Exhibit F.8.b
Supplemental GAP Statement
April 2001

STATEMENT OF THE GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL ON
OBSERVER PROGRAM
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with representatives of NMFS to discuss implementation of
groundfish observer programs.
GAP members raised a number of questions about the program, which NMFS will provide answers for.
The GAP encourages NMFS to move forward with implementation of a groundfish observer program.
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Exhibit F.1
Situation Summary
April 2001

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE REPORT
Situation: National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will report on its regulatory activities since the
March 2001 Council meeting. One item of particular importance is implementation of the permit stacking
program for the fixed gear sablefish fishery. At the March 2001 meeting, NMFS informed the Council the
full program cannot be implemented in time for this year’s primary sablefish season, but the basic permit
stacking provision should be in place in time for a fishery beginning no earlier than August 1. The catch
allowances for the three tiers have been calculated. NMFS is expected to provide an update on
implementation activities. A summary of the 2000 whiting fishery is also provided (Exhibit F.1, NMFS
Report). NMFS will also report on its research and other nonregulatory activities.
Council Action:
1. Council discussion.
Reference Materials:
1. Exhibit F.1, NMFS Report.
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.

PFMC
03/21/01

Exhibit F.2.b
Supplemental GAP Report
April 2001
GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
GROUNDFISH STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) discussed the issues identified under the Exhibit F.2 Situation
Summary and makes the following comments.
Marine Reserves
The GAP reviewed the material submitted by the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS)
staff, heard reports from GAP members who had fished in the CINMS area, and received a briefing from
the CINMS staff.
The National Marine Sanctuaries Act specifically provides that regulation of fishing within marine
sanctuaries is the responsibility of the Council and any applicable state (in this case, California). Thus, it
is important the Council play an active role in examining proposals for marine reserves such as are
contemplated by CINMS. The Council has already spent considerable time and energy developing its
own strategy for marine reserves. Given these facts, the GAP believes the Sanctuary must coordinate its
plans with the Council, and not simply inform the Council what it wants to do.
While marine reserves may play a role in conserving fish stocks, they obviously can have significant
economic impacts on commercial and recreational fishermen, processors, support industries and
businesses, and local communities. The GAP believes a detailed economic impact statement is needed
before any marine reserves are established. Further, given the potential economic losses associated with
establishment of marine reserves, several GAP members raised the question of who pays to mitigate
those losses? Fishermen and processors are already paying the cost of rebuilding through reduced
groundfish harvest. Will they also be required to pay for the theoretical benefits that might (or might not)
accrue from establishment of marine reserves? The GAP believes any working group established to look
at marine reserves should be fully representative of all interests.
If a marine reserve is to be established, how will it be monitored to ensure it is doing what it is supposed
to do? Who will supply the funding? What sort of monitoring will occur? How will the reserve be
enforced, and how will enforcement costs be covered?
The GAP notes the Implementation Development Team on Marine Reserves established under the
Council’s Ad Hoc Groundfish Strategic Plan Implementation Oversight Committee made several
recommendations which could be useful here. The GAP believes a process should be followed wherein
the scientific criteria for marine reserves be developed by an independent scientific committee, but the
actual delineation of the reserves within those criteria be done by users who are familiar with the area and
the resources it contains.
Open Access Permits
The GAP has commented in the past that establishment of an open access permit system will entail
considerable costs to the Council in terms of time and workload. The GAP notes that the individual states
are addressing near shore open access fisheries under state management policies, and believes the
state processes should be completed before the Council takes additional action on a permitting system.
However, because the groundfish fishery is subject to a fishery management plan, the GAP believes the
Council should be involved in the state processes and have final authority over state plans that affect the
groundfish fishery.
Buyback
The GAP received a presentation from Mr. Pete Leipzig of Fishermen’s Marketing Association (FMA)
regarding the FMA questionnaire on buyback. The GAP urges the Council to continue forward with a
buyback plan to facilitate capacity reduction. The GAP endorses the concept of all users paying the cost
of buyback proportionate to the benefits they will receive.
Enforcement
The GAP recognizes the concerns expressed by the Enforcement Consultants in regard to considering
enforcement costs in management measures and urges the Council to recognize these costs when
deciding on management actions.
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Exhibit F.2.b
Supplemental HSG Report
April 2001

HABITAT STEERING GROUP COMMENTS ON
GROUNDFISH STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
After reviewing the minutes of the January 10-11, and March 5 meetings of the Ad Hoc Groundfish
Strategic Plan Implementation Oversight Committee (SPOC), the Habitat Steering Group has the
following comments.
First of all, we would like to commend the SPOC for prioritizing the issues to be addressed in
implementing the strategic plan and further agree with the four themes which were highlighted as high
priority:
Capacity Reduction
Harvest Policy
Marine Reserves
Science
Second, the HSG recognizes the budget limitations of the Council and the costs associated with
developing siting criteria for marine reserves. However, we would like to encourage the Council to
proceed with Phase II and to use available resources (through the work of federal and state agencies,
Council staff, and Council advisory bodies) to do as much groundwork as possible, in the event the
Council does not receive additional funding in the near-term.
For example, the state agencies and NMFS and others could work together (through the Council’s Marine
Reserve Development Team) to inform fishers and the public about what the Council is doing to
implement the strategic plan by developing and mailing fact sheets, hosting public meetings, attending
industry association meetings, and posting information on their respective websites. This is part of “Task
II: Initial Outreach” of the Project to Support the Council’s Consideration of Marine Reserves for the West
Coast (Exhibit F.2 Attachment 4).
We also note that the SPOC requested preparation of a summary of the agencies and organizations that
are currently moving forward to develop marine reserves–“who has funding and who is doing what.” The
HSG is planning to assemble this information at its June meeting and could present it to the Council then.
In light of the SPOC’s discussion on regulatory incentives to minimize impacts on habitat, the HSG would
also like to work with NMFS and the Groundfish Advisory Panel (GAP) to develop a workplan on fishing
gear impacts to essential fish habitat and alternative measures to address gear impacts. In addition, the
HSG could work with NMFS to begin identifying habitat areas of particular concern for groundfish.
Recommendations:
1. We would like to request that the Council proceed with Phase II and to use available resources to do
as much groundwork as possible on marine reserves by convening a meeting of the Marine Reserve
Development Team (identified on page 7 of the SPOC’s January meeting minutes) to:
·
·
·

Begin implementation of the Initial Outreach tasks,
Review the other tasks developed at its February 13 meeting and determine which other tasks
the Council can proceed on in the interim, and
Develop a plan to proceed with those tasks.

