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Pursuant to the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, the
Pacific Fishery Management Council has prepared and adopted the following
management plan for the California, Oregon and Washington domestic and foreign
groundfish fisheries. The Plan was adopted in February 1981 and submitted to
the Department of Commerce for review and implementation in March 1981.
Subsequent to that time a small number of revisions and clarifications was
submitted to the Department which are included in this final version.

With the exception of one provision, the Plan was approved by the National
Marine Fisheries Service on January 18, 1982. The disapproved measure is the
requirement that foreign processing vessels participating in joint ventures
stay at Tleast six miles offshore, rather than three miles. The National
Marine Fisheries Service concluded that the measure would increase costs to
U. S. fishermen without showing a corresponding increase in benefits,

The federal regulations implementing this Plan are scheduled to be published
for a 4b-day pubiic review starting in early February 1982. Final regulations
are expected to be in place by late April 1982.
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xii PACIFIC COAST GROUNDFISH PLAN

PREFACE

Tthis comprehensive and complex plan has been under development for four
years. During that period the dynamics of the groundfish fisheries have been
evident. Fishing effort has increased on some species and decreased on

others. For one species alone ({sablefish), landings increased significantly
in 1979 and then declined sharply in 1980 because of market conditions. The
estimates of acceptable biological catch (ABC) have been exceeded during this
period for some species in some areas, as shown in the following table of ABCs
and recent trawl landings.

Vancouver Area Columbia Area
Trawl Landings Trawl Landings

Species ABC 1978 1979 1980} agc 1978 1979 1980}/
Lingcod 1,000 394 839 501 4,000 679 1,086 1,145
Pacific cod 2,200 1,985 2,145 913 900 813 641 254
Pacific ocean

perch 600 1,170% 935% 444 950 1,151* 1,072% 1,201*
Canary

rockfish 4,000 664 649 402 1,300 1,333 2,337 1,147

Yellowtail
rockfish 2,300 1,318 1,332 2,177 2,400 5,784*% 5,945% 2 608%

Widow
rockfish None 287 277 116 10,600 593 3,124 9,980

Dover sole 1,000 598  1,244* 1,020% 4,000 3,840 5,827% 3,250
English sole 600 553 488 237 2,000 1,053 1,329 595
Petrale sole 600 658* 402 223 1,100 1,188* 1,231* 875

Sablefish (all areas, all gears) ABC 1978 1979
13,400 10,125 16,792*

1/ January-October
*  Exceeded ABC

The ABCs were exceeded for Pacific ocean perch (POP}, Dover sole and petrale
sole in the Vancouver area and for POP, canary rockfish, yellowtail rockfish,
Dover spole and petrale sole in the Columbia area. For 1979 the coastwide
sablefish ABC was exceeded. If the plan had been implemented during this
period the "point of concern" mechanism would have been triggered, and the
management team would have evaluated the stocks in question, and if necessary,
would have proposed remedial measures. Alsp, the specific measures in the
Plan for protection of POP and sablefish would have been implemented.

ORIGINAL



xiii PACIFIC COAST GROUNDFISH PLAN

Although several ABCs were exceeded, no specific conservation issues {other

than POP and sablefish) have been identified. The present management measures
in the Plan are adequate to protect the resource and identify any potential
conservation needs. Furthermore, the ABCs and 0Ys in the Plan are the best

current estimates available.
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1.0 RECOMMENDED MANAGEMENT REGIME

The management regime for the groundfish fishery of the California-Washington
region presented below is the result of a comprehensive and deliberative
process. The Groundfish Fishery Management Plan was prepared by a team of
scientists selected by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC).

Preliminary drafts of the Plan were reviewed extensively by an advisory panel
of commercial fishermen, sport fishermen, charterboat operators, processors
and consumers. The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the PFMC conducted
several in-depth reviews relative to the accuracy and completeness of data and
scientific concepts presented in the Plan. Several wmajor revisions and
improvements resulted from the above process.

Subsequently, the Plan also was subjected to detailed public review, which
incTuded ten public hearings 1in nine c¢ities in California, Oregon and
Washington. A1l written and verbal testimony was considered by the Council
and revisions to the Plan were made wherever applicable and appropriate.

The management regime described here was chosen from many diverse alternatives
presented in detail in Chapter 12 of the Plan. The description of the
selected measures below is a summary of that found in Chapter 12. The reader
is referred to the Plan for further information regarding the groundfish
resource, fisheries, harvest levels and detailed management options considered
during the selection process.

These management measures are calculated to prevent overfishing while
achieving on a continuing basis the 0Y for the fishery.

1.1 Optimum Yield

Measure selected: Optimum yields for the Pacific Region groundfish fishery

are presented in the table which follows.

Optimum yield (0Y) for most groundfish species is defined as all fish which
are harvesied under regulations adopted by the PFMC. It is not a
predetermined numerical value.

Individual numerical 0Ys have bheen set for five species, Special
circumstances require that these species be managed individually. The five
species selected for individual 0Ys are:

Pacific whiting and shortbelly rockfish - these fwo species are segregated
because they can be caught with mid-water trawls with minimal bycatches.

Pacific ccean perch - this species is severely depleted and requires special

management consideration.

Sablefish - although some of {he sablefish catch is by trawl gear, much of the

catch is by directed effort with statiorary gear. In addition, harvests
in the Monterey Bay area deserve special attention,

Widow rockfish - this species can be caught with mid-water trawls with minimal

pycatch. The Tandings rose from 4,300 mt to over 19,576 mt in one year.
A stock assessment data base is severely limited.
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Optimum yields for the Pacific region groundfish fishery
(thousands of metric tons).

Species Vancouver Columbia Eureka Monterey Conception Total
Whiting 175.5%/
Sablefish 2.5 13.42/
Pacific ocean

perch 0.63  0.95%/ 4/ 4/ 4/ 1.55
Shortbelly

rockfish 10.01/
Widow rockfish 26.01/
Lingcod

Pacific cod

Other rockfishéf

Dover ATl that are landed under regulations
English/Petrale adopted by the Council.

Other flatfish

Other fishg/

1/ Total applies to the sum of catches for all areas.

= Total applies to the sum of catches for all areas except that, of this
total, Monterey Bay (Section 12.3.1.3) catches may not exceed 2.5 thousand
landed metric tons.

3/ This value represents the estimate of what will be caught under the 20-
year rebuilding schedule adopted by the Council (Table 15}. Actual

Tandings of POP will be governed by trip limits (see Section 1.4.2.4).

4/ Included in "other rockfish." This species is not common nor important in

the areas footnoted. Accordingly, for convenience, they are included in
the "other rockfish" category for these areas only.

~ By definition, the category "other rockfish" includes all rockfish species
except Pacific ocean perch, shortbelly rockfish and widow rockfish.

6/ See Table 1, Groundfish Plan.

Rationale: This optimum yield concept is presented as 0Y cption three in the

Groundfish Plan. This OY allows for a variable amount of fish to be harvested
taking into account established conservation principles. Gear restrictions
will provide protection for Jjuveniles and tend to maximize yield per
recruit. The close spatial relationship of certain species in any given area
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results in large by-catches of non-target species and mandates the muiti-
species nature of the fishery. The grouping of most species in a non-
numerical 0Y allows the flexibility to manage for the maximum yield from the
group as a whole rather than the maximum yield from each species. Option 3
basically continues the historical management practices of the states of
managing the groundfish fishery without the use of guotas, but increases the
monitoring and assessment of stock conditions and establishes a mechanism for
timely action when required. It provides for continuation of the existing
fishery while allowing for increased harvest of underutilized species
(objectives € and D of the Plan). It has the Teast impact on fishermen's
freedom since quotas are not established for most species. Adeguate
conservation measures are established through a "Points of Concern" mechanism
(see discussion below). The objective of preventing overfishing of stocks
which can be managed as a unit and rebuilding of depleted stocks is met by
setting numerical 0Ys for whiting, sablefish, shortbelly rockfish, Pacific
ocean perch and widow rockfish. Overfishing of the multispecies complex will
be prevented by the selection of management measures which follow in this
regime and the "Points of Concern" mechanism which will resolve conservation
problems in-season as they arise. The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel and the
Scientific and Statistical Committee both recommended this 0Y concept and the
preponderance of public testimony supported it.

0Y options 1 and 2 provided for numerical OY values which would result in less
management flexibility and equal or greater management and enforcement
costs., The proposed measure is the easiest to enforce because it places the
fewest restrictions on fishermen. Data collection costs would be similar
under any of the three options. All require improved data collection and

reporting systems. These additional data costs are approximately $200,000-
304G,000 per year.

Option 1, calling for 40 separate numerical OYs, was considered by the PFMC to
be impracticable in the multispecies fishery and would Tlikely result in
underharvest of certain valuable species.

Option 2, with 18 numerical 0Ys was less restrictive than Option 1. The PFMC
determined however, that numerical 0Ys were unnecessary for most species and

that they increased fishing, management and enforcement costs while failing to
provide significant increased protection to the resource, especially since the
"Points of Loncern® mechanism will provide the needed protection.

1.2 Points of Concern

Measure selected: To prevent avoidable and undesirably high catches of

individual species or species complexes, each species/species complex will be
subject to continuing assessment and monitored throughout the calendar year

for signs of biological stress. A Council-appointed Management Team will
conduct this continuing review of the status of each species/species complex
utitizing the most current catch and effort data from the fishery.

In the course of the Team's continuing review, a Point of Concern occurs when
any one or more of the following is found:

1. Exploitable biomass or spawning biomass 1is below a level expected to
produce MSY for the species/species complex under consideration;
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Recruitment is substantially below replacement Tevel;

Fishing mortality rate exceeds that required to take ABC for the calendar
year;

Catch for the calendar year 1is projected to exceed the best current
estimate of ABC; or

Any other abnormaliiy 1in the bioclogical characteristics of the

sgecies/species comptex is discovered, such as changes in age composition,
size composition, and age at maturity.

Once a Point of Concern is identified:

I.

The Team will evaluate current data to determine if the concerned stock
shows legitimate signs of biological stress or is merely demonstrating
aberrant tendencies which do not indicate biological stress;

If the Team concludes that there s evidence of stress, it will make
findings regarding which one or more of the following management measures
will relieve the condition of stress while at the same time achieve the
prioritized objectives of this FMP:

L]

Cessation of foreign fishing on the species/species complex;

Cessation of both foreign and domestic fishing on the species/species
complex;

Cessation of directed fishing (foreign, domestic or both) on the
species/species complex with appropriate allowances for incidental
harvest of the species/species complex;

Area or subarea closures;
Time closures;

Gear lTimitations;

Quotas;

Other necessary measures.,

The Team will prepare a report containing the rationale in support of the
determination that the stock 1is stressed and a recommendation and
supporting vrationale indicating which management measure(s) should be
employed to alleviate the stress consistent with the prioritized
objectives of this FMP. The report will also contain reasons why other
measures weve not recommended. The report will be presented at the first
regularly scheduled Council meeting following report preparation.

