
 EXHIBIT B.2. 
 April 2000 
 
 

STATUS OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS, RESEARCH PROGRAMS, AND OTHER ACTIVITIES 
 
Situation:  National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will report on the management and research 
activities at this time.  The NMFS enforcement report is also provided for Council review. 
 
Council Action:  None; information only. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Enforcement Report (NMFS Report B.2.). 
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 EXHIBIT B.3. 
 April 2000 
 
 
 HARVEST RATE POLICY 
 
Situation:  Current Council policy for allowable fishing intensity on groundfish stocks includes, for some 
stocks, the use of a generalized harvest rate.  When certain biological information about a stock is 
inadequate, this default harvest rate is used with the purpose of constraining catch to maintain a sustainable 
fishery.  The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC), concerned the default harvest rate may be in 
error, has analyzed relevant information, and will present preliminary findings to the Council. 
 
These three points provide background about the Council's default harvest rate: 
 
(1) An estimate of the fishing mortality rate associated with maximum sustainable yield (MSY) is an 

important element of all fishery management plans (FMP).  To accurately determine the MSY of a 
stock, we need to know how many fish are in the population and how many are needed to replenish 
the stock and maintain it at a healthy, sustainable level.  MSY refers to the largest long-term average 
catch that a population of fish can support. 

 
(2) The FMP specifies that, in general, a fixed fraction of the exploitable stock may be harvested each year 

by applying a constant fishing mortality rate (i.e., rate of harvest by fishing).  This rate of harvest is 
designated as F.  The F value that results in MSY is termed FMSY.  The MSY subscript is termed as a 
percentage that represents the percentage of the virgin (unfished) stock reproductive potential that 
remains after fishing.  For example, a harvest rate of F35% represents a fishing mortality that would 
maintain the stock at a level that produces 35% of the reproductive potential if there was no fishing.  In 
general, the larger the % subscript of F, the lower the harvest rate, that is, a fishing rate of F35% catches 
a larger percentage of the stock than a fishing rate of F90%. 

 
(3) Information to directly estimate MSY is usually not available.  The FMP acknowledges this lack of 

information and specifies that a standard harvest rate (or "proxy" value) will be used as the default rate 
when MSY is not known.  The current Council default harvest rates for West Coast groundfish are F40% 
for Sebastes species and F35% for other groundfish.  However, recent scientific studies suggest that 
these rates may overestimate the true productivity and FMSY for these species. 

 
In 1999, the SSC initiated plans for convening a groundfish harvest policy workshop to review the Council's 
default harvest rate.  In November 1999, the Council adopted the SSC's terms of reference for the 
workshop.  The workshop was held in Seattle, Washington the week of March 20, 2000.  The objectives 
of the workshop were to review past research on proxies for FMSY, determine their appropriateness with 
respect to West Coast groundfish stocks, and recommend changes to existing default harvest rates if 
needed. 
 
Dr. Steve Ralston (workshop chair) will present a draft report on the results of the workshop and will provide 
preliminary SSC recommendations to the Council.  The final report will be available at the June 2000 
meeting and will incorporate all SSC comments received at the April meeting.  Final action on any 
recommended changes to the harvest rate policy should be scheduled for the June 2000 meeting to allow 
adequate time for stock assessment authors and the Groundfish Management Team to incorporate any 
revised default harvest rate into the 2001 specification process. 
 
Council Action: 
 
1. Provide direction to the SSC for reviewing and completing the workshop report, including 

recommended changes to the Council's default harvest rate. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. DRAFT Report of the West Coast Groundfish Harvest Rate Policy Review Workshop (Supplemental 

Attachment B.3.). 
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 Supplemental GAP Report B.3. 
 April 2000 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
GROUNDFISH HARVEST RATE POLICY 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met jointly with the Groundfish Management Team and the 
Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) to receive a presentation on the results of the Harvest Rate 
Policy Workshop conducted by the SSC.  The GAP has the following comments on the workshop report: 
 
1. Precautionary Approach  
 

As recommended in the report, the GAP believes any precautionary reductions in harvest should be 
made as part of the annual specifications establishing optimum yields.  The harvest rates 
recommended in the report are risk-neutral; variations from those rates should follow the normal 
management process. 

 
2. Phase-In of Harvest Rates 
 

The report suggests new harvest rates be phased in to prevent sudden adverse social and economic 
effects.  The GAP agrees and suggests that stock assessment authors be asked to calculate FMSY 
rates when completing new stock assessments or updates.  These rates would then be applied to the 
species/ complexes in question.  Since stock assessments are conducted on a rotating basis, this 
allows the new harvest rates to come into effect with the adoption of the new assessments. 

 
3. Further Research 
 

Papers were presented at the workshop which discussed regime shifts and predator/prey 
relationships.  The workshop report also raised questions about the calculation of B0.  The GAP 
believes all of these topics deserve additional research scrutiny. 
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 Supplemental GMT Report B.3. 
 April 2000 
 
 

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM COMMENTS ON 
GROUNDFISH HARVEST RATE POLICY 

 
The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) discussed the draft panel report of the ad-hoc West Coast 
Groundfish Harvest Policy Review Workshop Panel (Panel) (Supplemental Attachment B.3.a.), and 
believes the Panel has given the subject a thorough review resulting in useful recommendations. The 
GMT concurs with the Panel that available information suggest default harvest policies of F40% for rockfish 
and F35% for all other groundfish are too aggressive.  Less aggressive default rates should be adopted in 
accordance with information presented at the March 2000 and previous workshops.  Further, the GMT 
agrees with the Panel that it is appropriate to adopt the suggested default FMSY proxy rates for 1) whiting, 
F40%; 2) Sebastes/Sebastolobus, F50%; 3) flatfish, F40%; and 4) other groundfish, F45%. These are 
practical groupings that include all groundfish, while recognizing different life histories and population 
dynamics among species.  
 
It is important for managers to have flexibility in estimating FMSY for individual species, so risk of 
overharvest or underharvest may be minimized.  While use of an unbiased default rate may be 
risk-neutral for a group of related species as a whole, it nevertheless involves risk; because actual stock 
productivity for some species will be higher than the default, while for others it will be lower.  In particular, 
this concern applies to the “other groundfish” category, where more dissimilar species are grouped 
together.  Likewise, more than 50 species of  Sebastes display a range of productivity that is difficult to 
capture with a single FMSY proxy. Thus, use of a default will result in harvest of some species in excess of 
maximum sustaninable yield (MSY), based on variability in life history and productivity among species.  
Unfortunately, biological information is often inadequate to reliably estimate spawner-recruit relationships, 
which are needed to directly calculate BMSY and FMSY for individual species.  In order for managers to 
address the tradeoffs between use of defaults and direct estimates of FMSY, the GMT believes it is 
desirable for the Stock Assessment Review Team's terms of reference to request assessment authors 
routinely investigate BMSY and FMSY as part of the stock assessments for individual species, with 
appropriate treatment of associated uncertainty. 
 
For many species, information is lacking to even allow use of default values of BMSY and FMSY.  In the 
case of “remaining rockfish”, Panel recommendations support F=0.75M as a risk-neutral policy.  
However, these species have previously been classified as data-moderate with respect to stock status.  
Thus, the GMT thinks further reductions in harvest rate should be considered if a “precautionary 
adjustment” is intended to be applied in response to greater uncertainty in the status of these stocks. 
 
The Panel addressed issues concerning the current 40:10 policy and estimation of B0.  In addition, it may 
be appropriate to examine the default biomass level (0.25*B0) that is used to determine whether or not a 
stock is formally classified as overfished.  Since an overfished stock may be defined as one where 
current biomass is <0.5* BMSY, the overfished threshold may be expected to vary among species or 
species groups as the FMSY varies.  Accordingly, it would be useful for the Scientific and Statistical 
Committee (SSC) to provide BMSY values associated with the recommended SPR rates for each species 
group, which may be used to better estimate overfished biomass levels for each species group.  Also, the 
GMT is concerned unproductive stocks may have equilibrium biomass considerably lower than the SPR 
rate that gives MSY, which may bring equilibrium biomass close to the current overfished definition level of 
0.25*B0. 
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 Supplemental SSC Report B.3. 
 April 2000 
 
 
 SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
 GROUNDFISH HARVEST RATE POLICY 
 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) commends the Groundfish Harvest Rate Policy 
Workshop Panel (Panel) for the high caliber of  technical review it has brought to bear on the 
question of West Coast groundfish productivity. Through written papers, presentations, and a 
robust interactive dialog, the workshop comprehensively reviewed the best available scientific 
information on appropriate “risk-neutral” proxies of  FMSY. The twelve written contributions to the 
workshop will be submitted for publication in the primary scientific literature. 
 
The draft Panel report 1) summarized the scientific and management background of the harvest 
proxy issue, 2) concisely explained some areas of common confusion, and 3) recommended 
default groundfish Fspr harvest rates for Pacific whiting (F40%), Sebastes and Sebastolobus (F50%), 
flatfish (F40%), and other groundfish (F45%).  The report notes these recommendations were not 
developed as precautionary changes, but instead they attempt to correct previous estimates of 
productivity. 
 
The SSC notes that qualitatively different levels of uncertainty are associated with the Panel’s 
proxy estimates.  Further, the SSC recommends the Council develop precautionary adjustments 
that reflect these varying levels of uncertainty when developing target F values for the fishery. 
Precaution is warranted, because 1) while the proxy values were recommended as “risk-neutral” 
values for the groups, some individual species in the aggregations are less productive than the 
average and may be overfished if the group proxy is applied, and 2) estimation and process error 
result in the chance of exceeding the true FMSY value for any individual species, even if the “best 
estimate” proxy is applied. 
 
The SSC's preliminary review supports the Panel's consensus findings.  The SSC will complete 
its review of the FMSY proxy issue in June.  
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West Coast Groundfish Harvest Rate Policy Workshop 
AFSC, Seattle, Washington:  March 20-23, 2000 

Sponsored by the Scientific & Statistical Committee of 
the Pacific Fishery Management Council 

 
Panel Report 

 
Stephen Ralston (chairman), James R. Bence, William G. Clark,  

Ramon J. Conser, Thomas Jagielo, and Terrance J. Quinn II. 
 
Scientific and Management Background 
 

Through 1998 the policy of the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) was to set 
the Allowable Biological Catch (ABC) of a stock by applying the fishing mortality rate that 
produces Maximum Sustainable Yield (FMSY) to an estimate of exploitable stock biomass.  
Policies of this kind are termed constant rate policies because, once the estimate of FMSY is 
determined, the annual ABC is strictly proportional to estimates of exploitable biomass.  
However, owing to short data series and other technical issues, it generally has not been possible 
to directly estimate FMSY reliably for any stock.  Consequently, during the 1980s and into the 
early 1990s, one of several common surrogate or proxy estimates of FMSY was used (e.g., F0.1 or 
F=M). 
 

Clark (1991) proposed the F35% harvest rate as a more general and rational surrogate rate.  
F35% is the fishing mortality rate that reduces the spawning potential per recruit to 35% of the 
unfished level.  By reasonably assuming that fecundity is proportional to average weight, it is 
the rate of fishing that reduces the spawning biomass per recruit to 35% of what would exist if 
there were no fishing.  Clark showed that this rate would produce a yield close to MSY for a 
range of life history parameters and productivity relationships that were intended to cover the 
great majority of well-studied groundfish stocks with long histories of exploitation (most of 
which were Atlantic stocks).  He also showed that F35% was very close to both F0.1 and F=M 
when the schedules of recruitment and maturity coincided, and were sensibly higher or lower 
when they differed.  However, a later paper extended the original analysis to cases with random 
and serially correlated recruitment variation (Clark 1993), and concluded that F40% would be a 
better choice overall than F35%.  Mace (1994) also recommended F40% on the basis of 
deterministic calculations.  The current scientific consensus now indicates that F40% is an 
appropriate default harvest rate for stocks with unknown productivity parameters. 
 

The PFMC adopted F35% as its standard surrogate in 1992, and switched to F40% for 
Sebastes only in 1997, based principally on the conclusions of Clark (1993) and Mace (1994).  
In 1998 it then adopted the so-called “40-10” rule under Amendment 11 to the groundfish FMP.  
The 40-10 rule represented a departure from prior constant rate harvest policies, wherein the 
target fishing mortality rate is reduced for stocks whose biomass is below 40% of the estimated 
unfished biomass (B0). 
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Common Confusion Over Relative Biomass and Relative Biomass per Recruit 
 

In addition to recommending the F35% strategy, Clark (1991) suggested a more robust 
biomass-based strategy that consists of simply maintaining spawning biomass at around 40% of 
the estimated unfished level.  Perhaps partly because of the shared “40%” level, it is often 
supposed that the F40% harvest rate will reduce spawning biomass to 40% of unfished biomass, 
but that is only true for stocks with highly resilient spawner-recruit relationships.  For less 
resilient stocks, F40% will reduce biomass to a lower level, possibly much lower, while still 
providing a yield near MSY.  That is possible because yield is not very sensitive to equilibrium 
biomass over a wide range of biomass levels, so a yield near MSY can be obtained even when 
biomass is well below BMSY.  It is this feature of yield curves that makes it possible for a rate 
like F40% to perform well in terms of yield over a wide range of spawner-recruit productivity 
curves.  For some curves F40% is well above FMSY and for some of the curves it is well below, 
but in none of the cases considered is it so far above or below FMSY that yield is much lower than 
MSY. 
 

For the most likely sort of groundfish spawner-recruit relationships (i.e., asymptotic curves 
such as the Beverton-Holt model), and if other forms of stock compensation are negligible, BMSY 
is likely to lie in the range of 25-40% of unfished biomass.  Therefore, even if FMSY was known 
and was implemented for a stock, the resulting biomass level would generally be less than 40% 
of B0 on average.  For some stocks, recruitment variations alone might then result in biomass 
levels falling below 25% of the unfished level, which is the overfished threshold as implemented 
in Amendment 11 to the groundfish FMP.  Thus, fishing at F40%, which can be well above (or 
below) FMSY, can be expected to result in biomass levels that are occasionally or on average very 
low for some stocks.  Thus, given the new requirement of biomass-based overfished thresholds 
(Department of Commerce 1998), the relationship between harvest rates and biomass levels 
becomes more critical. 
 
