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 Exhibit G.1 
 Situation Summary 
 September 2000 
 
 

STATUS OF FEDERAL GROUNDFISH ACTIVITIES 
 
Situation: The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will report on its management and research 
activities since the April Council meeting.  Among the activities are approval of Council recommendations 
made at the June 2000 meeting relating to the fixed gear sablefish season and inseason trip limit 
adjustments (see Attachments 1 and 2 of Exhibit G.11).   In addition, NMFS may report on the status of 
the 2000 whiting fishery. 
 

Council Action: Information only. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. NMFS Public Notice: Changes to Groundfish Landings Limits off Washington, Oregon, and California, 

Effective July 17, 2000 (Exhibit G.11, Attachment 1). 
2. NMFS Public Notice: Limited Entry, Three-Tier Sablefish Cumulative Limit Season off Washington, 

Oregon, and California Announced; All Groundfish Fixed Gear out of Water 48 Hours Before (Exhibit 
G.11, Attachment 2). 
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Exhibit G.2.d 
Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2000 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
GROUNDFISH STRATEGIC PLAN 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) received an update on the strategic plan from Ms. Debra 
Nudelman.  After considerable discussion among GAP members and members of the public, the GAP 
arrived at the following recommendations. 
 
The GAP believes the Council should move ahead with the strategic plan even though there is no 
consensus on implementation measures.  However, this recommendation is made based on the 
assumption the plan is just that:  a plan, which by definition is flexible and can and will be changed to 
meet drastically changing circumstances in the fisheries. 
 
In regard to implementation, the GAP disagrees strongly with recommendation #2 in the proposed 
implementation process (page 14 of Exhibit G.2, Attachment 1 - Executive Summary).  The GAP believes 
it is imperative any implementation committee include significant representation of the Council’s advisory 
bodies and affected users.  The GAP believes implementation is too serious a task to be left up to those 
with no direct stake in the welfare of the fishery. 
 
Finally, the GAP observes that trying to decide where to go should require an analysis of where you are.  
There have been significant changes in law, policy, economics, fishery status, environmental conditions, 
and management systems in the past few years.  The Council should not jump into a new management 
process without first fully examining the results of these changes. 
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 Exhibit G.2.f 
 Draft Council Adoption Letter 
 September 2000 

  
 

 PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
 2130 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 224 
CHAIRMAN Portland, Oregon  97201 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

          Jim Lone Donald O. McIsaac     

 Telephone:  (503) 326-6352 
 Fax: (503) 326-6831 
 www.pcouncil.org 

 
 September 13, 2000 
  

 DRAFT 

 
 
 
Secretary Mineta 
<Address> 
 
Dear Secretary Mineta: 
 
The Pacific Fishery Management Council, by unanimous vote, is sending you the enclosed 
Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan. 
 
This plan is not a requirement of Congress or the Administration.  Rather, it is the Pacific 
Council's response to the groundfish fishery crisis accelerating along the entire Pacific coast. 
 
The Pacific Council developed the plan in response to fishery declines, which are significant 
from both biological and economic perspectives.  A transition to a sustainable fishery will only 
be accomplished over an extended period of time while stocks recover.  The economic impacts 
of crisis and decline have already begun and will only grow in the foreseeable future. 
 
The plan proposes a range of very serious, even radical, actions, within current Council 
authority, to begin to change the fisheries.  This is needed because it is apparent status quo 
management will not solve the problems at hand.  In addition, a failure to promote dramatic 
change, the Council believes, would actually result in a harsher and more chaotic future than is 
necessary. 
 
While the Council is committed to begin immediate implementation of the plan, help from the 
Administration and Congress will be essential to long-term success of the West Coast fishing 
industry.  In addition to administrative support from NMFS, there is an urgent need for new 
financial resources, both to the Pacific Council for implementation processes and the industry 
for transitional purposes. 
 
Reducing the fishing fleet's overcapacity is the central action relating to solving all other issues.  
As a matter of public policy, the Pacific Council appropriately favors use of market mechanisms 
to rein in capacity.  However, the Council also recognizes that market tools such as "Individual 
Transferable Quotas" are presently not available based on Congress's moratorium.  This needs 
to be corrected promptly.  Another dimension of the same problem is that while market tools 
may be preferred, we are doubtful they alone can accomplish the job.   Rather, a 



Secretary Mineta 

DRAFT 
Page 2 

 
Congressionally funded "buyback" program appears essential to reduce "latent" capacity in 
particular, and to create the momentum market tools could carry on. 
 
A future sustainable fishery will only exist if the scientific information needed to manage it wisely 
is in hand.  This means both more frequent resource surveys, biological analysis and a 
meaningful observer program.  The costs of such programs must be seen as investments in the 
future not burdens.  For too long we essentially over-exploited and under-invested in the 
resource.  Without an adequate longer term commitment the 1996 goals Congress established 
in the Magnuson-Stevens Sustainable Fisheries Act will remain out of reach. 
 
<Paragraph on observer program needs?> 
 
Another critical aspect of managing the fishery transition is addressing the social, assistance 
needs of those displaced and the overcapacity in the processing sector.  Clearly, there are 
predictable and negative consequences in these areas; however, the Council's management 
authority does not cover these areas.  Accordingly, all we can do is earnestly encourage you 
and Congress to give them your serious attention. 
 
We stand ready to meet with you at your convenience to discuss implementation necessities.  
Please feel free to contact me or the Executive Director, Dr. Donald McIsaac, at the Pacific 
Council office. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

DRAFT 
 

Jim Lone 
Chair 
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 Exhibit G.3 
 Situation Summary 
 September 2000 
 
 

EXEMPTED FISHING PERMIT APPLICATIONS 
 
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.  NMFS may present exempted fishing permit (EFP) proposals for Council review at this meeting.  
In addition, the Council and NMFS received an EFP proposal from an open access, commercial 
hook-and-line fisher to test the effectiveness of vertical line gear to selectively harvest various rockfish 
species without catching canary rockfish, which is overfished and must be avoided (Exhibit G.3, Public 
Comment).  The Council should offer comments to NMFS on any EFP applications under consideration. 
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Comment on EFPs. 
 
Reference Materials:   
 
1.   Letters from Mr. Kenyon Hensel to Mr.  Bill Robinson and the Council (Exhibit G.3, Public 

Comment). 
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 Exhibit G.4 
 Situation Summary 
 September 2000 
 
 

 REBUILDING PLANS FOR CANARY ROCKFISH AND COWCOD 
 
Situation:  The West Coast canary rockfish and cowcod rockfish resources are currently classified as 
overfished.  Therefore, the Council must prepare rebuilding plans for these stocks before the November 
2000 meeting.  The cowcod stock is found almost exclusively in California, primarily in the Conception 
and Monterey areas; canary rockfish are found coastwide.  The 1999 cowcod stock assessment 
addressed only that portion of the stock in the Conception area, but the assessment authors and the 
Groundfish Management Team expressed concern the Monterey portion of the stock is almost certainly 
overfished as well.  The extremely low levels of abundance and productivity of this stock will likely restrict 
the rebuilding alternatives, but the generally narrow geographic range of the stock in U.S. waters should 
limit the geographic distribution of social and economic impacts.  The revised rebuilding analysis (Exhibit 
G.4, Attachment 1) estimates 2001 harvest levels ranging from a few hundred pounds to about 6 mt for 
the Conception area.  Information on geographic distribution of the stock and areas of higher abundance 
was also presented at the June 2000 meeting, and the Council stated its intent to explore specific closed 
areas to protect this sedentary species.  The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) has 
proposed to consider closing two areas to bottom fishing (Exhibit G.4, Attachment 2).  At its August 9-10 
meeting, the Council’s Ad-Hoc Allocation Committee recommended the Council consider a zero retention 
option (Exhibit G.4.b, Allocation Committee Report). 
 
