided some detail s about how the NPFM C addressed the foragefish issue. He described the

joint FMP amendment for the NPFMC BSAI and GOA FMPs. He stated the amendment was devel oped
rapidly, with virtually no opposition. Thereis an exception for forage fisheries in state waters.
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Dr. Burke said she supportstheideaof the Pacific Council devel oping measuresto prohibit devel opment of
akrill fishery. Shealso supported Mr. Brown’ s suggestion for an overarching, cross-cutting M anagement
Plan.

Relative to krill, Mr. Fougner offered to research potential mechanisms for addressing the Council’s
concerns. He will work with NOAA General Counsel and the SWFSC to develop alist of options for the
Council to consider at the September meeting.

Mr. Tim Roth noted that USFWS supported a ban on commercial krill fishinginthe EEZ. He suggested the
Council might want to consider other prey forage species as well.

Mr. Anderson supported the thoughts expressed by Dr. Burke, Mr. Roth and others. He supported
Mr. Fougner’s offer. Ms. Wolf concurred.

The Council initiated consideration of prohibiting directed fisheries for krill and, potentially, other forage
species. Council staff will work with NMFS Southwest Region and NOAA-General Counsel to develop
information about procedural mechanisms for prohibiting fishing for krill and other forage species within
the West Coast U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone. The Council will review this information and provide
further guidance at the September 2004 meeting.

4P.M.PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Public comments on fishery issues not on the agenda are accepted at this time.

Mr. Peter Hutula, PMCC, Astoria, Oregon, spoke concerning afisheriesrelated recommendation of the US
Commission report. (Written comment provided under 4 pm Public Comment).

ADJOURN

The meeting was adjourned on Friday, June 18, 2004 at 12:45 pm.
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March 8, 2005

Council Chairman Date
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