Exhibit D.1
Situation Summary
March 2001

STATUS OF NMFS RESEARCH PROGRAMS AND OTHER NONREGULATORY ACTIVITIES
Situation: National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will report on its research programs and other
nonregulatory activities since the November 2000 Council meeting.
Council Action: Council discussion.
Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis
This agenda item is not expected to require Council decision making that raise issues of consistency
with the Plan.
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Exhibit D.2
March 2001

EXEMPTED FISHING PERMIT APPLICATIONS
Situation: National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will conduct its annual survey of the continental
slope groundfish resources this summer, using private commercial vessels as research platforms. NMFS
may compensate these vessels for their participation in research activities by setting aside amounts of
groundfish for them to harvest after their research activities have been completed. These amounts are in
addition to any trip limits that may be in effect. An exempted fishing permit (EFP) is necessary to allow
these vessels to take these compensation fish. The EFP specifies the amount of fish and conditions for
compensation fishing. NMFS will present its estimates of the quantities and species of fish to be made
available for compensating the vessels. The amounts of fish actually caught will be deducted from the
2002 acceptable biological catch levels when the Council addresses this issue in November 2001
NMFS may also discuss an EFP to allow vessels that carry state or federal biologists to take small
amounts of fish that will be used for specific research and data collection projects, such as depth-specific
size and distribution studies. Action on this EFP is scheduled for the April meeting so the Groundfish
Advisory Subpanel (GAP) and industry will have an opportunity to comment before the Council and
NMFS take action.
Council Action:
necessary.

Recommendations to NMFS on Exempted Fishing Permit Applications, as

Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis
Section II, B. of the Plan deals with Science, Data Collection, Monitoring and Analysis. The NMFS
proposal is expected to be consistent with the recommendations in the Plan.
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Exhibit D.3.c
Supplemental Draft GMPC Summary Minutes
March 2001

DRAFT SUMMARY MINUTES

Ad Hoc Groundfish Management Process Committee
Pacific Fishery Management Council
Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission
Large Conference Room
45 SE 82nd Drive, Suite 100
Gladstone, OR 97027
February 14, 2001
Call to Order
The Ad Hoc Groundfish Management Process Committee (GMPC) meeting was called to order by Dr.
Donald McIsaac, Council Executive Director. He suggested a loose structure such that public comment
would be encouraged throughout the meeting. He discussed the goals of the meeting, which included
discussing alternative management scenarios to improve the groundfish management process and
developing recommendations for the Council. After review by the Council at the March meeting, GMPC
recommendations could be put out for public review, with Council action possibly in April 2001.
The summary of the January 11-12, 2001 GMPC meeting was reviewed. The GMPC suggested several
edits, which will be incorporated into the meeting summary by Mr. Dan Waldeck.
The agenda was reviewed and approved.
Members in Attendance
Mr. LB Boydstun, California Department of Fish and Game
Mr. Ralph Brown, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Ms. Eileen Cooney, National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration - General Counsel
Mr. Bob Eaton, Pacific Marine Conservation Council
Dr. Jim Hastie, National Marine Fisheries Service
Mr. Jim Lone, Chair, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Dr. Donald McIsaac, Executive Director, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Rod Moore, West Coast Seafood Processors Association
Mr. Bill Robinson, National Marine Fisheries Service
Others in Attendance
Mr. Barry Cohen, representative, Groundfish Advisory Subpanel
Mr. Brian Culver, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Mr. Jim Glock, staff, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Jim Golden, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, designee for Mr. Burnell Bohn
Mr. Rob Jones, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission
Dr. Steve Ralston, National Marine Fisheries Service
Ms. Cyreis Schmitt, National Marine Fisheries Service
Mr. Dan Waldeck, staff, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Meeting Summary
Public Review of Annual Management Measures
The committee discussed the applicability of the GMPC review process to the issues raised in recent
lawsuits involving the groundfish fishery. Notably, if extending the groundfish management process
would provide more time for public review of and input to the process. A revised process could provide
better opportunity to comment on the annual specifications and management measures before the
Council takes final action, scoping of management options prior to the September Council meeting would
also provide opportunity for public input.
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However, the extended process discussed so far might not address all of the concerns noted in the recent
lawsuits. Notably, it does not provide time for a proposed and final rule with comment to the Secretary of
Commerce after the Council recommendation and before the Secretary approves final specifications and
management measures. The revised timeline increases the opportunity for public review of annual
specifications and management measures before final council action, but not after. It was suggested that
a proposed rule could be published on preliminary specifications and management measures in
September. However, publication before the September meeting would use old information, and
publication after the meeting would not allow for timely input at the November meeting.
It is critical to provide enough specific detail about the proposed management measures, how they will
work, and how the management measures will accomplish management goals.
The GMPC briefly discussed the “good cause” exception, which provides for waiving publication in the
Federal Register for public comment before a final rule is issued if there is a compelling reason for
expedient action and insufficient time for public process. Typically, NMFS perceives good cause for final
action on specifications and annual management measures.
A recent lawsuit challenges the
appropriateness of waving prior public comment.
Finally, it was noted that no matter what revisions are made to the management process, it will be
necessary to build in more time for public review. There is always a difficult trade-off between longer
development and review time and the use of the most current data.
Altered Five Meeting Schedule (based on “timeline” from previous meeting)
The GMPC reviewed the timeline for an altered five meeting annual management schedule developed at
the previous meeting. Generally, the committee views this schedule as a vast improvement over status
quo. It was stressed that, to accommodate allocation decision making and development of new
management measures, it would be beneficial to develop and review rebuilding technical analyses as
early in the process as possible. It was suggested that, rather than June/September as indicated on the
timeline, it might be better to adopt final rebuilding plans in November as it could be necessary to make
adjustments based on economic and social impacts. These impacts would not be fully analyzed until
after the September meeting.
In contrast, it was suggested that a generic economic analysis could be performed prior to the September
meeting, this would be based on expected economic impacts of the total declines in available harvest.
This argument was countered with the contention that information about specific impacts, rather than
gross impacts, was necessary for management decision making.
In conclusion, it was noted that whether a final rebuilding plan is adopted in September or November will
depend on the specific situation, and that “final” adoption in September did not foreclose the ability to
make adjustments in November. The keys are to (1) get enough information into the rebuilding plans so
as to know what management measures might be necessary to achieve rebuilding goals, (2) construct
management alternatives that aim to achieve those goals, and (3) detail how the measures will achieve
management goals.
Multi-Year Management Schedule
Mr. Bohn described his proposal for a “two-year” management schedule. He suggested this schedule
would provide for integration of science, but also builds in time to make adjustments to harvest levels and
management measures. The schedule would require “rolling over” the current year harvest levels and
management measures for 2002, to transition to the revised schedule. Rolling over current year
management is premised on the notion that the current management measures are conservative, wellconsidered, and based on the best available information.
Mr. Bohn noted that his proposal is not really a two-year cycle, but rather a different way of stretching out
the process for crafting annual management.
The schedule would use 2001 assessment information for developing 2003 harvest levels and
management measures, which could raise concerns if more recent assessments indicate significant
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change (either positive or negative) in stock status.
Groundfish Management Process – Two-Year Schedule
Management Year/Council
Meeting