Declines of Pacific Coast Stocks Fished at F35-40% 
 

Ralston (1998) showed that a number of Pacific coast rockfish stocks declined to low levels 
during the last two decades, contributing to concerns about the wisdom of the F35% policy.  His 
findings, as well as analyses conducted by the GMT during the preparation of Amendment 11, 
led to a series of workshops, including this latest review.  This panel received a number of 
papers dealing with the productivity of the stocks in question and considered arguments for and 
against retaining the F35%/F40% rate (in conjunction with the 40-10 rule) for all stocks. 
 

We believe there are at least three possible factors that are responsible for the observed 
declines in groundfish stocks: 
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1.  Normal operation of the F35%/F40% strategy.  
 

As explained above, either an F35% or F40% harvest rate will often lead to biomass levels 
that are well below what many people commonly expect, even when the rate is no larger than 
FMSY.  When it is larger, as will happen for some stocks, resulting biomasses can be very low.  
The important point is that both FMSY and the proxy rate are calculated to achieve a certain level 
of yield, not biomass.  In addition, harvesting at F35%/F40% should be viewed as a risk-neutral 
policy in that, being a compromise intermediate rate, some stocks will be over-exploited and 
some stocks will be under-exploited, with no penalty imposed for over-exploitation. 
 
2.  Higher than intended harvest rates. 
 

Recent assessments show that in many cases, actual fishing mortality rates were well above 
F35%.  This can happen in any fishery when quotas are set on the basis of current biomass 
estimates, which are subsequently revised downward in a later assessment. 
 
3.  Apparently low productivity of Pacific coast stocks.  
 

The spawner-recruit estimates that have accumulated over the last twenty years on Pacific 
coast groundfish stocks indicate very low resiliency in the spawner-recruit relationships — at or 
below the lowest values estimated for well-studied stocks elsewhere in the world (Myers et al. 
1999).  It is not surprising then, that the estimated productivity of these stocks is in many 
instances lower than the range of values considered plausible by Clark (1991) in his derivation of 
the F35% strategy. 
 

Because these low productivity estimates are so common among Pacific coast groundfish 
stocks, and so uncommon elsewhere, there is some suspicion that they result from some 
unrecognized flaw common to all of the Pacific coast groundfish assessments.  However, with 
the exception of discards (see below), the panel has no reason to doubt the accuracy of west coast 
groundfish stock assessments.  The same methods and models have produced estimates of 
higher productivity elsewhere (e.g., in Alaska).  For the time being, therefore, we believe that all 
of the assessment results should be taken at face value, and that the Council’s harvest strategy 
should be reconsidered in light of the apparently low productivity of many of the stocks. 
 

The reason for anomalously low productivity in this region is not certain, but it may well be 
linked to the climatic regime shift that occurred in the eastern Pacific ocean around 1977-78.  
Since then, ocean conditions have been generally more favorable for many Alaskan stocks and 
have been less favorable for many Pacific coast stocks.  Sometime in the future conditions on 
the west coast are likely to change again.  Still, there is no assurance that this will occur in the 
near future and so, in the interim, the PFMC should manage groundfish stocks according to their 
current productive capacity. 
 

The panel reviewed results presented by Williams (see Appendix A), which suggest that 
discards of small fish could contribute to the perception of low groundfish productivity.  To the 
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extent that this occurs, its effect is to reduce apparent recruitments and therefore to make ground-
fish stocks appear to be less resilient.  This scenario depends on:  (1) an increasing exploitation 
rate over time and (2) substantial unaccounted for discarding of the smallest fish captured.  
While groundfish exploitation rates have certainly risen, and substantial unaccounted for discards 
of small fish is likely in some fisheries, discards are generally not documented for these stock 
and cannot be quantified at present.  Clearly more research on this issue is desirable and, in 
general, 
 
the panel stresses that a full accounting of total catch is necessary for the PFMC to adequately 
manage any of the resources under its authority. 
 
Panel Recommendations for Default Groundfish Harvest Rates 
 

The panel reviewed the information presented by each presenter (see Appendix A), as well 
as other recently published material (e.g., Myers et al. 1999).  Of particular importance were the 
works of Brodziak, Dorn, MacCall, and Parrish because each of these studies broadly re-
analyzed the information presented in historical PFMC stock assessments in an attempt to 
estimate FMSY for each stock and their Fspr equivalents (i.e., the spawning potential per recuit 
fishing mortality rate).  Significantly, each of these studies indicated that in many instances 
groundfish productivity, as estimated from the results of stock assessments, is insufficient to 
support harvests at the F35% or even F40% rates. 
 

With respect to the rockfishes (Sebastes spp.) the panel found the work of Dorn to be very 
compelling.  His results showed that, when the genus is examined as a whole through the use of 
meta-analysis, west coast rockfish stocks (exclusive of Pacific ocean perch) have FMSY rates that 
range between F45% – F67% for risk-neutral models, assuming either the Beverton-Holt or Ricker 
models with lognormal or gamma errors (four cases).  However, gamma error models fit the 
data more poorly than models with a lognormal error structure and, as a consequence, the panel 
supported the use of Dorn’s lognormal analysis only.  For that subset of cases, the estimated 
FMSY rates ranged F45% – F54% over the two recruitment models.  The panel then adopted F50% as 
a midpoint, risk-neutral, proxy for rockfish FMSY.  In addition, the panel recommends including 
the thorneyheads (genus Sebastolobus) with the rockfish in the setting of default harvest rate 
proxies. 
 

The panel discussed results for Pacific whiting and concluded that the information base for 
that species was the best available for any west coast groundfish.  Harvests are currently 
determined using the 40-10 policy in association with a fishing mortality rate equal to F40%.  
This rate is based on a separate and distinct meta-analysis of worldwide Merluccius productivity 
that was conducted as part of the last stock assessment (Dorn et al. 1999) and seems appropriate 
as a risk-neutral harvest policy.  Consequently, the panel does not recommend any changes in 
harvest rate for Pacific whiting. 
 

For flatfishes (including Dover sole), the panel concluded that resiliency is typically higher 
than in other taxa (e.g., Brodziak et al. 1997, Mace and Sissenwine 1993, Myers et al. 1999).  
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As a consequence, the panel recommends using a default rate of F40% for all flatfish species in 
the groundfish FMP.  This rate is consistent with the general findings of Clark (1993) and Mace 
(1994). 
 

For all other species in the groundfish FMP (including sablefish and lingcod) the panel 
recommends an intermediate harvest rate of F45%.  This intermediate rate was selected as a 
sensible risk-neutral alternative that would afford increased protection to all the remaining 
groundfish stocks.  However, the level of certainty in setting this default rate is very low.  
Consequently, the panel makes two recommendations with respect to the estimation of 
groundfish productivity, i.e., 

(1) Assessment authors are encouraged to evaluate the resiliency of the specific stocks they 
model.  When such analysis produces scientifically credible estimates of productivity, 
the analyst is encouraged to present those findings as part of their stock assessment.  
However, any productivity analysis should always include a measure of the uncertainty 
in the point estimates of management reference points (e.g., FMSY, BMSY, and B0). 

 
(2) A proper consideration of risk is essential in the setting of optimum yields for west 

coast groundfish stocks.  Utilization of a risk-neutral harvest rate proxy (e.g., F50% for 
Sebastes and Sebastolobus) implies that some stocks within the group are quite likely to 
be over-exploited.  Similarly, calculation of an ABC using an unbiased stock-specific 
point estimate of FMSY will result in overfishing if the estimate is, by chance, too high.  
It is the PFMC’s responsibility to account for these risks of overfishing through the use 
of a precautionary approach in the establishment of optimum yields.  In addition, the 
NMFS Guidelines specify that status determination criteria must specify a maximum 
fishing mortality rate threshold that is less than or equal to FMSY (Department of 
Commerce 1998).  While this issue is not specifically addressed in this report, the 
choice of the threshold should depend on the level of uncertainty associated with the 
estimate of FMSY or its proxy. 

 
In summary, panel recommendations with respect to risk-neutral default harvest rate FMSY 

proxies for west coast groundfish are: 
 

Pacific whiting   F40% 
Sebastes & Sebastolobus  F50% 
Flatfish    F40% 
Other groundfish   F45% 

 
Due to a lack of detailed life history and stock status information, it will not be possible to 

implement these recommendations for many stocks.  In particular, the “remaining rockfish” 
management unit (PFMC 1999) includes a number of species for which the ABC has been set 
using the F=M harvest rate proxy (Rogers et al. 1996).  Currently, the optimum yield (OY) of 
those species is reduced by 25% as a “precautionary adjustment” (PFMC 1999), amounting to an 
F=0.75M policy.  The panel discussed the remaining rockfish category in light of results 
presented in MacCall’s production model analysis (Appendix A), which indicated that 0.40M 
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may be a better proxy for an optimal exploitation rate.  However, due to the review panel’s 
unwillingness to fully endorse production modeling as a viable means of estimating groundfish 
productivity (see below), the panel recommended that the PFMC establish F=0.75M as the 
default, risk-neutral policy for the remaining rockfish management category.  This 
determination was consistent with results presented for Pacific ocean perch, for which 
FMSY≈0.80M.  Even so, concern was expressed within the panel that a more conservative harvest 
rate might be warranted, such as that used by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, 
which in similar swept-area applications assumes that q=1.0.  In either case, given the high 
degree of uncertainty underlying the technical basis of this recommendation, and the real 
possibility that MacCall's findings are accurate, precautionary adjustments in setting the OY of 
the remaining rockfish are recommended. 

The panel discussed the hardship to the fishing industry that the immediate application of 
these new, more restrictive, rates will cause.  The National Standard Guidelines for implementa-
tion of the Magnuson-Stevens Act specify (Department of Commerce 1998):  “Overfishing 
occurs whenever a stock of stock complex is subjected to a rate or level of fishing mortality that 
jeopardizes the capacity of a stock or stock complex to produce MSY on a continuing basis.”  
The PFMC may, therefore, wish to consider the propriety and legality of a short-term phase-in of 
these new rates to ameliorate the immediate impact to the groundfish industry. 
 
Surplus Production Models 
 

During the workshop, methods considering an examination of the relationship between 
surplus production and stock biomass were discussed as potential alternatives to methods based 
on stock-recruit models for determining appropriate exploitation rates. The panel generally 
agreed that an examination of estimates of surplus production and their relationship with 
estimates of biomass or other variables is useful.  However, the panel does not endorse the 
general replacement of a stock-recruitment based approach at this time, nor the requirement of 
using a biomass-based surplus production model as one approach for estimating MSY, FMSY and 
BMSY for all assessed stocks.  The panel concluded that this is an area that could benefit from 
additional research.    
 

There were three presentations dealing with biomass-based production model approaches on 
the agenda (Jacobson et al, MacCall, and Parrish; see Appendix A).  The fundamental premise  
of these approaches was to use the output from a detailed age-structured model as an accurate 
representation of exploitable stock biomass (i.e., assume q = 1.0) and to estimate the relationship 
between catches and changes in biomass to determine production.  Most of the panel concluded 
that this kind of approach has potential application when applied to estimates generated from 
age-structured or delay-difference assessments.  This is possible because absolute stock biomass 
estimates are generally available from the assessment models and, by definition, estimated 
surplus production can be calculated from the time series of catch and estimated biomass.  The 
disadvantage of this approach, however, is that the various biological processes underlying stock 
compensation are not directly addressed, whereas in age-structured approaches these processes 
can be treated explicitly. Whether surplus production is estimated internally within the model 
(e.g., Jacobson et al.) or externally after the fact (MacCall, Parrish), is an issue deserving of more 
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study (see also results from Ianelli). 
 

Although the full panel saw benefits to explicit consideration of biomass production implied 
by assessments, some panelists expressed significant reservations regarding the use of production 
models to determine FMSY and related quantities.  These reservations were largely based on the 
view that this approach discards important information contained in the original age-structured 
model results.  For example, age-structure can influence production because young fish 
generally have higher weight-specific growth rates than older fish.  As a result, the same 
biomass can lead to different levels of production, depending upon the age composition of the 
population.  Likewise, changes in selectivity over time will change the amount of surplus 
production at a given biomass.  Although such variation in surplus production could be dealt 
with as correlated process error (Jacobson et al.) this converts variation explained by the age-
structured model into additional error.  In any event, age-structured analyses can provide 
specific information on the nature of compensation (e.g., in individual growth, maturation, or 
recruitment), which is not possible from an examination of the aggregate surplus 
production-biomass relationship alone. 
 

Other panelists argued that estimates of FMSY from surplus production models might be more 
robust than those that depend upon solely on stock-recruitment relationships.  The idea here is 
that (1) error in assessment model estimates of biomass may cancel-out because production 
estimates involve differencing model biomass estimates, and (2) potentially biased estimates of 
recruitment (e.g., discards of small fish) play a less critical role in the analysis.  Simulations 
presented by MacCall at the second Groundfish Productivity Workshop in Monterey, CA 
suggested this was the case.  However, given the few number of replicate simulations and the 
limited suite of scenarios in that paper, the panel did not view this work as definitive. 
 
Estimation of B0, B40 and Related Problems 
 

Although variable rate biomass-based harvest policies were not the primary focus of the 
workshop, the newly implemented 40-10 harvest policy was, nonetheless, the subject of much 
discussion.  While in practice it is possible to consider FMSY proxies in isolation from biomass 
targets and thresholds, in principle these two subjects are inextricably linked. 
 

The main concern about the 40-10 harvest policy is that it involves the calculation of two 
biomass reference points, i.e., the virgin biomass that would exist in the absence of fishing (B0) 
and the exploited biomass that is 40% of that pristine level (B40%).  Within the PFMC, it appears 
that parameter B0 is usually obtained from a stock assessment model and estimates of what 
biomass may have been in the far past.  
 

A number of problems are likely to occur in the estimation of this parameter.  First, its 
estimated value may be far larger than any historical observed biomass due to vagaries of 
parameter estimation and the age composition of the population at the start of the data series 
(e.g., Pacific ocean perch; see Ianelli in Appendix A).  In some cases, it may be justifiable to 
constrain the value of B0 to be near the historical maximum or some other value, as long as a 
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clear rationale is provided and the sensitivity of the constraint is examined. 
 