At the time and place of the meeting when the Council considers the Team's
report, a public hearing will be held to afford an opportunity for pubiic
comment.
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5. The Council, following review of the Team's report, supporting data,
public comment and other relevant information, will recommend management
measures to the Northwest Regional Director of the National Marine
Fisheries Service {RD)} accompanied by relevant background data,
information and public comment. The recommendation will explain the
urgency in implementation of the measure(s), if any, and reasons
therefore.

6. The RD will review the Council's recommendation, supporting rationale,
public comments and other relevant information, and, if he concurs in the
recommendation, will propose regulations in accordance with the
recommendations., He may also reject the recommendation, providing written
reasons for rejection.

7. If the RD concurs in the Council's recommendations, he shall publish
proposed regulations in the Federal Register and shall afford a reasonable
period for public comment which 15 consistent with the urgency {if any) of
the need to implement the management measure(s).

Nothing in this section shall be interpreted to derogate from the authority of

the Secretary of Commerce to take emergency action under Section 305{(e) of the
MFCMA.

Rationale: This is "Points of Concern® option 2 in the Plan (Section 9.3.1})
which was determined to provide the best protection for the resource because
it is based on several specific criteria related to the health of the
resource. Option 1 was considered unacceptable because it would have "tocked-
in"® the point of concern at 75% of the ABC or numerical 0Y. There are
admitted uncertainties in estimating ABC/0Y and the selection of option 1 may
have precluded early detection of a developing conservation problem.

1.3 Adjustments to Harvest Guidelines (Numerical 0Ys and/or ABCs)

Measure selected: Under this system, increases to numerical 0Ys and/or ABCs

not to exceed 30% annually may be made when warranted by new information about
the fishery as il becomes available. Downward adjustments of any size can be
accommodated for resource conservation on a case-by-case basis through the
"Points of Concern” mechanism. (Note: The intent here is to allow an
indefinite number of increases but which together cannot exceed 30%.)

The same procedure used to initiate the in-season adjustment (Section 9.3.2)
will be used to determine whether all or a portion of the adjustment will
become a permanent modification of the QY and/or ABC. The Team will use
factors on page 9-16 to determine adjustments and the RD will use the Point of
Concern  prioritized objectives and procedures to implement  these
adjustments, Increases larger than 30% must be implemented through the
standard plan amendment process (250-300 days).

Raticnale: It is understood that the numerical 0Y and ABC estimates in the
Ptan are in many instances derived from minimal, incomplete, or preliminary
data, and that there is a certain element of error in each estimate. It 1is
further understood that environmental fluctuations will affect abundance and
will therefore necessarily impart some variability to 0Y and ABC values. Use
of fixed OY and ABC values as harvest guidelines in the absence of some
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mechanism for adjustment could well lead to less than optimum utilization of
the resource. Therefore, within-season and between-season adjustments of GY
and/or ABC will be made to allow full resource utilization., A system which
allows for in-season and annual upward adjustments of 0Y and/or ABC values
under gquidelines and procedures provided in Section 9.3.2 of the Plan is
desirable. An increase of 30% without plan amendment will provide flexibility
to accommodate short-term unpredictable circumstances.

The choice of 30% has no single basis but was guided by the following
reasons. Between 1973 and 1979 the coastwide domestic catch of groundfish by
all gears increased by 96%, which on the average was 11.2% compounded
annually; the rate was higher in some years, i.e. the catch increased 25%
coastwide between 1978 and 1979 and more than 40% in the Columbia and
Vancouver areas; these increases appeared to result 1in few conservation
nroblems. While the uncontrolled growth has resulted in few conservation
problems to date, the resource is not infinite and there is not a Tong history
of increases as high as 40%. With these facts in mind, the Council chose 30%
as the upper limit for controlled growth without plan amendment.

1.4 Domestic Fishery Management Measures

1.4.1 Gear Restrictions: The selection of 0Y option 3, in which most species
have a non-numerical 0Y, places critical importance on the "Points of Concern®
mechanism and gear restrictions to ensure that the stocks are conserved. Of

particular significance are the trawl net restrictions and specifically
minimum mesh size which protects immature fish and increases yield per
recruit. All gears are subject to species quotas and considered for any

"Points of Concern" measures enacted.

1.4.1.1. Trawl

a. Trawl Gear Definition
Trawl gear is defined as a cone or funnel-shaped net which is towed or drawn

through the water by one or two vessels. Trawis are used both on bottom and
off bottom. They may be fished with or without trawl doors. They may employ
warps or cables to herd fish.

b. Trawl Mesh Size Definition

Mesh size is defined as the opening between knots; thus, in all sections that
follow, minimum mesh size means the distance between the inside of one knot to
the inside of the opposing knot regardless of twine size.

C. Minimum Trawl Mesh Size

The minimum trawl mesh size allowed regionwide is 4.5 inches. Exceptions to
accommodate biological differences between species, species distribution and
economic concerns are listed below.

d. Danish and Scottish Seines and Pair Trawls

Danish and Scottish seines wmust conform to the requirements for bottom
trawls. Pair trawls, if fished in midwater, must follow the reguirements for
pelagic trawls. If fished on bottom, they are subject to flatfish bottom
trawl requirements.
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1. Flatfisn Bottom Trawls

ATl trawl nets used for flatfish which have continuous footrope contact
with the bottom shall have a minimum mesh size of 4.5 inches or larger
throughout the net. Riblines (minimum of two) must be continuous if both
a 3.0-inch and 4.5-inch wmesh trawl are carried on ithe vessel
simultaneously. These requirements are regionwide.

Rationale: Mesh size studies by Best (1962) indicated that 4.5-inch mesh
was suitable for Dover and English sole. A tater study by Lenarz {1979}
showed that for the Columbia area 4.5-inch mesh was suitable for Dover and
English sole but that significant Tong-term increases in yield per recruit
of petrale sole would result if mesh size were increased. Best also

concluded that 5.0-inch double-walled codends were suitable for [over
sole.

Under this management regime, directed fishing for flatfish requires 4,5-
inch or larger mesh. Ecaonomic efficiency and energy expenditure are
improved if a wvessel can carry both a 3.0 and 4.5-inch mesh
simultaneously. To discourage covert use of 3.0-inch codends on flatfish
trawls, the continuous ribline requirement should provide incentive to
abide by the regulation because to do otherwise would be costly in terms
of lost fishing time to make the conversion.

2. Roller or Bobbin Trawls

In the Eureka, Columbia and Vancouver areas 3.0-inch mesh is permitted
provided that:

(a) the trawl footrope must have rollers or bobbins which are a minimum
of 14 inches in diameter;
(b) Codends must be single walled;

Rationale: Results of work by Jow (unpublished) showed that reduction of
mesh size from 4.5 inches to 3.0 inches would have adverse biological
effects on bocaccio and chilipepper rockfish., Since these species are the
major component of rockfish landed in the Conception and Monterey areas
reduction of mesh size from 4.5 inches to 3.0 inches is not allowed for
the following biological and conservation reasons:

(1) 3.0-inch mesh recruits fish to the fishery at ages of 2 and 3 years,
respectively, for bocaccio and chilipepper; average age at maturity
is 4-6 years for bocaccic and age 6 for chilipepper; and

{2) with 4.5~inch mesh, yield is 12% to 25% greater at fishing rates of
0.2 to 0.5 for bocaccio and 7% to 22% greater at fishing rates of 0.3
to 0.5 for chilipepper;

(3) reductions in spawning biomass range from 33% to 62% for bocaccio and
45% to 78% for chilipepper for year classes exposed to the additional
years in the fishery at fishing rates of 0.2 to 0.5.

The requivement for 3.0-inch mesh codends to be single walled is necessary

for two reasons: (1) unless alignment is very precise the effective mesh
size opening is even further reduced, which relates to escapement, and (2)

ORIGINAL



1-8 PACIFIC COAST GROUNDFISH PLAN

fishermen have stated that a single-walled codend can be used effectively
with roller gear.

Allowing 3.0-inch mesh in the Eureka-Vancouver areas reduces gilling of
some rockfish species and provides for efficient prosecution of fishing
for whiting with on-bottom trawls. Bocaccio and chilipepper are not

commercially important in the Vancouver and Columbia areas and irawl
effort is not as great in the northern areas. Therefore 3.0-inch mesh can
be allowed,

The appropriateness of the use of 3.0-inch mesh roller trawl nets in the
Eureka area is unknown due to the uncertainties in the distribution and

patterns of recruitment of Juvenile rockfish. The use of 3.0-inch mesh
roller trawls in the Eureka area must be closely monitored to determine
impacts on the stocks.

3. Pelagic Trawls
Pelagic trawis must conform with the following reguirements:

(a) minimum mesh size is 3.0-inch regionwide (shortbelly rockfish will
require smaller mesh and will be handled under special permit, see
Section 13.6);

(b} codends must be single walled;

{c} bottom line at trawl mouth must be without protection (rollers,
bobbins or discs) and may not exceed 1.75 inches in diameter, which
includes twine necessary for seizing material;

(d) sweeplines, including bottom leg of bridle, must be bare;

(e} an incidental catch of bocaccio, chilipepper, splitnose and
yellowtail rockfishes (in the aggregate) is limited fo 500 1bs. or 5%
of the trip weight in the Conception and Monterey areas when fishing
for whiting, widow rockfish and shortbelly rockfish with pelagic
trawls of mesh size less than 4.5 inches.

Rationale: A 3.0~inch mesh will allow efficient prosecution of fishing
for whiting and widow rockfish while allowing for escapement of juvenile
whiting. These and other gear provisions parallel physical makeup of
pelagic trawls currently in use and have been shown to be effective.
These provisions will discourage fishing on the bottom with pelagic
trawls.

The Council has encouraged directed fishing for whiting, widow rockfish
and shortbelly rockfish. Allowing for an incidental catch of 500 lbs. or
5% of the trip weight of fish other than whiting, widow rockfish and
shortbelly rockfish will provide for directed fishing in the Conception
and Monterey areas without undue harm to bocaccio and chilipepper
rockfish. The choice of 500 lbs., or 5% of the trip weight complies with
established convention and provides for a safeguard until better data are
acquired.