2002

April 2001

Discuss rolling over 2001
ABC/OY and management
measures; rebuilding
analysis for OF spp due

June 2001

Prelim adopt (roll over)
2001 ABC/OY and
management for 2002;
prelim adopt RBP

September 2001

Final adopt 2001 ABC/OY
and management (w/ and
needed adjustments) for
2002; final RBP

2003

2004

Prelim adopt ABC/OY for 2003

November 2001

Final adopt ABC/OY for 2003
(published in FR)

April 2002

Prelim adopt management
measures for 2003

June 2002

Final adopt management
measures for 2003 (pub in FR)

September 2002

Prelim adopt ABC/OY for
2004

November 2002

Final adopt ABC/OY for
2004

April 2003

Prelim adopt management
measures for 2004

June 2003

Final adopt management
measures for 2004

The committee also briefly discussed the possibility of a true multi-year approach in which OYs and
management measures are adopted for 2 years, and not changed in the off year except for emergencies.
To complete the multi-year approach, the suite of other management components (resource surveys,
assessments, STAR, rebuilding plans, GMT, GAP) would need to be added and discussion of how they fit
into the management process would also be needed. These would need to be overlaid to complete the
picture of how a multi-year management process could work. However, that would be a problem for
assessment authors.
The committee discussed the need to balance the stability provided by multi-year harvest specifications
with the timeliness of annual harvest specifications based on the most recent information. This could be
complicated by the need to annually consider biological, economic, and social impacts; and the annual
infusion of new information. It was suggested this complication could be lessened if the management
information cycle were adjusted, (e.g., assessments done every other year).
In response to the proposal for rolling over the current years specifications and management measures, it
was noted that, currently, the same ABC/OY specifications and basic management measures are used
year-to-year unless significant change in stock status necessitates change in harvest levels. That is, roll
over of specifications and measures already occurs where appropriate.
Currently, stock assessment models provide information that is used for the fishing year immediately
following the assessment. However, if necessary, assessment models could be tailored to provide
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information for a future year rather than the current year. However, concerns might arise if current
information, approved by the Stock Assessment Review (STAR) process, was not used for management
in the current fishing year.
It was stated that, while a multi-year management cycle might work for stable stocks, it could be
problematic for overfished stocks. That is, there is a greater need to consider the most current
information for management of rebuilding species. In addition, rolling over current year management
(e.g., trip limits) could be inappropriate for species under rebuilding plans. Finally, the statute has a one
year deadline for adopting rebuilding plans.
Dr. Ralston suggested that, rather than a September, November, April, June schedule as proposed by
Mr. Bohn, an April through November schedule may be more practical as it coincides more closely with
the assessment cycle, and could facilitate use of the most current assessment information.
A multi-year management cycle could necessitate amending the groundfish fishery management plan.
If assessments and other scientific information were isolated to specific years, multi-year management
could provide more time for work on non-annual management and non-groundfish issues. This presumes
that, in an emergency (e.g., significant change in stock health), quick action could be undertaken.
General Discussion
In general, the goal of revising the management process is to provide more time to perform the necessary
analytical work and more time for public review/comment. However, extension of the process needs to be
balanced with use of the best and most current information.
What transpires over the next several years will influence the management process. If more stocks are
declared overfished, management will likely focus on rebuilding stocks. If stocks stabilize, management
could move toward multi-year management specifications and measures, especially for long-lived species
where rapid population change is unlikely. However, for the near term, the need to rebuild overfished
stocks will influence the management process.
Under multi-year management, it was suggested an "Ad Hoc Emergency Management Committee" might
be useful to deal with problems as they arise. That is, move toward multi-year management, but institute
policies for reacting to emergencies.
It was emphasized that extending annual management workload over four Council meetings will affect
other Council responsibilities, (e.g., non-annual management groundfish issues, salmon, coastal pelagic
species, and highly migratory species).
There was a brief discussion of the delayed season start, with questions raised about how a delay would
affect data gathering, scientific input to the process, and fishing.
Next Steps
The committee needs to identify several alternatives for Council, Council advisory body, and public
consideration. The alternatives discussed include:
I.

Status quo – not really an option as the charge of the committee was to develop alternatives to
status quo.

II. Altered Five Council Meeting Annual Management Process – detailed in the timeline.
III. Altered Five Council Meeting Annual Management Process – same as II, but fishing year runs
April 1 - March 31 rather than January 1 - December 31.
IV. Multi-Year Management Process – September - April (Bohn).
V. Multi-Year Management Process – June - November (Ralston).
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All options could be one or two year cycles and/or include delayed start to fishing season.

The committee discussed the contrast between the Five Meeting and Multi-Year processes. Under the
Bohn proposal, final ABCs and OYs are published in the Federal Register after two meeting (September November), whereas management measures are not final until two meetings later (April - June). This
could create a problem if ABCs and OYs need to be modified. Under the Five Meeting process, the
Council takes action on ABCs and OYs (September), but the specifications are not published in the
Federal Register until after final adoption of management measures (November). This provides
opportunity to adjust ABCs and OYs if necessary. Two goals of revising the management process are to
provide more time for public review and more flexibility in developing management measures. The MultiYear proposal, could provide more time for public review, but might decrease flexibility, because ABC and
OY specifications are published in the Federal Register well in advance of when annual management
measures are finalized.
Transition Strategy
To prevent the November bind from occurring this year, it was suggested the process of presenting and
addressing rebuilding information for darkblotched rockfish and widow rockfish start as early as possible.
For example, initiate discussion of harvest levels at the June meeting and preliminary management
measures at the September meeting.
For most species under the groundfish fishery management plan, there will not be substantial change in
harvest levels. However, for widow rockfish, darkblotched rockfish, sablefish, and shortspine thornyhead
determination of ABCs and OYs might not be possible until the September meeting.
For 2003, it would be helpful to decide earlier in the year the species to be assessed in 2002.
Information to Include in Report to the Council
There is the need to consider how many groundfish meetings per year, when should those meetings be
scheduled, how should the science be scheduled? Consideration needs to be given to the optimal
combination of these elements.
Other Council workload (non-annual groundfish management and non-groundfish issues) will need to be
factored into the revised schedule.
The Committee also discussed whether they should narrow down the list of alternatives and/or select a
preferred alternative. There was general agreement that all options should go forward for further
consideration by the Council’s advisory bodies. While the Committee did note that status quo is not
preferred, no preferred alternative was identified.
It should be emphasized to the Council that, for this year, consideration of rebuilding information should
begin as soon as possible. Several items will be critical to formulating management for 2002:
·
·
·

widow rockfish and darkblotched rockfish rebuilding information;
canary rebuilding plan and bycatch information from current year (i.e., effectiveness of
management);
resolving Pacific Ocean perch rebuilding analysis questions.