The widespread geographic distribution of the canary rockfish resource results in its harvest by several 
fisheries, including groundfish trawl, groundfish commercial hook-and-line, groundfish sport, and several 
incidental fisheries such as the pink shrimp trawl fishery.  A preliminary draft rebuilding analysis was 
presented to the Council at the June 2000 meeting and Council asked that additional information be 
included in the next draft.  The completed rebuilding  analysis was not available in time for the Ad-Hoc 
Allocation Committee meeting.  Therefore, the committee developed a range of “what if” scenarios to 
bracket a range of possible 2001 harvest levels.  At that time, there was also little 2000 harvest data 
available.  Without that information, the committee was unable to judge the effectiveness of current 
management.  The rebuilding analysis is now available and provided as Exhibit G.4, Attachment 3.  It 
presents a range of rebuilding times and initial harvest levels.  On the low side, it could take 136-217 
years, with initial harvest of only 15 mt.  On the high (optimistic) side, rebuilding could be complete in 
about 41-45 years with initial catch as high as 185 mt in the north.  An intermediate view would reduce 
harvest to 25-40 mt with rebuilding in 80-100 years.   Whatever the Council’s decision, management 
options for 2001 will be affected by harvest in the pink shrimp fishery, availability of recreational salmon 
fishing opportunities as alternatives to groundfish fishing, and the amounts of discarded canary rockfish 
catch by commercial and recreational fishers.  
 
Stock rebuilding plans must include the length of time necessary to rebuild the stock, traditional 
harvesters,  and initial harvest levels.  The plans should also include target biomass and trajectories as 
the stock recovers and, if possible, expected harvest levels over the rebuilding period.  The first step in 
the process is determining the rebuilding schedule and initial harvest levels.  With this information, the 
Council can begin to consider any allocations to equitably distribute the costs and benefits among fishery 
sectors, and other management measures necessary to achieve the rebuilding goals.   
 
The draft summary minutes of the  August 9-10 Ad-Hoc Allocation Committee meeting are provided as 
Exhibit G.4.b, Allocation Committee Report.  The document outlines a series of alternatives developed at 
the meeting.  This report was distributed to the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel prior to the Council 
meeting to help them develop more specific proposals and perhaps narrow the options.  The document 
includes a list of proposals CDFG has submitted to its Fish and Game Commission for consideration 
during the California management cycle.   
 
The Council should identify specific management and allocation options at this time in order to take final 
action at the November 2000 meeting. 
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Council Action:   

  

1. Council guidance on the length of the rebuilding schedule and initial harvest levels. 

2. Preliminary decision on allocation and/or regulations. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Cowcod rebuilding analysis (Exhibit G.4, Attachment 1). 
2. Memorandum from Mr. Robert C. Hight to Mr. Robert R. Treanor (Exhibit G.4, Attachment 2). 
3. Canary rockfish rebuilding analysis (Exhibit G.4, Attachment 3). 
4. Exhibit G.4.b, Allocation Committee Report. 
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Exhibit G.4.c 
Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2000 
 
 

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

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met jointly with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to 
review rebuilding plans for cowcod and canary rockfish.  The GAP also was briefed by staff of the 
California Department of Fish and Game on regulatory proposals which the department intends to make to 
the Council at this meeting.  This report comments briefly on the rebuilding plans and more extensively on 
the proposed California management measures.  The GAP notes it will be increasingly important to 
monitor discards in all sectors of the fishery. 
 
CANARY ROCKFISH 
 
The options available for rebuilding are dependent on assumptions about recent recruitment.  Projections 
based on the 1998 triennial trawl survey indicate a more optimistic view of canary stocks, which could lead 
to a higher optimum yield (OY) for 2001 than projections not using the 1998 survey point.  In either case, 
the results of the 2001 triennial trawl survey will provide additional information to determine whether or not 
an optimistic approach is justified. 
 
The Council needs to be aware of the trade-off involved:  if the optimistic approach is used now and the 
2001 survey confirms this projection, then substantial pain can be avoided.  If the 2001 survey shows 
canary at a low level, then additional restrictions will need to be put in place in 2002. 
 
On the other hand, if the pessimistic approach is used now, restrictions will begin immediately.  If the 
2001 survey confirms the optimistic approach, the fisheries will have endured this pain unnecessarily.  If 
the 2001 survey confirms the pessimistic approach, then the Council will have acted properly. 
 
COWCOD 
The GAP agrees with the GMT decision to recommend the medium biomass estimate as the basis for 
rebuilding cowcod.  However, the GAP has concerns on how rebuilding progress - both for this species 
and in general - will be monitored, especially if management measures call for zero retention of a species. 
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 Exhibit G.4.c 
 Supplemental SSC Report 
 September 2000 
 
 

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

 
Canary Rockfish 
 
Dr. Richard Methot, National Marine Fisheries Service, presented the results of the rebuilding analysis for 
canary rockfish to the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC).  The analysis addressed all SSC 
comments that were given  to the author at the June meeting.  The rebuilding analysis was based on the 
northern stock assessment.  Rebuilding analyses were presented for the two scenarios used during the 
stock assessment to explain the low incidence of older females compared to older males.   The rebuilding 
analyses  were developed by resampling the recruits per spawner (R/S) from various time eras.  The 
SSC agrees with this approach. 
 
The results of the rebuilding analyses are very sensitive to the strength of the 1996 to 1998 year classes.  
The R/S for these three years were the highest recorded; however, there is uncertainty associated with 
these values, because they are based solely on the 1998 triennial survey.  Until these strong recruitments 
can be confirmed by the 2001 triennial survey, the SSC agrees with the  results obtained by resampling 
R/S values from the preferred model approved by the Stock Assessment and Review (STAR) Panel.  In 
the northern area, the median time to rebuild, in the absence of fishing, exceeded 60 years for both 
scenarios.  The time to rebuild ranged from 81 to 132 years when an annual catch of 13 to 40 mt was 
added.  
 
Cowcod 
 
Mr. Tom Barnes, California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), presented the results of the cowcod 
rebuilding analysis  to the SSC.   The analysis addressed most of the SSC comments that were given  
to the author at the June meeting. The rebuilding analysis was based on a surplus production model.  The 
median time to rebuild, in the absence of fishing, ranged from 42 years when initial biomass was set at 
11% of virgin biomass to 81 years if initial biomass was 4% of virgin biomass.  When annual catches of 
2.5 mt to 6.4 mt were added, the median time to rebuild ranged from 92 years to 277 years.  It will be 
difficult to achieve catch targets in this range.  The SSC is supportive of proposals outlined by CDFG 
(Exhibit G.4, Attachment 2) to reduce cowcod catch  rates. 
 
A delay difference model was used  for the cowcod  assessment. This model predicts a longer time to 
rebuild the stock compared to the surplus production model.  The SSC would have preferred that the 
authors use the model approved by the STAR Panel; however, the difference in allowable catch levels 
during rebuilding would probably be negligible. 
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Exhibit G.5.b 
Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2000 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
NEW STOCK ASSESSMENTS FOR LINGCOD AND PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met jointly with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to 
review new stock assessments for lingcod and Pacific Ocean perch (POP) and their relationship to 
rebuilding plans for these species.  The GAP offers the following comments. 
 
LINGCOD 
The GAP believes the 2001 acceptable biological catch (ABC) and optimum yield (OY) for lingcod should 
reflect the new stock assessment, as this will represent the best scientific information available.  Further, 
the results of the new stock assessment should be used to update the existing rebuilding plan for this 
species. 
 
PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH 
The GAP notes the new stock assessment shows POP stocks are above the “overfished” level and in fact, 
probably should not have been designated as “overfished.”  The GAP recommends this be reported to 
NMFS, and the Council obtain clarification on what action is necessary when a species grows above the 
"overfished" level.  At the same time, the GAP recognizes the need to manage conservatively while stock 
increases continue. 
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Exhibit G.5.b 
Supplemental SSC Report 

September 2000 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE STATEMENT ON 
NEW STOCK ASSESSMENTS FOR LINGCOD AND PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH 

 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) met with Mr. Jim Glock to the discuss new stock 
assessments for lingcod, Pacific Ocean perch (POP), and widow rockfish.  Lingcod and POP have been 
separated out for discussion, because each is managed under recently-adopted rebuilding plans, and this 
is the first time new assessments have been prepared for these species since the overfishing declaration.  
The new widow rockfish assessment indicates the biomass is at or below 25% of Bo, so the potential for 
an overfishing declaration exists for this species as well. 
 
The SSC held a lengthy discussion regarding timing of new stock assessment results for rebuilding 
species, particularly with respect to updating current rebuilding plans and applying changes for the 
upcoming management season.  For example, rebuilding plans for lingcod and POP have just been 
approved by the National Marine Fisheries Service, immediately followed by new stock assessment 
results for each species.  The Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA) requires re-evaluation of rebuilding plans 
every two years, but the groundfish fishery management plan (FMP) states that stocks will be managed 
based on the best available information.  This leaves the Council with two options, (1) re-establish 
rebuilding plans according to the new benchmarks each time new data are available, or (2) carry forward 
current rebuilding plans as approved, applying the new information in the next review period.  The SSC 
favors the second option. 
 