A second problem is that models are frequently configured to assume that the age 
composition is at equilibrium at the start of the modeled period.  If this assumption fails, then 
the estimate of parameter B0 may be biased.  Third, there is no guarantee that under any fishing 
mortality regime, including zero fishing, that the population will rebuild to this level.  The 
reason for this is that the amount of recruitment needed to produce historical levels of spawning 
biomass may not occur in the future.  Given that many West Coast stocks have been on a “one-
way trip” downward, a sensible harvest policy would first reverse the decline, and then rebuild to 
a level that could be expected based on current and expected future conditions.  Once that level 
of rebuilding is accomplished, it may then be possible to rebuild toward a level consistent with 
historical patterns. 
 
 

Therefore, some alternatives for calculating B0 that look toward the future instead of the past 
should probably be considered.  Two clear alternatives involve determining: (1) whether a 
spawner-recruit model is used to project the population forward and (2) if not, what exact values 
of the recruitment time series are to be used in forecasting future biomass.  If a spawner-recruit 
model is used, then it should be possible to determine pristine biomass and BMSY as reference 
points automatically.  These points can then be implemented in the harvest policy, as is done by 
the North Pacific Fishery Management Council.  However, it is often quite difficult to assert that 
a reliable spawner-recruit relationship is known, so typically such a relationship would not be 
invoked.  Nevertheless, it is often wise to provide for reduced recruitment at low spawning 
biomass levels, particularly if the stock has been fished down to a point where recruitment is 
believed to have been impacted.  Some recent modeling efforts with ADMB and Bayesian 
considerations (e.g., Pacific hake) lend hope to better determining MSY parameters. 
 

If a spawner-recruit relationship is not used, then a projection of future unfished equilibrium 
biomass can be made by multiplying contemporary recruitment values by the corresponding 
spawner biomass per recruit (SPR) function.  For example, the average recruitment over the 
time series might be used with an SPR function at a fishing mortality of 0 to arrive at the 
expected equilibrium unfished biomass in the future, to be used as B0.  From this information 
B40% could be obtained.  This type of approach is especially appropriate if it is known there has 
been a change in stock productivity.  A caveat to doing this, however, is that it can be very 
difficult to detect a change in productivity, so the rationale for restricting the time period must be 
carefully considered.  
 

Whichever approach is used, it should be documented carefully and properly justified.  The 
same methodology should be used for all biomass reference points and it should be clearly stated 
whether a reference point is based on SPR calculations that are fully independent of spawning 
biomass, or whether recruitments have been adjusted downward by a spawner-recruit 
relationship.  We think justification for the calculation of biomass reference points should 
address consistency between the assumptions used in their derivation and those underlying FMSY 
estimates or proxies. 
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We note that another type of calculation is required by the NMFS overfishing guidelines, 
which could lead to further confusion.  Namely, a threshold level that provides for a 10-year 
rebuilding to a target level such as BMSY must be found (Department of Commerce 1998).  This 
level is also a function of the recruitment series used and depends on whether a spawner-recruit 
relation exists.  Consequently, for consistency the same process that is used for determining 
other reference points should be used here.  The PFMC has apparently been allowed to use B25% 
for this threshold, but it is unclear how rebuilding plans, which are triggered when biomass drops 
below this value, will interface with the 40-10 rule, which in itself, is an automatic rebuilding 
plan.  Other Councils are currently experiencing this confusion as well, so hopefully there will 
be more flexibility and clarity in the NMFS overfishing guidelines in the future. 
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APPENDIX A  —  Agenda 
 

WEST COAST GROUNDFISH PRODUCTIVITY WORKSHOP 
Scientific & Statistical Committee, Pacific Fisheries Management Council 

Room 2079, Building 4, Alaska Fisheries Science Center 
7600 Sand Point Way NE, Seattle, Washington 

 
AGENDA 

 
Monday, March 20 
 1:00 pm Workshop Introduction 
  James Hastie:  An historical overview of Pacific Fishery Management Council 

groundfish harvest policy. 
  William Clark:  F35% revisited after ten years. 
  Alec MacCall:  Designing fishery management and stock rebuilding policies for 

conditions of low frequency climate variability.  (preview of a paper to be 
presented at the PICES meeting in San Diego later this week) 

Tuesday, March 21 
 8:00 am R. A. Myers:  The meta-analysis of the maximum reproductive rate for fish 

populations to estimate harvest policy; a review. 
  Martin Dorn:  Advice on west coast rockfish harvest rates from Bayesian meta-

analysis of stock-recruit dynamics. 
  Ray Hilborn:  Exploitation rate reference points for west coast rockfish: are they 

robust and are there better alternatives? 
 12:30 pm Lunch 
 1:30 pm Larry Jacobson:  Try and estimate Fmsy in every stock assessment model! 
  David Sampson:  FINDFMSY: a fishery simulator for exploring constant harvest 

rate policies. 
Wednesday, March 22 
 8:00 am Richard Parrish:  A synthesis of the surplus production and exploitation rates of 

10 west coast groundfish species. 
  Alec MacCall:  Summary of known-biomass production model fits to west coast 

groundfish stocks. 
  Jon Brodziak:  In search of optimal harvest policies for west coast groundfish. 
 12:30 pm Lunch 
 1:30 pm James N. Ianelli:  Simulation analyses testing the robustness of harvest rate 

determinations from typical west-coast rockfish stock assessment data. 
  Erik Williams:  The effects of unaccounted discards and mis-specified natural 

mortality on estimates of spawner-per-recruit based harvest policies. 
Thursday, March 23 
 8:00 am Discussion / Public comment 
 12:00 Lunch 
 1:00 pm Panel deliberation 
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Friday, March 24 
 8:00 am Panel deliberation (if required) 
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 EXHIBIT B.4. 
 April 2000 
 
 

EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS:  RESEARCH EFFORTS 
 
Situation: National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) research efforts often include the use of commercial 
vessels as survey platforms and to collect information.  These activities sometimes require the vessel to 
be exempted from commercial fishing regulations that would interfere with the data collection project.  We 
anticipate NMFS will present three exempted fishing permit (EFP) proposals for Council review at this 
meeting; the 2000 continental slope trawl survey, the pre-recruit survey for Pacific whiting, and the 
depth-specific sampling program.  NMFS will consider the Council’s comments and recommendations as 
it makes the final preparations for these activities. 
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Comment on EFPs. 
 
Reference Materials:  None. 
 
 
PFMC 
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GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS:  RESEARCH EFFORTS 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) was asked to comment on issuing exempted permits for 
continuation of the slope trawl survey.  The GAP fully supports the survey and recommends the permits 
be issued. 
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 EXHIBIT B.5. 
 April 2000 
 
 

CANARY ROCKFISH ALLOCATION AND INSEASON ADJUSTMENT IN THE PINK SHRIMP 
AND OTHER FISHERIES 

 
Situation:  At the March 2000 meeting, the Council reviewed the “placeholder” trip limit for the pink shrimp 
fishery and made several revisions.  However, the Council intends to revisit the canary rockfish allowance 
at the April meeting.  The pink shrimp fishery is classified as an open access groundfish fishery, although 
some vessels have groundfish limited entry permits.  Catches by non-permitted vessels count towards 
the open access allocations, and catches by permitted vessels count towards the limited entry allocations. 
 The open access allocation of canary rockfish is only 15 mt (33,000 pounds) for the entire open access 
fishery.  The open access fleet includes vessels that target canary and other rockfish, salmon troll 
vessels, and other incidental fisheries.   
 
Council members expressed concern vessels participating in the shrimp fishery might take the entire open 
access allocation of canary rockfish and began discussing ways to prevent that.  At this meeting, the 
Council will continue the discussion and may decide to take action, which could include direct allocation to 
the shrimp fishery, adjustments to the trip limit, or other measures.  The Council does not have 
management authority over the shrimp fishery at this time, but can limit the amount of groundfish shrimp 
vessels may retain and land.  The issue of incidental catch of canary rockfish will also be discussed as 
the Council begins preparing a rebuilding plan for this species.   
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Recommend action to prevent premature attainment of the open access canary rockfish 

allocation. 
 
Reference Materials:  None. 
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GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 

CANARY ROCKFISH ALLOCATION AND INSEASON ADJUSTMENT IN THE PINK SHRIMP  
AND OTHER FISHERIES 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met jointly with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to 
discuss canary rockfish catches in the pink shrimp fishery. 
 
The GMT pointed out that, since full mortality of canary rockfish needs to be accounted for, allocation 
among open access gears will not solve potential problems; because it will simply convert landings to 
discards. 
 
The GAP agrees and notes further, no data yet exists on the extent of canary rockfish incidental catch, 
because the shrimp fishery has just opened. 
 
Because the shrimp fishery is regulated by the states, rather than the Council, the GAP recommends the 
states take necessary and appropriate steps to address any incidental catch problems that may occur.  In 
this regard, the GAP suggests the states develop a tri-state approach, similar to the successful effort that 
has been made in Dungeness crab management.  No particular management measures were 
recommended by the GAP. 
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Supplemental GMT Report B.5. 
 April 2000 
 
 

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM COMMENTS ON 
CANARY ROCKFISH ALLOCATION AND INSEASON ADJUSTMENT IN THE PINK SHRIMP  

AND OTHER FISHERIES 
 

The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) discussed the proposal for an inseason allocation of canary 
rockfish between pink shrimp trawl and line gears to avoid the potential situation where the bycatch of 
canary rockfish in the shrimp fishery reaches a level that could cause curtailment of the open access line 
fishery.  The GMT feels that such an action this year is unlikely to achieve the intent of the allocation and 
would cause considerable complication of trip limit management which currently includes no rigid 
allocation among open access gear types. 
 
Present canary limits in the shrimp fishery have been established to accommodate, to the degree 
possible, incidental catches of canary rockfish occurring during targeted shrimp fishing.  Such catch 
would occur in the shrimp fishery whether or not an achieved allocation resulted in prohibiting canary 
landings by the shrimp fleet.  The prohibition would not eliminate the catch nor avoid the need to continue 
to account for it in harvest calculations.  That is, since the assumption is that canary currently taken in the 
shrimp fishery is an unavoidable bycatch, catch needs to be deducted from the optimum yield, irrespective 
of any allocation which may prohibit its landing. 
 
Therefore, reducing canary bycatch in the shrimp fishery to remain within any given allocation can only be 
achieved by control of the shrimp fishery itself, such as reduction of the target shrimp fishery, area 
closures, or requirement of finfish excluders.  Since the Council does not manage the shrimp fishery, any 
such action would need to be taken by the states.  The GMT feels this is unlikely to occur during the 2000 
season.  The Council may wish to consider encouraging a tri-state process to address this issue. 
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 EXHIBIT B.6. 
 April 2000 
 
 

ADOPTION OF ROCKFISH BYCATCH ESTIMATES 
AND INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS IN RELEVANT FISHERIES 

 
Situation:  In November 1999, the Council adopted optimum yield (OY) recommendations for 2000, 
including new categories of minor rockfish.  While most OYs were adjusted to account for anticipated 
bycatch, the OYs for minor rockfish and bocaccio were not adjusted.  The Council asked the Groundfish 
Management Team (GMT) to evaluate the management measures adopted for the various 2000 
groundfish fisheries, including anticipated bycatch amounts.  At the March 2000 meeting, the GMT 
responded, without an observer program or some other program to collect bycatch data, it could not 
estimate how much bycatch may occur this year.  The GMT suggested, as a temporary alternative, the 
Council consider asking a  selected group of industry and managers to advise them about more 
reasonable estimates.  The Council concurred and directed the GMT to consult with groundfish fishers 
and Groundfish Advisory Subpanel members to assess whether anecdotal information from the fleet may 
provide better insight into appropriate bycatch estimates, trip limit ratios, and catch projections for the 
remainder of the year.  This approach is somewhat analogous to the salmon “drop-off mortality” question, 
where no data existed, and the Council adopted the Salmon Technical Team/Scientific and Statistical 
Committee estimate of 5% as reasonable.   
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Adopt an estimate for rockfish bycatch where the default estimate is now zero, and adjust trip 

limits as necessary. 
 
Reference Materials:  None. 
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GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
ADOPTION OF ROCKFISH BYCATCH ESTIMATE AND  
INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS IN RELEVANT FISHERIES 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) solicited anecdotal information on rockfish bycatch from its 
members and others in the audience.  Discussions provided the following: 
 
 Regulations adopted for 2000 are causing major changes in fishing strategies. 
 The new regulations have compounded problems in estimating bycatch. 
 Limited entry vessels are not bumping up against trip limits, indicating bycatch is minimal. 
 Some limited entry vessels are encountering occasional overages, but these vary by area and depth 

fished and cannot be rationally spread across the entire fishery in a “one-size-fits-all” pattern. 
 Processors report low landings of rockfish, indicating lack of targeting. 
 Open access vessels have largely converted to the live fish market; since dead fish tend to be 

discarded, it is impossible to estimate the level of bycatch. 
 Recreational vessels encounter occasional undersize fish, which are discarded, but the recreational 

fleet has also developed new strategies (including changes in fishing depth) to comply with more 
restrictive regulations. 