It was suggested the Council consider incorporating the groundfish management review into the Strategic
Plan implementation process.
If Multi-Year Management goes forward, the Council might want to consider appointing an Ad Hoc
Groundfish Emergency Committee to handle crises that might arise. That is, Multi-Year Management is
premised on pre-determined harvest levels and management measures. An Emergency Committee
would be charged with monitoring the fishery and determining when changes to harvest levels or
5

management measures are necessary.
However, for the near future, there was general agreement the fishery will remain unstable. Therefore,
the prospect of moving to Multi-Year Management might be unlikely.
It was suggested that as the Council reviews the groundfish management process, it may also be prudent
to review the makeup of the groundfish advisory committees.
Public Comment
There was no formal public comment period. Public comment was entertained during the course of the
meeting and is captured in the meeting summary.
Adjournment
The GMPC adjourned at 3 p.m., Wednesday, February 14, 2001.
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Exhibit D.3
Situation Summary
March 2001

FUTURE GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT PROCESS AND SCHEDULE
Situation: In response to apparent problems in the Council’s annual process for managing groundfish
fisheries, a committee was appointed to ”... evaluate the adequacy of the existing groundfish
management process and schedule, and develop recommendations to improve the process.” The
Groundfish Management Process Committee (GMPC) met January 11-12, 2001 and February 14, 2001.
The results of these meetings will be reported to the Council for discussion. At the Council’s discretion,
options may be put forward for public and Council advisory body review. These options would be
considered for action at the April 2001 Council meeting.
Council Action:
1. Consider directing review of the GMPC options by Council advisory bodies for use in further
considerations at the April meeting.
Reference Materials:
1. Exhibit D.3.b, GMPC Summary Minutes.
2. Exhibit D.3.b, Supplemental GMPC Report.
Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis
The Plan includes , as part of a problem statement in Section II.C. Council Process and Effective
Public Involvement, the sentence "the fundamental trust and credibility relationship between industry,
the public, and management is strained and the process is not serving its intended purpose." Directing
advisory bodies to review GMPC options for an altered process would be consistent with the goals in
Section II.B. in the Plan.
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Exhibit D.4.b
Supplemental SPOC Report
March 2001

DRAFT SUMMARY MINUTES

Ad-Hoc Groundfish Strategic Plan
Implementation Oversight Committee
Pacific Fishery Management Council
Nestucca Room
1401 N Hayden Island Drive
Portland, OR 97217
(503) 283-2111
March 5, 2001
Call to Order
The Strategic Plan Implementation Oversight Committee (SPOC) meeting was called to order by Dr.
David Hanson, Chair.
Members in Attendance
Mr. Bob Alverson, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. LB Boydstun, California Department of Fish and Game
Mr. Ralph Brown, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Jim Caito, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Jim Golden, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, designee for Mr. Burnell Bohn
Dr. David Hanson, Chair, Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission
Mr. Bill Robinson, National Marine Fisheries Service
Others in Attendance
Mr. Steve Bodnar, Coos Bay Trawler’s Association
Ms. Eileen Cooney, National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration - General Counsel
Mr. Brian Culver, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Mr. Jim Glock, staff, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Rob Jones, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission
Cmdr. Ted Lindstrom, US Coast Guard
Mr. Rod Moore, Seafood Processors Association
Dr. Donald McIsaac, Executive Director, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Jim Seger, staff, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Meeting Summary
General Discussion
Bob Alverson and Ralph Brown recalled the SPOC’s previous discussion about allowing limited entry
vessels to use alternative gears in order to reduce bycatch or incidental catch as well as to provide better
access to species that might be otherwise unavailable. This idea has been suggested to the Council by
various stakeholders, and Bob wanted the SPOC to keep it on the radar screen. He suggested removing
or revising the permit gear endorsements could reduce some of the allocation disputes, or at least change
the nature of those disputes.
Don McIsaac presented a letter dated February 15, 2001 he sent to Randy Fisher regarding the Council’s
Fiscal Year 2002 Congressional funding needs (Attachment 1). In particular, he discussed Table 1 at the
end of the document that lists strategic plan implementation costs. He presented a second document that
outlines costs associated with establishment of marine reserves (Attachment 2). The committee
discussed personnel and funding needs for these projects and how receptive Congress might be to
providing the necessary funds. The committee concurred with Dr. McIsaac’s figures. LB Boydstun
reported California will not be able to complete its efforts to assume nearshore fish management, but he
hopes this can be accomplished next year. Jim Seger briefed the committee on outside funding sources.
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No large scale funding sources have been identified at this time. Eileen Cooney discussed the process
for accepting outside donations.
The committee discussed its role and the Council’s role in setting up marine reserves. There are several
agencies and groups moving forward on this, and the committee believes the Council needs to establish
its role in the process quickly and effectively. LB asked for a presentation to the committee and Council
of a summary of who is doing what so the Council can figure out where to plug in.
Recommendation The SPOC requests preparation of a summary of the agencies and groups currently
moving forward to develop marine reserves, who has funding and who is doing what. The report would
be presented at the April meeting.
LB summarized a subgroup conference call held January 18, 2001 to discuss an implementation strategy
for limiting participation in the open access fishery (Attachment 3). He presented the proposed schedule,
noting it is optimistic and achievement would require a substantial commitment of Council resources. He
said the committee and Council should consider the costs and benefits of this, and also the interplay with
State management goals and activities. The subgroup recommended the Council move forward with
developing a restricted access program for the identified fisheries. The SPOC appointed a core policy
group to guide and make recommendations on plan development process. The group includes one
representative from each coastal state and NMFS and will meet after the April Council meeting, pending
Council approval. The core group will consider ways and means of soliciting and receiving public input to
the process, specifically how to involve the myriad of different user groups. Council and agency staff (Dr.
Hastie) will need to be tasked with preparing plan development documents and to analyze fishery data,
as directed.
Recommendation: The SPOC requests Council concurrence. This will be a major work load issue the
Council should consider in the context of the other high priority groundfish issues.
Ralph Brown reported on activities relating to buyback efforts. He said the current proposal is to
purchase all permits (including state permits) and the vessel, with the goal to increase average vessel
revenue by 50%. This would require a reduction of 40%-65% of the current fleet. He said the
Fishermen’s Marketing Association circulated a questionnaire to all limited entry permit holders regarding
their willingness to submit bids, and 77% of the respondents said they would. Of the $50 million originally
proposed, $38 million would reduce trawl sector leaving $12 million which would be applied to reduce
fixed gear. To reduce an equal number of fixed gear vessels, given current bid prices, would require a
total $74 million. Under the proposal, all commercial fishers would contribute to the purchase of the
vessels and associated permits. He believes Senator Wyden will sponsor a bill, once the remaining
details are worked out. State legislation would also be necessary.
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Exhibit D.4.c
Supplemental EC Report
March 2001