The Council acknowledges a one-year phase-in period for domestic pelagic

trawlers to adapt their gear to the codend and chafing gear requirements
in the FMP.
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4. Double Walled Codends

DoubTle-walled codends are limited to 4.5-inch mesh trawls only. The
double-walled portion may noi be Tlonger than 25 meshes or 12 feet
whichever is greater. Meshes must coincide knot-for-knot throughout the
double-walled portion. Manufactured double-ply mesh is not considered to
be double-walled.

Rationale: Mesh selection studies of 4.5-inch mesh have shown that
4.5~inch double walled codends do allow escapement of juvenile flatfish
provided proper alignment 1is achieved. The Tlength 1imit conforms to
current practices because of the way mesh is constructed and marketed.
The double waliled portion also provides a measure of strength when the
codend is pulled aboard.

5. Codend Chafing Gear
{a) On 4.5-inch botiom trawls encircling chafing gear may not be Tess
than 15 inches minimum mesh. If mesh size is less than 15 inches

only the bottom one-half of the codend may be covered.

(b} On 3-inch roller or pelagic trawls encircling chafing gear is

permitted but the upper one-half may not be less than 6~inch minimum
mesh.

(c) No chafing gear or chafing gear sections on any trawl may be
connected directly to the terminal end of the codend.

Rationale: Chafing gear is used to provide protection to the codend while
the trawl is towed across the seabed or being hauled aboard the vessel.
Mesh sizes were chosen by an industry working group and should provide a
biclogical safeguard although experimental evidence is lacking.

Under current state regulations, chafing gear can only be used on the
bottom one-half of the codend.

6. Mesh Measurement

Mesh measurements will be made in the following manner:

(a) mesh measurements will be made on wet webbing;

(b) mesh measurements will be made in the codend;

{¢) mesh measurements will be made using a stainless steel wedge;

(d) a minimum of 20 measurements will be made and the wedge must pass
through at teast 80% of the meshes measured;

(e) meshes will be measured, without undue force, two at a time (meshes
are to be doubled over).

Rationale: Mesh measurement, at present, is accomplished in various ways
and is not consistent between states. Provisions prescribed will assure

uniform mesh measurement in an economical manner. The wedge measuring
devise is currently used by the State of California.

7. Enforcement and Other Costs

Enforcement costs associated with mesh size regulation will be mostly
borne by the federal government since adequate enforcement can only take
place at sea.
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Costs to fishermen are impossible to quantify. Fishermen who choose to
use roller trawls but who do not now have roller frawls will have to
invest in this gear. Fishermen not now fishing flatfish would have to
purchase 4.5-inch trawls to do so. In reality, nearly all costs to
fishermen would be voluntary and not mandatory because of regulations
imposed by mesh size restriction. Also most trawl fishermen already have
mulii-traw] capability. Increased standardization of mesh size reduces
costs to fishermen.

8. Other Mesh Size Alternatives Lonsidered

The status quo, option 1, would have been discriminatory because the State
of California requires 4.5-inch mesh while the states of Oregon and
Washington have less restrictive but inconsistent measures (see
Table 11). Status quo would have mandated a degree of economic
inefficiency relative to whiting in waters off northern and central
California, Status quo would not have achieved a goal of the irawl
industry for regionwide uniform mesh size requirements.

Option 2 (regionwide 4.5-inch mesh) was rejected by the Council because in
the Columbia and Vancouver areas this mesh size would have caused a
gilling probiem with Pacific ocean perch and subseguent hardship on traw!
fishermen fishing for this species. This alternative would have achieved
regionwide uniformity, but the ability of domestic fishermen to

effectively harvest whiting would have been greatly compromised because
efficient harvesting of whiting requires smaller mesh.

Option 3 (atlowing 3.0-inch mesh only in the Columbia-Vancouver areas) was
an attempt to alleviate the gilling problem with Pacific ocean perch and
also accommodate the need to protect undersized bocaccio and chilipepper
in the Monterey and Conception areas with a 4.5-inch mesh requirement.
However, bocaccio and chilipepper are relatively minor in the Eureka area;
4.5-inch mesh results in gilling problems when fishing for widow rockfish,
which are important in the Eureka area; and 4.5-inch mesh would hinder
fishing for whiting in the Eureka area.

Option 4 (3.0-inch mesh plus incidental catch limits) was an attempt to
achieve status quo without resorting to state boundaries. The Council
rejected this alternative because opportunities to harvest whiting in the
Fureka area would have been much reduced. Also the Council decided there
was not sufficient biological reason to prohibit the use of 3.0-inch mesh
in the Eureka area at this time.

1.4.1.2. Set Nets (Trammel Nets and Gill Nets)

Measure selected:

Set netting in the FCZ for groundfish is permitted south of 38°N latitude (Pt.
Reyes, CA). The use of set nets is prohibited in all areas north of 38°N
Tatitude.

Rationale: A set net fishery has operated for many years south of 38°N but

was prohibited north of 38°N hy the State of California to prevent harvest of
salmon. Gear conflicts occur in the southern area, and a compromise agreement
among users has resulted in an allocation of resources. Set net gear has not

been used for groundfish in areas north of Pt. Reyes for many years, State
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regulations prohibit the use of set net gear in California north of Pt. Reyes,
in Oregon and in Washington (except certain areas of Puget Sound where it is
permissible for dogfish and Pacific cod only).

The prohibition of set nets is primarily intended to prevent the use of set
gill nets in areas of salmon abundance. On the Pacific Coast of America, gill
nets are used principally to harvest salmon and account for about one-third of
all salmon landings wherever they are fished {Browning 1974). Although they
may be effectvely used for groundfish, Tittle is known of the incidental catch
of salmon. Further, any misuse, whether intentional or not, could yield
unacceptably high catches of salmon.

Canadian fisheries authorities also prohibit the use of set nets for
groundfish {including dogfish) in all waters to prevent undesirable by-catch
problems and generally consider set nets to be an undesirable gear to harvest
groundfish.

A1l legal groundfish gears have a small incidental catch of salmon but do not
nhave the potential to effectively target on saimon.

Conversely, gill nets are primarily a salmon fishing gear and if, while
fishing for groundfish, they are inepily or surreptitiously used, have the
potential to consistently catch Targe numbers of salmon. Several other issues
contributed to the decision to prohibit set nets north of 38°N latitude,

{1) High cost of enforcement and management

(a} A1l set nets are prohibited in areas of salmon abundance to
prevent directed or incidental catches of salmon. Enforcement
of regulations to allow set nets for groundfish, while
prohibiting salmon harvest, would be extremely costly and time
consuming. Effective enforcement would reguire monitoring at
sea, boardings to check gear and catches, and intensive
monitoring of catches at the port of landing.

{b) There are no catch data available for groundfish set netting in

the FCZ north of 38°N. No legal set-netting has occurred in the
FCZ since 1978.

(2) Gear conflicts

Conflicts between fixed and mobile gear are common wherever the two
types of gear coincide. The Council has received testimony relative
to conflicts between fixed gear for sabiefish and trawls and also
between rockfish gill nets and hook-and-line gear in Southern
California. Similar conflicts between mobile fishing gear
{principally trawls) and set nets would be virtually unavoidable if
set nets were to be permitied in the northern areas.

(3} Resource issues
(a) Set nets may be lost due to rough terrain, bad weather or other

reasons. Lost gear will continue to catch and kill fish for an
unknown period of time.
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(b) There have been many cases in Puget Sound where set net gear was
not picked for three or more days, and a large portion of the
catch was unsalable because of decomposition and predation.

This problem could be more severe in coastal waters if bad
weather and Tong distances prevent timely attendance of the net.

(4) Allocation (See Plan Section 8.6)

The Council has instructed the Groundfish Management Team to
investigate the advisability of resource or area allocation among
commercial gear types and between commercial and recreational
fishermen. The Council concluded that adding an additional gear type
at this time to an already complex fishery issue could be counter-
product ive.

{5) International Considerations

In 1957 the United States and Canada effectively curtailed a
developing ocean net fishery for salmon by an agreement which
prohibits net fishing for salmon west of a line from Bonilla Point,
Vancouver Istand to Tatoosh Island, Washingtoni-. This agreement
remains in effect. Due to the potential of set nets to be misused
and the uncertainty of incidental salmon catches in nets targeting on

groundfish, it was considered imprudent to approve an ocean set net
fishery which could violate the intent of the agreement.

“Gill Net Management Measures implemented by California: The Council endorses
the state regulations set forth in Article 5 of the California Fish and Game
Code, Section 8680 through 8693, to manage the California gill net fishery in
the FCZ south of 38 N. Tatitude. The requirements, which will be enforced by
the State of California, appear in Appendix B and are summarized below.

Sections 8680 - 8683: These provisions require gill-netters to be experienced

and to obtain permits. The experience reguirement is intended to minimize the
occurrence of lost gill nets which may continue to catch and waste fish.
Experienced fishermen harvest fish efficiently and operate gear without gear
loss or loss of catch., This is consistent with other provisions of the FMP
which reduce wastage and minimize lost gear (see Section 1.4.2.3 Sablefish).
The measure should provide the greatest overall benefit through higher
catches, greater efficiency and increased economic benefits.

Section 8693 (c): Only a minor part of the specified area closures (about 50

square nautical miles) is in the FCZ. Requiring federal enforcement of this
small area would be prohibitively expensive and awkward since most of the
closed area is under state jurisdiction,

1/ Conference on Coordination of Fishery Regulations between Canada and the
United States. Summary of Proceedings. Seattle, WA,
February 27-18, 1957.
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Section 8693 (f): This measure requires rockfish and Tlingcod gill nets to
have mesh of at least 4 1/8 inches and to be constructed of twine no ltarger
than number six nylon. The mesh size requirement is consistent with other
provisions of the FMP to reduce capture of juveniles and to increase yield
(e.g., minimum trawl mesh size requirements). Escapement of small fish from a
4 1/8-inch gill net should equal or exceed escapement from 4 1/2-inch trawls,
since gill nets are passive fishing gear. No enforcement difficulties are
perceived as a result of this measure since it is not a federal regulation.
The twine restriction pervents the gear from fishing indefinitely if lost and
therefore reduces waste. These measures are consistent with the National
Standards.

Section 8693 (g): This measure prohibits rockfish and lingcod gill-netting
south of Pt. Sal (340 54'N) in waters less than 50 fathoms along the mainland
and in waters Tess than 70 fathoms elsewhere. A substantial portion of the
closed area {about 860 square nautical miles) lies within the FCZ. This is a
significant measure since it directly allocates groundfish resources among
users. (See Appendix B, Figure B-2.)