The SSC has the following specific comments regarding the new stock assessment results: 
 
Widow Rockfish - Although there is a fair amount of uncertainty in the preferred model estimate of widow 
rockfish biomass, there is a 70% probability that current biomass is less than 25% of Bo.  The Groundfish  
Management Team (GMT) is currently developing preliminary optimum yields (OYs) based on this 
estimate and the assumption the stock will be declared overfished.  In addition, the current assessment 
indicates year class strengths have been weak in recent years.  The current 40-10 policy will likely be 
sufficient to rebuild widow rockfish within the next 10 years, and supplemental analysis, provided as an 
appendix in the stock assessment report, but not reviewed by the Stock Assessment Review (STAR) 
Panel, suggests widow rockfish biomass may be somewhat greater and not in an overfished condition. 
The SSC’s groundfish subcommittee will review the supplemental analysis prior to the October Council 
meeting. 
 
Pacific Ocean Perch - The previous POP rebuilding analysis estimated 20 to 30 years to rebuild the 
stocks.  The latest analysis indicates a much shorter rebuilding time on the order of 10 years.  The data 
used in the new rebuilding analysis are based on the new assessment, in which BMSY was estimated from 
parameters in the model.  There are many confounding factors associated with simultaneous estimation 
of steepness of the stock-recruitment relationship and survey catchability.  This confounding and other 
technical issues affect the reliability of the BMSY estimate, which subsequently impacts the rebuilding plan.  
The SSC does not recommend superceding the currently approved rebuilding plan with the new analysis.  
The new analysis has not yet been reviewed, but should be considered for the process in 2001. 
 
Lingcod - The lingcod stock is still considered to be in an overfished state, but the most recent assessment 
results indicate the stock has started to rebuild.  The stock assessment authors did not develop a 
modified rebuilding plan based on the latest results.  The SSC recommends continued implementation of 
the recently approved rebuilding plan. 
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Exhibit G.6.e 
Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2000 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
PRELIMINARY 2001 HARVEST LEVELS AND SPECIFICATIONS 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) reviewed the preliminary Groundfish Management Team (GMT) 
acceptable biological catch (ABC) recommendations as presented in Exhibit G.6, Attachment 1, and offers the 
following recommendations.  Except as noted, the GAP recommend the Council adopt the proposed ABC and 
optimum yield (OY) levels and ranges contained in the document. 
 

Lingcod - The GAP recommends adopting the high end of the OY range.  This number reflects the new stock 
assessment prepared this year. 
 

Pacific Ocean perch - The GAP urges the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) to resolve the issue of 
the level of Pacific Ocean perch (POP) and other rockfish in historic foreign catches.  Two Stock Assessment 
Review (STAR) Panels suggested different and potentially conflicting approaches on this issue, which has a 
bearing on proposed ABCs. 
 

Widow rockfish - The GAP recommends adoption of the high end of the OY range, which reflects application 
of the new harvest policy and management based on the Council’s 40-10 control rule. 
 

Canary rockfish - As noted in its comments on the canary rockfish rebuilding plan, the Council needs to 
decide on how to balance optimistic and pessimistic projections with the upcoming triennial trawl survey. 
 

Longspine thornyheads - The GAP recommends adoption of the upper end of the OY range, consistent with 
the Council’s previously stated policy of not applying the new harvest policy rates to species which have not 
had a new stock assessment and which are not considered at risk. 
 

Dark blotched rockfish - As noted above in relation to POP, the SSC needs to resolve the issue of 
composition of historic foreign catch, as this has major bearing on the status of this species. 
 

Dover sole - The GAP recommends adoption of the high end of the OY range.  Two years ago, the Council 
selected the low end of an assessment range as a precautionary measure, even though Dover stocks were 
projected to increase.  The low end of the OY range shown here represents application of the new harvest 
policy, even though no new stock assessment has been completed, and stocks are not at risk.  This double 
precautionary approach carries conservative fisheries management to the extreme and should be rejected. 
 

English sole, petrale sole, arrowtooth flounder, and other flatfish - In all cases, the GAP recommends 
adoption of the high end of the OY range, as the low end represents application of the new harvest policy to 
stocks that are not at risk and that have not been subject to a new assessments. 
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 Exhibit G.6.e 
 Supplemental SSC Report 
 September 2000 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE STATEMENT ON 
PRELIMINARY HARVEST LEVELS AND OTHER SPECIFICATIONS FOR 2001 

 
Dr. Richard Methot of the National Marine Fisheries Service, Northwest Fisheries Science Center, 
discussed the report A Preliminary Analysis of Discarding in the 1995-1999 West Coast Groundfish Fishery 
with the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC).  An update of discard levels is needed as the data 
supporting the current estimates are 15 years old, and the current procedure for estimating discard as a 
fraction of the total catch of a target species is no longer applicable to today’s fishery.  The report uses a 
new model to analyze data from the Enhanced Data Collection Project (EDCP) for the Dover sole, 
thornyhead, sablefish (DTS) bottom trawl fishery during the 1995-1999 fishing seasons and proposes a 
new model for estimating DTS discards based on trip limits.  The model has two important features, (1) it 
can be used to estimate discards from current fishery data, and (2) it can be used to predict discards for a 
given set of proposed trip limits. 
 
The SSC finds the approach used to estimate discards in the DTS trawl fishery very promising.  It has the 
potential to provide better estimates of discards than current procedures and explicitly accounts for 
changes in trip limits.  The SSC recommends future work with the model examine the following: 
 
1. Length frequency information from the data used to develop the model, to determine if there is 

evidence of high-grading and whether discards are having a significant impact on recruits to the 
population. 

2. Associated economic data that may influence discard behavior in the fishery. 
3. A tow-by-tow analysis of the data. 
4. Availability of existing log book data (beyond the EDCP data) to support model development. 
 
Although the SSC recognizes the preliminary nature of the current model, it does represent the best 
available science.  Therefore, the SSC recommends using the proposed method for estimating discards in 
the DTS trawl fishery during the 2001 season.  Because of the early stage of development of this model, 
future improvements to the model may result in changes to the DTS discard estimates and the estimation 
procedures.  Furthermore, the proposed model is dynamic, and discard rate estimates may change 
annually.  The SSC encourages further development of this model. 
 
The restrictive 2000 and 2001 catch levels for many of the OY groundfish stocks will continue to create 
problems with bycatch in other fisheries and will adversely impact the collection of fishery-dependent data.  
Additional management efforts will need to be undertaken by the state agencies to reduce the bycatch in 
shrimp and prawn trawl fisheries and recreational fisheries to keep the catches below OY levels.  In 
addition, fishers may become reluctant to land any catch of rockfish stocks with OY levels of just a few 100 
tons to ensure landings do not exceed OY.  This will likely contribute to additional unaccounted discards 
for rockfish stocks.   The port sampling opportunity to collect biological data from commercial or 
recreational catches will then be jeopardized. Information on fish size and age composition is important to 
our efforts to evaluate the magnitude of incoming year classes and to track stock rebuilding.  The lack of 
sufficient port samples will place more emphasis on the data from the coast-wide shelf and slope surveys.  

 
The SSC reviewed with Dr. Jim Hastie, Chair of the Groundfish Management Team (GMT), the preliminary 
OY levels for a number of the stocks, particularly those judged to be overfished or near overfishing levels.  
The new harvest rate policy, and 40-10 reductions are being implemented as 2001 point estimates or as 
the lower bound of a range.  Comments on OY levels for selected stocks are:   
 
Canary rockfish - SSC supports the OY levels based on the preferred model of the Stock Assessment 
Review (STAR) Panel which reduced the estimates of recent recruitment levels by 50%.   These result in 
OY ranges of 13 mt to 40 mt for the northern area. The extremely low harvests levels will severely impact 
shelf fisheries. 
 