This would allow the Council to remain an active participant in marine reserve efforts.
2. With regard to recommendation #1, we request that the Council schedule a Marine Reserves
discussion on the Council’s June agenda to include a presentation of the Interim Phase II Plan by the
Marine Reserve Development Team, and a summary of current West Coast marine reserve efforts by
the HSG. In the HSG’s comments on agenda item C.1. (Marine Reserves) earlier this week, the HSG
also recommended that the Marine Reserve Development Team review the Channel Islands National
Marine Sanctuary

(CINMS) information. The Marine Reserves Development Team could be the coordinating advisory body
to compare the CINMS alternatives with Council goals and objectives and develop criteria for proposed
marine reserves developed outside the Council process.
3. We request that NMFS staff work with the HSG and GAP to develop a workplan on fishing gear
impacts to essential fish habitat and alternative measures to address gear impacts. The HSG has a
placeholder on its June agenda to receive an update from NMFS on this effort.
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Exhibit F.2.b
Supplemental SAS Report
April 2001

SALMON ADVISORY SUBPANEL COMMENTS ON
GROUNDFISH STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
The Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) is becoming increasingly concerned about the potential
implementation of marine reserves on the Pacific Coast, and the effects of those reserves on salmon
fisheries. The SAS has consistently testified that the current salmon regulatory process is sufficient, on
an annual basis, to manage our diverse salmon resource. We have asked that these protected areas not
apply to commercial or recreational salmon fishing.
It is becoming abundantly clear to us that the scientific/environmental community is committed to, and
strongly promoting, “no-take” marine reserves, as compared to Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) which
allow certain levels and types of fishing activity. No-take means no fishing for anything whatsoever. On
page 2 of a letter from the “National Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis” (NCEAS) there is a
strong definition of marine reserves. They are exclusively no-take areas. This letter was signed by 161
scientists. This leaves no doubt in our minds that what has been adopted by the Council as “one tool in
the tool bag” under the Council’s strategic plan for managing groundfish is viewed by (significant) others
as a coastwide network of large “no-take” areas. That will affect all fisheries, including many that the
Council does not presently manage. That should concern us all.
It is our view that:
1. The Council must be the lead agency in the establishment of any type of marine protected area on
the Pacific Coast. Over ninety percent of those affected will be fishermen and those living in fishing
communities.
2. Marine protected areas should be established only for the protection of specific species, and as an
aid to their rebuilding, and should not constrain fisheries that have little or no impact on stocks of
concern.
3. Finally, we ask that you continue to include us in the process as you work your way through the
Phase 2 consideration of marine reserves.
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Exhibit F.2.b
Supplemental SSC Report
April 2001

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
GROUNDFISH STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) discussed progress made by the Ad Hoc Groundfish
Strategic Plan Implementation Oversight Committee (SPOC) to move forward with strategic plan
implementation. Initiatives to achieve capacity reduction are first on the recommended list of priorities,
which include buyback and trawl permit stacking. The SSC supports timely action to reduce capacity in
the groundfish fishery and the SPOC recommendation that work on trawl permit stacking should go
forward promptly if full funding for the buyback program cannot be identified by June. The Council will
need to consider the substantial workload issues that moving forward with trawl permit stacking will entail.
Marine reserves were also identified as a relatively high priority item.
The SPOC recommended
(1) continuing with phase 2 to establish an implementation team to develop a full proposal and
(2) developing a summary of “who is doing what, so the Council can figure out where to plug in.” The
SSC supports these two recommendations, which will help to coordinate the Council’s interaction with
outside entities involved in the marine reserve development process (e.g., the Channel Islands National
Marine Sanctuary) and also will facilitate consideration of how marine reserves will interact with existing
Council management processes.
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Exhibit F.2
Attachment 1
April 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
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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.
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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DRAFT FOR COMMENTS—LB BOYDSTUN—JANUARY 25, 2001
Mr. Jim Lone
Chairman
Pacific Fishery Management Council
Dear Mr. Lone:
Permit Requirement for the Open Access Commercial Groundfish Fishery
A subcommittee of the Strategic Plan Oversight Committee (SPOC) held a teleconference January 18,
2001 to discuss and develop an implementation strategy regarding subject.
The committee reviewed the pertinent Groundfish Strategic Plan (Plan) sections and received input from
Dr. Jim Hastie on his preliminary assessment of the quantity and quality of data available for the various
segments of the open access commercial fisheries. The subcommittee initially identified three fishery
strategies that fall under the “directed” or “B” fishery heading, as described in the Plan. These include the
directed hook-and-line fisheries (troll, fixed, and long line gear); fishpots (primarily for sablefish); and
directed fishery set nets. Under the “incidental” or “C” gear category we identified the following gear
types or fishery strategies: exempted trawl (pink shrimp, spot prawn, sea cucumber, and California
halibut), salmon troll, halibut longline, and non-directed set net fisheries (for California halibut and white
seabass). Dr Hastie noted some open access data do not specify gear type and will require additional
analysis if they are to be included as part of the data base. The group noted there are geographic
differences in the fisheries that should probably be taken into account in the final partitioning of the data
for initial permitting and fishery allocation purposes.
We had a brief discussion about the need to allocate catches consistent with future permitting decisions.
The window period selected for making such allocations could be quite contentious. The window period
used for making fishery allocations for existing limited entry fisheries may not be appropriate for
allocations between open access fisheries based on changes in those fisheries in recent years. Also, the
resolution in the data, particularly for nearshore species, is poor at best for years prior to about 1994.
The group did not delve deeply into the myriad of specific issues (and problems) associated with the
development of a new restricted access program.
The group recommends that the Council move forward with developing a restricted access program for
the subject fisheries. To do, that we recommend the formation of a core policy group to guide and make
recommendations on plan development process. We suggest the group be comprised of one
representative each from the coastal states, a National Marine Fisheries Service member, and other
Council entities or members, as appropriate. The core group should consider ways and means of
soliciting and receiving public input to the process. Appropriate Council and agency staff will need to
scheduled to prepare plan development documents and to analyze fishery data, as directed.
This will be a major work load issue that will have to considered in the context of the Council’s other high
priority groundfish issues.
We developed the following implementation schedule for Council consideration:

1

Mar 2001:

Council considers the need for restricted access in the open access commercial
fishery and recommends formation of core planning group (CPG). Council
guidance at his meeting could help the CPG get started. The CPG should plan
to meet before or soon after the April 2001 Council meeting to scope the issue,
agree on a problem statement, determine how to receive public input to the
process, and make initial assignments.