 
In summary, the GAP believes the combination of new regulations (including closures and emphasis on 
deep water fishing during the first two months of the year) and the lack of hard data on landings makes it 
impossible to estimate bycatch levels at this time.  The Council should reconsider this issue in June when 
more data are available. 
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 EXHIBIT B.7. 
 April 2000 
 
 

INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS, INCLUDING ENGLISH SOLE AND REDBANDED ROCKFISH 
 
Situation:  In November 1999, the Council established three minor rockfish categories in order to protect 
overfished and depleted rockfish stocks while providing as much access as possible to healthier stocks.  
The Council listed the individual rockfish species included in the nearshore, shelf, and slope rockfish 
categories.  Management measures for large and small footrope trawl gears were approved for each 
rockfish category and other species associated with each category.  A primary objective of this 
management approach is to reduce fishing activities in areas where canary rockfish would likely be 
caught.  Restrictions on shelf flatfish species were included in the management program; there is no 
poundage limit for “all other flatfish,” but small footrope trawl gear is required.  This means vessels fishing 
with large footrope trawl gear, even if they operate on the continental slope outside the area of concern, 
are not allowed to keep any of these flatfish.  Unfortunately, some healthy flatfish stocks such as English 
sole extend into deeper water where they are taken incidentally by vessels targeting slope species (see 
Public Comment B.7.).  The question is, how can we adjust the trip limit so vessels fishing with large 
footrope gear may keep their incidental catch of English sole without allowing targeting?  Redbanded 
rockfish has also been identified as a species encountered in the large footrope trawl fishery on the slope. 
 It may be appropriate to reclassify redbanded rockfish as a slope species rather than a shelf species.  In 
any case, the Council should consider providing an allowance for this species in the large footrope trip 
limits. 
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Adjust trip limits as necessary. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Correspondence from Coos Bay Trawlers Association (Public Comment B.7.). 
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GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS INCLUDING ENGLISH SOLE AND REDBANDED ROCKFISH RETENTION 

REGULATIONS 
 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) discussed with the Groundfish Management Team proposed 
changes in classification of rockfish in management categories and means to avoid discarding incidentally 
caught flatfish.  The GAP makes the following recommendations: 
 
 Classify redbanded rockfish as a slope rockfish species. 
 Classify flag rockfish as a slope rockfish species. 
 Modify regulations to allow English sole to be taken with large footrope gear during the time that 

petrale sole can be taken with that gear (November and December 2000). 
 Modify regulations to provide an incidental limit for flatfish included in the “all other flatfish” category of 

400 pounds per trip when large footrope gear is used, effective May 1 through October 31, 2000. 
 
The GAP believes these minor modifications will reduce discarding. 
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GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON INSEASON PROGRESS AND ADJUSTMENTS 
 
Early reports from the 2000 fishery have identified several issues requiring minor adjustments to the 
management framework initiated this year.  Regarding the assignment of Sebastes species to the minor 
rockfish sub-groups, industry has requested that redbanded rockfish be shifted from the shelf to the slope 
sub-group, in order to reduce discard associated with large footrope fishing for slope species.  The GMT 
supports this adjustment.  The GMT and GAP also discussed the appropriate sub-group assignment for 
flag rockfish.  Reports of incidental catch of flag rockfish were reported in slope fisheries as far north as 
Oregon.  Further investigation by the GMT has lead us to believe that the primary range of flag rockfish is 
from Baja to Ft. Bragg, and between 15 and 100 fathoms.  As a result, the GMT does not support 
re-assignment of flag rockfish from the shelf to slope sub-group at this time.  Additionally, while POP was 
assigned to the minor slope rockfish subgroup in the area south of 40o10', the individual cumulative limit 
for POP was specified as a coastwide limit.  The GMT recommends that this limit be restated to apply 
only to the area north of  40o10'. 
 
The last issue involves incidental catch of English sole when fishing with large footropes for slope species. 
 The GMT and GAP worked together last fall to try and identify and accommodate these kinds of cases, 
and recommended special provisions for petrale and Rex soles.  English sole was not specifically 
addressed at that time, however, and there have been reports of small amounts of English that have had 
to be discarded when they have been caught with large footropes while fishing for slope species.  At this 
time, the GMT feels that the safest way to reduce this discard, without creating an opportunity to target 
English sole with large footrope gear on the shelf, would be to provide an allowance when large footrope 
gear is onboard of 400 lb per trip of all flatfish species where retention is not specifically allowed with large 
footrope gear. 
 
Inseason progress     
 
Through February this year, the only fishery with landings approximate last year's rate is the DTS fishery.  
Landings through February were slightly higher than last year for all four species, and it appears as though 
landings through March will be very close to last years.  Widow rockfish is the only other species with 
significant landings and those are running about 30-40% of 1999.  However, the 3-month first period in 
the 1999 fishery stimulated much higher widow landings in 1999 than in previous years. 
 
The QSM system reports very little tonnage of near-shore rockfish has been landed though March, in 
either limited entry or open access.  And although these commercial non-trawl fisheries have always 
been subject to a high degree of seasonality, it appears unlikely that the current limits will encourage 
sufficient participation to fully utilize these commercial allocations.  When the current limits were 
recommended in November, there was a clear need to reduce landings significantly.  Those 
recommendations were based on the conservative assumption that the number of participants fishing for 
the new smaller limits would remain the same.  Obviously, there is a relationship between the amount of 
limit that is offered and the number of participants that will be drawn to that opportunity.  However, we are 
not in a position to quantify that relationship at this time.  It does appear that current limits have shut down 
effort, to a significant degree.  What is not clear is how quickly that effort would be drawn back into the 
fishery with higher limits. 
 
The GMT recommends implementing cautious increases in near-shore limits beginning in May.  The 
fishery response to the increases will be evaluated in June, and provided that participation remains below 
the level modeled last fall, further increases would be recommended beginning in July.  Recommended 
nearshore-rockfish limits beginning in May are shown in the table below, acknowledging that black 
rockfish limits are the focus of agenda item B.8.  Any of these increases runs some risk of accelerating 
the fisheries to the point where they would need to be closed before the end of the year.  But this risk may 
be preferable to continuing limits which provide very little opportunity for profitable trips.  Higher limits 
could be implemented in May, but with the understanding that the likelihood of early closure would 
increase. 
 
The daily-trip-limit (DTL) fisheries for sablefish also appear to be running a bit behind.  Higher rockfish 
limits may stimulate more trips on which sablefish would also be landed.  However, it is probably 
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reasonable to consider increasing the monthly caps in both the LE and OA fisheries, as shown below, 
beginning in May, with evaluation in June. 
GMT recommendations for May 1 cumulative limit changes. 
 

   Proposed new 
Fishery Area Old limit limit, May 1 

    
Limited entry Near-shore rockfish (fixed-gear)  
 North 2,400 lb / 2 months 3,000 lb / 2 months 
   (max 1,200 non-black/blue)  (max 1,400 non-black/blue) 
 South 1,000 lb / 2 months 1,300 lb / 2 months 
    
Open access Near-shore rockfish  
 North 1,000 lb / 2 months 1,500 lb / 2 months 
   (max 500 non-black/blue)  (max 700 non-black/blue) 
 South 550 lb / 2 months 800 lb / 2 months 
    
LE + OA Daily-Trip-Limit sablefish  
 N of 36 2,100 lb / 2 months 2,400 lb / 2 months 

                                                                                                          
                                                    
 
 
QSM also suggests that the current limited-entry limits for the shelf rockfish sub-group will result in 
landings that are well below the current allocation.  However, the purpose of the shelf sub-group limits 
was to accommodate rockfish bycatch in the shelf flatfish fisheries without encouraging targeting that 
could undermine rebuilding efforts for bocaccio, canary, and lingcod.  If the current landings pattern 
continues the GMT will explore available mechanisms for providing higher bycatch allowances of shelf 
rockfish when vessels are fishing for flatfish. 
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 EXHIBIT B.8. 
 APRIL 2000 
 
 

INSEASON ADJUSTMENT OF BLACK ROCKFISH TRIP LIMITS 
 
Situation:  In November 1999, the Council divided the minor rockfish species in the Sebastes complex 
into nearshore, shelf, and slope categories, and the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) calculated the 
allocations for open access and limited entry fisheries.  Allocations between limited entry and open 
access are based, in principle, on the distribution of landings of a species during the limited-entry 
qualifying window.  In previous years, the GMT and Council utilized the shares of all Sebastes landed 
during the qualifying window as representative shares for most individual or species-group allocations of 
Sebastes species.  While this approach was adequate for dealing with the single generic Sebastes 
complex, it would not work well for the individual rockfish sub-groups in 2000.  The GMT proposed 
maintaining the window-period Sebastes shares for the combined minor rockfish categories, but adjusting 
the percentages of the individual rockfish categories to better reflect traditional target species of the 
recreational, limited entry and open access sectors.  Recreational and open access fishers generally 
operate in nearshore and shelf areas and target species that reside in those areas, while limited entry 
fishers (especially trawlers) tend to operate further off shore.  In establishing limited entry and open 
access allocations, the anticipated recreational harvest is first deducted and then the allocation 
percentages are applied.  Once the allocations are calculated, trip limits are developed with the intention 
of achieving the allocations while maintaining year-round fishing. 
 
Black rockfish are included in the nearshore subgroup in both the northern and southern areas.  The 
1999 stock assessment, which looked at the portion of the stock north of Tillamook Head, Oregon, 
concluded the stock appears healthy relative to the 40-10 harvest policy and the full 700 mt acceptable 
biological catch was applied to the nearshore rockfish optimum yield (OY).  The portion of the stock south 
of Tillamook Head has never been assessed; recent catch in the southern area has been about 500 mt.  
In accordance with the precautionary policy for unassessed stocks, only 50% of the recent catch amount 
(i.e., 250 mt) contributed to the nearshore rockfish OY.  Thus, black rockfish contribute 950 mt to the 
nearshore rockfish OY in 2000.   
The stock assessment and fishery evaluation (SAFE) document indicates the 1998 recreational harvest of 
black rockfish in Washington and Oregon was 807 mt, and California fishers took an additional 114 mt. It 
is unclear whether the bag limit reductions will reduce the recreational catch of black rockfish, but it is 
clear most of the available harvest will be taken by recreational fishers. 
 
Several fishers protested about the open access trip limit (1,000 pounds per two months) when the 
Council proposed it in November 1999, because they recognized the economic impact on them would be 
substantial.  The issue was raised again in public comment at the March meeting and in written 
comments (Public Comment B.8.).  The Council agreed to revisit open access trip limits at this meeting.   
 
Council Action: 
 
1. Consider revisions to open access trip limits for black rockfish and other species. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Correspondence from Kenyon Hensel (Public Comment B.8.). 
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Supplemental GAP Report B.8. 
April 2000 

 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
INSEASON ADJUSTMENT OF BLACK ROCKFISH TRIP LIMITS 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to discuss 
inseason adjustments.  The GAP agrees with the following cumulative and trip limit recommendations 
made by the GMT: 
 
Limited Entry Fixed Gear 
 

Nearshore Rockfish in the North:  3,000 pounds/2 months, with a maximum of 1,400 pounds of 
species other than black/blue rockfish. 

 
Nearshore Rockfish in the South:  1,300 pounds/2 months. 

 
Open Access Gear 
 

Nearshore Rockfish in the North:  1,500 pounds/2 months, with a maximum of 700 pounds of 
species other than black/blue rockfish. 

 
Near Shore Rockfish in the South:  800 pounds/2 months. 

 
Limited Entry and Open Access Daily-Trip-Limit Sablefish 
 

2,400 pounds/2 months.  All new limits to be in effect May 1 through June 30, 2000. 
 
In addition to the increase in open access limits noted above, the GAP supports the recommendation of 
the GMT for an increase for vessels landing black and blue rockfish in Pacific City, Oregon, with the limits 
on time and area proposed by the GMT.  The GAP is aware of the unique nature of this fishery and the 
extra hardship imposed by this year’s regulations.  The GAP agrees a limited exception is appropriate. 
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 Supplemental GMT or ODFW Report B.8. 
 April 2000 
 
 
 GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM OR 
 OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE STATEMENT ON 
 INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS INCLUDING ENGLISH SOLE AND  
 REDBANDED ROCKFISH RETENTION REGULATIONS FOR PACIFIC CITY 
 
· Small Dory Fleet 

+ 10 to 11 vessels 
+ Only 6 active vessels 

 
· Fairly remote geographic location - no local processor. 
 
· New effort unlikely to be attractive to Pacific City. 
 
· Low limits have not allowed the fishery to produce enough catch to even attract the interest of a 

processor sending a truck from another port. 
 
· Even with the higher limits during 1999, Pacific City fishers had to pay to have their fish trucked 

halfway to Garibaldi to get them sold for processing. 
 
· Annual specifications speak to the desire of the Council to continue allowing for the harvest of black 

rockfish nearshore, while not exceeding the catch of other nearshore rockfish. 
 
· Schools of black/blue rockfish are highly targetable.  Options assume the current fleet profile. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1 (GMT) - 1,500/2 months of minor nearshore rockfish of which no more than 700 may be other 
than black/blue rockfish (Eureka/Vancouver area). 
 
Option 2a - Same as Option 1 plus 1,500/month May through October (six months) of Black/Blue rockfish 
for deliveries into Pacific City only.  No more than 700 pounds species other than black/blue rockfish. 
 
Option 2b - Same as Option 2a, but 1,800/month May through September (five months). 
 
Option 2c - Same as Option 2a, but 2,200/month May through September (five months. 
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 EXHIBIT B.9. 
 April 2000 
 
 

PLAN AMENDMENT FOR STOCK REBUILDING 
 
Situation:  Groundfish fishery management plan (FMP) amendment 12 addresses the Council’s 
responsibility to prepare rebuilding plans for overfished stocks under its jurisdiction.  The draft 
amendment (Attachment B.9.a.), which the Council first reviewed in September 1999, will establish a 
process the Council and NMFS will follow in developing rebuilding plans for overfished groundfish stocks.  
Amendment 12 would (1) establish rebuilding goals; (2) authorize suspension of the open access 
percentages so they may be modified without requiring another amendment; (3) authorize the Council to 
prohibit the vessels with limited entry permits from fishing in the open access fishery when the limited 
entry fishery is closed; and (4) declare the entire groundfish resource to be fully utilized, prohibiting foreign 
fishing and processing unless the FMP is amended to allow it.  No specific regulations to implement the 
amendment are proposed at this time.  However, the amendment will give the Council the authority to 
proposed regulations in the future. 
 
The Council had scheduled final action on the amendment in November 1999.  However, the Northwest 
Regional Office of NMFS  advised the Council to delay final action until this meeting in order to free up 
staff resources to concentrate on preparing the annual specifications for the 2000 fishing year.  
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Final action on FMP amendment 12. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Draft amendment 12 (Attachment B.9.a.). 
2. Draft environmental assessment (Supplemental Attachment (B.9.b.). 
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Supplemental GAP Report B.9. 
April 2000 

 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
PLAN AMENDMENT FOR STOCK REBUILDING 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) discussed with Council staff Draft Amendment 12 to the Pacific 
Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan.  The GAP agrees a framework process for rebuilding plans 
is the most practical option and supports Alternative 2. 
 