Pacific Ocean perch (POP) - With respect to the OY levels for Pacific Ocean perch there is confusion over 
the existing rebuilding plan, given the results of the new assessment which concluded that current biomass 



 
 2 

is above 50% of BMSY.  The new rebuilding analysis provided in the briefing book has not been reviewed, 

and the SSC cannot endorse its use in setting the 2001 OY level.  We recommended to the GMT they 

develop a range using last year’s OY (294 mt) and a yield obtained using the current harvest policy (F50% 

with the [40-10] reduction) applied to the most recent biomass estimate.  This recommendation should be 
in place until the status of the POP rebuilding plan is resolved.  Given the sophistication and complexity of 
the new models being used to assess rebuilding and to derive biological reference points, the current 
review process is being stretched beyond its capability to provide the in-depth evaluations required to make 
informed, valid, and pertinent judgments to resolve conflicting  model outcomes similar to those for the 
POP assessment.  
 
Widow rockfish – The updated assessment concluded the current biomass for the widow rockfish stock has 

a 70% probability of being less than 25% of Bo, which indicates an overfished stock.  However an existing 

analysis, which has not been reviewed or approved by the Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Panel or 
SSC, concludes a rebuilding plan for widow rockfish may not be required.  If this is the case, the harvest 
rate would be based on the (40-10) policy.  Prior to Council adopting OYs in October, the SSC will review 
the overfished status report appended to the assessment document and will provide advice on OY at that 
time. 
 
Darkblotched rockfish – The OY range is based on uncertainty in the amount of darkblotched taken in the 
foreign rockfish fishery and initial rebuilding projections by the Stock Assessment Team (STAT) that 
assume the stock will be declared overfished.  SSC recommends further analysis be undertaken to resolve 
the uncertainty of species composition in the foreign fishery.  Until there is some resolution to this issue, 
SSC can offer no advice on any particular point estimate. 
  
Lingcod – The lower value of the OY range is based on the existing rebuilding projections and the upper 
value is based on the new assessment results.  The best available information is from the new 
assessment. 
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 Exhibit G.6 
 Situation Summary 
 September 2000 
 
 
 PRELIMINARY HARVEST LEVELS AND OTHER SPECIFICATIONS FOR 2001 
 
Situation:  Each year, the Council recommends harvest specifications for the upcoming year.  This is a 
two- meeting process that begins with the Council making preliminary recommendations at the September 
meeting and final recommendations at the November meeting.  The fishery management plan (FMP) 
requires the Council to establish reference points for each major species or species group:  an 
acceptable biological catch (ABC), an optimum yield (OY), and overfishing threshold.  In addition to the 
OYs, some species are allocated between the open access and limited entry fisheries.  Tribal and 
recreational fisheries must be addressed, and the Council must make recommendations relating to 
foreign fishing and processing opportunities for Pacific whiting and shortbelly rockfish.  (FMP Amendment 
12 will eliminate the need to discuss foreign fishing after this year.) 
 
Process for Developing Preliminary ABC and OY Recommendations 
 
Draft assessment documents, Stock Assessment (STAT) Team summaries and Stock Assessment 

Review (STAR) Panel reports were mailed to Council family and others in August 2000.  (Please bring 

your copies to the meeting.)  Oral summaries of each new assessment, including the scientific 
conclusions, will be presented at a special briefing Monday, September 11, at 2:30 p.m. in the Sierra A 
Room.  Assessment authors and other scientists will be available at that time to answer technical 

questions.  This information will not be presented again during the formal Council session on this 

topic.  The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) will present its ABC and OY recommendations during 
the Wednesday Council session.  After deciding the preliminary ABC and OY recommendations, the 
Council will need to decide any changes to the list of species and species groups that are allocated 
between limited entry and open access fisheries.  Management measures to achieve the harvest targets 
will be discussed later in the meeting. 
 
Preliminary Assessment Results and Other Recommendations 
 
Stock assessments were prepared in 2000 for darkblotched rockfish, lingcod (coastwide), widow rockfish, 
Pacific ocean perch (POP), and yellowtail rockfish.  New ABC recommendations will result from these 
assessments.  In addition, at its June 2000 meeting, the Council endorsed lower default harvest rates for 
groundfish stocks.  The lower default harvest rates result in lower GMT harvest recommendations for 
several stocks that were not assessed this year.   The Council announced it will consider phasing in 
some of the reductions, especially for stocks currently believed to be above their maximum sustainable 

yield (MSY) biomass levels (BMSY).   

 
The GMT met with STAR Panel, STAT Team, and Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) members in early 
August to review the new assessments and scientific advice.  The GMT developed several preliminary 
ABCs and OYs based on those discussions (Exhibit G.6, Attachment 1).  The GMT also calculated 
preliminary ABCs using the new default harvest rates for every stock with enough information.  For 
comparison, the year 2000 ABCs and OYs are provided in Exhibit G.6, Attachment 2. 
 
Limited entry and open access allocation shares are based on landings during the limited entry window 
period.  In the northern area, the open access allocation is based primarily on groundfish harvest in the 
pink shrimp fishery.  In the southern area, the open access allocation share reflects groundfish harvest by 
set net gear during that period.  The set net fishery now catches only a small fraction of the open access 
share, while other gear types expanded substantially during the 1990s.  The geographic distribution of 
open access harvest has undoubtedly changed, along with the species composition of the catch.  
However, much of the harvest, especially in California, was recorded as generic Sebastes rockfish.  
Division of the rockfish complex into slope, shelf and nearshore components has made it difficult to 
establish allocation shares that match both the current and historic harvest patterns.  The GMT is 
attempting to develop options for Council consideration so that each sector has access to its fair share.   
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Revised Discard Estimates 
 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has prepared a preliminary analysis of discarding, as observed 
during the Oregon Enhanced Data Collection Program (Exhibit G.6, NMFS Report).  In order to establish 
landed catch targets for various stocks and for various fishing sectors, the Council subtracts anticipated 
discards from the total catch OY.  New information in this analysis should be considered in this process.  
In addition, this observer program analysis will be useful in designing future observer programs for west 
coast groundfish fisheries.  NMFS will present an oral summary of the report. 
 

Council Action:  

 

1. Recommend preliminary ABCs and OYs for 2001. 

2. Recommend preliminary tribal allocations. 

3. Provide guidance to GMT regarding species allocations between limited entry and open 

access sectors and identify options. 

4. Develop preliminary recommendations for domestic annual processing, joint venture 

processing, and total allowable level of foreign fishing for whiting and shortbelly rockfish. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Staff summary of Preliminary GMT ABCs and OY Recommendations for 2001 (Exhibit G.6, 

Attachment 1). 
2. Year 2000 ABCs and OYs (Exhibit G.6, Attachment 2). 
3. A Preliminary Analysis of Discarding in the 1995-1999 West Coast Groundfish Fishery (Exhibit G.6, 

NMFS Report. 
 
 
PFMC 
08/29/00 
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Exhibit G.7.a 
Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2000 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
SABLEFISH PERMIT STACKING CONCEPT 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) reviewed the draft analysis of permit stacking (Exhibit G.7, 
Attachment 1) and provides the following comments on the options proposed.  In most cases, GAP 
comments on these options are not unanimous; majority and minority views are indicated where 
appropriate.  The GAP comments follow the outline of provisions listed in the draft analysis. 
 

Provision 1: Basic Stacking 
A majority of the GAP believes that the Council should not proceed further with a permit stacking system if 
the individual transferable quota (ITQ) moratorium continues; if the moratorium expires, then stacking 
should be considered as outlined below.  A minority of the GAP disagreed, believing the Council should 
proceed with a stacking option regardless of the status of the ITQ moratorium. 
 

Provision 2: Base Permit and Gear Usage 
The consensus of the GAP is that option 2b (using any gear allowed by stacked permits, length 
endorsement applies) is the preferred option. 
 

Provision 3: Limits on Stacking 
The majority of the GAP believes limits are desirable, but the limits should be based on poundage, not on 
the number of permits.  They suggest ownership be limited to the equivalent of 5% of the fixed gear 
allowable catch, although current ownership of permits/endorsements in a greater amount should be 
“grandfathered”.  They request the Council establish a control date as soon as possible to signal the 
potential cut off of “grandfather” rights.  A minority of the GAP believes - if permit stacking is considered a 
free market system - ownership should not be artificially constrained, and thus opposes limits on 
ownership. 
 

Provision 4: Combination of Stacked Permits 
After considerable debate in which majority/minority opinions changed several times, the majority of the 
GAP supported option 4a (allowing permits to be unstacked) as the preferred option, suggesting this will 
provide greater economic benefits and to allow new entrants an opportunity to buy into the fishery.  A 
minority of the GAP supported option 4c as the preferred option, pointing out this option will provide 
capacity reduction (a goal of the Council) and still provide economic benefits through trade of 
endorsements.  All parties suggested the Council consider breaking tier endorsements into smaller pieces 
in order to allow more flexibility in stacking. 
 