June 2001:

CPG provides the Council a plan development update and seeks guidance.

Sep 2001:

CPG provides a draft plan to the Council and sets public hearing dates and
places.

Nov 2001 or
March 2002:

Adopt final plan.

April to
Dec 2002:

Complete groundfish plan amendment process, issue permits, hear appeals, etc.

Jan 1, 2003:

Restricted access plan is implemented.

Participants: Eileen Cooney, Bill Robinson, and Jim Hastie; WDFW–Brian Culver, ODFW--Jim Golden;
CDFG--LB Boydstun and Dave Thomas; PFMC staff-- Jim Glock.

2
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GROUNDFISH STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
Situation: The Council will hear from its groundfish advisory bodies and the Scientific and Statistical
Committee (SSC) on the recommendations of the Ad Hoc Groundfish Strategic Plan Implementation
Oversight Committee (SPOC).
Earlier this year, the SPOC met to begin implementation of the Groundfish Strategic Plan. The SPOC
reviewed and prioritized strategic plan topic areas and issues. Specific information about strategic plan
implementation cost estimates, nearshore management delegation, and conversion of the open access
fishery to limited entry was also reviewed and/or developed. The SPOC designated an implementation
team for the purpose of developing a process design and cost estimate to implement marine reserves
under the goals and objectives described in the Groundfish Strategic Plan.
At the March 2001 meeting, the SPOC provided a report to the Council detailing recent activities and
recommendations. The Council directed that the SPOC materials be made available to the Council’s
advisory entities for review and comment at the April 2001 Council meeting.
After hearing from the advisory bodies, the Council will provide guidance to the SPOC regarding the next
steps in implementing Groundfish Strategic Plan measures.
Council Action: Consider Further Implementation Measures.
Reference Materials:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Exhibit F.2, Attachment 1. Summary Minutes from first SPOC meeting.
Exhibit F.2, Attachment 2. Summary Minutes from Second SPOC meeting.
Exhibit F.2, Attachment 3. Council letter to Mr. Randy Fisher Regarding Groundfish Strategic
Plan Implementation Costs.
Exhibit F.2, Attachment 4. Cost and Process Description for Council Consideration of Marine
Reserves Under the Groundfish Strategic Plan.
Exhibit F.2, Attachment 5. Draft Letter Regarding Permitting of the Open Access Commercial
Groundfish Fishery.
Exhibit F.2, Attachment 6. Industry Sponsored Groundfish Buyback Questionnaire.
Exhibit F.2, Attachment 7. Enforcement Consultants Comments on Groundfish Strategic Plan
Implementation.
Exhibit F.2, Supplemental SSC Report.
Exhibit F.2, Supplemental GMT Report.
Exhibit F.2, Supplemental GAP Report.
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RECONSIDERATION OF 1997 HUNTINGTON FLATS DECISION
Situation: At the April 1997 meeting, the Council adopted a motion to recommend that NMFS implement
federal regulations to prohibit the use of setnets to take groundfish species in four areas of federal waters
(the most controversial of which is inside 35 fathoms in the Huntington Flats area). This would mirror
state law prohibiting the use of set gillnets to take state-managed species in that area. At that meeting,
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) staff summarized the analysis behind the department’s
request for federal regulations. CDFG data showed that federal groundfish species were only 16% of the
gillnet catch in the exclusive economic zone (EEZ), and only 5% of the value of the catch. Ms. Eileen
Cooney explained the legal challenge brought by the Los Angeles Commercial Fisherman’s Association
(LACFA) in federal district court and reviewed relevant portions of the preliminary injunction in that case.
She pointed out that the preliminary injunction prevents CDFG from enforcing its gillnet regulations in the
EEZ and that the judge in that case was awaiting Council action.
The Council considered three options:
Option 1.

Maintain the status quo. Under this option, federal regulations would not be adopted, but a
determination could be made that state regulations are consistent, or not consistent, with the
Council’s groundfish plan.

Option 2.

Implement federal regulations that are the same as California state laws prohibiting the use of
setnets to take groundfish species in four areas of federal waters (the most controversial of
which is inside 35 fathoms in the Huntington Flats area between Point Fermin and the
Newport jetty).

Option 3.

Implement federal regulations to provide for setnet fishing for federal groundfish species in
the Huntington Flats area out to 35 fathoms, or alternatively out to 70 fathoms, and
implement federal regulations that are the same as California state laws that prohibit setnet
fishing in three Central California areas.

CDFG supported adoption of Option 2 due to concern about discard of state-managed fish if gillnetting for
federal species were to be allowed in the EEZ. The Council agreed and adopted Option 2. However, the
final rule has been delayed. Meanwhile, in November 2000, the court issued a Consent Decree
establishing a permanent injunction against the state preventing it from enforcing its prohibition on
retention of state-managed species, subject to the outcome of the NMFS rulemaking. Under the terms of
the Consent Decree, if NMFS closes the Huntington Flats area, then the state can apply to the court to
have the injunction dissolved. The LACFA agreed not to oppose this action. However, this would not
preclude the LACFA from filing a separate legal challenge against the NMFS rules.
At the March 2001 meeting, the Council agreed to consider whether to reconsider their April 1997 action
on this matter. If the Council withdraws its support for implementation of federal setnet regulations, it
would recommend NMFS not implement the final rule. If the Council does not withdraw its support,
NMFS will proceed with the rulemaking.
CDFG plans to compare 1998-2000 setnet landings data for the area to the data used in the 1997
recommendation. That report should be available in supplemental material distributed at the Council
meeting. In addition, CDFG is expected to produce a formal recommendation prior to the Council
meeting.
Council Action:
1. Recommendations to NMFS on regulations closing Huntington Flats to setnets.
Reference Materials:
1. Exhibit F.3, Supplemental CDFG Report, CDFG landings data analysis.
2. Exhibit F.3.c, Public Comment 1, letter from Mary L. Hudson dated March 16, 2001.
3. Exhibit F.3.c, Public Comment 2, letter from Mary L. Hudson dated March 18, 2001.

Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis
This agenda item is expected to require Council decision making that raises issues of consistency with
the bycatch and capacity reduction objectives in the plan. However, the allocation recommendation
plan contains language in principle #5 to "consider the diversity of local and regional fisheries,
community dependency on marine resources and processing capacity and infrastructure in allocation
decisions."
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GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
DISCARD ADJUSTMENT FOR BOCACCIO AND LINGCOD
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to review
the GMT’s proposed adjustments for discard rates for bocaccio rockfish and ling cod.
The GAP agrees with the GMT that discard percentages need to be assigned for these species and that
the proposed discard percentages are appropriate. However, the GAP believes there is a need to
examine and assign the appropriate discard percentages for all fisheries, both commercial and
recreational, in order to appropriately account for discards.
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Groundfish Management Team Statement on Landed Catch Targets for
Bocaccio and Lingcod in the 2001 Fishery
When the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) calculated landed catch targets for commercial
groundfish fisheries at the November 2000 Council meeting, the report unintentionally included landed
catch targets for lingcod and limited-entry bocaccio that were the same as total catch. In other words, no
assumed discard was included in the calculation of landed catch. The GMT recommends the Council
correct these oversights at this time, and offers the following comments.
Bocaccio: At the beginning of the 2000 fishing year, the bocaccio OY had not been adjusted to account
for anticipated discard. At the April 2000 meeting, the Council adopted a 16% discard adjustment for the
bocaccio commercial landed harvest target, and an inseason change in the landed catch targets for 2000
was implemented accordingly. The GMT included this 16% discard rate in its calculation of the open
access landed catch target for the 2001 season, but omitted the adjustment in the limited entry
calculation. To correct this, the limited entry landed catch target for bocaccio in 2001 should be reduced
from 29 mt to 24 mt.
Lingcod: In the fall of 1998, the GMT recommended implementing a 20% discard mortality reduction in
the limited entry lingcod target for 1999. This recommendation was based on a Washington Department
of Fish and Wildlife analysis of estimated unavoidable discard mortality in the trawl fisheries for shelf
species. Through oversight, this discard adjustment was not included when the GMT calculated lingcod
landed catch targets for 2000 and 2001. Although targeting opportunities for all shelf species have been
reduced dramatically since the first application of this analysis, the GMT believes the overfished status of
lingcod warrants continued application of the 20% discard mortality assumption. Accordingly, we
recommend that the limited entry landed catch target for lingcod be changed from 203 mt to 163 mt.
Although errors were made in the specifications for these fisheries, the GMT would like to emphasize two
things. First, a review of landings in recent years (shown in the accompanying table) indicates that total
catches, adjusted using the proposed discard assumptions above, did not exceed the commercial total
catch OYs for these species in 1999 and 2000. Second, cumulative limits for these species did not
change from 2000 to 2001, and continue to be set so as to discourage targeting on these species and
encourage the release of live fish, where possible.

Landings, estimated catch, and total commercial catch OYs for bocaccio and lingcod,
1998-2000 (assuming previously used discard mortality percentages).
1998

1999

2000

Lingcod
Open access
Landings
OA total catch OY

100
76

101
80

56
31

247

254

84

309
324

317
339

106
132

347
409
400

354
418
419

141
162
163

Open access
Landings
Est. total catch (16% discard)
OA total catch OY

64
76
84

23
27
49

5
6
24

Limited-entry
Landings
Est. total catch (16% discard)
LE total catch OY

70
84
106

45
54
101

18
21
31

Total commercial
Landings
Estimated total catch
Total catch OY

135
160
190

68
81
150

22
26
55

Limited-entry
Landings
Estimated total catch
(using 20% discard mortality)
LE total catch OY
Total commercial
Landings
Estimated total catch
Total catch OY
Bocaccio
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DISCARD ADJUSTMENT FOR BOCACCIO AND LINGCOD
Situation: At the November 2000 meeting, the Council adopted its final acceptable biological catch (ABC)
and optimum yield (OY) recommendations for 2001. OYs may be set for total catch or for landed catch; a
landed catch OY has been reduced to account for anticipated discards. When a total catch OY is
adopted, the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) typically calculates the landed catch equivalent so
inseason landings estimates can be directly compared to the appropriate target. In November, the
Council adopted total catch OYs for lingcod and bocaccio. However, the GMT inadvertently did not factor
in appropriate discard adjustments. On the GMT report regarding total catch and landed catch, both OY
numbers are for total catch, and no discard assumption had been factored in. The Council should fix this
oversight by applying an appropriate discard factor. In previous years, the Council used 16% for
bocaccio; for lingcod, the rate was 20% of the limited entry allocation. The attached GMT report (Exhibit
F.4, GMT Report) provides the necessary information.
Council Action:
1. Adopt Discard Adjustments for Bocaccio and Lingcod.
Reference Materials:
1. GMT Statement on Landed Catch Targets for Bocaccio and Lingcod in the 2001 Fishery (Exhibit F.4,
GMT Report).
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ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON
STATUS OF FISHERIES AND CONSIDERATION OF INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS
Enforcement Consultants (EC) reviewed the inseason management measures and I will be referring to
Exhibit F.5.b, Supplemental EC Report.
We have comments in two areas.
The first area deals with the proposed trip limit change for salmon troll for yellowtail.
The EC believe the GMT’s recommendation of 2 yellowtail for every salmon is clear and enforceable.
We recommend it be made clear in the salmon regulations that salmon vessels landing groundfish must
keep their fishtickets on their vessel for their cumulative period. This could be included in the footnotes
where they list the halibut incidental catch restrictions.
States must also reinforce with dealers that they record numbers of fish as well as poundage of fish for
salmon trollers. We are not aware of any state fishticket that currently lists numbers of groundfish on their
fishtickets.
The other issue we discussed was the language on fish excluders in the state-managed pink shrimp
fishery. We are encouraged that all three states appear to be adopting the same excluder devices.
However, there are several additional rules that need to be implemented to make this rule more
enforceable as we proceed (based on language provided by California). Some examples would be:
1. No shrimp trawl net may be possessed on board a vessel that do not include excluders.
2. No shrimp trawl nets may be removed from the vessel prior to the off loading of pink shrimp.
3. Discussion of the language that includes “hand pressure”. Enforcement does not know what this
means or what industry would interpret this to mean.
4. Current language is not clear that the escape opening for excluders is actually placed forward of the
device designed to direct the fish.
5. Language may need to be included in federal rules or by the states that recognizes regulations may
be implemented at different times by different states.
The language would prohibit the taking of groundfish by a vessel in federal waters off the states that
require excluders by nonresident vessels that do not comply with that states rules.
We are encouraged the states are working in concert to adopt similar regulations and encourage a tristate agreement to adopt the same regulation package when implemented by individual states.