However, the GAP is concerned that adequate monitoring of the rebuilding process not be ignored.  The 
GAP notes that NMFS recently convened a meeting to develop such a monitoring process, at which all of 
the Council advisory bodies were represented, and a draft monitoring process was established.  The GAP 
understands that objections from the Scientific and Statistical Committee have now delayed further work 
on putting a monitoring process in place.  Failure to adequately monitor rebuilding progress violates the 
law, jeopardizes stocks that are not rebuilding as expected, and penalizes harvesters and processors who 
accept drastically reduced harvests over the term of a rebuilding program.  Monitoring of rebuilding is 
essential. 
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 EXHIBIT B.10. 
 April 2000 
 
 

REBUILDING PLANS FOR CANARY ROCKFISH AND COWCOD 
 
Situation:  In 1999, stock assessments were prepared for canary rockfish (coastwide) and cowcod 
(Conception area) that indicated these two stocks have fallen into overfished status.  In early January 
2000, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) notified the Council of its responsibility to prepare 
rebuilding plans for each stock.  These plans must be completed within one year.  Although the technical 
analyses for these rebuilding plans have not yet been prepared, the Council needs to begin considering 
the elements to be included in the plans and the process for developing them.  In order to avoid resorting 
to emergency rulemaking to implement the plans, the Council may need to take final action in September. 
 If the Council wishes to  consider allocating either stock among the various harvest sectors, the issue 
must be discussed at a minimum of three Council meetings.  Based on Council discussions at the March 
2000 meeting about canary rockfish catches in the pink shrimp fishery, it appears allocation may be a part 
of the canary rockfish plan. 
 
The Council will need to adopt a process and schedule for these required rebuilding plans.  Draft 
rebuilding analyses for these two stocks are expected to be available at the June 2000 meeting.  Until 
then, the Council could consider the rebuilding harvest levels will be similar to the current acceptable 
biological catches and optimum yields.  Questions that should be considered at this time include:   
 
· Who will work with the various constituent groups and begin the necessary outreach programs?   
· Will state-to-state allocations be necessary?   
· Is it possible that seasons or area management will be appropriate?   
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Adopt draft process and schedule for preparing canary rockfish and cowcod rebuilding plans. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Proposed schedule for developing rebuilding plans for canary rockfish and cowcod (Supplemental 

Attachment B.10.a.). 
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Supplemental GAP Report B.10. 
April 2000 

 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
REBUILDING PLANS FOR CANARY ROCKFISH AND COWCOD 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) discussed with Council staff the proposed schedule for 
developing and implementing rebuilding plans for canary rockfish and cowcod.  The GAP recognizes the 
need to comply with statutory provisions on rebuilding and agrees the time schedule provided will be 
necessary.  However, the GAP recommends that any management actions taken under the rebuilding 
plan not go into effect until the beginning of the 2001 season.  The GAP understands this is the intent of 
the schedule. 
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 Supplemental SSC Report B.10. 
 April 2000 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE STATEMENT ON 
REBUILDING PLANS FOR CANARY ROCKFISH AND COWCOD 

 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) discussed the proposed schedule for development of 
rebuilding plans for canary rockfish and cowcod.  Supplemental Attachment B.10.a. was not available for 
review, but Mr. Jim Glock was present to brief the SSC on this schedule. 
 
The canary rockfish and cowcod rebuilding plan authors will be performing the analyses and drafting 
technical reports for review at the June Council meeting.  Since the Council will need to take final action 
on these rebuilding plans in September, the SSC emphasizes these draft plans should be completed in 
time for adequate review prior to the June meeting.  The SSC’s Groundfish Subcommittee would like an 
opportunity to review the draft rebuilding plans prior to the June meeting, with inclusion in the June Council 
meeting Briefing Book as an absolute deadline.  In addition, the SSC would like the authors to present 
their analyses to the committee at the June meeting.   
 
The SSC also discussed the status and schedules for lingcod, Pacific ocean perch, and any other species 
that may fall into the overfished category and require a rebuilding plan. Results from new assessments 
should be incorporated into rebuilding projections, and any modifications to rebuilding plans for these 
species should be reviewed by the SSC either at the June or September Council meetings. 
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 Supplemental Attachment B.10.a. 
 April 2000 
 
 

PROPOSED PROCESS AND SCHEDULE FOR DEVELOPING REBUILDING PLANS  
FOR COWCOD AND CANARY ROCKFISH 

 
 

When 
 

What 
 

Who 
 
April  

Council 
meeting  

 
Identify allocation issues, components of rebuilding 
plans, and fishing sectors involved 

 
Council  

 
Identify who will work with constituent groups  

 
Council  

 
Identify components of plans, including general 
management proposals 

 
GAP, GMT, Council 

 
Schedule state meetings, if appropriate 

 
States 

 
May - June 

 
Initial constituent meetings/workshops 

 
States? 

 
June 

Council 
meeting 

 
Review preliminary technical analysis and preliminary 
estimate of OY 

 
SSC 

 
Feedback from state workshops 

 
states, to Council  

 
Refine alternatives/proposals; guidance to plan drafters 

 
Council  

 
July - September  

 
Complete analysis of alternatives/proposals 

 
GMT/states 

 
Complete review of technical analysis 

 
SSC/ GMT 

 
Additional constituent meetings, if appropriate 

 
States 

 
September 
  Council 

meeting 

 
Final Council action on proposed implementing 
regulation package (including allocations and economic 
analysis) 

 
Council  

 
Identify routine management measures that may be 
considered 

 
Council  

 
Final action on rebuilding plans, if completed  

 
Council  

 
early October  

 
Send proposed regulation package (if any) to NMFS  

 
staff 

 
November  

Council  
meeting 

 
Final adoption of rebuilding plans; approve routine 
management measures to implement plans  

 
Council  

 
October - December 

 
Implementation of regulations and annual 
specifications/ routine measures 

 
NMFS 
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 EXHIBIT B.11. 
 April 2000 
 
 

STATUS OF GROUNDFISH STRATEGIC PLAN  
 

Situation:  At the March meeting, the Ad-Hoc Groundfish Strategic Plan Development Committee advised 
the Council to expect initial review of the draft plan at the April meeting.  The Council adopted a revised 
schedule that includes the first comprehensive review of the plan at the June meeting (Attachment 
B.11.a.) and final adoption in September.  The committee expects to have an initial draft ready for 
presentation to the Council at the April meeting. 
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Provide guidance to committee. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Revised schedule adopted in March (Attachment B.11.a.). 
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 Supplemental GAP, GMT, HSG Report B.11. 
 April 2000 
 
 

JOINT GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL 
GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM, AND 

HABITAT STEERING GROUP STATEMENT ON 
STATUS OF GROUNDFISH STRATEGIC PLAN 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel, Groundfish Management Team, and Habitat Steering Group would 
like to receive a briefing on the groundfish strategic plan.  To that end, we would recommend a joint 
meeting of the Council's advisory entities; perhaps an evening session at the June Council meeting, so all 
the advisory entities can receive the same presentation at the one time. 
 
In addition, we would appreciate receiving copies of the draft plan prior to the June meeting to allow 
adequate time for review. 
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 Supplemental SSC Report B.11. 
 April 2000 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
STATUS OF GROUNDFISH STRATEGIC PLAN 

 
Ms. Debra Nudelman from Resolve, Inc. gave the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) an update on 
the status of the groundfish strategic plan.  The SSC is encouraged by the progress the Ad-Hoc 
Groundfish Strategic Plan Committee has made on the plan.  The SSC recognizes the importance of this 
report  and looks forward to the draft report in June. 
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 EXHIBIT B.12. 
 April 2000 
 
 
 OBSERVER PROGRAM 
 
Situation:  In November 1999, the Council reviewed draft regulations to implement a West Coast 
groundfish observer program presented by the Northwest Region, National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS).  At that time, NMFS indicated the proposed regulatory package, including draft regulatory impact 
and environmental impact reviews, would be available in April 2000.  At this meeting, NMFS will present 
the draft regulations for Council consideration.  In step with development of the regulatory package, the 
Northwest Fisheries Science Center, NMFS is analyzing results of Oregon's Enhanced Data Collection 
Project.  Preliminary results and implications for observer coverage options will be presented to the 
Council at this meeting. 
 
NMFS Attachment B.12.a. is a comprehensive package of generic regulations.  The purpose of these 
generic regulations is to set in place the process for deploying at-sea observers.  This rule would 
establish notification requirements for vessels that may be required to carry observers and establish 
responsibilities and prohibited actions for vessels that are required to carry observers.  When funding for 
a West Coast observer program becomes available, these regulations would be in place to quickly 
implement an at-sea observer program for groundfish fisheries that land catch shoreside.  The draft 
regulatory package does not pertain to at-sea observers for offshore fisheries, e.g., the at-sea Pacific 
whiting fishery. 
 
The observer coverage analysis is still in the initial stage and has focused on examining data from 
Oregon’s Enhanced Data Collection Project to determine patterns of bycatch in groundfish fisheries.  
Results from this analysis will be used to demonstrate the types of information and levels of detail at-sea 
observer coverage can be expected to provide.  NMFS will discuss the results of the initial analysis.  
Notably, the analysis has provided insight to the informational differences between observer coverage of a 
small number of vessels over the length of the cumulative limit period and a random sampling of a larger 
number of vessels throughout the cumulative limit period. 
 
Council Action: 
 
1. Adopt for public review and publication in the Federal Register the draft regulatory package 

for an at-sea observer program. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. DRAFT Proposed rule to provide for a West Coast at-sea observer program (NMFS Attachment 

B.12.a.). 
2. DRAFT Environmental assessment/regulatory impact review for a West Coast at-sea observer 

program (Supplemental NMFS Attachment B.12.b.). 
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Supplemental GAP Report B.12. 
April 2000 

 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
GROUNDFISH OBSERVER PROGRAM 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) spent a considerable amount of time in debate on observer 
programs, their design, their coverage, their cost, how they are paid for, and what objectives they seek to 
achieve.  A wide variety of opinions were expressed.  Ultimately, the GAP agreed the draft observer 
program package should be adopted for public review.   
 
The key to establishing a West Coast observer program is adequate funding to pay for it.  Given the 
current state of affairs, the industry simply cannot afford to pay the entire cost of an observer program.  
The GAP was influenced in their decision on the observer program package by their understanding that 
this package constitutes the report to Congress on observers which was required by the Fiscal Year 2000 
Commerce Appropriations Bill.  Absence of that report has had a serious adverse impact on efforts to 
obtain funding for an observer program.  Better communication between NMFS and the industry on this 
issue would have greatly facilitated work on getting the necessary funding to begin implementing an 
observer program. 
 
Considering the costs of an observer program, the GAP strongly suggests that additional - or if necessary, 
alternative - means be used to provide better information on total fisheries mortality.  In particular, the 
GAP recommends that displaced fishermen be trained and hired to serve as observers.  The practical 
knowledge available to such men and women will be of great use in an observer program. 
 
The GAP also again urges the Council and NMFS to move forward with a program involving landing of trip 
limit overages.  The GAP has recommended this several times and the Council has already approved - 
but never implemented - a voluntary pilot project.  Given the difficulty in obtaining funding for an observer 
program, a requirement to land overages may be the best interim means to get better information. 
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 EXHIBIT B.13. 
 April 2000 
 
 

PLAN AMENDMENT TO ADDRESS BYCATCH AND MANAGEMENT MEASURE ISSUES 
 
Situation:  Proposed Amendment 13 to the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan is 
intended to accomplish three primary objectives:  (1) bring the FMP into conformance with the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) bycatch 
provisions; (2) authorize the Council to continue using the types of management measures implemented 
in the emergency rule; and (3) clean up outdated provisions relating to limited entry permits.  At the March 
2000 meeting, the Council received a progress report and briefly reviewed the initial draft of the proposed 
amendment.  At this meeting, the Council has scheduled a more in-depth review, and if appropriate, will 
release the amendment package for public review and comment.  The amendment will be distributed at 
the Council meeting as Supplemental Attachment B.13.a.   Final action on the amendment is scheduled 
for the June meeting. 
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires every FMP “establish a standardized reporting methodology to 
assess the amount of bycatch occurring in the fishery, and include conservation and management 
measures that, to the extent practicable and in the following priority, minimize bycatch and minimize the 
mortality of bycatch which cannot be avoided.”  The Council submitted Amendment 11 to the groundfish 
FMP to bring the FMP into conformance, but in March 1999, the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) disapproved the bycatch provisions of the FMP amendment.  NMFS suggests the amendment 
package should (1) fully analyze the bycatch implications of the FMP’s management measures; (2) 
describe the Council‘s past efforts and planned future efforts to reduce bycatch and to establish a 
standardized reporting methodology to assess the amount and type of bycatch occurring in the groundfish 
fishery; (3) analyze existing and possible future efforts to reduce bycatch in the groundfish fisheries; (4) 
discuss how bycatch is reduced to the maximum extent practicable under current management measures; 
(5) evaluate standardized reporting methodologies that might be used to assess bycatch rates in the 
groundfish fishery; and (6) analyze all practicable alternatives to the current year-round trip limit 
management system that could be expected to result in a reduction of bycatch rates. 
 
In addition to the bycatch provisions, the amendment will address the provisions of the emergency rule the 
Council recommended at its November 1999 meeting.  In order to immediately implement rebuilding 
measures for the five overfished species,  the Council had to develop  management measures that were 
consistent with the FMP, but outside the scope of the current regulatory authority.  In order to make the 
necessary changes, NMFS used its emergency authority and incorporated the emergency regulatory 
changes into the 2000 annual specifications and management measures; however, those emergency 
regulations are only effective for six months.  Emergency regulations may be renewed for a second 
six-month period, but only if the Council begins the necessary FMP and/or regulatory amendment to 
resolve the issues for the long term.  We need to build flexibility into the FMP and regulations to manage 
both overfished and healthy groundfish stocks in 2001 and beyond.  Part of this is revising the FMP 
language concerning routine management measures, so the Council may meet some of the overfishing 
and bycatch requirements of its FMP during the annual specifications and management measures 
process.  
 