This measure was developed in response to conflicts between recreational hook-
and-line fishermen and commercial gill-netters off California. Recreational
interests, notably commerical passenger fishing vessel operators, claimed that
the gill net fishery in southern California has impacted their fishery and
that they could not co-exist with gill-netters. Reduction in rockfish stocks
and preemption of productive rockfish fishing areas were claimed by
recreational fishermen. Considerable testimony on the perceived depletion of
rockfish stocks by gill-netters in the Conception Area had been received by
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and it was also received at
Council meetings, Advisory Panel meetings and public hearings.

The CDFG, in considering these proposals, determined that they were related to
an increasing gear conflict between commercial and recreational interests over
the common use of nearshore areas. In situations where both groups fish the
same areas, the hook-and-line fishermen have difficulty competing with gill
net fishermen because a gill net is more efficient. The resource is not in
danger of being jeopardized in these situations; however, the average size of
fish taken in a specific area is reduced to a point where it is no longer
viable for either group to continue fishing. (More detailed discussion of
this conflict appears in Sections 8.6, 8.6.1, and 12.3.2.5).

In an effort to seek an equitable solution to the problem, the CDFG met with
representatives of the commerical and recreational users and assisted in the
development of legislation which was agreed to by all parties concerned.

The Council believes that the scolution to this strictly local problem,
invelving but one state, 1is best left to agreement between users of the
resource and implementation by the state as long as it is not inconsistent
with federal law. Mindful of federal policy which discourages the unnecessary
promulgation of federal regulations, the Council, finding that state
implementation of this compromise agreement is not inconsistent with this FMP,
believes it should be implemented as a matter of state law. This measure is
consistent with the FMP objective of minimizing gear conflicts among users and
is consistent with the National Standards of the MFCMA. The most relevant and
critical standards against which this measure should be judged are National
Standards 1, 4 and 5.
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Section 8693(g) relative to National Standard 1l: This measure will promote
prevention of overfishing and will encourage attainment of OY. Because the
more efficient gill net is prohibited from nearshore areas, the possibility of
overfishing is diminished. Moreover, the majority of the gill net catch south
of Pt. Sal is believed to come from depths of 50 to 100 fathoms, so food
production should not be diminished by this measure. Access to productive
gill net fishing areas would be maintained, and improved recreational benefits
would be provided by giving hook-and-Tine fishermen greater access to rockfish
and lingcod resources. Consegquently, the measure will enable both hook-and-
line and gill net fisheries to operate without harming the stock, with
expanded economic and social benefits resulting from minimizing gear conflicts
and allowing the much larger hook-and-line fishery better access to the
resource.

Section 8693{g) Relative to National Standard 4: This measure does not
discriminate between residents of different states since it involves only
California users. The Council recognizes that this state management measure
would not apply to vessels not registered in California. At this time, there
are no known vessels other than California vessels participating in this
fishery, The Council realizes the potential for discrimination against
California vessels if other vessels enter this fishery, It is unlikely that
Oregon or Washington vessels would travel such a great distance to fish for
rockfish and Tlingcod in waters off California, then travel all the way back to

untoad. If it does occur, the matter of leaving regulation to the State will
be reconsidered.

The area restrictions do, however, result in an allocation of the resource
between gill-netters and other commercial and recreational fishermen,
principally hook-and-ltiners. The three criteria {A-C} in the Standard are
satisfied as discussed below.

(A) The measure is fair and equitable to all fishermen. It will reduce
the difficulty that hook-and-liners face when they have to compete in the
same areas with more efficient gill-netters, as well as vreduce
entanglement of hook-and-line gear with gill nets, while still providing
significant areas for gill net fishing. A good measure of its
equitablility is the fact that it was a compromise acceptable to the user
groups involved.

(B) As discussed above the measure will promote preveniion of
overfishing. Rockfish catches have been below ABC for the past few
years. Greater yields are not expected as a resylt of this measure.
Recreational hook-and-line fishermen are given better access to the
resource and they are less efficient than gill-netters,

(C) No particular entity is given an excessive share. Hook-and-line
fishermen stand to gain from this measure, but so does society in terms of
increased economic activity associated with the large recreational fishery
and supporting industries in southern California. In addition, the need
to preserve the quality of the recreational fishing experience was a major
consideration in this deliberation. As resources will be available to
gitl-netters outside of the closed area, no excessive shares will be
acquired by the hook-and-iiners. The fishing efficiency and fishing power
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of gill nets are such that catches will probably not diminish when effort
is transferred to deeper water,

Section 8693(g) Relative to National Standard 5: The promotion of efficiency
is not practicable in this case. If the most important objective were to
promote efficiency, gill-netters might be given free rein to operate to the
exclusion of the less efficient hook-and-1ine gear, in derogation of National
Standard 4. This measure does noft have economic allocation as its sole
purpose. This issue 1is largely a social conflict and one that can best be

resolved by separating the two user groups spatially.”

1.4.1.3. Commercial Hook and Line

Measure selected: No restrictions are proposed on the use of hook-and-line
gear to harvest groundfish commercially.

1.4.1.4. Trap

Measure selected: Traps harvest sablefish almost exclusively but are legal
gear for all species listed in this Plan. See the sablefish restrictions
discussed below.

1.4.1.5. Recreational

Measure selected: Legal recreational gear are hook-and-Tine and spear.

Rationale: The use of this gear in taking groundfish in conformity with bag
limits where applicable is biologically acceptable. These gears have been
historicaily wused by recreational fishermen and are also socially
acceptable. The regulation imposes no new restrictions on the recreational
fishery.

1.4.2 Species Restrictions

1.4.2.1. Lingcod

Measure selected: Commercial harvest of lingcod is managed by legal gear
qegulatiens adopted by the Council. There is no numerical QY or quota for
ingcod.

Recreational fishermen are permitted a daily bag 1imit of three lingcod.

California allows up to three daily bag and possession limits of saltwater
finfish for recreational fishermen during a multi-day trip in offshore waters
ten or more miles distant from the mainland shore provided a declaration of
such a trip is filed in advance with the California Department of Fish and
Game. This California provision is consistent with any bag limit option as no
more than one bag 1imit may be taken on each day of the multi-day trip.

Rationale: Lingcod stocks are in satisfactory condition in all areas.
Lingcod will be monitored and protected under the "Points of Concern”
mechanism, Sport bag limits imposed on recreational users of lingcod have
both biological and social reasons. A biological reason is declining catch
rates in areas of high wuse, but which by 1itself does not necessarily
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constitute overfishing. Social reasons are to distribute the catch over a
greater number of recreational users,

Most Tingcod caught by the commercial fisheries, particularly the trawl
fishery, are incidental to other fishing operations or from areas not utilized
by  recreational users. Restricting commercial  users might be
counterproductive unless it can be shown that the resource can be transferred
from one user group to another. In the Columbia area, for example, lingcod
tagged near shore and offshore have shown no interchange between tagging areas
for two years of tag returns.

Prior to adoption of the Groundfish Management Plan state daily bag limits for
anglers were five fish in California and three in Oregon and Washington.
These bag Timits were developed over many years and are biologically sound and
socially acceptable. Options considered fell in a range of 3-5 fish per
day. A larger bag limit could cause wastage and poor utilization of the
fish. This measure is consistent with objective C of the Plan to provide a
favorable climate for existing commercial and recreational fisheries.

Bag limits for groundfish have been proven enforceable by the state management
agencies., This measure will likely be enforced by the states in conjunction

with their ongoing enforcement activities. There will Tikely be no additional
costs to the federal government for enforcement,

1.4.2.2. Pacific Whiting

Measure selected: Pacific whiting restrictions are presented above under
"Gear Restrictions-Trawl."

1.4.2.3. Sablefish

Conservation problems have been identified in the Monterey Bay area {36°30'N -
37°00'N) and the coastwide landings in 1979 exceeded the 13,400 mt OY by
25%. The status quo may allow the OYs to be exceeded in the two areas.

Measure selected: A sablefish trip 1imit (percentage of the landing by
weight) will be implemented in a management area (i.e. Monterey Bay or the
Washington-California area) whenever 095% of the QY is reached in that
management area. When area 0Ys are reached all landings in that area will be
prohibited.

The trip 1imit will be established as the percentage of sablefish in all trawl
landings which contain sablefish landed in that management area up to the time
95% of the OY was reached. Sablefish trip limits so set will not in any case
exceed 30% of the landing weight.

The RD will follow the above criteria and implement the trip Timit by field
order,

Rationale: Fixed gear (trap and longline) fishermen tanded 74% of the
sablefish in the Washington to California area in 1979 and they landed 90% of
the sablefish in the Monterey Bay area in recent years. The 95% catch
provides nearly equal shares to all user groups. This option allows sablefish
caught incidentally with any gear fo be landed until the QYs are reached. It
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provides a slight catch advantage to trawlers but the trip limit percentage
would inhibit targetted fishing for sablefish. Discards of sablefish will be
reduced in normal fishing operations but some discard might result in cases
where high sablefish catches are encountered.

Enforcement of this measure is possible; the cost of enforcement would be

variable and would depend on when trip limits are implemented. Trip limits
have been enforced effectively in the states of Washingten and Oregon for
Pacific ocean perch.

This measure affords greater flexibility than the measure which closes the
fishery when 100% of either 0Y is reached., It will also more nearly achieve

0Y because unavoidable incidental catches would continue in the trawl fishery
even after closure.

The other major option considered was the addition of a minimum size limit for
sablefish. This measure was rejected because it would increase discards and
mortality of undersized fish and because a specialty fillet market based on
small sablefish would be eliminated.

Other sablefish measures selected

a. Fixed gear shall not be left unattended for more than seven days.

Rationale: Placing fixed gear on the bottom preempts other fixed gear
fishermen and mobile gear fishermen from using that area. Most fixed gear
fishermen attend their gear every day or so absent bad weather or mechanical
difficulties. Occasionally a fisherman will leave gear unattended for long
periods to participate in another fishery. This measure is designed to
prohibit this occasional viclator from usurping the grounds., The seven day
period was chosen to allow for uncertainties in the weather and vessel
breakdowns. A tonger period is considered preemptive of other fishermen.
Without this measure there would be no mechanism to remove abandoned fixed
gear. The fintent is not to require constant monitoring. Most fixed gear
fishermen do not leave their gear unattended.