PFMC
04/05/01

Exhibit F.5.b
Supplemental GMT Report
April 2001
GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
THE STATUS OF FISHERIES AND INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS

Inseason Progress
The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) reviewed a summary of the soft data for landings by the
limited-entry and open-access fleets through February and by all vessels combined through March 17.
By the end of March, the limited-entry fleet is expected to have taken one-quarter to one-third of its
allocations for four species: Dover sole, widow and yellowtail rockfish, and shortspine thornyheads. The
first three species (except for Dover sole south of 40o10') have planned reductions of at least 50% in
cumulative limits scheduled to occur beginning May 1. As a result, the GMT has no recommended
changes in scheduled cumulative limits for the limited-entry fleet, based on limit attainment. Yellowtail
and widow rockfish are currently scheduled for limit increases during portions of the SeptemberDecember period. We will report at the June meeting on the advisability of implementing these increases.
Although bocaccio landings during the first three months are running ahead of this time last year, they still
represent less than 20% of the limited-entry allocation. We will continue to monitor this situation, and will
recommend appropriate action in June.
The open-access fishery has two species of potential concern at this time: Near-shore rockfish south of
40o10' and canary rockfish. The open-access fleet has a canary allocation of just 5 mt, and landings
through March are likely to be close to 2 mt. Although the GMT is not recommending any changes
relative to canary at this time, we will attempt to ascertain the species with which canary are being
caught, and report back to the Council in June. Landings in the southern near-shore Sebastes sub-group
through March will comprise more than one-quarter of the allocation. Several factors suggest a reduction
in this limit may be appropriate: other near-shore species such as cabezon and greenling are under more
restrictive management by the State of California than in the past, and this may be increasing the effort
directed towards the rockfish species; effort in this fishery usually increases during the summer months;
the industry has conveyed the importance of opportunities for these species during winter months, in
order to access more lucrative seasonal markets. We believe that lowering the open-access Southern
Near-shore rockfish cumulative limit from 1,800 lb per two-months to 1,200 lb per two-months,
beginning May 1, will afford a much higher likelihood of extending this fishery through the end of the
year.

Other recommendations
Limited-entry northern flatfish
The GMT considered three other issues for possible recommendations during this meeting. The first
concerns limits for flatfish species north of 40o10' following April. At previous Council meetings, the GMT
conveyed its intention to review available logbook information relative to managing this fishery and
potential canary bycatch. Staff from Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife have provided generous
assistance to the GMT in developing this analysis. Although the analysis is not complete at this time,
examination of the general locations of trawl tows for arrowtooth flounder and other flatfish during the
May-October period confirms that the fleet did relocate their activities in 2000 away from the areas of
highest canary bycatch identified from the 1998-99 seasons, when canary limits were higher. Based on
preliminary results from the analysis, the GMT recommends changing the current limits for flatfish other
than Dover sole north of 40o10' during May-June. The current small-footrope limit would allow up to
30,000 lb per month during these months. Our recommendation is for a small-footrope limit of 50,000
of flatfish other than Dover sole, no more than 15,000 lb of which can be petrale sole, and no more
than 10,000 lb of which may be arrowtooth flounder. We believe that this alternative is more
conservative, with respect to canary bycatch than allowing all 30,000 lb of the current limit to be landed as
either petrale or arrowtooth. We also hope that it provides a balance set of opportunities for the diverse
group of fishers pursuing these species, however we acknowledge that it will not accommodate a directed
arrowtooth fishery during these months. It is our

intent to refine the logbook analysis in the coming months, and evaluate the potential for a concentrated
July-August arrowtooth fishery, as well as alternatives for the entire northern flatfish fishery following
June.
In an effort to provide some additional arrowtooth opportunity and encourage pursuit of Dover sole on the
slope rather than the shelf during May, we recommend that the reduction of the large-footrope
arrowtooth allowance, from 20,000 lb per trip to 5,000 per trip, be phased in, allowing 15,000 lb per trip
in May and 5,000 lb per trip from June to October.

Northern Near-shore Rockfish
During the 2000 fishery, over 50% of the available commercial allocations of Near-shore rockfish went
unharvested. As illustrated in Table 1, the limited-entry fleet took only 19% of its target poundage. One
contributing factor to this situation is that limited-entry vessels using open-access line gear (those other
than fixed longline) are constrained to the lower open-access limits. The current difference in limits is
shown in Table 2. Raising the open-access limits to provide more opportunity for limited-entry fishers to
utilize other gears would likely result in early closure of the open-access fishery.

Table 1.--2000 Northern Near-shore Sebastes landings

Limited entry
Open access
Total

Landed mt
32
142
174

Target mt
172
193
365

% Utilized
19%
74%
48%

The GMT considered alternatives for managing access to these species, that could benefit most, if not all
current participants. Under unusual circumstances, the Council has previously chosen to manage the
sablefish daily-trip-limit fishery, for a period, by pooling the limited-entry and open-access amounts, and
applying similar limits in both fisheries. In a similar manner, the GMT is presenting the Council with an
alternative management proposal for this fishery, that would rely upon managing to a single Near-shore
target, across both fisheries, with initial limits as indicated at the bottom of Table 2. This change would be
viewed as an experiment intended to allow full utilization of this allocation. Maintaining the current
differential caps on species other than black or blue rockfish, was intended to serve as additional
protection for the species most commonly associated with the live-fish fishery.

Table 2.--Current/proposed Northern Near-shore Sebastes limits
Overall 2-month
cum. limit

Cap on species other
than black or blue rockfish

Current
Limited entry fixed-gear
Open access

10,000 lb
3,000 lb

4,000 lb
900 lb

Proposed for joint management
Limited entry fixed-gear
Open access

7,000 lb
7,000 lb

4,000 lb
900 lb

Salmon bycatch of yellowtail rockfish
The GMT received a request from representatives of the Washington salmon troll fishery to consider
increasing the retention of yellowtail rockfish while fishing for salmon. The GMT is neither promoting nor
opposing such a change. The following discussion is intended to provide the Council with guidance on
limit changes the GMT could support, should the Council wish to take action on this issue.
The current open-access limit for yellowtail rockfish is 100 lb per month. Analysis of landings data from
1997-99 reveals an average of 50-75 lb of yellowtail for all troll salmon landings where yellowtail were
present. Many of the individual trips contained more than 100 lb yellowtail rockfish. The vast majority of
salmon troll landings during this period contained no yellowtail rockfish. The data reveal that at least 85%
of the yellowtail rockfish bycatch in this fishery were landed on trips where they represented less than
50% of the salmon poundage in the landing. Assuming an average salmon weight that is four times that
for yellowtail rockfish, the GMT would support allowing up to two yellowtail rockfish per salmon in a
troll landing, with a monthly cumulative limit of 300 lb. This 300 lb limit would not be additive with the
existing 100 lb open-access limit. The GMT examined correlations between yellowtail and canary
rockfish in salmon troll landings. While there is co-occurrence, the correlation is not particularly strong.
We believe that a 300 lb monthly cap on salmon troll landings will allow most existing yellowtail rockfish
bycatch to be landed in this fishery, without providing significant additional incentive to target yellowtail,
thereby placing canary at greater risk. The per-trip requirements would also prevent individuals who do
not routinely catch much yellowtail with their salmon from making yellowtail-directed trips at the end of a
month.