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS COMMENTS ON
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE GROUNDFISH STRATEGIC PLAN
The Enforcement Consultants (EC) in reviewing the Groundfish Strategic Plan do not see anywhere
where enforcement costs are identified in the plan. As the Council moves forward with different phases in
implementing the strategic plan, the cost of enforcement is highly variable depending on actions taken.
Two specific examples are observer coverage and marine reserves both of which have substantial
enforcement elements. We ask that the Council recognize these costs as both state and federal
resources are limited. The trend now is for less money for enforcement programs. The ability of
enforcement to react to newly implemented programs is very limited.
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Exhibit D.4
Attachment 1
March 2001

SUMMARY MINUTES

Ad-Hoc Groundfish Strategic Plan
Implementation Oversight Committee
Pacific Fishery Management Council
Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission
Large Conference Room
45 SE 82nd Drive, Suite 100
Gladstone, OR 97027
January 10 - 11, 2001
Call to Order
The Strategic Plan Implementation Oversight Committee (SPOC) meeting was called to order by Dr.
David Hanson, Chair. Mr. Jim Lone, Council Chair, provided introductory remarks, noting reducing
capacity in the groundfish fishery was a principal objective of his tenure as Chair. He emphasized
implementation of the Strategic Plan as fundamental to this objective and the long-term goal of a viable,
sustainable fishery.
After introductions, Dr. Hanson outlined the meeting goals, which entailed prioritization of Strategic Plan
issues and initiating implementation development teams. An overarching goal is to ensure the Strategic
Plan works for all stakeholders and ensures resource conservation. Public input to the implementation
process will be critical to its success.
The agenda was reviewed and approved. Time for a brief presentation by Mr. Brock Bernstein, National
Fisheries Conservation Center (NFCC) and a review of legal matters by Ms. Eileen Cooney, General
Counsel, National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) were added.
Mr. Dan Waldeck reviewed meeting materials for the Committee.
Members in Attendance
Mr. Phil Anderson, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Mr. LB Boydstun, California Department of Fish and Game
Mr. Ralph Brown, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Jim Caito, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Dr. David Hanson, Chair, Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission
Mr. Bill Robinson, National Marine Fisheries Service
Others in Attendance
Mr. Brock Bernstein, National Fisheries Conservation Center
Mr. Steve Bodnar, Coos Bay Trawler’s Association
Ms. Eileen Cooney, National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration - General Counsel
Dr. John Coon, staff, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Brian Culver, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Mr. Joe Easley, Oregon Trawl Commission
Mr. Bob Eaton, Pacific Marine Conservation Council
Mr. Doug Fricke, Washington Troller’s Association
Dr. Rod Fujita, Environmental Defense
Mr. Jim Glock, staff, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Jim Golden, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, designee for Mr. Burnell Bohn
Dr. Jim Hastie, National Marine Fisheries Service
Mr. Rob Jones, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission
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Cmdr. Ted Lindstrom, US Coast Guard
Mr. Jim Lone, Chair, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Dr. Donald McIsaac, Executive Director, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Jim Seger, staff, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Ms. Cyreis Schmitt, National Marine Fisheries Service
Mr. Chuck Tracy, staff, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Dan Waldeck, staff, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Meeting Summary
General Discussion
Dr. McIsaac discussed Council budget and staff workload. Given the level funded budget and no change
in workload priorities, he stressed staff will be able assist at a limited level, e.g., tracking strategic plan
consistency relevant to briefing book situation papers, acting as an information base, staffing meetings of
the SPOC. Dr. McIsaac provided a table outlining staff workload to illustrate his point. Significant activity
implementing the Strategic Plan would displace other current workload priorities assigned by the Council.
Creation of workload to implement the Plan would need to be balanced by commensurate deletions from
current staff workload. He suggested performing a workload management check each time a new
implementation task is considered, e.g., (1) what is current workload?, (2) how much time will the new
task take?, (3) how does the task fit into the context of existing priorities?
An opportunity was provided for public comment. Mr. Eaton stated the Council needs to identify the
amount of money needed to implement the plan and where the money would come from (internal or
external sources). He suggested the Council needs to define priorities, where public funds should come
from, where private funds should come from; this will help others in lobbying Congress on the Council’s
behalf. Mr. Easley noted the tremendous amount of work it will require to implement the plan.
A general discussion followed about how to proceed with the meeting.
It was suggested that in setting priorities, the SPOC needs to consider what projects will provide the most
benefit in relation to their cost; the focus should be on projects that provide the most gain. It was also
noted that it will be important to identify where a task or priority will lead, and how it fits with other Plan
initiatives. For example, marine reserves may be a harder sell if they are prioritized ahead of capacity
reduction, whereas, capacity reduction first may facilitate marine reserves as a second priority.
There is an immediate need for conservation, especially rebuilding overfished species; implementation of
the plan needs to be in balance with other groundfish priorities. Therefore, it was suggested that
rebuilding plans should be the first priority, as there are seven overfished stocks and no approved
rebuilding plans. It was agreed all components of groundfish fishery management need to be considered
– rebuilding plans, annual management, other groundfish tasks, strategic plan implementation.
Ms. Cooney provided an update on litigation issues. She noted that National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) compliance for Groundfish Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) had been successfully challenged and a
new NEPA analysis for groundfish EFH would need to be completed. She also noted the high risk of
litigation on rebuilding plans, both Amendment 12 and the individual rebuilding plans.
The committee discussed delegation of nearshore fisheries to the states. It was suggested that it would
be easier for state fish and game commissions to manage nearshore fisheries. Three options were
proposed: remove species from the groundfish FMP; or leave species in the FMP, but delegate (or
defer) management to states. For California, there are approximately 20 species that could fall under a
Nearshore Fishery Management Plan (FMP). Currently, California is developing a Nearshore FMP. It
was noted that consistency among state and federal regulations would be a critical issue. Ms. Cooney
noted that where fish are captured is critical to who has management authority. In order to determine
whether to, and the best way to transfer management authority to the states, you must look at the location
of the fishing of different species, e.g., species only caught within 3 miles; caught within 3 miles, but some
outside 3 miles in federal waters; or mostly caught in federal waters. Delegation of nearshore
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management could also have spill-over effects on the groundfish limited entry fishery or the new “B”
permit fishery that could be established under the strategic plan recommendations. That is, if species are
removed from the groundfish FMP, it could negatively affect limited entry permit holders.
It was noted that state nearshore management will still require some Council involvement, and, therefore,
still place a burden on staff workload. It could also result in increasingly complex management, especially
if state limited entry and federal limited entry programs are developed. There is also the likelihood that,
when catching fish under a nearshore FMP, federally managed species will also be caught, which would
require coordination between state and federal activities, that would vary depending on the amount of
interaction.
Priority Setting
The SPOC then discussed the various elements of the Plan and developed a list of priority issues. Four
themes were highlighted as high priority:
·
·
·
·