While this measure may pose some enforcement problems, it is enforceable., It
will reguire periodic on-site monitoring, and the cost of enforcement may
increase but should not be prohibitive, since the intent is not to require
constant monitoring.

Other measures considered by the Council would have placed a limit on the
number of traps or amount of groundline which could be fished per vessel. The
Council felt that these alternatives would have <created unnecessary
inefficiencies and would have been difficult to enforce. Each vessel would
have a specific gear capacity that would have to be tested and documented.
At-sea monitoring would be costly. The measure selected will solve the
problem of ground preemption without unnecessary restriction.

b. Fixed gear shall be marked with poles, flags, lights, and radar reflectors
attached to each end of the set. A buoy showing identification of the owner
shall be included. Gear shall be marked at the surface every one mile of
groundline with any of the above markers.
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Rationale: The landings of sablefish by gears other than trawl increased from
6,332 mt in 1978 to 12,342 mt in 1979 (data are preliminary). Most of this
"other gear" catch is taken by fixed gear, i.e. traps and longlines. The
increased use of fixed gear creates real and potential gear confiict
problems. Fishermen have reported gear entanglements with other fixed gear
fishermen (trap vs. Tongline), with mobile gear (foreign and domestic trawl)
and with non-fishing vessels. Requiring that fixed gear fishermen mark their
gear will increase the probability that other vessels will avoid it.
Fishermen support this measure and state that many already mark their gear in
some fisheries. This measure will ensure that all fixed gear fishermen mark
their gear and in a fashion which will maximize detection by others. Gear
marking measures will result in a small capital cost to fishermen and will
have high social acceptance.

This measure is easily enforceable by spot-checking at sea or examining the
gear in port before it is taken to the grounds., Costs of enforcement should
be minimal since the gear can be checked quickly and in conjunction with other
at-sea or dockside enforcement acitivities.

The requirement that gear be marked every mile is necessary so that other user
groups will know the extent of long groundlines. Fishermen have testified
that some groundlines are up to nine miles in length and that encounters by
trawl vessels particularly can be costly and dangerous.

c. Traps must have a biodegradable escape device located on a side panel; an
escape device must be constructed with #21 or smaller untreated cotton twine
so that an opening of at least eight inches 1in diameter results when
deterioration of the twine occurs.

Rationale: This measure would minimize mortality of sablefish caught in lost
or unattended traps by providing for escapement. This is an established
practice in many trap fisheries and escape panels currently are required by
ihe States of Washington, Oregon and California. The specification above is
consistent with state definitions for escape devices and therefore the
additional cost to fishermen is zero, and the additional cost of enforcement
to the federal government is minimal or zero.

Reporting of Gear Locations

Reporting of fixed gear location is not reguired but fixed gear fishermen are
encouraged to do so with the United States Coast Guard. Reporting of fixed
gear will facilitate compensation cliaims by fishermen who have Jost fixed
gear.

1.4.2.4. Pacific Ocean Perch

Measure selected: A trip limit of 10,000 1bs. or 10% of the total trip weight
is allowed for Pacific ocean perch (Sebastes alutus}).

Rationale: The intent of this measure is to provide for incidental catches of
Pacific ocean perch but to discourage directed fishing. It is expected that
this trip limit will keep catches of Pacific ocean perch within the 20-year
rebuilding option chosen by the Council for the Columbia and Vancouver
areas. Also, the chosen trip 1imi{ allows for a more equitable division of
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catch between the larger vessels operating in the Vancouver area and the
smaller vessels operating in the Columbia area.

The analysis by Taggart et al. (1980} showed that a 10,000 1b., 10% trip Timit
is within the 20-year rebuilding schedule in the Vancouver area. Fishermen
stated that a change from the more liberal current state limit of 10,000 ibs.

or 25% in the Vancouver area to a more restrictive limit would result in
catches which will fall within the 20-year rebuilding schedule (600 mt)
because fishing patterns will be altered particularly for the Tonger high

volume trips common to the Vancouver area.

In the event that the landings under the 16,000 -~ 10% limit exceed the 20-year
rebuilding schedule in either the Vancouver area (600 mt} or Columbia area
(950 mt) in calendar year 1981, the trip Timit will be 5,000 lbs. or 10% in
both areas on January 1, 1982, If it is determined that the overall fishing
mortality cannot be reduced then a more restrictive Timit will not serve a
useful purpose. 0Other measures considered are addressed in section 12.3.1.4
of the FMP. These measures were rejected because the measure selected was
superior in terms of conservation (rebuilding) and minimizes social and
economic impacts. The alternative measure of 5,000 1bs. and 10% would be used
only in the event that the 10,000 1b., 10% trip limit does not meet the
rebuilding objective. Although economic considerations were addressed, the
final decision was based primarily on social and resource conservation
considerations. Trip Timits under consideration 1in this Plan are not
significantly different in their long-term economic impact.

If the 5,000 1b., 10% 1imit is implemented, the Management Team will present

an analysis of this Timit and other alternative limits fo the Council prior to
April 1, 1982. This analysis will consider present stock conditions, utilize
current data and address the difference in rebuilding schedules between the
Vancouver and Columbia areas.

1.4.2.5. Other Rockfish

Measure selected: Commercial harvest of other rockfish is managed by legal

gear regutations adopted by the Council, There is no numerical OY or guota
for rockfish {except POP, widow, and shortbelly rockfish}.

Recreational fishermen are permitted a daily bag 1imit of 15 rockfish.

California allows up to three daily bag and possession limits of saltwater
finfish for recreational fishermen during a multi-day trip in offshore waters

ten or more miles distant from fthe mainland shore provided a declaration of
such a trip is filed in advance with the (alifornia Department of Fish and
Game. This California provision is consistent with any bag limit option as no

more than one bag limit may be taken on each day of the multi-day trip.

Rationale: “Other Rockfish" stocks are in satisfactory condition in all

areas. Rockfish will be monitored and protected under the "Points of Concern”
mechanism.

Prior to adoption of the Groundfish Management Plan state daily bag limits
were 15 fish in California, Oregon and Washington. These bag limits were
developed over many years and are consistent with biological principles and
soctally acceptable. Options considered fell in a range of 5-15 fish per
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day. The PFMC concluded that in view of the status of stocks, that
recreational anglers should be allowed an opportunity to harvest up to 15
rockfish per day. A larger bag Timit could cause wastage and poor utilization

of the fish, This measure is consistent with objective C of the Plan to
provide a favorablie climate for existing commercial and recreational

fisheries,

As discussed under lingcod above, the measure is enforceable and will require
no or little additional enforcement costs.

1.4.2.6 Shortbelly Rockfish

Measure selected: Shortbelly rockfish will be managed by experimental gear
permit in cases where the gear proposed is not legal.

Rationale: While available evidence indicates that the stock of shortbelly
rockfish is capable of supporting a 10,000 mt fishery, there is Tittle
information available on possible effects of a large fishery such as poor
yield per recruit because of catches of smaller than optimum size shortbelly
rockfish or other desirable species, or the proper gear for an efficient
fishery. Until this necessary information is obtained, the fishery will be
considered experimental and managed on an experimental basis. (See Sections
1.4.5 and 13.6).

1.4.2.7. Dover, English, and Petrale Soles

Measure selected: Given the selection of 0Y Option 3, these species of
fiatfish will have a non-numerical 0Y and therefore will not have a quota,
They will be managed using the "Points of Concern" mechanism and legal gear
regulations adopted by the Council,

Rationale:  Gear regulations alone are calculated to prevent conservation
problems. Analyses by Lenarz (1978 a,b) indicate that the production curves

for Dover and English are relatively flat-topped and therefore this group can
be fished at, near or slightly above MSY levels without significant problems.

1.4.3 Restrictions on Other Fisheries

1.4.3.1. Troll Salmon

Measure selected: There are no restrictions on the catch of groundfish in the
ocean troll salmon fishery consistent with the "no restriction" measure
selected for hook-and-Tine fisheries above.

Rationale: In the ocean salmon fishery some groundfish are also caught. The
major species caught are rockfish and Tingcod. In the Columbia and Vancouver
areas the incidental landings of groundfish were 2.3% and 1.1% of total
groundfish landings in 1978 and 1979, respectively. Because of the small
magnitude of the caiches, there is no probiem and restrictions are not
recommended,
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1.4.3.2. Pink Shrimp

Measures selected: The incidental landings of groundfish in the pink shrimp
fishery are Timited to 1,500 1bs. daily accumulated over the trip. Whiting,

shortbelly rockfish and arrowtooth flounder are excluded from the incidental
landing restriction.

Rationale: Groundfish are caught incidentally and sometimes deliberately by
shrimp trawlers. Non-targeted catches of groundfish by shrimp fishermen have
resulted in few problems while returning some economic benefits to the shrimp
fishermen. Other harvesters of groundfish have expressed concern only when
shrimp fishermen target on groundfish. The targeted catches are of concern
for two reasons:

a. There is a potential for directed fishing on groundfish with shrimp gear
(small mesh trawls), which would defeat the purpose of gear regulations

set for other groundfish fisheries. Catches of substantial quantities of
small groundfish in the small-mesh shrimp fishery could reduce recruitment
to directed fisheries for larger fish,

b. Landings of targeted catches of groundfish by shrimp trawlers have caused
some social problems in Oregon and Washington, where no landing
restrictions exist.

Prior to the beginning of the 1980 shrimp season, processors in some areas
offered incentives to shrimp fishermen. These incentives were somewhat
reduced by mid-season. Incentives of no restrictions on groundfish
landings when coupled with the same processors limiting landings of
rockfish by groundfish trawlers pose social and economic problems because
landings of rockfish by shrimp fishermen impact groundfish trawlers when
some portion of the trawler's market is usurped by groundfish landings
from shrimp vessels. [f the trawler is placed on landing limits by the
processor, then the potential discard from the trawl fishery could be
greater than the groundfish landing from the shrimp fishery. Social

aspects of landing limits, or lack of, are difficult to evaluate since a
1imit acceptable to one 1individual or group may not be acceptable to
others.

This limit would reduce incentive to target on groundfish with small mesh
shrimp trawls but would allow most fish caught incidentally to shrimp

fishing to bhe marketed. Some waste would still occur in the shrimp
fishery if exceptionally large catches of groundfish are made.

An alternative considered by the Council and suggested by the Groundfish
Advisory Subpanel was 2,000 1bs. or 10% of the shrimp catch per trip.
This alternative was not chosen because the potential discard was

considered too high. In 1979, this allowance would have resulted in a
discard of 316 mt or 25% of the incidentally landed groundfish.