Review of experimental delivery options in the 2000 sablefish daily-trip-limit fishery
During the last months of the 2000 season, the Council implemented an alternative in this fishery that
allowed one landing per week, up to a higher poundage than the usual 300-lb daily limit. The GMT
indicated it would review the consequences of this option, and report back to the Council regarding reinstitution of this option. Due to the fact that complete fishticket data for 2000 were not available until
very recently, our analysis of these impacts is not available at this meeting. We intend to provide that
review to the Council and the industry for consideration in June.

Exhibit F.5
Situation Summary
April 2001
STATUS OF FISHERIES AND CONSIDERATION OF 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. These vessel
landing limits typically need to be adjusted periodically through the year so total landings reach, but do
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.
Several public comments are attached for Council consideration (Exhibit F.5.c, Public Comment). The
Washington Trollers Association is requesting a change in the open access cumulative limit for yellowtail
rockfish. The GMT will comment on this request. Two California longline fishers offer comments on
nearshore rockfish and other issues. One California recreational angler suggests several emergency
measures to protect groundfish.
The Council’s task at this meeting is to review the available information and projections and make
recommendations to NMFS for any appropriate adjustments. In addition, the Council may comment on
proposed tier limits, including discard assumptions, for the primary nontrawl sablefish fishery.
Council Action: Adopt inseason adjustments.
Reference Materials:
1. Exhibit F.5.c, Public Comment.
Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis
This agenda item requires Council decision making. Any proposed adjustments to trip limits or other
measures should be evaluated for consistency with the Strategic Plan recommendations, such as
bycatch reduction, harvest policies, and allocation.
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Exhibit F.6.b
Supplemental GAP Report
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GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
FUTURE GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT PROCESS AND SCHEDULE
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with Council Executive Director Don McIsaac and NOAA
General Counsel Eileen Cooney to discuss changes in the groundfish management process.
GAP members agreed the current process is unworkable, and changes could be made to promote
efficiency and allow better decision-making.
After considerable discussion, the GAP endorsed the 3-meeting process which begins adoption of annual
specifications at the June Council meeting. While some concern was expressed about the continued
short time frame to allow discussion of regulatory measures between September and November, the GAP
agreed this cost was less than the loss of current scientific data which would result from adoption of a 4meeting process. Fisheries are already being managed on the basis of data which is from 4 to 6 years
old; the GAP believes that adding another year will put us even more out of sync between stock
assessments and current reality.
On the issue of 1 year versus 2 year management cycles, the GAP would support a 2-year cycle if
several issues and questions are addressed, as follows:

1. Which cycle do Council staff and NMFS think will provide them with the greatest benefits in
terms of workload and answering pressing scientific questions?
2. Will a 2-year cycle provide the opportunity for the Council to evaluate the effectiveness of
existing regulations? As the GAP has noted on several previous occasions, there is concern
that regulations keep changing without allowing adequate time to determine if existing
regulations are doing the job. This evaluation is extremely important.
3. What will be the trigger for making changes in the 2-year cycle? Will that trigger take into
account increased abundance as well as declines? Who pulls the trigger?
4. Will use of a 2-year cycle require additional “precautionary” reductions at the beginning of
the 2-year period, or can we presume that regulations will follow their normal course?
5. Will the 2-year cycle gain us anything in terms of time, efficiency, workload, or knowledge,
or will we still wind up dealing with frequent changes?
In regard to the groundfish season start date, the GAP sees no reason at this time to change from
January to a later date. A late start can have adverse consequences for small boat fisheries that
take place in the summer and for those fisheries that have been pushed into the winter months to
reduce bycatch of sensitive species. The GAP recommends the fishery continue to begin on
January 1st.
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SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
FUTURE GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT PROCESS AND SCHEDULE
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) discussed the groundfish management process and
schedule for the upcoming year. In recent years, the Council’s groundfish process has become
increasingly more complex with each management cycle. Growing demands on the system coupled with
inherently difficult management decisions have taxed all elements of the Council family. Completion of
advisory committee documents and analyses – needed to support Council decision making – is often
delayed until late in the calendar year, leaving little time for reflection and discussion.
The Council has established an Ad Hoc Groundfish Management Process Review Committee (GMPC) to
address these issues. The GMPC has met twice and developed several ideas to investigate alternatives.
Dr. Don McIsaac presented the draft report of the GMPC (Exhibit F.6.b) to the SSC.
While the SSC fully appreciates the multifaceted problems facing the groundfish management process,
the SSC is best suited to address the stock assessment review (STAR) elements of the overall process.
The STAR process was developed after long and involved negotiations among the Council’s groundfish
entities, the SSC, and NMFS to resolve the problem of providing independent and comprehensive review
of stock assessments. This has been a resource and time-consuming process, and the challenge has
always been to complete the process sufficiently early within the annual groundfish cycle (including
assessment documents and STAR Panel reports) to allow for full Council deliberation without sacrificing
the quality and reliability of the stock assessments. The SSC is concerned that some of the options for
changing the groundfish management process – as outlined in the draft GMPC report – may result in the
inability to use the most recent data in stock assessments. More specifically, modification of the present
“2-meeting” sequence to either the “3-meeting” or “4-meeting” sequences considered in the draft GMPC
report (p.3), will reduce the time available for stock assessment and review, with concomitant reduction in
quality of the products. If the status quo “2-meeting” sequence is to be modified, the SSC prefers the “3meeting” sequence (June, September, and November).
With respect to the other possible changes delineated in the draft GMPC report, the SSC sees both pros
and cons for most of these changes. Implementing multi-year management, for example, would have the
undesirable effect of generally increasing the lag between stock assessments and the consequent
implementation of management actions. However if properly structured, multi-year management could
offer the benefits of an “off-year” for assessment and review during which assessment scientists and the
SSC could work on development of assessment methods and computer software that should, over time,
lead to a more state-of-the-art, efficient, and productive process. As such, the SSC recommends that if a
change is made to multi-year management, the stock assessments and reviews should be done on same
cycle as Council management, e.g., if the Council changes to a 2-year cycle (Table 6 of the draft GMPC
report), groundfish stock assessment and review should be conducted every other year with the “off-year”
dedicated to improving assessment methods and software, organizing special workshops (e.g., marine
reserves), bioeconomic studies (e.g., capacity reduction), etc. The Council should also be aware that a
transition period is likely to be necessary if a 2-year cycle is adopted. While certain efficiencies will
accrue over time leading to more stock assessments per year, it will not be practical in the short term to
double the number of assessments done in the “on-years.”
Finally, the “science barrier” or “wall of science” (as depicted in Table 6 of the draft GMPC report) has
been the basis of the SSC’s groundfish STAR process development. In practice, the barrier has worked
better in some years than others, but the SSC remains steadfast in supporting the concept of a science
barrier in order to ensure that Council decisions have a solid scientific foundation.
PFMC
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Exhibit F.6
Situation Summary
April 2001