Provision 5: Fishery duration 
While the GAP recognizes the limitations imposed on the Council if the ITQ moratorium remains in effect, 
the GAP prefers the fishery be of a longer duration, and an ITQ system be developed. 
 

Provision 6: At-Sea Processing 
A majority of the GAP chose option 6a as the preferred option, with the proviso that it be modified to allow 
freezing at sea by any vessel that had frozen at least 2000 pounds of sablefish in any of the years 1998, 
1999, or 2000.  The GAP recognizes some investment in freezer capacity has already been made and 
this should not be precluded.  A minority of the GAP supported option 6b, suggesting this is not a 
fisheries management issue and thus should not be regulated. 
 

Provision 7: Owner on Board 
A majority of the GAP supports option 7b (status quo) as the preferred option, suggesting the current 
system works well and has not led to outside corporate ownership of the fishery.  A minority of the GAP 
supports a modification of option 7a, requiring the owner to be on board only in the case of “2nd 
generation” ownership; establishing an emergency exemption in the case of death, injury, or other 
unavoidable circumstances; and - in the case of corporations or partnerships - requiring only one member 
of the corporation or partnership be on board. 
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Provision 8: Nonsablefish cumulative limit stacking 
The GAP agreed that this issue needs further discussion and analysis before judgement can be rendered. 
 

Provision 9: Vessels without sablefish endorsements 
The consensus of the GAP is that option 9b [no limitation on the daily trip limit fishery] should be the 
preferred option. 
 
 
PFMC 
09/13/00 
 
 
 
 



 Exhibit G.7.a 
 Supplemental SSC Report 
 September 2000 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
SABLEFISH PERMIT STACKING CONCEPT 

 
Mr. Jim Seger briefed the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) on the Draft Analysis of Permit 
Stacking for the Limited Entry Fixed Gear Sablefish Fishery. 
 
The analysis includes a placeholder in Section 1.3.3 for a discussion of the relationship between the 
permit stacking proposal and the goals and recommendations of the Groundfish Strategic Plan, should the 
plan be adopted by the Council.  This is a good example of how groundfish plan amendments should be 
routinely related to the strategic plan.  The document also contains placeholders for other portions of the 
analysis that have not yet been completed, including Section 2.0 (description of fishery) and portions of 
Section 3.3.x (safety, windfall profits, etc.).  The analysis, however, was sufficiently complete to allow the 
SSC to evaluate the essential elements of the voluntary stacking proposal. 
 
The SSC concurs with the following conclusions from the analysis: unless the individual quota (IQ) 
moratorium is lifted, voluntary permit stacking per se is not likely to increase the duration of the fixed gear 
sablefish season, alleviate the safety concerns and complex management decisions associated with short 
seasons, or result in significant capacity reduction.  In order to accomplish those things, voluntary 
stacking will need to be followed by a properly designed IQ system (an uncertain prospect at this time, 
given the moratorium) or some other stringent capacity reduction mechanism.  The SSC is concerned 
about the limited benefits that would accrue from voluntary stacking if the IQ moratorium is not lifted.  
However, we also realize that it is up to the Council to decide whether that risk is acceptable. 
 
The SSC has several suggestions for clarifying and simplifying the analysis: 
 

Section 1.3 includes nine objectives.  Prioritization or elimination of some objectives may help to 
simplify the analysis. 

 
Section 1.5 describes three possible future scenarios regarding the IQ moratorium:  (1) 
moratorium expires/no new requirements constraining creation of IQs, (2) moratorium 
expires/some new requirements constraining creation of IQs, (3) continuation of moratorium.  The 
SSC recommends that scenario (2) be eliminated from consideration.  While it is a plausible 
scenario, it is not specific enough to be very useful for the analysis. 

 
Provisions 1-9 should be distinguished in terms of whether they pertain to design features of a 
stacking program that the Council must decide in advance, or outcomes that are contingent on 
whether voluntary stacking is followed by an IQ program.  For instance, the two fishing duration 
options presented under provision 5 (extended season vs. modified derby) represent alternative 
outcomes.  Similarly, the two options under provision 9 (open vs. close the daily-trip-limit fishery 
during the primary fixed gear sablefish fishery) also represent alternative outcomes. 

 
 
PFMC 
09/14/00 
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 Exhibit G.7 
 Situation Summary 
 September 2000 
 
 
 SABLEFISH PERMIT STACKING CONCEPT 
 
Situation:  At its June meeting, the Council directed the preparation of a draft analysis of permit stacking.  
A partial draft of that analysis is provided as Attachment 1 to this exhibit.  The stacking alternative and 
options are listed in section 1.4.  The key portion of the analysis is provided in section 3.1, where most of 
the main implications of the options for each of 9 provisions of the stacking alternative are presented.  A 
supplemental attachment completing section 3.3 will be provided at the Council meeting. 
 
Depending on the options selected, regulatory amendments, plan amendments, or both may be required 
to implement the stacking provision (see section 1.6).  Additionally, whether or not the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act moratorium on new individual quota programs is lifted or continued (section 1.5) will affect the season 
length of the stacking alternative (Options 5a and 5b). 
 
In order to implement the stacking alternative for 2001, final action will need to be taken at the November 
2000 meeting. 
 

Council Action: 
 

1. Approve options and analysis for public review. 
2. Specify preferred options (if any). 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Draft Analysis of Permit Stacking for the Limited Entry Fixed Gear Sablefish Fishery (Exhibit G.7, 

Attachment 1). 
2. Material completing section 3.3 of the draft analysis (Exhibit G.7, Supplemental Attachment 2). 
 
 
PFMC 
08/25/00 

























Exhibit G.8.b 
Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2000 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
PERMIT TRANSFER REGULATIONS 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) discussed the issue of limited entry permit transfer regulations.  
The GAP supports initiating a regulatory amendment to modify permit transfer regulations as follows: 
 
1.  Permits may be transferred once in any calendar year. 
 
2.  The transfer will take effect on the first day of the cumulative limit period following the date of transfer. 
 
 
PFMC 
09/14/00 
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 Exhibit G.10.b 
 Supplemental EC Report 
 September 2000 
 
 

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS STATEMENTS ON 
PROPOSED MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR 2001 

 
The Enforcement Consultants (EC) have reviewed management measures for 2001.  Most of our time 
has been spent discussing the options proposed by California.  I will reference Exhibit G.10.b dated 
September 2000 & the California proposed options. 
 
The EC had some difficulty in dealing with 12 separate ideas, because enforcement impacts can change 
drastically depending on how the options interact. 
 
We will go throughout each item and give comments; however, several will be grouped together due to 
their similarity. 
 

Measure 1 - Enforcement supports the change.  Moving the line would eliminate the need for Morro Bay 
fisherman to land catch by skiff, and transporting fish back to port by vehicles. This would reduce a safety 
issue identified by the Coast Guard. 
 

Measure 2 (option A )- This is generally the same measure that was applied in 2000 with an extension of 
time period.   
 

a. Clearly define fish species restricted from harvest, (i.e.,  federal managed or state  federal 
managed species?)  (Would like federal notice to footnote that the state managed species are 
also prohibited?) 

 
b. Will California close shore based commercial open access? 

 
EC notes the enforceability of this management measure can be very high with clear definitions and 
limited exemptions for different gear types. 
 

Measure 4 (option B)- When used in conjunction with measure 1 (Option B) this addresses some of the 
previous noted questions.  This would be the preferred option.  
 

Measure 7 (option C) - This option appears to eliminate the state managed species.  
 

Measures 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 11 - These measures are all types of measures that have been used in the 
past.  With adequate notice, we don't anticipate problems. 
 

Measure 10 ( California measure  2)- The EC needs more information to evaluate this. 
 

a. We are not sure where this would apply? 
 

b. We are not sure what California listed in the permits for restrictions (i.e., can the vessel fish for 
other species in the closure? 

 
c. Can fish be transported and landed in a closed area? 

 
 
We have met with California staff, but still need a clearer idea of what they are trying to accomplish and 
how large an area will be impacted. This could greatly impact the effectiveness of enforcement to enforce 
area management measures. 
 