Capacity Reduction
Harvest Policy
Marine Reserves
Science

Within each theme the SPOC identified and prioritized various issues. A detailed list is provided below.
Specific to the harvest policy recommendations in the Plan, it was noted that these provisions will,
generally, be, implemented through the annual groundfish fishery management process. It was stressed
that strong consideration needs to be given to recommendation 2.a under Harvest Policy in the Plan, i.e.,
“...close fishery when OY is reached... .”
Specific to capacity reduction, consideration will need to be given to the details of reducing capacity( i.e.,
what sectors, how will it be accomplished?), particularly the details of converting the open access fishery
to limited entry. How would state limited entry fit with federal limited entry, would both be necessary?
Coordination will be critical.
It was also noted that gear modifications have improved resource conservation. Therefore, in
implementing the Plan, the SPOC should look to incentives and other passive measures (rather than
regulations).
An overarching concern will always be ensuring conservation and stock rebuilding while allowing harvest
of healthier stocks.
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Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Implementation Oversight Committee – Recommended List of Priorities
Item (section in Strategic Plan)

Staffing Cost
$ cost
(states/NMFS/Council/tribal)

Buyback – all gears (C. 3.g)

med/med/low 5/

Trawl permit stacking (A.3.e) 1/
Observers -- develop full program (A.5)

Review and improve groundfish management process (C.8)
Fixed gear permit stacking -- sablefish (A.3.d)

1/

Development Team
Needed

very high 1.a 7/

low - high
2/

Rank

1.b 7/

yes

med/high/low

high

2

no 8/

low/low/low

low

3

no 8/

4

no 8/

low/high/med

Open access limited entry (A., C. 3.a,b,c)

high/high/high

high

5

yes

Allocation*

high/high/high

high

6*

yes

Marine reserves (A.6.) 3/

high/high/high/yes

high

7

yes

Nearshore rockfish delegation (A.1.d)

high/med/med/yes

8

yes

Implement harvest policy recommendations (A.2.a-e)

low/low/low

low

9

no 8/

Fixed gear spp endorsements & stacking -- non-sablefish

high/high/high

high

10

yes

Explore regulations to (1) reduce bycatch and (2) access allocations

med/med/med

high

11

yes

Explore regulatory incentives (regs/gear) to minimize impacts on habitat

high/high/high

high

11

yes

Implement Strategic Plan science recommendations (B. 1-11) 4/

high/high/high

very high

Implement Strategic Plan Council process recommendations (C. 1-7) 4/

1/
2/
3/
4/
5/
6/
7/
8/

*Elements of Allocation Category

Rank w/in 6

"A" v "B" v "C" v Sport permits (overfished species)

6.a

Sport v Commercial

6.b

Limited entry trawl v Fixed gear (rockfish, lingcod)

6.c

"B" v "C" permits (selected species)