A second alternative considered by the Council was 3,000 1b. or 15% of the
shrimp catch per trip. This alternative was rejected by the Council after
being presented with documentation and testimony from shrimp fishermen

that claimed unfair treatment under a trip limit. Larger shrimp vessels
make longer trips, up to five days, and a 3,000 1b. trip limit (or 2,000)
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would have restricted the larger vessel more than the vessel which makes
one or two day trips. In 1979, a 3,000 1b. or 15% 1limit would have
resulted in a discard of 178 mt or 14% of the incidentally landed
groundf ish.

the impact of the 1,500 1b. daily limit is unknown but shrimp fishermen
testified that most of their incidental catches would fall under this
Timit. The measure should allow shrimp fishermen to land their incidental
catches, minimize waste and discourage targetting on groundfish with a
small mesh net.

Status quo was not considered a viable alternative because it would have
been discriminatory. Shrimp fishermen landing shrimp into California's
ports are restricted to 500 1bs. of groundfish per delivery while shrimp
fishermen landing shrimp into Oregon and Washington ports are not
restricted by incidental catch limits.

1.4.3.3 Spot and Ridgeback Prawns

Measure selected: The incidental landings of groundfish in the spot and
ridgeback prawn fishery are limited to 1,000 1bs. per trip.

Rationale: Fish are an unavoidable by-catch in the spot prawn and ridgeback
prawn fishery. An allowable fish catch of 1,000 1bs. would permit the landing
of marketable fish caught coincidentally in the prawn fishery; it would
prevent the waste of marketable fish. The 1,000 1b. fish Timit is Tow enough
that together with the high price of prawns compared to groundfish there would
be little incentive to target on groundfish with small mesh trawls. Prawn
fishermen employ 1.5-inch mesh trawls, and the use of trawls with meshes less
than 4.5 inches for groundfish in the Conception area is biologically unsound,
as yields per recruit of the major species are below their maxima.

Three other incidental fish catch measures considered by the Council involved

a minimum prawn catch and/or fish catches that were 3-times the prawn catch.
Such measures present difficulties to fishermen when they are attempting to

tocate prawn concentrations. Additional labor, fishing jnefficiency, and
wastage of fish occurs when fish are sorted and retained and subsequently
discarded because of a prawn minimum or fish/prawn ratio. Estimation

inaccuracies of prawn catch and percentages also burden fishermen.
Enforcement costs are also increased when weights of prawns and fish and
percentages have to be determined.

1.4.4 Reporting Requirements

Catch, effort, biological and other data necessary for implementaton of this
Plan will continue to be collected by the states of Washington, Oregon and

California under existing state data collection provisions. No additional
reporting is required of fishermen and processors by this Plan. See
Section 13.2.1 for detailed domestic reporting requirements,

1.4.5 Experimental Fisheries

Measure selected: In order to promote increased harvest of underutilized

species, limited experimental fisheries for groundfish species will be allowed
on a permit basis (see Section 13.6 for detailed restrictions). The permits
wiltl authorize fishing which would otherwise be prohibited by regulations.
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Rationale: The purpose of an experimental fishery is to provide a mechanism
to obtain data from which conclusions can be drawn, i.e. an experiment. A
relevant example of a species requiring an experimental fishery is shortbelly
rockfish. This is a species with an apparently large biomass and which could
sustain a directed midwater trawl fishery. It is small-sized at maturity and,
to be effectively harvested requires a mesh size smaller than the FMP
provides. The optimum mesh is unknown, however. Another important unknown is
the incidental catch that would occur during directed fishing for shortbelly
rockfish, particularly in terms of seasonality.

The alternative to experimental fisheries would be a research project
conducted by a fishery agency. Based on the data obtained, a reguiation would
be drafted and implemented. Fishery experience under this scheme might prove
the regulation effective. Fishery experience also might prove the regulation
to be ineffective, in which case the regulation would have to be amended.
This may result in substantial financial problems for those fishermen with
gear finvestments plus administrative costs for meetings, drafting sessions,
hearings, etc., required to change the regulations or amend the FMP.

The most logical course of action is to obtain the necessary data under actual
fishery conditions, but only so long as it is necessary to obtain a usable
data base, In the case of shortbelly rockfish, an experimental fishery would
provide the mechanism by which data on mesh size could be obtained along with
estimates of the kinds and amounts of allowable incidental catch under
production fishing methods. Incidental catch particularly would be difficult
to determine adequately by pure research methodology because fisherman
experience is not a factor in experimental design.

The States of Washington, Oregon, and California presently have some type of
permitting system to allow, on a limited basis, the use of gear which might
otherwise be illegal. For all experimental fisheries except those entirely
inside three miles, the federal experimental fishery permit will apply; a
duplicate state permit is not needed since the federal permit will be issued
only after the states are consulted. For those cases in which experimental
groundfish gear is used entirely inside territorial waters, only the state
permit will apply.

1.4.6 Vessel Identification

Measure selected: FEach vessel over 25 ft. shall display its Official Number

on the port and starboard sides of the deckhouse or hull, and on an
appropriate weatherdeck so as to be visible from above. The Official Number

is the documentation number issued by the Coast Guard or the certificate
issued by a state or by the Loast Guard for undocumented vessels., Numerals
shall be at least 18 inches high on vessels cver 65 ft. and at least 10 inches
high on vessels over 25 Ft.

Rationale: Vessel identification is now required either by federal or state
Taw. This requirement will standardize vessel identity. Some small cost will
accrue to fishermen to comply with this requirement but the amount is unknown.

1.5 Foreign Fishery Management Measures:

Management measures 1.5.1 through 1.5.5 pertain only to the foreign trawl
fishery for Pacific whiting.
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1.5.1 Species

Pacific whiting only in 1982.
1.5.2. Season

Measure selected: June 1 - October 31

Rationale: During the first years of the foreign whiting fishery, fishing
occurred primarily in the Vancouver and Columbia areas during May - October.
In subsequent years fishing occurred as early as March off central California,
where catches contained Targe proportions of Jimmature whiting. Through
bilateral agreement, a June 1 - October 31 season was established east of
125°40'W. Historical data demonstrate that TALFF can be harvested with usual
levels of effort during that period, and the catch is comprised mainly of
mature whiting.

1.5.3. Gear

Measure selected: Pelagic trawls with a minimum mesh size of 100 mm

(3.94 inches) wust be used. Codend liners or other devices which have the
effect of reducing mesh size or improving ability to fish on the bottom are
prohibited. Fishing on the seabed is prohibited.

Chafing gear may be used but must be of a mesh size greater than or equal to
two meshes of the codend, i.e., a minimum of 200 mm. The chafing gear must be
connected so that it is aligned to the codend knot-to-knot. Thread size of
the chafing gear shall be not more than four times the diameter of that used
in the codend.

Rationale: Pacific whiting has been identified as a species which should be
assigned a TALFF, because it is not fully utilized by the domestic industry
and because it can be managed as a single species fishery. The ability to
keep the catch of other species which are fully utilized to an acceptable
level 1is dependent on requiring fishing for whiting to be conducted by pelagic
frawling only. A minimum mesh size of 100 mm {3.94 inches) is proposed
because it has been effectively used by the Soviet whiting fleet and will
allow for the escapement of most immature whiting encountered in the fishing
area. Previously 110 mm was required. This was reduced to 100 mm at foreign
reguest because the larger size was inefficient. The use of codend liners and
chafing gear, which effectively reduce mesh size, are to be controlled so that
the trawl cannot be effectively employed as a means of taking smaller species
(i.e., herring) or large amounts of immature whiting.

Foreign fishermen are required to fish whiting with a mesh 24mm larger than
domestic fishermen for several reasons. First, domestic fishermen will be
allowed to fish south of 39°N where foreign fisheries are prohibited. The
whiting in this area are smaller and current domestic catches are well below
potential foreign and Jjoint venture catches and would not harm the juvenile
resource in this area. Secondly, the 100mm mesh size was requested by foreign
fishermen, and in the area where foreign fishing is allowed, 100mm is adequate
to harvest the whiting TALFF. At the same time, 100mm mesh assists in
minimizing the catches of incidental species important to the U.S. Finally,
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domestic fishermen will be using the 3.0-inch or 76mm mesh for directed
midwater rockfish fishing {(100mm is too large) as well as for whiting.
Requiring domestic midwater trawl fishermen to have two nets is a disincentive
and inconsistent with objective D of the Plan and contrary to the intent of
the Act to encourage development of U.S. fisheries.

1.5.4, Incidental Latch

Measure selected: 1t 1is recognized that catches of species which have a
numerical OY and which are fully utilized, e.g., POP and sablefish, will occur
and are unavoidable 1in foreign and joint venture fisheries for whiting.
DAP=DAH=0Y for these species, and there technically can be no foreign
allocation (TALFF) or JVP for them. The Council further recognizes that if
these incidental catches were made a part of the 0Y, then the foreign or joint
venture fisheries may be prevented from catching their allocation of whiting
when domestic fishermen reach the 0V, even though incidental catches may be
minimal., Therefore, the Council has adopted the policy originally established
by the Trawl PMP to allow minimal incidental catches, above and beyond the 0Y,
which are consistent with the status of the stocks and the efficiency of the
foreign and Jjoint venture whiting fisheries. These incidental catch
allowances are not to be considered as surpluses to domestic harvest, i.e.
TALFFs. Foreign fishermen are to make every effort to catch only their target
species.

Each foreign country given an allocation of a target groundfish species will
be subject to Tlimits on its incidental catches of other groundfish species.
These limits will be expressed as percentages of the allocation of the target
species, and the foreign fishery will be terminated when either the allocation
of the target species or any of the incidental catch limits has heen reached.

The permitted incidental catch percentages will be based on observed rates in
previous foreign operations and current estimates of the relative abundance of
species caught incidentally. The percentages should minimize incidental
catches of species fully utilized by domestic fishermen, while allowing
toreign fishermen a reasonable opportunity to harvest their allocations.
These percentages or species categories can be adjusted at any time, in-season
or between-seasons.

The setting and revision of permitted incidental catch rates will be the
responsibility of the Regional Director, who will publish proposed levels and

consider public and Council comments hefore adopting them.
The incidental catch levels for the first plan year, 1982, are:

Rockfish (excluding POP)  0.738% of the whiting allocation

POP 0.062% of the whiting allocation
Sablefish 0.173% of the whiting allocation
Flatfish 0.1% of the whiting allocation
Jack mackerel 3.0% of the whiting allocation
Other species G.5% of the whiting allocation

For purposes of foreign regulations, shortbelly and widow rockfish are
included in the rockfish incidental catch category.
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Rationale: The other alternative considered was to set incidental catch
Tevels as fixed percentages of the whiting TALFF. A disadvantage of such a
procedure is that frequently unpredicted changes in abundance or availability
of incidental species increases such that the set value becomes
unrealistically low, resulting in unnecessary interference with and occasional
closure of the foreign whiting fishery.