Measure 12 - We spent considerable amount of time discussing this option.  Our understanding from the 
California Fish and Game Commission is that this is largely a protection plan for cowcod. 
 
EC recognizes this option raises the same questions that will need to be answered for the Council in 
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Phase II of the marine reserves discussion. 
 
1. Two options are listed for comment.  Enforcement sees option 2 as opening the door for abuse by 

allowing some species to be harvested, but not others.  We recommend option one as the preferred 
option.  We also request the California Fish and Game Commission adopt the complementary 
regulations affecting state managed fisheries. 

 
2. The type of other fisheries and number of participants in the area will greatly effect the amount of law 

enforcement presence needed to assure compliance.  This relates to the number of at-sea contacts 
required. 

 
3. The EC would recommend that possession of groundfish as well as the prohibition of fishing be 

added. 
 
4. The size of Area 1 and its location 60 miles offshore create some enforcement challenges.  This 

relates mainly to availability of assets and their costs.  Preliminary analysis identifies that an 
enforcement vessel and some kind of air support would be required to monitor the closure.  No assets 
have been identified for use at this time.  The following is an estimate of some costs: 

 
California Fish and Game Boat - $2,000 per day  USCG 41' Patrol Boat - $1,334 per hour 
California Twin Engine Aircraft - $   750 per hour HH 60 Helicopter - $6,306 per hour 
USCG 110' Patrol Boat -    $1,010 per hour HH 65 Helicopter - $4,559 per hour 
USCG 82' Patrol Boat -    $   790 per hour 
 
 
The EC suggest consideration of a smaller bag limit and a possession limit of one daily limit for 
recreational groundfish with no retention of cowcod.  Currently, some vessels engage in multiple day trips 
that allow them to fish further offshore where cowcod are found.  This may curtail effort by the recreational 
fleet and greatly reduce the number of vessels fishing groundfish in this area. 
 
See the attached Coast Guard closed area enforcement cost estimate paper.  
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Coast Guard Closed Area Enforcement Costs Associated with 

Groundfish Fishery Regulation Options for 2001 California Fisheries: 
 

Assumptions: 

 

· Unable to fly all portions of Closed Area 1; exceeds mission capability of rotary wing 

aircraft  

· Probability of detecting a violator at night is very low particularly from aircraft. 

· 5 patrol boats are homeported in SOCAL region. 

· The current AIRSTA San Diego Aviation Management Plan contains only 539 hrs for Law 

Enforcement; with 100 hrs designated for fisheries. 

· The current AIRSTA Los Angeles Aviation Management Plan contains less than 100 hrs for 

Law Enforcement. 

 

 

Area 1 

  

Example Enforcement Plan: 

 

AIRSTA Los Angeles (HH65) 

 

· 2 flights/week. 2 hour flights w/ 1.5 hrs in closed area. 156 hours annually in closed area; 

210 hours (including transit to/from patrol area) 

· Cost = 210 hrs X $4560/hr = $958,000 

 

 

AIRSTA San Diego (HH60) 

 

· 1 flight/week. 4.5 hour flights w/2.5  hrs in closed area. 130 hours annually in closed area; 

234 hours (including transit to/from patrol area) 

· Cost = 234 hrs X $6300/hour = $1,474,000 

 

 

Cutters (110' or 82' Patrol Boat) 

 

· 1 patrol boat day/week in closed area. 1250 hours annually in closed area (doesn’t include 

transit time) 

· 12 response events (i.e. helo sighting w/o surface asset in area). 12 X 24 hrs/event= 288 

hours 

· Cost = 1550 hours X 1010/hr= $1,566,000 

 

 

Total Area 1 Annual Enforcement Cost = $3,998,000 
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Area 2 

  

Example Enforcement Plan: 

 

AIRSTA San Diego (HH60) 

 

· 4 flights/week in conjunction with other Law Enforcement flights. .75  hrs in closed 

area/flight.  156 hours annually in closed area; 16 hours add’l enforcement hours gained 

from helo flight transiting to/from Area 1. 172 total hours in Closed Area 2. 

· Cost = 156 hrs X $6300/hr=$983,000 

 

 

Cutters/Boats (110' or 82' Patrol Boat; 41' Utility Boat) 

 

· ½  patrol boat day/week in closed area. 625 hours annually in closed area (doesn’t include 

transit time). Cost = 625 hrs X $1010/hr = $631K 

· 1utility boat patrol/week. 5 hour mission w/ 2.5 hrs in closed area. 130 hours annually in 

closed area; 260 hours (including transit to/from patrol area). Cost = 260 hrs X $1335/hr = 

$347K. 

· 12 response events (i.e. helo sighting w/o surface asset in area). 12 X 8 hrs/event= 96 hours. 

Cost = 96 hours X 1010/hr= $97K.                  

· Total Cutter/Boat Cost= $1,075,000 

 

 

Total Area 2 Annual Enforcement Cost = $2,058,000 

 

 

Additional Comments: 

 

· Aviation requirements for above sample enforcement plan (210 hours AIRSTA Los Angeles; 

390 hours AIRSTA San Diego) well exceed the annual resource hours those units have for 

Fisheries Enforcement. 

· The 2225 patrol boat hours to patrol closed areas 1 and 2 per the plan outlined above alone 

exceed 25% of the available patrol boat hours from the 5 USCG patrol boats homeported in 

SOCAL region. 

  
     
PFMC 
09/14/00 
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Exhibit G.10.b 
Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2000 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
PROPOSED MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR 2001 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) had an extensive discussion on proposed groundfish 
management measures for 2001, including those proposed by the Council’s Ad Hoc Allocation Committee 
and options developed by the GAP. 
 
Since the Allocation Committee options primarily involved reductions in fishing time, the GAP first 
reviewed this general issue.  The GAP - as it has in the past - strongly opposes “time off the water” 
options. 
 
The GAP recommends the Council adopt the following season structure options for public review: 
 
1. Status quo. 
2. Divide the season into two cumulative limit periods. 
3. Treat the entire year as one cumulative limit period. 
4. As a sub-option to status quo for trawl limited entry vessels, require vessels to declare which  

cumulative limit choices they will make, based on fishing strategy.  The GAP intends to recommend 
differential limit choices which reflect the diversity of the fishery. 

 
Members of the GAP note the management structure used in 2000 involving gear, species, and area 
restrictions have already accomplished removing vessels from the water during extensive periods of the 
year.  Several GAP members related their own experiences and those of others regarding an observed 
reduction in fishing effort coast wide and among all gear types. 
 
An analysis of 2000 effort, including logbooks, landings, and other data, will be important prior to making 
major changes in the management structure.  Moving to a formal “time off the water” system will result in 
several problems that will only exacerbate the economic difficulties faced by the industry.  The ability to 
employ crews both on vessels and in processing plants will be significantly reduced.  Vessels will be 
unable to access those species which are not subject to trip limits, and which comprise an important 
economic component of the fishery.  At the same time, the data available suggests a formal “time off the 
water” system will result in only slightly increased trip limits. 
 
The GAP is concerned the Council seems eager to once again change the management system without 
looking at the disruptions that will occur to vessels, processing plants, and long-term business planning.  
No analysis has yet been conducted of the 2000 management system to see if it is working, which the 
GAP believes it is.  For these reasons, the GAP strongly recommends maintaining the current system as 
the preferred option. 
 
The GAP is aware Washington and Oregon will propose options for the 2001 recreational lingcod and 
rockfish fisheries.  The GAP recommends the Council adopt the options for public review. 
 
Finally, the GAP reiterates its support for individual quotas as a preferred management option at such time 
as the Council is able to establish a quota system for all sectors. 

 

CALIFORNIA MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS 
The GAP used Exhibit G.10.b - Supplemental CDFG Report as the basis for its comments.   
 
1. Movement of the southern rockfish/lingcod management line - The GAP opposes moving the line from 

Lopez Point to Point Conception.  Location of the line has no biological impact, but will affect 
recreational effort and create an economic impact on recreational fishing operations. 

 
2. Rockfish and lingcod closure periods - The GAP suggests the proposed November - February closure 

in the southern management zone be changed to a December - March closure.  This will allow 
recreational charter operations to take advantage of the Thanksgiving holiday period. 
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3. Rockfish bag limit - The GAP suggests establishing a combined rockfish and lingcod bag limit of 10 
fish, not to exceed the legal limits for individual species.  