Part of 5 above 6/

As first step toward IFQ
$2.25 million -- federal base funding (annual). "Full" means a comprehensive program with an adequate annual budget
Tool within the larger context of the Strategic Plan. Adopted as a tool, but no use of the tool scheduled.
Critical element, not accorded rank -- overrides other topics. Include comment to this effect in introduction.
Currently, industry lobbying for. Near-term low workload NMFS/Council. If Congress authorizes, NMFS/Council workload will be large.
Allocation will occur as part of O/A to L/E
Priority may change depending on Congressional action.
Program in place, under development, or under review – no development team needed.
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Thursday, January 11, 2001
The list of priorities developed on the previous day was reviewed.
It was agreed to form a small subcommittee to develop rough cost estimates for the items in the priority
list. It was stressed the cost estimates should be simple, noting who would bear the cost and who would
do the majority of the work. This is necessary to provide a realistic view of the level of funding required to
fully implement the Strategic Plan. The estimates would represent additional funding needed (above the
Council budget) to accomplish implementation of the Plan. It was agreed the draft cost estimates would
be reviewed by the SPOC prior to the March Council meeting. The subcommittee is comprised of Dr.
McIsaac, Mr. Robinson, and Mr. Golden; and will meet February 14, 2001.
Discussion of the List of Priorities
Buyback and Trawl Permit Stacking
Without Congressional help, a buyback program is unlikely, the Council and/or the industry does not have
the means to do it. West Coast industry representatives are actively lobbying Congress for a buyback
program. However, if, by the June Council meeting, signs are that Congress will not adopt legislation for
a West Coast buyback program, the SPOC agreed that trawl permit stacking should become a high
priority.
The rationale for first emphasizing buyback as the preferred means for reducing capacity in the trawl fleet
was because a large reduction is needed to rationalize the fleet and industry supports a buyback
program. Until there is an indication that Congress will not support a buyback program, trawl permit
stacking will be less desirable from the perspective of the industry.
Allocation could also be a critical issue. For example, if buyback is for all sectors of the industry then
allocation might be less of an issue, whereas, if buyback is only for trawl, then allocation might be critical.
This would also be true for trawl permit stacking.
Finally, it was emphasized that developing a trawl permit stacking program will require an extensive
analysis. This must be factored into the workload equation (in balance with other workload), as both the
analysis and implementation of trawl permit stacking will be quite intensive.
Observers
A partial program will be implemented by mid-2001. However, there is a strong need for a
comprehensive program, which will require secure, long-term funding, i.e., annual commitment in the
NMFS budget. The groundfish fishery is extremely diverse, and the current level of funding provides for
only a limited program (covering only a small portion of the fleet).
It was noted that pursuing observer funds should be done in the context of other strategic plan initiatives.
For example, the groundfish fishery only generates about $50 million per year, it may be hard to justify
spending large amounts of money for a small net gain. If the fleet were rationalized (made smaller), it
would require a smaller program to cover the entire fleet. Moreover, with a rationalized fleet it may be
possible to move to a system where the industry funds management.
Management Process
A comprehensive review of the groundfish management process is underway, the SPOC will need the
results of this review before taking action to implement the management process recommendations in the
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Strategic Plan. The Groundfish Management Process Committee will report to the Council in March, with
the aim of initiating action for review at the April Council meeting. The goal is to implement an improved
process for the 2002/2003 cycle, with phase-in of certain parts as soon as possible.
Fixed Gear Permit Stacking
It was reported that Council staff is completing the analytical work for the FMP amendment (or regulatory
amendment depending on NOAA-GC determination). NMFS will draft the regulations, which could be
quite complex when all the permit stacking provisions are factored in.
As it will be difficult to complete all of the above (analyses, Council review, regulations) in time for
implementation in fall 2001, it may be necessary to phase-in certain aspects. One possibility is to
implement in 2001 the extended fishing season and stacking permits (i.e., the basic objectives). The
more complicated issues, e.g., ownership, owner-onboard, will require substantial analysis and a longer
regulatory process under the Paperwork Reduction Act, and may need to be implemented later. The
SPOC noted partitioning the analysis and review could, ultimately, create more workload (i.e., doing
things twice); but there was general agreement that we should move forward.
Open Access to Limited Entry
This has the potential of being a highly contentious issue, and may require consideration of the net
benefit to the fishery as a whole versus the cost to individuals in the open access fishery.
It was agreed that a group would develop a scoping document to outline what needs to be done, this will
include consideration of delegation or deferral of nearshore management to states. The group will also
explore linkages with other Strategic Plan issues, e.g., allocation, delegation of nearshore management,
etc. The states will take the lead on developing the scoping document. In addition, the document will
include definitions of “B” and “C” categories and the fleet involved, and consideration of the importance to
coastal communities.
It was suggested that they use outside mediation/facilitation (e.g., the
Environmental Conflict Resolution Institute) to aid in development of an implementation strategy.
The possible schedule is to be included as part of scoping document. The document will be reviewed by
SPOC at their March meeting.
Allocation
The issue of allocation is strongly entwined with many other strategic plan issues, and may be necessary
before implementation of other components of the Strategic Plan. Currently, allocation is an annual
necessity as part of routine fishery management, especially for overfished species. May not be able to
improve from current process until after GMPC review.
Marine Reserves
Implementation will require substantial funding (in excess of Council budget), especially for developing
siting criteria. It will also require substantial public participation, which will add to the overall cost.
Therefore, the issue will require substantial commitment of new funds. The SPOC recommends
continuing with Phase II, under the aegis of strategic plan implementation, to begin with establishing an
Implementation Development Team assigned the sole task of developing a complete proposal (with the
Council as lead authority): a proposed process and proposed budget. The SPOC also recommends the
proposal include outside assistance, in the form of non-governmental organization funding and/or
facilitation services of NFCC. Opportunities with the Pacific Ocean Conservation Network should also be
pursued.
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Nearshore Rockfish
It was agreed that this would be included as part of scoping document for conversion of Open Access to
Limited Entry (discussed above).
Implement Harvest Policy Recommendations
Implementing the recommendations in the Strategic Plan will require development and adoption of
management policies for closing fisheries when OY is reached. It will be necessary to distinguish
between closure of a single fishery that harvests the stock and closure of all fishing for the stock. The
SPOC recommends the Council initiate discussion of this topic in April 2001.
Fixed Gear Species Endorsements/Stacking (non-sablefish)
It was suggested that this issue could be taken up in conjunction with the Open Access to Limited Entry
work.
Explore Regulations – to Reduce Bycatch / for Access Allocations
“Access allocation” refers to, for example, management measures that solve the problem of not
harvesting the allowable sablefish OY year after year. Recently the trawl fleet has not been able to
harvest its entire allocation because of protections for thornyheads. Therefore, there is a desire to allow
the trawl fleet to possibly access sablefish with a different gear that does not affect the restricted species.
The SPOC recommends the development of a work plan (in the near future). It was suggested that this
work could be supported/funded with disaster relief money (or other outside funding source).
The SPOC recommends an industry group be formed to develop ideas related to access allocation,
especially sablefish – possibly including: Mr. Steve Bodnar, Mr. Marion Larkin, Mr. Joe Easley.
No due date was discussed for this work plan.
Explore Regulatory Incentives (regulations/gear) to Minimize Impacts on Habitat
Similarly, the SPOC recommends development of a work plan in the near future. The SPOC
recommends incorporation of this issue into the Council’s Research and Data Needs document with a
high priority.
No due date was discussed for this work plan.
Implementation Development Teams
The SPOC discussed the need for development teams for each of the issues identified on the Priority
List. Generally, most issues will require development teams; several issues are either completed or in
progress, and, thus, development teams will not be required. At this meeting, the SPOC approved the
formation of two Implementation Development Teams (marine reserves and allocation) and a subgroup to
develop cost estimates.
Marine Reserves
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Development Team: Mr. Jim Seger (staff), Ms. Jennifer Bloeser, Mr. Dave Fox, Dr. Rod Fujita, Mr. Mark
Helvey, Ms. Michele Robinson, Mr. Bob Lee, Mr. Barry Cohen, Mr. John Crowley, Mr. Kelley
Smotherman, Mr. Mark Cedergreen, Ms. Fran Recht. Also, the SPOC asked that Mr. Brock Bernstein
and Ms. Suzanne Iudicello (NFCC) be invited to participate in a facilitation role.
For the time being, the team was tasked only with developing a detailed proposal – based on the
proposal submitted by the Pacific Ocean Conservation Network. The proposal would be for a project to
address remaining marine reserve recommendations contained in the Strategic Plan. The detailed
proposal would address the complete process to implement marine reserves as described in Strategic
Plan, consistent with the objectives already adopted by the Council.
The Team will meet February 13, 2001, Portland, OR
Allocation
The SPOC recommends use of the current Ad-Hoc Allocation Committee to develop further
recommendations at his point.
The SPOC anticipates adding to the prior allocation committee process industry representatives at some
point in the future to deal with allocation issues directly related to implementation of the Strategic Plan.
As a first step, the SPOC recommends the Allocation Committee develop allocation priorities relative to
implementing the strategic initiatives in the Plan.
Next Meeting
The SPOC will meet Monday, March 5, 2001 in Portland, Oregon.
Other Topics Discussed
IFQ
It was noted that the Council will eventually need a committee to scope out an IFQ program.
National Fisheries Conservation Center (NFCC)
Mr. Brock Bernstein from the NFCC presented information about his organization and the facilitation role
they could play in implementation of the Plan. For example, with marine reserves, they could build
bridges behind the scenes; facilitate public processes/meetings toward agreement. Also could provide
dispute resolution. He noted their role would not be to set up meetings or an organizational structure,
rather they would act as facilitators.
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PROPOSED AGENDA

Ad-Hoc Groundfish Strategic Plan
Implementation Oversight Committee
Pacific Fishery Management Council
Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission
45 SE 82nd Drive, Suite 100
Gladstone, Oregon 97027
(503) 650-5400
January 10-11, 2001
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 10, 2001 – 10 A.M.
A.