The approach proposed herein will be the use of a variety of current
information to periodically adjust incidental catch levels based on year-to-
year variability in abundance and availability of incidental species. The
procedure is intended to prevent targetting on non-whiting species for which
there is no surplus, while preventing unnecessary hindering of the progress of
the whiting fishery.

1.5.5. Area Closures

Measures selected: (1) 47°30'N to U.S./Canmada boundary; (2) 39°N to
U.S./Mexico boundary; (3) Columbia River Pot and Recreational Sanctuary; (4)
Ktamath River Pot Sanctuary; (5) 0-12 mile area.

Rationale: The area between 47°30'N and the U.S./Canada boundary is closed
because a domestically important Pacific ocean perch ground is found there,
the stock size is depressed, and incidental catches by a large foreign fleet
may be of such a magnitude to prevent rebuilding of that stock. The area
between 39°N and the U.S./Mexico boundary is closed because this is the
primary area of residence of immature whiting, and fishing there would result
in unacceptahly large catches of juveniles. The Columbia and Klamath River
Sanctuaries are designated as closed areas, because they are used intensively
by domestic recreational and fixed gear fishermen, and permitting of foreign
trawling in those areas would substantially increase the potential for gear
conflicts. The area from 0-12 miles shall be closed to prevent conflict with
.S, commercial and recreational fishermen, prevent catch of inshore species
of importance to U.S. recreational and commercial fishermen, minimize
congestion due to the large size of the vessels, and to minimize social
problems which developed from the high visibility of foreign fleets when
fished near shore during the 1960's. This concern became law with the
implementation of the Act of October 14, 1966 which established the 9-mile
contiguous zone.

1.5.6. Number of Vessels

Measure selected: No restrictions are placed on the number of foreign vessels
permitted in the FCZ in the area open to foreign fishing.

Rationale: Prior to the MFCMA the foreign fisheries were either
factory/trawlers or catcher vessels delivering to motherships. For example,
in 1966 over 100 USSR catcher vessels (SRTs and SRTMs) delivered whiting to
motherships which processed the catch. In  subseguent years the
catcher/mothership fleet was replaced by factory trawlers. The Council
considered a Timit of 40 vessels, Because the number of foreign trawlers has
not exceeded 40 for the past several years (even before FCMA), there was no
point in limiting the number of trawlers,
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1.5.7. Observer Coverage

Measure selected: Observers shall be placed on each foreign fishing vessel

while it is engaged in fishing in the FCZ as provided by Title II of S.2163.
The law provides for the following exceptions to this requirement:

1. if an observer is aboard the mothership(s) of a mothership/catcher vessel
fleet;

2. if the vessel is in the FCZ for such a short time that an observer would
be impractical;

3. if facilities for quartering an observer are inadequate or unsafe;

4. for reasons beyond the control of the Secretary an observer is not
available.

Rationale: Observers on all foreign fishing vessels would enhance our ability

to monitor the performance and conformance of the fishery and to collect
biological data from the catch.

The Advisory Subpanel unanimously recommended 100% observer coverage because
of fears that vessels with observers aboard act differently than vessels
without observers. The Council, Advisors and the public have noted that
serious violations have occurred elsewhere when foreign vessels did not have
observers aboard. By instituting 100% observer coverage, it is hoped that
these violations will cease. Also, more observer coverage would give more
accurate incidental and total catch information for all species, including
prohibited species such as salmon which are highly valued and in a depressed
condition.

1.5.8. Dumping

Measure selected: Foreign vessels are prohibited from dumping pollutants and
fishing gear which would degrade the environment or interfere with domestic
fishing operations.

1.5.9. Fishery Termination

Measure selected: Any fishery conducted by another country shall cease in

each year when (1} the open season ends; or (2) the country's allocation has
been taken; or (3) the country's incidental catch quota of any other species
has been taken.

1.5.10. Reporting Reguirements

Measures selected: Foreign nations that fish are required to submit detailed

reports of fishing effort and catch by species and small statistical area on a
weekly and annual basis. In addition, each country must report the arrival
and departure of each of its vessels, and must report its catches daily when
90% of its allocation of any species has been taken. See Section 13.2.2 of
the Plan for detailed reguirements.

Rationale: All of this information is necessary to enable U.S. authorities to
enforce the regulations and allocations set for the current season, and to
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enable the Council to monitor the stocks involved and determine appropriate
management measures for the following seasons.

Enforcement Costs of Foreign Measures: Season, area, gear, and incidental

catch restrictions have been imposed by the NMFS under the Preliminary
Management Plan for 1977 through 1980 and will continue to be enforced by

established procedures. Complete observer coverage, paid for by other
countries, could actually reduce costs to the United States by reducing the
number of boardings and inspections needed. The Council recognizes the

budgetary probliem faced by NMFS in financing the observer program when it does
not automatically receive the fees paid by other countries, but the Council
does not beljeve that partial coverage is the proper solution to the problem,

1.6 Joint Venture Fishery Management Measures (foreign processors)

These measures apply to foreign processors which accept U.S.-caught fish at

sea. [Domestic fishermen participating in such ventures will be managed in the
same manner as other domestic fishermen {see domestic measures above).

Measures selected:

1.6.1, Target Species: To be determined by annual surveys of domestic annual
harvest, domestic annual processing and Joint venture processing
capabilities. Only those species which can be harvested with minimal
bycatches of fully utilized species will be considered.

1.6.2. Season: To-be determined on a species-by-species basis, except no
restriction for Pacific whiting.

1.6.3. Gear: Not applicable to joint venture foreign processors.

1.6.4 Fish other than the target species: Retention of fish by foreign
processors covered by the Plan other than the target species shall be
Timited to expressed percentages of the target species catch which will be
determined annually based on observer data and continuing stock
assessment. Limits will be based on the amount of fish retained by the
foreign vessel.

1.6.5 Area closures: For whitin
{a) 39°N to U.S./Mexico boundary
(b) 0-6 mile area

These management measures pertain only to joint venture processors receiving
U.S. harvested Pacific whiting. For other species, area closures will be
determined on a case-by-case basis.

1.6.6 Number of foreign processing vessels: No Timit.

1.6.7 Observer coverage: Same as foreign (see Section 1.5.7).
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1.6.8 Fishery termination: The Jjoint venture fishery shall cease each year
when (a} the quota of the target species has been received; or (b} foreign
processors have exceeded the retention allowance of any other species.

1.6.9 Reporting requirements: A1l fish received must be reported in the same
manner as prescribed for foreign fisheries (see Section 1.5.10).

Rationale:

There were concerns received during the development of this plan that
accommodation of Jjoint venture processors would {1) lead to an unfair
advantage when shore processors must compete against joint ventures, if not in
the domestic market, in the world market, because of safety laws, unemployment
compensation, Social Security, envirommental Tlaws, and various taxes;
(2) increase gear conflicts, crowding, and preemption of iraditional inshore
fishing grounds, and {3} encourage additional fishing effort in inshore areas
where the catch of incidental species would be increased. While the severity
of potential impacts associated with the first two concerns cannot be
evaluated at this time, U.S. observer data reveals that 1980 incidental
catches expressed as a percentage of the whiting catch were slightly less for
most species or species groups in the Polish fishery than in the U.S.-USSR
Jjoint venture fishery. Polish incidental catches of important groundfish were
Pacific ocean perch .07%, sablefish .21%, and flounders .01% while joint
venture incidental catches (including discards) were .11%, .80%, and .17%,
respectively. The Polish incidental catch of rockfish, excluding POP, (2.18%)
was greater than that of the joint venture (1.68%).

Domestic fishermen have participated in the joint venture fishery because it
offers them certain advantages. U.S. fishermen fishing for Pacific whiting
and delivering to shore based processors incur costs associated with holding
the catch aboard the vessel and delivery to the processor. Because whiting
does not hold well for long periods, frequent delivery trips are required and
fuel costs become a major factor relative to the viability of such a
fishery. Ostensibly, fuel costs associated with delivery in the joint venture
whiting fishery are reduced because the processor 1is mobile and can be
available on the fishing grounds. For this and other reasons, such as the
ability to range coastwide as whiting availability changes among areas and a
guaranteed market, the joint venture fishery has grown while the shore based
fishery has continued at relatively low levels of effort.

The advantage of having processing capability on the fishing grounds has been
modified by regulations which required processing vessels to remain outside
the 0-12 mite zone in 1978, the 0-9 mile zone in 1979, and the 0-6 mile zone
in 1980, U.S. fishing vessels have focused their efforts in waters over the
continental shelf where their catch rates tend to be higher than they are
farther offshore where foreign vessels with greater horsepower and larger
trawls can effectively find midwater whiting schools in deep water. lWhen
fishing near-bottom schools on the shelf, U.S. vessels are often fishing well
shoreward of the 12 mile 1imit.  In 1980 for example, about 55% of all codend
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deliveries to processing vessels were shoreward of 12 miles.l/  Thus U.S.
fishermen have been confronted with towing their catches in codends for
several miles for delivery. The effects were reduction of available fishing
agd scouting time, increased fuel costs, and deterioration of the condition of
the catch,

Pacific whiting are noted for their soft flesh even when fresh, and the towing
process causes further softening rapidly. U.S. observers aboard processing
vessels report that the quality of U.S. catches made within short distances of
the processor are comparable to the quality of catches made by the processing
vessel when it is fishing for itself. Conversely, the quality of U.S. catches
which have been towed for several miles is such that often all or a major part
of the catch is not suitable for utilization as a food product {(i.e. fillets
or headed/gutted) and must be reduced to meal, a less desirable and secondary
product. The differential in demand for food and meal products is reflected
in prices paid to the fishermen. U.S. vessels have received 6 - 6-1/2¢ per
pound for high gquality whiting and 1 - 1-1/2¢ per pound for whiting which can
onnly be used for meal production. Because it is not cost effective to fish at
1 - 1-1/2¢ per pound catches must be made in areas accessible to the processor
to maintain quality.