This amendment would also update the FMP to remove provisions for limited entry permits with 
provisional "A”, "B", and “designated species B" endorsements.  These gear endorsements were used to 
smooth the transition from an open access system to the limited entry program, but all current limited 
entry permit holders now have "A" endorsements, and the three lesser endorsements have either expired 
or are no longer useful.  Removing these gear endorsements from the FMP's limited entry provisions 
would be a "housekeeping" measure. 
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Release draft for public review or provide comments to drafters. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Draft bycatch amendment package (Supplemental Attachment B.13.a.). 
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 Supplemental GAP Report B.13. 
 April 2000 

 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
PLAN AMENDMENT TO ADDRESS BYCATCH AND MANAGEMENT MEASURE ISSUES -  

REVIEW FIRST DRAFT 
 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) reviewed the draft environmental assessment for Amendment 
13 to the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan and offers the following comments: 
 
• Issue 1 - Definition of Bycatch 

The GAP supports Alternative 1 (status quo). 
 
• Issue 2 - Standardized Reporting Methodologies 

The GAP supports Alternative 3, but believes it should be expanded to allow the Council to make use 
of future new technologies and techniques that might be appropriate. 

 
• Issue 3 - Bycatch Reduction 

The GAP supports Alternative 4, but believes it should be expanded to include appropriately 
monitored landing of trip limit overages, a proposal strongly supported by the GAP on several previous 
occasions. 

 
• Issue 4 - Management Measures Frameworking 

The GAP supports Alternative 3, because it provides the greatest flexibility to the Council while 
allowing for greater public participation. 

 
• Issue 5 - Housekeeping Measures 

The GAP supports Alternative 2. 
 
 
PFMC 
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 Supplemental SSC Report B.13. 
 April 2000 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE STATEMENT ON 
PLAN AMENDMENT TO ADDRESS BYCATCH AND MANAGEMENT MEASURE ISSUES -  

REVIEW FIRST DRAFT 
 

Ms. Yvonne de Reynier presented a review of highlights of the draft amendment 13 to the groundfish 
fishery management plan (FMP). 
 
There is little scientific confirmation of the effectiveness of current measures which have been 
implemented to reduce bycatch.  In the future, bycatch reduction provisions should be accompanied by 
appropriate monitoring activities to determine their effectiveness. The alternatives chosen under issue 3 
(Bycatch Reduction Provisions) should reference which reporting methodologies under issue 2 
(Standardized Reporting Methodologies) would be appropriate.  
 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee questioned the potential efficacy of certain alternatives listed in 
the draft FMP amendment. Specifically, Alternative 2 under issue 2, a stand-alone mandatory logbook 
program, is unlikely to be an acceptable reporting methodology, because it would not provide verifiable 
estimates of bycatch.  Alternatives 3 and 4 include provisions for verifying bycatch through onboard 
observation.  Under issue 3, it is unclear how alternative 2 would provide adequate bycatch reduction, 
because it relies on a groundfish strategic plan which has not yet been completed. 
 
 
PFMC 
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 EXHIBIT B.14. 
 April 2000 
 
 

RENEWAL OF EMERGENCY RULE FOR 2000 MANAGEMENT MEASURES 
 
Situation:  Several management measures necessary to implement the initial rebuilding plans and protect 
canary rockfish were implemented by emergency rule in conjunction with the 2000 annual specifications.  
Emergency measures are effective for up to 180 days and may be extended for an additional 180 days.  
In order for extension to be approved, the Council must begin the necessary fishery management plan 
(FMP) or regulatory amendment to address the emergency conditions in a more permanent manner.   
Proposed Amendment 13 to the groundfish FMP is intended to authorize the Council to continue using the 
types of management measures implemented in the emergency rule.  At this meeting, the Council should 
advise National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to extend the emergency rule provisions for the 
remainder of the year. 
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Recommend extension of the emergency rule provisions. 
 
Reference Materials:  None. 
 
 
PFMC 
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 EXHIBIT B.15. 
 April 2000 
 
 
 AMERICAN FISHERIES ACT 
 
Situation:  The American Fisheries Act (AFA) mandates that, "by not later than July 1, 2000, the Pacific 
Fishery Management Council... shall recommend for approval by the Secretary [of Commerce], 
conservation and management measures to protect fisheries under its jurisdiction and the participants in 
those fisheries from adverse impacts caused by this Act, or by any fishery cooperatives in the directed 
pollock fishery." 
 
It is critical the Council's recommendations specify the rationale for excluding vessels and/or processors, 
and include justification for the management measures.  That is, participation restrictions must directly 
relate to protecting West Coast fisheries from harm caused by the AFA.  This specificity is important for 
establishing that the management measures comply with National Standard 4 (i.e., are fair and equitable) 
and developing the Regulatory Impact Review and Regulatory Flexibility Act analyses to assess whether 
economic impacts that may result from the management measures are justified. 
 
In September 1999, the Council adopted a control date of September 16, 1999 and directed staff to 
develop an amendment to the groundfish fishery management plan based on two industry-sponsored 
proposals.  Measures in the Midwater Trawlers Cooperative proposal would restrict participation of 
AFA-qualified vessels in whiting and groundfish fisheries.  Measures in the West Coast Seafood 
Processor's Association proposal speak to restricting participation in the whiting fishery and the West 
Coast groundfish fishery by processors that do not meet stated criteria. 
 
At the March 2000 meeting, the Council reviewed a draft analysis of a set of proposed management 
alternatives.  After hearing public comment, the Council revised several of the draft options and provided 
additional options.  At the April meeting, the Council will review the suite of proposed alternatives and a 
preliminary analysis of the potential effects of the qualifying requirements and participation restrictions.  
Council action might include refining and narrowing the suite of alternatives, and providing direction to 
staff for preparing the required regulatory analyses.  The Council will take action on the draft 
recommendations at the June 2000 meeting. 
 
Guidance on several questions is requested (1) what specific harm from the AFA do the management 
measures protect against?; (2) do participation restrictions apply to vessels or limited entry permits?; (3) 
do vessel or permit restrictions apply to all AFA-qualified vessels or only those that join cooperatives?; (4) 
what is the rationale for the participation requirements (e.g., landings/processing amounts, qualifying 
years)?; and (5) how does the Council define processors that "benefitted" from the AFA? 
 
Council Action: 
 
1. Provide direction to Council staff and advisory entities for preparing draft conservation and 

management measures to protect West Coast fisheries from harm caused by the AFA. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Measures to protect West Coast groundfish fisheries from adverse impacts as a result of the AFA 

(Supplemental Attachment B.15.a.). 
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 Supplemental GAP Report B.15. 
 April 2000 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
AMERICAN FISHERIES ACT 

 
Objective Statement:  To avoid adverse impact caused by the American Fisheries Act (AFA) by 
maintaining status quo capacity and maintaining permit value for AFA and non-AFA permit holders. 
 
To ease in the analysis, the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) suggests the Council limit the analysis 
to the following options: 
 
The proposed options are based on the following criteria: 
 

Catch history based on: 
a.  minimum tonnage requirements, i.e., 50, 100, 500 metric tons in any one of the qualifying 
years; or 
b.  number of deliveries, i.e., 10 deliveries in any one of the qualifying year. 

 
Qualifying years (window periods): 

a.  1995, 1996, 1997;  
or 
b.  1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999. 

 
Definition:  An AFA catcher vessel is a vessel that holds an AFA permit and was fishing pollock during the 
AFA’s qualifying years.  
 
Process:  The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel suggest the following: 
 

1) Set participation criteria for AFA catcher vessels in the: 
a) mothership whiting fishery, 
b) shore-side whiting fishery, 
c) groundfish other than whiting. 

 
2) Analyze the following participation option: 

 
A. Mothership Whiting Fishery: 

 
A.i. Harvested (50, 100 or 500) mt whiting during any one of the following: 

a. 1995, 1996, 1997;  
or 
b. 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999. 

 
A.iii. Made 10 deliveries during any one of the following 

a. 1995, 1996, 1997;  
or 
b. 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999. 

 
B. Shorebased Whiting Fishery:  

 
B.i. Harvested (50, 100, 500) mt whiting during any one of the following: 

a. 1995, 1996, 1997;  
or 
b. 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999. 

 
 
 
 

B.iii. Made 10 deliveries during any one of the following: 
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a. 1995, 1996, 1997;  
or 
b. 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999. 

 
C. Groundfish other than whiting:  

 
C.i. Harvested (50, 100, 500) mt groundfish other than whiting and cannot be based on 

bycatch landed in the whiting fishery, during any one of the following: 
a. 1995, 1996, 1997;  
or 
b. 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999. 

 
C.iii. Made 10 deliveries of groundfish other than whiting  and cannot be based on bycatch 

landed in the whiting fishery, during any one of the following. 
a. 1995, 1996, 1997;  
or 
b. 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999. 

 
3) Issue AFA catcher vessels a Pacific Coast Groundfish eligibility endorsement based upon 

meeting the eligibility criteria. 
 

4) Non-AFA catcher vessels may participate in all Pacific Coast groundfish fisheries as per their 
limited entry (LE) permit and do not need an eligibility endorsement to do so.   AFA catcher 
vessels which do not meet the selected minimum landing criteria are precluded from participation 
in such fisheries unless substituting for another AFA catcher vessel of similar or greater size (i.e., 
downsizing). 

 
5) If an AFA catcher vessel meets the Council’s selected participation criteria, then the vessel is 

eligible to use or obtain (lease or purchase) a limited entry trawl A permit and use it only in a 
fishery that the vessel qualified for under the above criteria.  

 
6) AFA catcher vessels not meeting requirements: 

 
Any limited entry (LE) trawl permit assigned to an AFA catcher vessel not meeting the minimum landing 
requirements will be revoked.  The GAP suggests setting a control date to provide notice to potential 
purchasers of any LE permits held by  AFA vessel owners which do not meet the selected minimum 
landing criteria will be revoked.  The GAP suggest setting the control date as of April 7, 2000. 
 
The topic of AFA as it relates to catcher-processors, motherships, and shoreside processors was not 
addressed by the GAP, and there is no new comments on these sectors.  The GAP suggest you refer to 
staff’s briefing Supplemental Attachment B.15.a.  
 
 
PFMC 
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B.15. Public Comment (8:25 a.m.) 
April 2000



B.15. Supplemental Public Comment
April 2000

Rod Moore:



American Fisheries Act:  Management Measures to Protect West Coast Groundfish Fisheries 
 
I.  Introduction 
 
Purpose of Council Action 
 
The American Fisheries Act of 19981 (AFA) provides the Council the opportunity to recommend 
management measures to protect fisheries under the Council's jurisdiction from harm caused by the AFA 
or cooperatives under the AFA.  These recommendations are due to the Secretary of Commerce by July 
1, 2000. 
 
The AFA provides certain vessels and processors with greater operational flexibility.  The concern is that 
AFA vessels and/or processors will use this advantage to move into West Coast groundfish fisheries, 
increase effort, and cause harm to current participants. 
 
Goal 
 
Recommend management measures to control increases in effort in West Coast fisheries – i.e., protect 
against harm to current participants as a result of the AFA or cooperatives under the AFA. 
 
Objective 
 
Determine criteria that will be developed into management recommendations for excluding vessels and 
processors from West Coast groundfish fisheries. 
 
Key Points 
 
• The restrictions must have clear link to protecting against harm caused by the AFA. 
 
• The Council is not specifying vessels, processors, or companies by name.  The Council is setting 

criteria which will be used to determine future participation of AFA vessels and/or processors. 
 
• The Council needs to clearly explain how the proposed qualifying criteria will protect West Coast 

groundfish participants from harm caused by the AFA. 
 
• The Council needs to explain why the qualifying criteria are the most appropriate "sideboards" for 

excluding "spill-over vessels." 
 
• The AFA eligibility requirements for pollock harvesters and processors is scheduled to sunset on 

December 31, 2004.  The Council's recommendations should specify that restrictions are permanent 
(i.e., extend beyond the duration of the AFA) or expire on December 31, 2004. 

 
Definitions2 
 
AFA vessel. 

A catcher vessel, catcher processor, or mothership that, because it is named in the AFA or meets 
qualifications in the AFA, is guaranteed a portion of the directed pollock fishery quota. 

1The AFA was signed into law October 23, 1998 as part of Public Law 105-277 -- Omnibus 
Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1999. 

2These are not legal definitions, they are brief approximations to provide context for the Council. 

AFA processor. 

Supplemental Attachment B.15.a. 
April 2000



A processing company that, because it meets qualifications in the AFA, is guaranteed a portion of 
the directed pollock fishery quota. 

 
AFA cooperative 

A cooperative arrangement between vessels and processors for optimally using the portion of the 
directed pollock quota allocated to their sector.  For example, an inshore cooperative formed by 
catcher vessels and shorebased processors would share a portion of the inshore sector's pollock 
allocation.  Similarly, an offshore cooperative formed by catcher processors would share a portion of 
the offshore allocation of the pollock quota. 

 
“Spill-over vessel.” 

An AFA vessel that possesses a limited entry permit for West Coast groundfish. 
 
Benefits to vessels (C/V, C/P, and M/S). 

The AFA formalized the ability to form cooperatives and allocated a portion of the directed pollock 
fishery quota to each sector in the fishery.  Vessels that join cooperatives, or lease their portion of 
their sector's pollock allocation, gain the advantage of arranging fishing schedules to increase average 
revenue.  This operational advantage could harm West Coast groundfish fisheries, as these vessels 
would be able to increase their participation in these fisheries. 

 
Benefits to processors. 

It is harder to pinpoint an operational advantage that provides the opportunity for AFA processing 
companies to enter West Coast groundfish fisheries and displace traditional West Coast processors.  
It might be possible that, as a result of the AFA, a shorebased processing company in Alaska could 
build a new processing facility on the West Coast.  It might also be possible for an AFA processing 
company to buy an existing West Coast facility and expand the range of species the facility 
processes.  Both of these could be seen as an encroachment on (and harm to) current West Coast 
processing facilities. 