 
4. Prohibition on fishing for and retention of certain species - The GAP has no objections to this proposal 

if sanddabs are not included.  The GAP notes the language describing “commercial and recreational 
fisheries” should be re-worded to be track proposal number 2. 

 
5.  Reduction of bocaccio bag limit - The GAP supports reducing the bag limit for bocaccio to two fish. 
 
6. Reduction of number of hooks used in angling - The GAP supports reducing the number of hooks 

used to two. 
 
7. Season closure for lingcod, cabezon, and greenling - The GAP believes this proposal needs 

significant clarification before it is considered.  For example, does the closure apply to all trawl gear or 
only exempted trawl gear?  How does this closure relate to the proposed closure in option #2, which 
applies only to fixed gear?  How would a prohibition on “fishing” for three particular species be 
defined and enforced?  The GAP recommends the language on “commercial” be modified to track the 
language in proposal number 2; it is the GAP’s understanding this is the intent of the proposal. 

 
8. Lingcod bag limit - The GAP supports maintaining the two-fish bag limit, but achieving conservation 

through an increase in the minimum size to 28 inches. 
 
9. Increase in cabezon size limit - The GAP supports increasing the minimum size of cabezon to 16 

inches. 
 
10. Transport provisions - The GAP believes transportation allowances through restricted areas should be 

made available for both recreational and commercial vessels. 
 
11. Prohibition of cowcod retention - The GAP suggests allowing one cowcod to be retained per boat, 

unless a zero retention option provides sufficient conservation savings to avoid the need for the 
closures proposed in option 12. 

 
12. Area closures - The GAP recognizes the proposed closures support the conservation of species other 

than cowcod.  However, the GAP has concerns about the enforceability of this proposal, especially 
sub-option 2.  Further, some members of the GAP note this proposal creates a de facto marine 
reserve without the benefit of public discussion and analysis envisioned by the Council - and 
supported by the GAP - under the Council’s marine reserve policy. 

 
 
PFMC 
09/14/00 
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 Exhibit G.10 
 Situation Summary 
 September 2000 
 
 

PROPOSED MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR 2001 
 
Situation:  In response to harvest reductions in 2000, the Council adopted a new management approach 
that included gear restrictions and seasons.  Several provisions required implementation through 
emergency federal regulations.  For 2001, substantial restructuring of the groundfish management 
program may be necessary to implement the rebuilding programs, achieve bycatch reduction mandates, 
keep total catch within the proposed harvest levels, and achieve optimum benefits to the various user 
groups and fishing communities.  Lower harvest levels have been proposed for several important stocks 
in 2001, bycatch concerns have been expressed, and there appears to be widespread displeasure with 
regulations that require fishers to discard valuable fish.  In June, Council members suggested there may 
not be year-round groundfish fishing opportunities for all commercial vessels, and individual vessels may 
be restricted to substantially reduced fishing periods. 
 
Several management measures (such as recreational bag limits and most commercial trip limits) have 
been designated as routine measures that may be established or adjusted at a single Council meeting.  
Additional measures were defined as routine in the 2000 groundfish emergency rule and Amendment 13, 
including certain seasons, area closures, and gear restrictions.  However, in order to alert the public of 
possible changes, the Council should develop specific management options at this meeting to help focus 
public attention on the extent of changes that may be necessary.  Both open access and limited entry 
management proposals must be developed.  A major goal would be to selectively harvest more abundant 
groundfish species without impacting overfished and depleted stocks.  
 
Canary and cowcod rockfish have been designated as overfished, and the Groundfish Management Team 
(GMT) has proposed very low optimum yields (OYs) to initiate the rebuilding plans.  For cowcod, which 
are taken in both recreational and commercial fisheries, it may be possible to close certain areas and 
achieve most of the needed protection.  Trip and bag limits may also be appropriate.  Canary rockfish 
are distributed more widely and caught by a variety of fishing sectors coastwide, including pink shrimp 
trawls and recreational fisheries.  Canary rockfish is a shelf species, and the rebuilding plan will likely 
result in curtailed fishing on many shelf species.  Methods to selectively harvest yellowtail rockfish, 
flatfish, and other species  without canary bycatch should be discussed.  In addition, widow rockfish and 
darkblotched rockfish may require rebuilding plans and reduced fishing impacts.  Reduction of 
darkblotched rockfish catch may require changes to management of fisheries on the continental slope, 
such as the Dover sole, thornyheads, and trawl-caught sablefish (DTS) complex fishery.  
 
The Ad-Hoc Allocation Committee Report (Exhibit G.4.b) proposed a range of management approaches 
for 2001.  The GMT considered these proposals at its August and September meetings.  The Groundfish 
Advisory Subpanel (GAP) began meeting Sunday, September 10 to address these issues.  Both advisory 
entities will likely have suggestions for Council consideration.   
 
NMFS has informally told the Council that, in addition to the overall harvest levels, individual management 
measures must now be addressed in the environmental assessment for the annual harvest specifications. 
 This is likely to be a substantial workload increase.  Therefore, the Council should be selective in 
choosing the management options to be considered in November. 
 

Council Action: 

 

1. Identify specific options for 2001 (final action in November). 
 
Reference Materials:  
 
1. Exhibit G.4.b, Ad-Hoc Allocation Committee Report. 
2. Exhibit G.10.c, Public Comment. 
 
 
PFMC 
08/28/00 





Exhibit G.10. 
Supplemental WDFW Report 

September 2000 
 

PROPOSALS FOR 2001 RECREATIONAL LINGCOD AND ROCKFISH REGULATIONS OFF 
WASHINGTON 

 

Lingcod 
 
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) proposes the following options for the 2001 
Washington recreational lingcod fishery: 
 
Option 1 (Status Quo) 
A one fish daily bag limit and 24-inch minimum length restriction.  The fishery would be closed from 
October 31 through March 31. 
 
Option 2 
A two fish daily bag limit and a 24-inch minimum length restriction.  The fishery would be closed from 
October 31 through March 31. 
 
Justification:   
Inseason projections of Washington recreational landings for 2000 indicate a 24% reduction in catch 
(which is primarily the result of the reduction in the daily bag limit from 2 fish in 1999 to 1 fish in 2000). 
 
The lingcod OY is likely to be increased from 47% to 62% (378 mt to 555 - 611 mt).  If this increase is to 
be distributed equitably, consistent with the the goal of equitable distribution of impacts, then the 2 fish bag 
limit (24% increase) seems reasonable.   
 
 

Rockfish 
 
WDFW proposes the following options for the 2001 Washington recreational rockfish fishery: 
 
Option 1 (Status Quo) 
A daily bag limit of 10 rockfish with sublimits of 2 canary rockfish and 2 yelloweye rockfish.  The fishery 
would be open year-round. 
 
Option 2 

A daily bag limit of 10 rockfish, no more than 2 of which may be canary or yelloweye rockfish.  The fishery 
would be open year-round. 























Exhibit G.11.
Supplemental GMT Report

September 2000

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
INSEASON CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT LIMITS FOR GROUNDFISH

Current and scheduled Proposed changes for
cumulative limits cumulative limits

Sep. - Oct. Nov. - Dec. Sep. - Oct. Nov. - Dec.
Limited-entry Trawl

Minor slope rockfish - South 7,000 lb / 2 mo 1,500 lb / mo 20,000 lb / 2 mo 10,000 lb / mo

Sablefish 10,000 lb / 2 mo 3,500 lb / mo 12,000 lb / 2 mo 6,000 lb / mo
remove 22" size limit remove 22" size limit

Arrowtooth flounder 10,000 lb / trip 20,000 lb / trip

Other flatfish - large footrope 400 lb / trip 1,000 lb / trip

Yellowtail rockfish
mid-water gear 30,000 lb / 2 mo 10,000 lb / 2 mo 30,000 lb / 2 mo 30,000 lb / 2 mo
bycatch with flatfish 33% of flatfish1 + 33% of flatfish1 + 33% of flatfish1 +

10% of arrowtooth 10% of arrowtooth 10% of arrowtooth
up to 7,500 lb / trip up to 7,500 lb / trip up to 2,500 lb / trip

1 The allowance calculated using 33% includes poundage for all flatfish other than arrowtooth flounder.  This amount of yellowtail 
would then be summed with an amount equal to 10% of the arrowtooth flounder landed in order to calculate the total amount of
yellowtail that could be landed (up to the specified absolute poundage limit per trip [ 7,500 lb or 2,500 lb ] ).