Introductory Remarks

Jim Lone

B.

Meeting Purpose and Approval of Agenda

C.

Review of Meeting Materials

Dan Waldeck

D.

Funding and Staffing Capabilities

Don McIsaac

E.

Public Comment

F.

Review of Legal Matters

G.

National Fisheries Conservation Center

Brock Bernstein

H.

Prioritization of Implementation Efforts

SPOC

I.

Establishment of Implementation Development Teams

SPOC

Dave Hansen, chair

Eileen Cooney

THURSDAY, JANUARY 11, 2001 – 8 A.M.
J.

Public Comment

K.

Schedule of Near Future Events

Dave Hansen

L.

Next Meeting Agenda

Dave Hansen

ADJOURN

PFMC
01/10/01
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Exhibit D.4
Situation Summary
March 2001

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE GROUNDFISH STRATEGIC PLAN
Situation: At this meeting, the Ad Hoc Groundfish Strategic Plan Implementation Oversight Committee
(SPOC) will provide their recommendations to the Council about the implementation process and
schedule, as well as membership of the development teams.
On January 10 and 11, 2001, the SPOC met to begin the process for implementing the Groundfish
Strategic Plan. The SPOC reviewed and prioritized strategic plan topic areas and issues. The SPOC
also discussed the make-up of implementation development teams and the timeline for Plan
implementation. On March 5, 2001, the SPOC met to further discuss implementation cost estimates,
marine reserves, nearshore management delegation, and conversion of the open access fishery to limited
entry.
The Council is slated to provide guidance to the SPOC relative to their recommendations for
implementing the Groundfish Strategic Plan.
Council Action: Council Discussion.
Reference Materials:
1. Exhibit D.4, Attachment 1.
2. Exhibit D.4.b, Supplemental SPOC Report.
3. Exhibit D.4.d, Public Comment.

PFMC
02/21/01
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Exhibit D.5.e
Supplemental SSC Report
March 2001

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
GROUNDFISH REBUILDING ANALYSIS TERMS OF REFERENCE
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) reviewed the first draft of the “Terms of Reference for
Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses” that was prepared by the groundfish subcommittee and, after minor
revision, approved a second draft for circulation and review by the Groundfish Management Team,
Groundfish Advisory Subpanel, and other Council entities. Comment on the terms of reference will also
be solicited from members of the west coast groundfish stock assessment community over the next
month. Based on comments received, the SSC intends to provide a final set of guidelines at the April
meeting.
With respect to the development of rebuilding analyses this year, the SSC notes that the stock
assessments of darkblotched rockfish and Pacific Ocean perch that were completed in 2000 either did not
include rebuilding projections or included rebuilding calculations that were not approved by the SSC (see
November 2000 statement by the SSC). With the adoption of the “SSC Terms of Reference for
Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses,” these rebuilding calculations will need to be completed by the June
Council meeting for full review by the SSC.

PFMC
03/06/01
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Exhibit D.5
Situation Summary
March 2001
GROUNDFISH INFORMATIONAL REPORTS
Situation: Several informational reports will be presented to keep the Council apprized of five ongoing
issues.
In November, the Council spent considerable time discussing incidental catch rates of canary rockfish in
groundfish trawl fisheries and appropriate trip limits. The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) was
directed to evaluate the proposed trip limits with particular attention to summer flatfish fisheries. The
GMT will provide an update on work in progress. The GMT had no new information to review at its
February 2001 meeting; however, both the Washington and Oregon Departments of Fish and Wildlife are
analyzing logbook data to determine if fishing locations have changed over time for various key species
associated with canary rockfish. The GMT developed guidelines for these analyses at the team meeting.
In April, it is likely the GMT will advise the Council to exclude arrowtooth flounder and petrale sole from
the current 30,000 lb cumulative monthly limit for flatfish. Available data suggest if vessels focused
entirely on either of these species, their incidental canary rockfish catches would exceed the monthly
allowance.
The Council also asked the states to consider requiring the use of finfish excluders in the pink shrimp
fishery as a way to minimize the incidental catch of canary rockfish to the extent practicable. The Pacific
States Marine Fisheries Commission convened a meeting January 9, 2001 to discuss alternatives. Dr.
Dave Hanson will provide a status report. Related to this issue, Exhibit D.5.c, Attachment 1 is a memo
from Bob Hannah to Dr. Hanson regarding definitions of fish excluders. A workshop announcement and
related email from the Coos Bay Trawlers Association are also attached (Exhibit D.5.c, Attachment 2).
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is preparing a status report on development of the
groundfish observer program, but the report was not received in time for the briefing book; it will be
distributed at the meeting as Exhibit D.5.d, Supplemental NMFS Report. Dr. Richard Methot, NMFS, will
present the report.
The Scientific and Statistical Committee has begun preparing recommendations regarding contents,
analytical methods, etc, for technical rebuilding analyses for overfished groundfish stocks. Dr. Steve
Ralston, NMFS, will discuss the initial draft SSC report on guidelines and terms of reference for these
analyses. This will be on the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel and GMT agendas in April. Council adoption
is scheduled for April.
Council Action: Discussion only
Reference Materials:
1. Memo from Bob Hannah to Dave Hanson dated January 24, 2001 (Exhibit D.5.c, Attachment 1)
2. Announcement of finfish excluder workshops (Exhibit D.5.c, Attachment 2)
3. Observer Program Planning (Exhibit D.5.d, Supplemental NMFS Report)
PFMC
02/21/01