 
Duration 
 
Sideboards could be implemented for one of two periods. 
 
1.  Permanent, extending beyond the December 31, 2004 expiration of AFA eligibility provisions. 
 
2.  In effect as long as the AFA, i.e., December 31, 2004, unless extended by the Council. 
 
 
II.  Harvester Protections 
 
Goal – Protect West Coast groundfish fisheries from the operational advantage provided to AFA vessels.  
“Spill-over vessels” that do not meet qualifying criteria will be EXCLUDED from the fishery. 
 
The proposed options seek to restrict harvesters that benefit from the AFA (AFA vessels) from 
participating in West Coast groundfish fisheries if they did substantially participate in the past.  It has 
been proposed that this be done by restricting the participation of the vessel or the permit. 
 
At the March 2000 meeting, the Council discussed whether restrictions should apply to an AFA vessel or 
the limited entry permit possessed by an AFA vessel.  At issue is the ability of an AFA vessel with a 
limited entry groundfish permit to sell or transfer the permit if the vessel was excluded from West Coast 
fisheries.  If restrictions are not placed on the permit, the vessel could sell the permit to a non-AFA vessel 
or transfer to newly built boat.  If this results in another vessel entering the fishery, effort increases, 
causing harm. 
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There are three ways the Council could exclude non-qualified AFA vessels ("spill-over vessels"): 
 
1.  Vessel –  restrict the vessel, but not the permit.  If an AFA vessel does not meet the participation 
requirements for the West Coast, it is excluded.  This means it could not purchase a limited entry permit, 
and if it currently owns a permit it may sell the permit. 
 

If a vessel met the participation requirements in one sector (e.g., delivering whiting to 
motherships) it could continue to participate in that sector, but could not participate in other 
sectors (e.g., non-whiting groundfish). 

 
Because no restrictions are placed on the permit, the permit could be sold or transferred to a 
non-AFA vessel.  This could potentially increase effort in the fishery. 

 
2.  Permit – restrict the permit, but not the vessels.  If an AFA vessel does not meet the participation 
requirements its permit becomes invalid; or if it only met certain participation requirements, the permit 
would become restricted to the specific sector in which the vessel qualified. 
 

Restrictions stay with the permit.  That is, the permit may be sold or transferred to a non-AFA 
vessel, but the restrictions still hold.  However, AFA vessels could expand their participation by 
purchasing a permit from another vessel. 

 
Restricting permits without applying restrictions directly to AFA vessels may not protect West 
Coast groundfish fisheries from vessels using their operational advantage to displace traditional 
participants.  It provides a financial penalty to AFA vessels that own limited entry permits, but 
does not exclude them from the fishery. 

 
3.  Combination – restrict both vessel and permit.  An AFA vessel that does not qualify is excluded from 
the fishery.  Any permit the vessel possesses is subject to the restrictions described in (2) above.  The 
vessel would not be allowed to purchase another limited entry permit. 
 

This combination of vessel and permit restrictions excluded an AFA vessel if it did not have 
enough participation, and invalidates the vessel's limited entry permit (if it has one). 

 
Determining the Qualifying Criteria 
 
In September 1999 and March 2000, the Council put forward various criterion for AFA vessels to qualify 
for future participation in West Coast groundfish fisheries.  These criteria are based on past participation 
and attempt to show a dependence on the fishery. 
 
The Council needs to refine these criteria.  Specifically, the Council needs to decide on the appropriate 
qualifying years and determine if catch history is based on landed tons or number of deliveries. 
 
More importantly, the Council needs to: 
 
• clearly explain how these criteria protect West Coast groundfish participants from harm caused by 

the AFA; and 
 
• explain why the qualifying criteria are the most appropriate measures (sideboards) for excluding 

"spill-over vessels." 
 
 
The proposed criteria are: 
 

Catch history based on: 
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a.  minimum tonnage requirements, i.e., 50 metric tons; or 
b.  number of deliveries, i.e., 30 deliveries. 

 
Qualifying window periods: 

a.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997; or 
b.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999. 

 
Options for excluding “spill-over vessels.” 
 
I.  Whiting fishery 
 
A.  AFA catcher vessels (delivering to motherships) that do not meet the following minimum requirements 
will be excluded.  The Council needs to select A.i, A.ii, or A.iii. 
 

A.i.  harvested 50 mt whiting during: 
a.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997; or 
b.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999; or 

 
A.ii.  made 30 deliveries during: 

a.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997; or 
b.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999; or 

 
A.iii.  made 10 deliveries during 1997. 

 
B.  AFA catcher vessels landing shorebased that do not meet the following minimum requirements will be 
excluded.  The Council needs to select B.i, B.ii, or B.iii. 
 

B.i.  harvested 50 mt whiting during: 
a.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997; or 
b.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999; or 

 
B.ii.  made 30 deliveries during: 

a.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997; or 
b.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999; or 

 
B.iii.  made 10 deliveries during 1997. 

 
II.  Groundfish fishery 
 
A.  AFA catcher vessels without shorebased landings of groundfish (other than whiting) during the 
qualifying period will be excluded.  The Council needs to select A.i or A.ii. 
 

A.i.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997; or 
A.ii.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999. 

 
III.  Excluding Limited Entry Permits 
 
Limited entry permits on AFA vessels will be retired or restricted based on catch history during the 
qualifying period.  The Council needs to select A.i, A.ii, or A.iii. 
 

A.i.  harvested 50 mt of groundfish during: 
a.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997; or 
b.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999; or 
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A.ii.  made 30 deliveries of groundfish during: 
a.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997; or 
b.  1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 through 9/16/1999; or 

 
A.iii.  made 10 deliveries of groundfish during 1997. 

 
If no deliveries made during qualifying period, the permit will be retired.  If only offshore landing during 
qualifying period, the permit is only valid for offshore.  If only shorebased landing during qualifying period, 
the permit is only valid for shorebased deliveries. 
 
 
III.  Catcher Processor and Mothership Protections 
 
Goal – Protect current whiting fishery catcher processors and motherships from new entry of AFA catcher 
processors and motherships into the fishery.  “Spill-over vessels” that don’t meet criteria will be 
EXCLUDED from the fishery. 
 
The previous discussion about restricting 1) vessels, or 2) permits, or 3) vessels and permits also applies 
to catcher processors and motherships.  That is, the Council needs to decide whether restrictions are 
placed on vessels; on the vessel's limited entry permit; or on both the vessel and the vessel's limited entry 
permit. 
 
Determining the Qualifying Criteria 
 
Two measures have been recommended that apply to catcher processors and motherships.  The 
Council needs to affirm that these are the appropriate criteria. 
 
As stated for catcher vessels, the Council needs to 
 
• clearly explain how the criteria for catcher processors and motherships protect West Coast 

groundfish participants from harm caused by the AFA; and 
 
• explain why the qualifying criteria are the most appropriate measures (sideboards) for excluding 

"spill-over vessels." 
 
Catcher Processors 
 

Catcher processors that were not licensed to harvest groundfish  in 1997 through 9/16/1999 are 
excluded from the whiting fishery (both as catcher processor and mothership). 

 
Motherships and Catcher Processors acting as Motherships 
 

Motherships (and catcher processors acting as motherships) that did not receive at least 1000 mt 
of whiting during the regular (directed) whiting season in 1998 or 1999 are excluded. 

 
 
 
 
 
IV.  Processor Protections 
 
Goal – Protect current whiting and non-whiting groundfish processors from harm caused by the AFA or 
cooperatives under the AFA.  AFA processing facilities that do not meet the criteria will be EXCLUDED 
from the fishery. 
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The proposed processor restrictions seek to protect existing processing facilities by preventing AFA 
processors from entering the fishery and increasing processing capacity. 
 
Staff is defining an AFA processing facility as a facility on the West Coast that is owned by a company that 
owns a facility in Alaska that benefitted from the AFA (i.e., an AFA processor).  “Facility” includes 
receiving stations. 
 
The extent of what the Council can do to protect against harm from AFA processors is to restrict 
participation of an AFA facility.  That is, based on the qualifying criteria, an AFA facility will be excluded 
from or restricted in: 
 

1) processing shore based whiting during the whiting season; or 
2) processing groundfish 

 
The proposed qualifying criteria (below) would be used to determine if the facility was a substantial 
participant prior to passage of the AFA.3 
 
As noted previously, it is difficult to pinpoint an operational advantage that provides for AFA processing 
companies to enter West Coast groundfish fisheries and displace traditional West Coast processors.  It 
might be possible that, as a result of the AFA, a shorebased processing company in Alaska could build a 
new processing facility on the West Coast.  It might also be possible for an AFA processing company to 
buy an existing West Coast facility and expand the range of species the facility processes.  Both of these 
could be seen as an encroachment on (and harm to) current West Coast processing facilities. 
 
Questions about Processor Restrictions 
 
Several questions should be addressed before developing recommended management measures to 
restrict processor participation in West Coast groundfish fisheries. 
 
• What, specifically, is the Council trying to accomplish by creating processor restrictions? 
 
For example, existing facilities (even if owned by AFA qualified [Alaskan] companies) could continue to 
operate.  However, AFA processors could not buy into existing facilities nor build new facilities. 
 
Conversely, it was also suggested that an AFA facility could buy into (or outright) an existing processor, 
but could not build new facilities on the West Coast. 
 
• What is the Council's intention for current West Coast processors that never 

bought/processed whiting and are not AFA qualified?  Because their processing history 
fails to meet the proposed qualifying criteria, these processors would be excluded from 
processing whiting in the future. 

 

3The Council put forward criteria for whiting processors, but not for non-whiting groundfish processors. 

• What if an AFA processor purchases a plant without whiting history, this plant (now 
owned by an AFA processor) is restricted from participating in the whiting fishery.  If this 
AFA facility is sold to another  company (not an AFA company), can the facility then 
participate in whiting, or is the restriction permanent for that facility? 

 
• What if an AFA company buys an existing facility, processing restrictions are placed on 

this facility based on processing history.  Is the Council asking for an analysis of all West 
Coast processing facilities to see if they meet the qualifying criteria? 
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It is important to note that restricting new entry into the West Coast processing sector by processing 
companies that did not receive benefits from the AFA is beyond the scope of the protective measures 
allowed under the AFA. 
 
Determining the Qualifying Criteria 
 
Two measures have been recommended that apply to processors, one applies to the whiting fishery, the 
second to the groundfish fishery.  The Council needs to affirm that these are the appropriate criteria. 
 
The Council needs to: 
 
• clearly state the rationale for excluding AFA processor; 
 
• show linkage between restrictions and processors that received benefits from the AFA; 
 
• determine the qualifying criteria; and 
 
• explain why these are the most appropriate criteria for protecting West Coast groundfish 

processors from harm caused by the AFA. 
 
Whiting Processors 
 
An AFA facility that does not meet the following criteria MAY NOT receive unsorted whiting during the 
shore-based whiting season: 
 

received at least 1000 mt of whiting during the regular whiting season in 1998 or 1999; or held 
state or federal authorization to receive or process unsorted whiting in 1998 or 1999. 

 
Once during the year, a company that owns or controls a qualified processor or receiving station may 
substitute a facility owned or controlled by the same company. 
 
Groundfish (non-whiting) Processors 
 
AFA facilities would be EXCLUDED from West Coast groundfish fisheries unless: 
 

AFA facility has processing history in West Coast (non-whiting) groundfish fishery.  Future 
participation is based on processing history. 

 
Conclusion 
 
The Council has the opportunity to recommend management measures to protect fisheries under the 
Council's jurisdiction from harm caused by the AFA or cooperatives under the AFA.  These 
recommendations are due to the Secretary of Commerce by July 1, 2000.  Sideboards may be necessary 
because the AFA provides certain vessels and processors with greater operational flexibility.  The 
concern is that AFA vessels and/or processors will use this advantage to move into West Coast 
groundfish fisheries, increase effort, and cause harm to current participants. 
 
The goal is to produce a set of recommended management measures to control increases in effort in 
West Coast fisheries – i.e., protect against harm to current participants as a result of the AFA or 
cooperatives under the AFA. 
 
In developing these management measures the Council will need to determine criteria for excluding 
vessels and processors from West Coast groundfish fisheries. 
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There are several key points that should drive this process: 
 
• The restrictions must have clear link to protecting against harm caused by the AFA. 
 
• The Council is not specifying vessels, processors, or companies by name.  The Council is setting 

criteria to determine future participation of AFA vessels and/or processors. 
 
• The Council needs to explain how the proposed qualifying criteria will protect groundfish 

participants from harm AFA. 
 
• The Council needs to explain why the criteria are the best "sideboards." 
 
• AFA eligibility requirements for harvesters and processors are scheduled to end on December 31, 

2004.  The Council's recommendations should specify the duration of the restrictions. 
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Appendix 
 
 
Background Information on Certain Dates Relevant to the AFA 
 
1. AFA is codified within Public Law 105-277 -- Titled:  Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 

Supplemental Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1999 - Conference Report.  Signed into law 
10/23/1998. 

 
2. In the AFA – these dates determine whether you are qualified to participate or not: 
 

• Inshore C/Vs and M/S C/Vs, effective date 1/1/00; qualifying harvest 1996 or 1997 or 
1/1/98 - 9/1/98. 

 
• C/Ps and C/P C/Vs, effective date 1/1/99; qualifying harvest 1997. 

 
• M/Ss, effective 1/1/00; qualifying harvest 1997. 

 
• Processors, effective 1/1/00; qualifying processing history – 

greater than 200o mt in 1996 and 1997; or 
less than 2000 mt in 1996 or 1997 (future processing limited to < 2000 mt). 

 
3. The NPFMC uses these dates to determine future harvest amounts: 
 

Generally, harvest or processing history in the years 1995, 1996, 1997 is used to 
determine future participation in non-pollock fisheries. 