FUTURE GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT PROCESS AND SCHEDULE
Situation: The Council will hear from the groundfish advisory bodies and Scientific and Statistical
Committee (SSC) on the recommendations of the Ad Hoc Groundfish Management Process Review
Committee (GMPC) for improving the annual groundfish management process.
Last fall, the Council appointed a committee to ”... evaluate the adequacy of the existing groundfish
management process and schedule and develop recommendations to improve the process.” The GMPC
met January 11-12, 2001 and February 14, 2001. At the March 2001 meeting, the GMPC provided a
report to the Council detailing the committee’s recommendations. The Council discussed the importance
of improving the process both in terms of (1) what is necessary for this year to avoid the strain
experienced the last several years, and (2) how the annual management process could be altered in the
future (e.g., 2002 and beyond). The Council directed that the GMPC materials be distributed to the
groundfish advisors and the SSC for review and comment at the April 2001 Council meeting. The Council
also requested that National Marine Fisheries Service and legal counsel provide advice to the committees
on the mandated and regulatory deadlines that must be met annually as well as the process for
developing the scientific information that is the basis for groundfish management.
After hearing from the advisory bodies, the Council will provide guidance to the GMPC for refining the
committee’s recommendations and possibly take action to implement changes to facilitate this year’s
management.
Council Action:
1. Consider changes to the existing groundfish management process.
Reference Materials:
1. Exhibit F.6.a, 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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Supplemental GMT Report
April 2001

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM COMMENTS ON
IMPLEMENTING WIDOW REBUILDING TARGETS IN 2002

Although it may be premature to present detailed analysis of management alternatives that will be needed
to achieve specific rebuilding targets for widow rockfish, the GMT believes it is important to give the
Council and the industry a heads-up on the magnitude of changes that will be needed. It is not too early
to begin thinking about how the available widow can best be utilized next year.
The analysis submitted by Dr. Alec MacCall identifies a range of roughly 900-1,000 mt for harvest in
2002. The 2001 total catch OY for widow rockfish 2,300 mt, with roughly 2,200 mt available for the
limited-entry fishery. Given this year's assumed bycatch in the at-sea whiting fishery of 250 mt and
discard in the shore-based fishery, the landed catch available to the directed groundfish fishery is just
over 1,600 mt. If the same set-asides for recreational (40 mt) and at-sea catch were used in conjunction
with a 1,000 mt total catch target, the landed catch available for the directed limited-entry fishery would be
570 mt. Through March 17th of 2001, the limited-entry fleet landed 622 mt, with a mid-water limit of
20,000 lb per two months. Through March of 2000, the fleet landed just under 600 mt, with a mid-water
limit of 30,000 lb per two months. Even if at-sea bycatch of widow could be cut in half, there would be
insufficient fish available to allow for a mid-water target fishery for more than 3 months and accommodate
incidental catch during the remainder of the year. Because of the co-occurrence of widow and yellowtail,
this situation will also affect our ability to extend a mid-water opportunity for yellowtail rockfish throughout
the year.

Exhibit F.7
Attachment 2, Terms of Reference
April 2001

SSC Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses, DRAFT #3
Introduction
Amendment 11 to the Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) established a harvest control
rule for determining optimum yields (OY). The 40:10 policy was designed to prevent stocks from falling
into an overfished condition. Part of the amendment established a default overfished threshold equal to
25% of the unexploited population size1 (B0). By definition, groundfish stocks falling below that level are
overfished (BF = 0.25 B0). To prevent stocks from deteriorating to that point, the policy also specifies a
precautionary threshold equivalent to 40% of B0. At stock sizes less than B40% the policy requires that
OY, when expressed as a fraction of the allowable biological catch (ABC), be progressively reduced.
Because of this linkage, B40% has sometimes been interpreted to be a proxy measure of BMSY, i.e., the
stock biomass that results when a stock is fished at FMSY. In fact, theoretical results support the view that
a robust biomass-based harvesting strategy would be to simply maintain stock size at about 40% of the
unfished level (Clark 1991, In review). In the absence of a credible estimate of BMSY, which can be very
difficult to estimate (MacCall and Ralston, In review), B40% is a suitable proxy to use as a rebuilding
target.
There are a number of ways that one could proceed in modeling stock rebuilding, but they
fundamentally reduce to two basic kinds of approaches. These are: (1) an empirical evaluation of
spawner-recruit estimates and (2) fitting spawner-recruit estimates to a theoretical model of stock
productivity (e.g., the Beverton-Holt or Ricker curves). To date, however, rebuilding plans have largely
been based on analyses of the former type (e.g., bocaccio, lingcod, POP#1, canary rockfish). Similarly,
the cowcod rebuilding analysis involved an empirical evaluation of annual estimates of surplus
production. Thus far, the only rebuilding analysis that has been based on the fit of spawner-recruit data
to a theoretical model is the analysis presented in the last stock assessment of Pacific ocean perch
(POP#2; Ianelli et al. 2000).
Estimation of B0