Exhibit D.5.d
Supplemental NMFS Report
March 2001
Observer Program Planning
An Observer Program planning meeting was held in Gladstone, Oregon on Nov 9, 2000. In attendance
were representatives from NMFS, PFMC, PSMFC, WDFW, ODFW, and CDFG. The plan presented by
the NMFS-Northwest Fisheries Science Center is consistent with the PFMC observer implementation
committee's recommendations developed in 1999.
1. Program Goals

a. Improve management of groundfish by improving estimate of total catch, primarily
through ongoing collection of information on discarded catch which will
complement current shoreside information on landed catch
b. Improve estimate of total catch of prohibited species in the groundfish fishery
c. Improve management by collecting better biological and economic information
from the groundfish fishery
d. Provide timely and efficient system for collection, storage, analysis and
communication of information
2. Program Structure
The core NMFS-NWFSC staff will include a team leader, a database manager, and two
staff who will serve as trainers/debriefers/field coordinators. It is likely that one of the
coordinators will be stationed in California and one in Seattle with the team leader and
database manager. The Seattle based coordinator will also be responsible for the at-sea
whiting fishery. The two NMFS coordinators will be supplemented by one halftime
coordinator in each state funded by the observer program. The primary responsibility of
these state positions will be to facilitate deployment of observers, to provide current
information on expected vessel activities, and to coordinate biological sampling by the
observer program with existing shoreside biological sampling. This collaboration with
the current shoreside fishery monitoring efforts is important. Otherwise, additional
coordinators will be necessary.
A pool of 20 observers will be provided by contract, with the PSMFC viewed as the most
likely contractor.
NMFS intends to use the recently prototyped Electronic Logbook as the primary means of
collecting observer data and rapidly making these data available for debriefing and
analysis.
3. Proposed Approach to Analysis Based on Examination of EDCP Results
A summary of the analysis of groundfish discard data collected by the Enhanced Data
Collection Program (EDCP) was presented as a prototype for future analysis of discard
data.
• Over 200 trips were observed and much of the discard occurs from just a few trips for
each species. These high discard trips were spread among the observed vessels;
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•
•

Discard Pattern - Discard of deepwater complex (DTS) species occurred primarily in
trips that had nearly achieved their limit of one or more DTS species, yet the vessel
continued to fish for other DTS species;
Analysis Model - The analysis related the amount of discard for each species to the
vessel’s remaining limit and to the vessel’s landed catch of all DTS species. This was
done by linking the EDCP observer data on discard to the vessel’s landed catch data
available from fish tickets stored in PacFIN. This method has two major benefits:
• Allows Extrapolation Across Trip Limit Changes - Because this approach directly
incorporates information on a vessel’s remaining limit, it allows extrapolation of
discards even when limits change, so will provide more timely estimates of discard
rates than relying upon accumulation of new data specific to each management
regime to calculate a new simple average discard level;
• Adjusts for “Observer Effect” - The discard model can also reduce potential bias in
the estimates by adjusting for any non-proportional sampling of trips that are close
to cumulative limits. Since DTS landings and remaining limit can be calculated for
each trip in the fish ticket database, the model could be used to predict discards for
the unobserved trips, thus adjusting for any tendency for the unobserved trips to
have a higher or lower occurrence of trips near the cumulative limits. The key is to
collect discard over a wide range of conditions, use these data to calibrate a
statistical relationship, then apply this relationship to all fishing effort within the
sampled segment of the fishery.

4. Coverage Plan
The program’s efforts need to provide timely information from each area, time and gear
strata. This goal is comparable to that of the shoreside fishery monitoring sampling
goals. The level of discard will differ among the various gear/area strata and will change
over time due to biological, economic and management factors However, at the current
level of funding, it will not be possible to provide sufficiently accurate new estimates for
each area/gear/time strata. The plan is to use a statistical model to better pool the data
over time and to rotate the focus of coverage among the major gear/area strata to keep
the calibration of the model as updated as possible. Because the non-trawl fishery has
no history of significant observer coverage, it is not possible at this time to estimate what
level and type of coverage will be most appropriate to provide information on those gear
strata.
The proposed coverage plan would have the following features:
• Fleet Rotation - Target 75% of effort on coastwide trawl in first year with remainder of
effort used for pilot coverage on other gear sectors, particularly fixed gear sablefish
and hook&line rockfish. An analysis of trawl effort showed that this could achieve a
10% coverage level in 1999. Therefore the proposed level of observer effort would
achieve an even higher level of coverage in the restricted fishery of 2001. In the
second year, observer deployment would be adjusted to obtain adequate coverage on
the sablefish and hook&line sectors. In third year and beyond, we would use results
of the first two years to adjust the coverage plan among all potential fleet sectors. A
rotational coverage is likely to be necessary because at the current level of funding
($2.275 M) it will not be possible to simultaneously cover all fleet sectors at a sufficient
level.
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•

Coastwide Focus - Groundfish fishing activity is broadly distributed along the coast.
Historical pilot observer coverage has been primarily on the trawl fleet in the northern
portion of the west coast, so the new comprehensive program must immediately begin
to provide coverage in southern areas in order to improve coastwide discard
estimates. A broad distribution of observers would have 1-3 observers working at
each of about 14 ports, although in the early stages of the program it may be
necessary to concentrate larger pools of observers at fewer ports.

•

Follow Vessels - The plan is to observe a
throughout a two-month cumulative period.
trip notification and insurance, reduce the
examination of variability between vessels.
pilot coverage of the non-trawl sectors.

•

Vessel Selection - This will occur according to the recently published observer
regulations. At the anticipated level of effort, each trawl vessel is expected to be
selected for approximately one two-month period in the first year of the program.

•

At-Sea whiting - The program will provide infrastructure, training, etc. for observers in
the at-sea whiting fishery, but because of the special requirement for 100% coverage
of this fishery, this new program will not be able to fund the observers for the at-sea
whiting fishery sector.

•

Special Projects - A small level of observer effort will be used to monitor special
projects, such as a pilot project on landing of trip limit overages. In addition, the
program will investigate alternative, cost-effective methods to obtain discard
information from a broad spectrum of vessel sizes and types.

vessel for all of its groundfish activities
This will ease logistics and the burden of
degree of “observer effect”, and allow
This approach will be modified for the

5. Next Steps
•

NMFS-NWFSC is currently recruiting a team leader for the observer program and will
soon begin recruiting for other positions. The current hiring freeze has delayed this
process, but the process of recruiting and interviewing candidates is proceeding.

•

States will investigate logistical issues involved with supporting and deploying
observers at distributed ports.

•

PSMFC and NMFS will continue to investigate aspects of observer contracting and
the best way to provide overall coordination and supervision of the observers.

•

The NMFS-NWFSC will continue to participate on the NMFS National Observer
Program Advisory Team where information on national observer issues such as
contracting, insurance, observer standards, etc., is coordinated
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