It is difficult to assess the affects of reducing the size of the closed
zone. It has been noted by U.S. observers, however, that in 1978 when the 0-
12 mile zone was closed to joint venture processing vessels, about 25% of the
fish delivered had to be utilized as meal, while in 1979 when the closed zone
was reduced to 0-9 miles, 13% of fish delivered went into meal production.
This reduction is attributed to the ability of processing vessels to be
available at more sites where fishing was good for U.S. catcher vessels and to
improved codend transferring and fish handling techniques. In 1980 when the
cltosed zone was still Ffurther reduced to 0-6 miles, U.S. observers reported
that nearly all tows were made in the vicinity of the processor and towing was
minimal.

The area south of 39°N latitude remains closed to joint venture processing
vessels for whiting because the present fishery is a volume fishery and there
is concern for Jjuvenile whiting that reside in this area. A shore-based
fishery south of 39°N will have little impact on juvenile stocks because
growth of Jjuveniles outweighs fishery removals, As a shoreside fishery
develops, regulations will have to be imposed to protect juveniles. A major

reason for terminating foreign fisheries south of 39°N was because of the high
incidence of juvenile whiting.

Seasonal vrestrictions on Jjoint venture fisheries have Tlittle practical
utitity. The adult stock of whiting is highly migratory with northward
migrations from the southern spawning area beginning in late winter and early
spring and fish disappearing from northern waters in late fall., The fishery
would begin whenever sufficient quantities of fish arrived at 39°N latitude to
make fishing profitable. Arrival of fish at 39°N Tlatitude will change
annually depending on enviromnmental conditions. A further consideration is
that domestic fishermen participating in Jjoint ventures should not be

1/ Personal communication, Margaret Dawson, graduate student, Univ. of
Alaska,
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constrained by a season when other domestic fishermen are not, absent
conservation reasons for a season,

The number of processing vessels is self-Timiting because of vessel processing
capacity and quota size as well as other economic considerations of the joint
venture company. It is not conceivable that more vessels would receijve fish
than is absolutely necessary.

The proposed action bases incidental catch allowances on the amount of fish
retained by joint venture processors, not the amount received (as in earlier
drafts). It is recognized that once the allowance is approached or reached,
processors will discard that species in order to continue operating, because
if the amount retained exceeds the allowance then the fishery is terminated.
While discarding may occur, the Council believes this policy is superior to a
receipt policy since catcher vessels would likely dump their entire catch
prior to delivery if processors had received amounts of incidental species
close to the allowed level and the catcher vessel felt that that particular
codend contained significant quantities of incidental species. 1In this case,
there would be no accounting of the catch of either directed or incidental
species. Moreover, it is important to recognize that discarding is not unique
to joint venture fisheries. Market limits imposed by shoreside operators
result in discards and these fish are rarely counted.

1.7 Adjustments

Near the end of the fishing year (calendar year)} an announcement will be made
in the Federal Register stating ABC, OY, DAH, DAP, JVP and TALFF estimates for
the coming year (0Y, DAH, DAP, JVP and TALFF are estimated for numerical OY
species only). Estimates of DAH, DAP and JVP will be assessed by a survey of
domestic capacity and intent as outlined in Section 10.2.1.4. Between-season
estimates of ABC and OY will be determined using the harvest guideline
adjustment procedure and Point of Concern mechanism outlined in Chapter 9.
TALFF will be determined using estimates of OY and DAH, with the formula TALFF
= 0Y - DAH - reserve. For any adjustment of 0Y during the season, as outlined
in Section 9.3.2.1, the Council will decide at the end of the year whether to
permanently adopt all, part or none of the increase. All of the above changes

will be made by the regulatory change process.

ORIGINAL



2-1 PACIFIC COAST GROUNDFISH PLAN

Chapter 2 - Introduction

Page

2.1 Objectives of the FMP. ... . it Z-4

2.2 Operational Definitions of Terms. ......ovviieinnne. 2-5

2.3 Fishery Management Unit.......... .. ... 2-7

2.4 Fishing Year. ..ottt i i ittt einnnnns 2-7
Summary

The introduction establishes the scope of, and the basis and authority for,
this Fishery Management Plan., [t is intended that the FMP be effective for
two or more years without amendment assuming new information substantiates the
management decisions. The objectives are listed and are important as
references in specifying the optimum yield and understanding the management
measures. The objectives are:

(A) Promote the availability of quality seafood to the consumer.

{B) Promote rational and optimal use, in the biological, social and economic
senses, of the region's fishery resources as a whole;

(C) Provide a favorable climate for existing domestic commercial and
recreational groundfish fisheries within the limitations of other
objectives and gquidelines. When change is necessary, institute the

regulation which accomplishes the change while minimizing disruption of
current domestic fishing practices, marketing procedures and environment;

(D) Provide for the orderly development of domestic groundfish fisheries,
including new fisheries, consistent with (B) and () above, at the
expense of foreign participation;

(E) Provide for foreign participation in the fishery consistent with (B}, (L)
and {D) above, to take that portion of the optimum yield not utilized by
domestic fisheries.

(F) Prevent overfishing of stocks which can be managed as a unit, including
rebuiiding those stocks which are now depleted.

{(G) Minimize gear conflicts among users.

{H) Recognizing the multispecies nature of the fishery, establish a concept
of managing by species and by gear, or by groups of interrelated species.

(I) Attain an information flow on the status of the fishery and the fishery

resource which allows for informed management decisions as the fishery
occurs,
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Definitions are provided for key biological and management terms which are
used subsequently in the FMP. Finally, a description of the Fishery
Management Unit and subunits are given. The unit is comprised of all species
listed in Table 1 (page 2-8). The possible subunits are specified in Tables
29, 30, and 31 {pages 9-7, 9-8, and 9-10).
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FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR THE GROUNDFISH FISHERY OFF
WASHINGTON, OREGON, AND CALIFORNIA

2.0 INTRODUCTION

This Fishery Management Plan (FMP) has been developed by the Pacific Fishery
Management Council (PFMC}) to achieve more effective management of the
groundfish fishery of the California, Oregon, Washington region, including
sablefish. This FMP is considered timely and essential to the maintenance of
an orderly fishery and the productivity of the resource. The fishery has
known relative stability for a number of years, but recently, a series of
events have occurred which are creating dramatic changes and are threatening
the efficacy of the existing management regime. Regulatory and economic
displacement of vessels from other fisheries and new vessels entering the
fishery during the past years have resulted in substantial increases in
fishing effort in the Washington, Oregon, and California groundfish fishery.
A recent survey by NMFS also indicates that substantial numbers of new vessels
are being constructed for the West Coast groundfish fishery. New technology,
improved electronic navigation and fish finding equipment have tended to
increase harvesting ability. Landings in 1978 increased 19 and 57 percent
over 1977 in the Vancouver and Columbia areas, respectively. In 1979, there
were still further increases in these areas of 42 and 49 percent over 1978.
Presently, the landings of many groundfish species or species groups are near
or have exceeded the optimum yields presented in the FMP. All of this is
occurring at a time when the states' authority to manage fisheries outside of
3 miles through the use of landing laws is being legally challenged. Given
the uncertainty of state authority, excessive harvest of groundfish resources
could very soon become a reality in the absence of an FMP. Furthermore, many
groundfish stocks are tiranshboundary in nature and are fished by a highly
mobile fleet with the ability to fish extensively from Mexico to Canada. This
fleet mobility allows citizens of one state to fish off several states often
under different management regimes. Management of out-of-state fishermen by
states is currently impossible in the FCZ.

The incremental costs of implementing this plan will be minimal compared to
the benefits achieved. Much of the cost of management and enforcement is
already being borne by the states with regard to domestic fisheries and by the
federal government for foreign fisheries, The FMP will reguire some
additional costs of plan development, improved data collection and possibly
for domestic enforcement in the neighborhood of $500,000 per year. Additional
expenditures may have been required even without an FMP given the rapid
increase in number of vessels and harvesis of groundfish. In any case, the
benefits of conserving stocks and improving long-term yields through control
of all citizens in the FCZ outweigh these incremental costs.

This plan replaces the current Preliminary Management Plan (PMP) for the
foreign trawl fishery of the California~-Washington region and state management
in the 3-200 mile zone. The traw! PMP was developed by the Natijonal Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and implemented by the Secretary of Commerce
(Secretary) in early 1977 and will be modified annually until this plan is
implemented by the Secretary. Although it is not intended to regulate fishing
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for groundfish in the territorial sea off Washington, Oregon, and California,
unless oitherwise stated, this FMP includes groundfish taken in that area as
well as the FCZ for purposes of computing MSY, ABC, O0Y, incidental catch
lTimitations, trip limits, daily catch Timits, and any other specified amount
of any species included in Table 1 pursuant to any management measure which is
based on a particular amount of fish. To the extent that a state regulation
gquantifies an amount of fish which can or cannot be taken in ocean waters,
uniess otherwise stated, the quantification includes fish taken in both the
territorial sea and the FCZ. It is expected that the states will implement
consistent requlations in the territorial sea for these species, It is
intended that this FMP will be effective for two or more years without
amendment, if information becoming available substantiates the decisions made
herein. Major changes will be accomplished by plan amendments. An
Environmental Impact Statement (Appendix C) is included with this plan.

2.1 (Objectives of the FMP

This fishery management plan is designed to manage the groundfish fishery in
accordance with the findings, purposes, and policies of the MFCMA. Its major
purpose is to provide a management regime which will attain the optimum yield
from the entire fishery while assuring the conservation of the stocks
involved. In so doing the FMP will specify optimum yields and management
measures which are fintended %o achieve harvests approximating the optimum
yield. At the outset it is noted that complexities of fisheries management
make exact attainment of the optimum yield improbable in a given year.
Therefore, the success or lack of success of management schemes should not be
judged if variations from the 0Y occur in the short term.

The MFCMA prescribes seven national standards with which conservation and

management measures must be consistent. The objectives specified below are
desired for the groundfish fishery within the framework of the purposes and

policies of the MFCMA and the national standards.

(A) Promote the availability of quality seafood to the consumer.

{B) Promote rational and optimal use, in the biological, social and economic
senses, of the region's fishery resources as a whole;

{C) Provide a favorable climate for existing domestic commercial and
recreational groundfish fisheries within the limitations of other
objectives and guidelines. When <change 1is necessary, institute the
regutation which accomplishes the change while minimizing disruption of
current domestic fishing practices, marketing procedures and environment.

(D) Provide for the orderly development of domestic groundfish fisheries,
including new fisheries, consistent with (B} and (C) above, at the
expense of foreign participation;

(E) Provide for foreign participation in the fishery consistent with (B), (C)
and (D) above, to take that portion of the optimum yield not utilized by

domestic fisheries.
(F) Prevent over