 
 
What dates are more important to the Pacific Council?  That is, where is the benefit?  Was it 
when the Act was signed into law, the dates that determine future participation in BSAI pollock 
fisheries, or the dates used to determine catch/processing history used by the NPFMC? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F:\PFMC\MEETING\2000\April\Groundfish\afa_report_apr00.wpd 
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 EXHIBIT B.16. 
 April 2000 
 
 

EFFORTS TO REDUCE YELLOWTAIL ROCKFISH CATCH IN THE WHITING FISHERY: 
REVIEW OF EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS 

 
Situation:  At the March 2000 meeting, the Council discussed the exempted fishing permit (EFP) for the 
shore-based whiting fishery, focusing mostly on incidental catch of widow and yellowtail rockfish.  
Shore-based whiting industry representatives briefly described a draft agreement that would require 
fishery participants to maintain a incidental catch rate at or below a specified level.  The intention would 
be to reduce the overall level of incidental catch or rockfish in the shoreside whiting fishery.  At-sea 
whiting fishery representatives said they also like to present their rockfish avoidance plan to the Council.  
The Council asked both sectors of the industry to present their reports at the April meeting.  The Council 
will provide comments to the industry and may also consider recommending National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) include provisions in the EFPs. 
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Comments to industry and recommendations to NMFS, if appropriate. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. At-Sea Bycatch Control Plan (Attachment B.16.a.). 
2. Memo dated March 16, 2000 from Neal Coenen to Don McIsaac regarding Whiting EFP 

Consideration (ODFW Report B.16.). 
 
 
PFMC 
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GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
EFFORTS TO REDUCE YELLOWTAIL ROCKFISH CATCH IN THE WHITING FISHERY:   

REVIEW OF EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS 
 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) received a presentation from representatives of onshore and 
off-shore whiting fishermen and processors regarding actions proposed for 2000 to reduce rockfish 
bycatch in the whiting fishery.  The proposals would require a number of industry initiatives, in conjunction 
with state permit requirements, to avoid and minimize rockfish bycatch, as required by law.  The GAP 
believes this program should be allowed to proceed and then analyzed at the end of the year to determine 
its success. 
 
The GAP notes the program will not apply to the early California whiting fishery, as that fishery has already 
begun.  Further, as noted by the Groundfish Management Team at the March 2000, Council meeting, 
rockfish bycatch does not appear to be a significant problem in California.  Finally, the GAP notes 
comments made in March regarding operational difficulties with establishing this particular program in 
California. 
 
However, the GAP wishes to express its strong concern over the reported high levels of salmon and 
rockfish bycatch in the tribal whiting fishery.  These numbers are masked by NMFS’ insistence on 
combining them with non-tribal mothership catches, which are much lower.  The GAP urges the Council 
to take whatever steps it can to reduce salmon and rockfish bycatch in the tribal whiting fishery. 
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 April 2000 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL COMMENTS ON 
SUMMARY OF THE 1999 LIMITED-ENTRY, FIXED-GEAR PRIMARY FISHERY FOR SABLEFISH,  

AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE 2000 SEASON 
 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) received information from the Groundfish Management Team 
(GMT) regarding proposals for cumulative limits for the 2000 sablefish derby fishery. 
 
The GAP recommends the Council release for public comment the GMT options with the "92/80/60" 
option identified as preferred.  The GAP believes this option provides a higher overhead for a mop-up 
fishery. 
 
The GAP favors August 6, 2000 as the opening date for the derby fishery.  This date provides the best 
advantages due to tide, weather, and the timing of a September mop-up fishery. 
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SUMMARY OF THE 1999 LIMITED-ENTRY, FIXED-GEAR PRIMARY FISHERY FOR SABLEFISH,  
AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE 2000 SEASON 

 
The 1999 3-tiered fishery had a 9-day opening with limits around 85,000 lb, 38,000 lb, and 22,000 lb for 
Tiers 1 through 3, respectively.  The projected landings during this phase of the fishery were just over 4.5 
million lb.  The preliminary tally of poundage conducted shortly after the close of the fishery indicated that 
nearly 4.6 million lb had been taken.  This estimate proved to be almost 300,000 lb too high, though 
125,000 lb were landed during the fishery by vessels that could not be linked to limited-entry permits.  In 
order to differentiate this fishery from an individual quota program, it is managed with the intent that not all 
permits with tier endorsements will be able to take their entire limits.  The difference between what could 
have been caught and what was actually caught is referred to as "overhead", with the desired level of 
overhead being greater than 20%.  Projected overhead with last year's season length and limits was 31%, 
however the 4.3 million lb taken by authorized participants resulted in an overhead of 37%. 
 
Participation and landings in the 1999 fishery are summarized in Table 1, by tier, gear, and state.  It had 
been anticipated that increased limits for the 1999 fishery would reduce the absenteeism observed among 
Tier-3 permits in 1998.  However, 21 of 94 permits in this tier did not participate in 1999.  Figure 1 
illustrates the accuracy of projections used for the 1999 fishery.  Although projections for some individual 
permits were highly inaccurate, the purpose of the projections is to estimate the fleet's landings, and not 
any individual's.  Importantly, this scatter plot shows a good balance of projections that were too high and 
too low.  Average landings within the tiers had been expected to be roughly 65,000 lb, 29,000 lb, and 
17,000 lb.  Actual averages, over all permits, within each of Tier 1 and Tier 2 were within 4% of the 
expected amounts.  Despite the fact that Tier-3 participants averaged just over the projection of 17,000 lb, 
the high rate of absenteeism produced an average of only 13,200 lb for all permits in that tier. 
 
Three sets of parameter options for the 2000 fishery are presented in Table 2.  It should be noted that 
since last year's analysis, an additional permit has applied for and received a Tier 1 endorsement, making 
a total of 164.  Additionally, another permit's assignment has been corrected from Tier 3 to Tier 2.  The 
projected increase in landings attributable to these permits, as well as other permits where highest catch 
rates were observed in 1999, results in somewhat lower limit recommendations for 2000, despite modeling 
efforts to reduce the likelihood of realizing excessive overhead. As with the model which last year's fishery 
was based upon, worst-case scenarios for 2000 were constructed using one additional day of fishing for all 
permits, up to the specified limits.  So for a 10-day fishery, the worst-case scenario is based on the fleet 
landing amounts that would be projected for an 11-day fishery.  Limits are set so that the total poundage 
allocated to this fishery would be achieved under the worst case scenario.   Basing the worst case scenario 
on only one additional day of fishing allows the minimum 15% overhead to be achieved with more liberal 
season length/limits than prior to 1999, when a 2-day buffer was used.  After permits' catching abilities are 
constrained by the appropriate limits, their landings are reduced by 2%, reflecting the fact that not everyone 
will fish fully up to their limit.   
 
The differences between the first two options reflect differing assumptions regarding the degree to which 
permits in a particular tier will tend to achieve their highest observed catch rate, and the degree to which 
expected landings are reduced for recent non-participants.  The more conservative approach shown in 
Option 2 uses the same reductions in catching ability employed in last year's preferred model.  Catching 
capacities are reduced by 5%, 15%, and 25% for Tiers 1-3, respectively, before they are constrained by 
the limits.  The projected landings of a Tier 1 permit, for instance, would be unaffected by this adjustment 
as long as the original expected catch was more than 5% greater than the limit.  Based on comparison of 
projected and actual landings in the 1999 fishery, the upper panel uses more aggressive reductions of 8%, 
20%, and 40% for Tiers 1-3, respectively.  This approach is riskier, in that it assumes a high degree of 
continuing non-participation among Tier 3 permits.  Option 2 also uses a more conservative approach in 
discounting expected landings by recent non-participants.  After a permit's modified catching capacity is 
constrained by the limit (with the 2% reduction mentioned), expected landings are reduced by up to 40%, 
for a permit that did not participate at all from 1997 to 1999.  Twenty percent is deducted for missing 1999 
and 10% for each of the preceding years.  Option 1 uses more aggressive discounts of 30% and 20% for 
missing 1999 and 1998, respectively, yielding a maximum possible reduction of 60% from the original 
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projected landings.   
 
Options 1 and 2 were designed to provide the longest possible season lengths where expected and worst-
case overhead meet the desired objectives.  Following discussions with the Groundfish Advisory Panel, 
Option 3 was developed, which identifies tier limits associated with assumptions underlying Option 1, but 
using a 9-day season, instead of a 10-day season.  The Option 3 limits are very similar to those employed 
in the 1999 fishery.  Expected overhead in Option 3 is considerably higher than the other two options. 
 
The bottom panel presents a rudimentary decision table showing possible consequences of applying the 
limits from one of the options under the two alternative sets of assumptions used in modeling fleet 
participation.  In particular, if the highest limits, from Option 3, were used, and participation reflects the 
modeling assumptions of Option 2, the expected landings would be 777,178, which is about 65,000 lb 
greater than the poundage allocated to the primary fishery (including mop-up).  The highest limits where 
the expected catch under the Option 2 assumptions would not exceed this allocation would be 81,000 lb 
for Tier 1, 37,000 lb for Tier 2, and 21,000 lb for Tier 3. 
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Table 1.--Participation in the 1999 limited-entry fixed-gear primary sablefish season, by tier, gear, and state. 
 

   Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3   
 
 

 
 

 
 
Longline 

 
Pot 

 
All 

 
Longline 

 
Pot 

 
All 

 
Longline 

 
Pot 

 
All 

 
All permits 

             
Number of permits 10 17 27 37 6 43 85 9 94 164 

 Avg. lbs/permit 61,399 71,137 67,530 28,680 31,244 29,038 13,156 13,814 13,219 26,308 
 Permit avg. / cum. Limit 71% 83% 79% 75% 82% 76% 60% 63% 60%  
             
             

3-tiered fishery           
 1999 participants 9 17 26 33 6 39 66 7 73 138 
 Total landings (lb) 613,987 1,209,335 1,823,322 1,061,151 187,462 1,248,613 1,118,222 124,324 1,242,546 4,314,481 
 Avg. lbs/participant 68,221 71,137 70,128 32,156 31,244 32,016 16,943 17,761 17,021 31,264 
 Cum. Limits (lb) 86,000 86,000 86,000 38,000 38,000 38,000 22,000 22,000 22,000  
 Part. avg. / cum. Limit 79% 83% 82% 85% 82% 84% 77% 81% 77%  
             
 Landings by state           
  California 84,094  84,094 52,032 88,529 140,561 234,739 27,000 261,739 486,394 
  Oregon 307,471 1,146,071 1,453,542 404,166 98,933 503,098 500,051 76,571 576,622 2,533,262 
  Washington 222,422 63,264 285,686 604,954  604,954 383,432 20,753 404,185 1,294,825 
             
             

Mop-up           
 1999 participants 3 9 12 14 4 18 39 3 42 102 
 Total landings 3,207 9,256 12,463 14,834 4,341 19,175 38,767 2,848 41,615 104,891 
             
             
   Poundage from vessels not linked   Comparison of preliminary and final numbers  
   to permits at the time of landing   Preliminary Final  
   HKL POT All   Pounds Permits Pounds Permits  
  California 21,240 1,182 22,422   790,899 29 486,394 24  
  Oregon 94,322  94,322   2,578,539 69 2,533,262 63  
  Washington 7,691  7,691   1,227,089 51 1,294,825 53  
             
  Total 123,253 1,182 124,435   4,596,527 149 4,314,481 140 (138 unique) 
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Table 2.–Options for the duration and cumulative limits for the 2000 primary season of the Limited-entry, 
fixed-gear sablefish fishery. 
 
Option 1: 10-day fishery, using tier-specific %'s (92-80-60) of maximum observed catch rates with  
 a landings reduction of 2% and reductions for permits not fishing in 1999-1997) (.3:.2:.1) 

      
 Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Total Worst Case (1-day differential) 
      

# of permits 27 43 94    
Cumulative Limit 

 
79,460 

 
35,910 

 
20,629 

 
5,628,686 

 
5,557,815  

Expected average 
 
69,993 

 
29,664 

 
14,522 

 
4,530,446 

 
4,711,315  

Overhead 
 
114% 

 
121% 

 
142% 

 
124% 

 
119% 

Expected Mop-up lbs. 1,103 1,103 1,103    
Cum. Limit + Mop-up 

 
80,563 

 
37,013 

 
21,732 

 
 
 

 
      

More conservative approach  
      

Option 2: 9-day fishery, using higher tier-specific %'s (95-85-75) of maximum observed catch rates with  
landings reduction of 2% and smaller reductions for permits not fishing in 1999-1997) (.2:.1:.1) 

      
 Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Total Worst Case (1-day differential) 
      

# of permits 27 43 94    
Cumulative Limit 

 
76,889 

 
34,748 

 
19,962 

 
5,446,553 

 
5,446,553  

Expected average 
 
66,534 

 
29,089 

 
15,601 

 
4,513,747 

 
4,711,315  

Overhead 
 
116% 

 
119% 

 
128% 

 
121% 

 
116% 

Expected Mop-up lbs. 1,205 1,205 1,205    
Cum. Limit + Mop-up 

 
78,094 

 
35,953 

 
21,166 

 
 
 

 
      

Higher limit option : Shorter season with less conservative assumptions 
      

Option 3: 9-day fishery, using tier-specific %'s (92-80-60) of maximum observed catch rates with  
 a landings reduction of 2% and reductions for permits not fishing in 1999-1997) (.3:.2:.1) 

      
 Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Total Worst Case (1-day differential) 
      

# of permits 27 43 94    
Cumulative Limit 

 
85,735 

 
38,746 

 
22,258 

 
6,073,161 

 
6,073,161  

Expected average 
 
67,713 

 
29,441 

 
14,223 

 
4,431,145 

 
4,711,315  

Overhead 
 
127% 

 
132% 

 
156% 

 
137% 

 
129% 

Expected Mop-up lbs. 1,708 1,708 1,708    
Cum. Limit + Mop-up 

 
87,443 

 
40,454 

 
23,966 

 
 
 

 
      

Decision table identifying the potential impacts of employing limits from one option with fleet 
assumptions from another  

 Using Tier limits from   
Assumptions based on Option 1 Option 2 Option 3   

      
Option 1: exp. lbs 4,530,446     
expected overhead 124%      
Option 2: exp. lbs 

 
4,549,964 

 
4,513,747 

 
4,777,178 

 
4,711,315 

 
= target poundage 

expected overhead 122% 121% 127%   
Option 3: exp. lbs  4,233,072 4,431,145   
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expected overhead  129% 137%   
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