Current and scheduled Proposed changes for
cumulative limits cumulative limits

Sep. - Oct. Nov. - Dec. Sep. - Oct. Nov. - Dec.
Limited-entry Fixed-gear

Minor slope rockfish - South 7,000 lb / 2 mo 1,500 lb / mo 20,000 lb / 2 mo 20,000 lb / 2 mo

Minor nearshore rockfish - North 5,000 lb / 2 mo 3,000 lb / 2 mo 10,000 lb / 2 mo; 10,000 lb / 2 mo;
with up to 1,800 lb, with up to 1,400 lb, with up to 4,000 lb with up to 4,000 lb

other than black/blue other than black/blue other than black/blue other than black/blue

Minor nearshore rockfish - South 2,000 lb / 2 mo 1,300 lb / 2 mo 6,000 lb / 2 mo 6,000 lb / 2 mo

Sablefish - Daily trip limit fishery 300 lb /day 300 lb /day [ 400 lb /day, or [ 400 lb /day, or
(North of Conception) up to 3,300 lb / 2 mo up to 2,400 lb / 2 mo 1,000 lb once per week ] 1,000 lb once per week ]

up to 8,000 lb / 2 mo up to 8,000 lb / 2 mo
remove 22" size limit remove 22" size limit

Open-access fixed gear
Minor slope rockfish - South 1,000 lb / 2 mo 500 lb / 2 mo 3,000 lb / 2 mo 3,000 lb / 2 mo

Minor nearshore rockfish - North 3,000 lb / 2 mo 1,000 lb / 2 mo 6,000 lb / 2 mo; 6,000 lb / 2 mo;
up to 900 lb, up to 500 lb, up to 2,000 lb up to 2,000 lb

other than black/blue other than black/blue other than black/blue other than black/blue

Minor nearshore rockfish - South 1,600 lb / 2 mo 800 lb / 2 mo 4,000 lb / 2 mo 4,000 lb / 2 mo

Sablefish - Daily trip limit fishery 300 lb /day 300 lb /day [ 300 lb /day, or [ 300 lb /day, or
(North of Conception) up to 3,300 lb / 2 mo up to 2,400 lb / 2 mo 1,200 lb once per week ] 1,200 lb once per week ]

with no 2-month limit with no 2-month limit



Note: For both limited entry and open access, proposed fixed-gear sablefish management includes an additional option for one landing
per week above the daily limit amount.  Each fisher may choose whether to make a series of daily-limit landings within a week, or a single
landing up to the specified poundage.  A fisher may elect to utilize different options over the course of a 2-month period, but only one of
these options may be exercised within any particular week.
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 Situation Summary 
 September 2000 
 
 

STATUS OF FISHERIES AND INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS 
 
Situation:  In the current groundfish management program, the Council sets annual harvest targets 
(optimum yield [OY] levels) and individual vessel landing limits for specified periods, with the 
understanding these vessel landing limits will likely need to be adjusted periodically through the year in 
order to reach, but not exceed, the OYs.  The initial vessel landing limits are based on predicted 
participation rates, estimates of how successful participants will be at achieving their limits for each period, 
and comparisons with previous years.  The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) tracks landings data 
throughout the year and periodically makes projections based on all the information available.  The GMT 
presents these landings data and projections to the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP), and they 
discuss adjustments that may be necessary to achieve, but not exceed, the annual limits.  The Council 
considers GMT and GAP recommendations, along with public comment, before making recommendations 
to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for inseason adjustments.  At the June 2000 meeting, 
several adjustments were recommended, and NMFS implemented the changes July 17 (Attachment 1).  
The Council’s task at this meeting is to review the available information and projections and recommend 
further adjustments as appropriate.  In addition, the Council recommended tier limits and season duration 
for the primary nontrawl sablefish fishery (Attachment 2).  Preliminary landings information should be 
available in time for the Council to develop recommendations for a “mop-up” fishery.   
 
The next cumulative period begins October 1, and reductions would take effect at that time.  Some 
increases to cumulative vessel landing limits may be appropriate, and these might be implemented prior to 
October 1 in order to provide more opportunity for fishers to take the increased limits.  Vessels will have 
to wait until the regulations change before they have access to the larger limits. 
 
At the June meeting, the GMT reported recreational catch of bocaccio and lingcod in California appeared 
to be far ahead of expectations.  The Council directed staff to send a letter to the California Fish and 
Game Commission, requesting recreational catch be held to preseason expectations (Attachment 3). 
   

Council Action: 
 
1. Adopt inseason adjustments, if necessary. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. NMFS Public Notice: Changes to Groundfish Landings Limits off Washington, Oregon, and California, 

Effective July 17, 2000 (Exhibit G.11, Attachment 1). 
2. NMFS Public Notice: Limited Entry, Three-Tier Sablefish Cumulative Limit Season off Washington, 

Oregon, and California Announced; All Groundfish Fixed Gear out of Water 48 Hours Before (Exhibit 
G.11, Attachment 2). 

3. Letter from D. O. McIsaac to Robert Treanor and California Fish and Game Commission responses 
(Exhibit G.11, Attachment 3). 
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Exhibit G.11.b 
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GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
STATUS OF FISHERIES AND INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met jointly with the Groundfish Management Team to discuss 
inseason adjustments and offers the following consensus recommendations.  Except as noted, the 
adjustments are to be made for the cumulative period beginning September 1, 2000. 
 
Limited Entry Trawl 
1. For minor slope rockfish in the south, increase the limit to 20,000 pounds per two-month cumulative 

period through the remainder of 2000. 
2. For yellowtail rockfish using midwater trawl gear, maintain a 30,000 pound limit per two-month 

cumulative period through the remainder of 2000. 
3. For yellowtail rockfish taken incidentally by vessels using small footrope gear while harvesting flatfish 

and arrowtooth flounder, maintain through the remainder of 2000 the regulations currently in effect, 
except the total amount of yellowtail per trip taken in association with arrowtooth flounder and/or other 
flatfish may not exceed 2,500 pounds.  This change to go into effect beginning November 1, 
2000. 

4. The limit for other flatfish taken using large footrope trawl gear will be increased to 1,000 pounds per 
trip.  This change to go into effect beginning November 1, 2000. 

5. The cumulative limit for arrowtooth flounder will be increased to 20,000 pounds per trip.  This 
change to go into effect beginning November 1, 2000. 

6. For the cumulative period beginning September 1, 2000, the cumulative limit for sablefish will be 
increased to 12,000 pounds.  For the months of November and December, 2000 the monthly limit for 
sablefish will be increased to 6,000 pounds. 

7.  The limit on taking sablefish under 22 inches in length is repealed for the remainder of 2000. 
 
Limited Entry Fixed Gear 
1. The cumulative limit for nearshore minor rockfish in the north will be increased to 10,000 pounds per 

two-month cumulative period for the remainder of 2000, with no more than 4,000 pounds being 
species other than black or blue rockfish. 

2. The cumulative limit for nearshore minor rockfish in the south will be increased to 6,000 pounds per 
two- month cumulative period for the remainder of 2000. 

3. The cumulative limit for minor slope rockfish in the south will be increased to 20,000 pounds per two- 
month cumulative period for the remainder of 2000. 

4. For the daily-trip-limit fishery north of 36°, vessels may take 400 pounds per day, with a cumulative 
limit of 8,000 pounds per two-month period; or 1,000 pounds per week with a cumulative limit of 8,000 
pounds per two-month period.  Vessels may not apply both the daily and weekly limits within the 
same week. 

5. For the remainder of 2000, the prohibition on taking sablefish less than 22 inches in length is 
repealed. 

 
Open Access 
1. The limit for minor slope rockfish in the south will be increased to 3,000 pounds per two-month period 

for the remainder of 2000. 
2. The limit for minor nearshore rockfish in the south will be increased to 4,000 pounds per two month 

period for the remainder of 2000. 
3. The limit for minor near shore rockfish in the north will be increased to 6,000 pounds per two-month 

period for the remainder of 2000, with no more than 2,000 pounds being species other than black or 
blue rockfish. 

4. Vessels operating in the daily-trip-limit sablefish fishery north of 36° may take 300 pounds of sablefish 
per day or 1,200 pounds of sablefish per week with no cumulative limit for the remainder of 2000.  
Vessels may not apply both the daily and weekly limits within the same week. 
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