1

The absolute abundance of the mature portion of a stock is loosely referred to here in a variety
of ways, including: population size, stock biomass, stock size, spawning stock size, spawning biomass,
spawning output; i.e., the language used in this document is sometimes inconsistent and/or imprecise.
However, the best fundamental measure of population abundance to use in establishing a relationship
with recruitment is spawning output, defined as the total annual output of eggs (or larvae in the case of
live-bearing species). Although spawning biomass is often used as a surrogate measure of spawning
output, for a variety of reasons a non-linear relationship often exists between these two quantities
(Rothschild and Fogarty 1989; Marshall et al. 1998). Spawning output should, therefore, be used to
measure the size of the mature stock when possible.
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For the purpose of estimating B0 empirically, analysts have selected a sequence of years,
wherein recruitment is believed to be reasonably representative of the natality from an unfished stock.
These recruitments, in association with growth, maturity, fecundity, and natural mortality estimates, can
then be used to calculate unfished spawning output. In selecting the appropriate temporal sequence of
recruitments to use, investigators have generally utilized years in which stock size was relatively large, in
recognition of the paradigm that groundfish recruitment is positively related to spawning stock size (Myers
and Barrowman 1996). Moreover, due to the temporal history of exploitation in the west coast groundfish
fishery (see Williams, In review), this has typically led to a consideration of the early years from an
assessment model time series2. Thus, for example, in the case of bocaccio the time period within which
recruitments were selected was 1970-79 and for canary rockfish it was 1967-77.
An alternative view of the recruitment process is that it depends to a much greater degree on the
environment than on adult stock size. For example, the decadal-scale regime shift that occurred in 1977
(Trenberth and Hurrell 1994) is known to have strongly affected ecosystem productivity and function in
both the California Current and the northeast Pacific Ocean (Roemmich and McGowan 1995; MacCall
1996; Francis et al. 1998; Hare et al. 1999). With the warming that ensued, west coast rockfish
recruitment was probably affected adversely (Ainley et al. 1993; Ralston and Howard 1995). Thus, if
recruitment was environmentally forced, it would be more sensible to use the full time series of
recruitments from the stock assessment model to estimate B0. Given that these two explanatory factors
are highly confounded, i.e., generally high biomass/favorable conditions prior to 1980 and low
biomass/unfavorable conditions thereafter, using all recruitments to estimate B0 will usually result in a
lower reference point than the situation where an abbreviated series taken from early in the time series is
utilized.
At this time there is no incontrovertible information with which to distinguish between these two
alternatives. If oceanic conditions along the west coast have shifted to a productive cold regime following
the La Niña event of 1999, we may soon have observations of recruitment produced during a favorable
environmental period from groundfish stocks at low spawning biomass. If the environmental and densitydependent effects are additive, it would then be possible to determine the relative importance of each of
the two factors (e.g., Jacobson and MacCall 1995). In the interim, however, it would be prudent to favor
calculations of B0 that are based on an abbreviated time series of recruitments taken from a period when
the stock was at a relatively high biomass and to favor the density-dependent hypothesis. Both
theoretical and observational considerations support the belief that groundfish recruitment will decline as
stock size dwindles (e.g., Myers and Barrowman 1996; Brodziak et al. 2001). Still, it would be informative
to contrast the density-dependent based reference point with an estimate of B0 based on the entire time
series of recruitments (i.e., the environmental hypothesis). This was, in fact, discussed as a possible
alternative in the Panel Report produced by the West Coast Groundfish Harvest Rate Policy Workshop
sponsored by the SSC in March, 2000. With both numbers available it would be possible to evaluate the
implication of each hypothesis on the calculation of stock reference points. As a refinement, for each of
these two methods the actual distribution of B0 can be approximated by re-sampling recruitments, from
which the probability of observing any particular stock biomass can be examined under each hypothesis.
This approach was taken in the original bocaccio rebuilding analysis, where it was concluded that the first
year biomass was unlikely to have occurred if the entire sequence of recruitments were used to
determine B0.
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Individual recruitments estimated from age-structured stock assessment models do not all
exhibit the same precision or accuracy. Recruitments estimated at the very beginning of the modeled
time period may suffer from mis-specification of the initial condition of the population (e.g., an assumed
equilibrium age structure). Likewise, recruitments estimated at the end of the sequence may be
imprecise due to partial recruitment of recent year-classes. Thus it may be advisable to trim the
beginning and/or ending years classes to address this problem.
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It is also possible to estimate B0 by fitting spawner-recruit models to the full time series of
spawner-recruit data (see Ianelli et al. 2000; Ianelli, In review). However, this approach is subject to the
criticism that stock productivity is constrained to behave in a pre-specified manner according to the
particular model chosen and there are different models to choose from, including the Beverton-Holt and
Ricker. These two models can produce strongly contrasting management reference points (e.g., Bmsy
and SPRmsy) but are seldom distinguishable statistically. Moreover, there are statistical reasons to be
suspect of resulting parameter estimates, including time series bias (Walters 1985), the “errors in
variables” problem (Walters and Ludwig 1981), and non-homogeneous variance and small sample bias
(MacCall and Ralston, In review). Consequently, analyses that derive stock management reference
points by estimating a spawner-recruitment relationship shoulder a greater burden of proof. Thus, any
such an analysis should attempt a balanced comparison of alternative spawner-recruit models, with
explicit consideration of the estimation problems highlighted above. Moreover, in situations where a
spawner-recruit meta-analysis is available (e.g., Dorn, In review), those results should be evaluated and
considered. Ideally, reference points obtained by fitting a spawner-recruitment model (e.g., B0, BMSY,
and FMSY) should also be compared with values obtained by empirical analysis of the data, similar to that
suggested above. Such a comparison would help delineate the overall degree of uncertainty in these
quantities.
Population Projections During Rebuilding
Given the population initial conditions from the last stock assessment (numbers at age vector)
and the rebuilding target (B40%), one can project the population forward once renewal has been specified.
For most rebuilding calculations that have been conducted thus far, two different approaches have been
taken, both of which utilize contemporary recruitment estimates at the tail end of the time series (i.e., the
most recent figures). For bocaccio, canary rockfish, and POP#1, recent recruitment was standardized to
the size of the adult population (recruits per spawner = R/Si), which was then randomly resampled to
determine annual reproductive success. Annual R/Si is then multiplied by Si to obtain year-specific
stochastic estimates of Ri. The population is then projected forward in time, with no fishing mortality, until
Si hits the rebuilding target. The process is repeated many times, until a distribution of the times to
rebuild in the absence of fishing is obtained. Note that use of R/Si as the basis for projecting the
population forward ties recruitment values in a directly proportional manner to stock size; if stock size
doubles, resulting recruitment will double, all other things being equal. As the stock rebuilds this
becomes an increasingly untenable assumption because there is no reduction in reproductive success at
very high stock sizes, which is to say there is no compensation (i.e., steepness = 0.20)3.
Another way of projecting the population forward is to use recent recruitments, rather than
recruits per spawner, as was done in the lingcod analysis. This approach, however, errs in the opposite
direction. Namely, recruitment does not increase as stock size increases, as would be expected of most
rebuilding stocks. This type of calculation effectively implies perfect compensation (spawner-recruit
steepness = 1.00). Thus, these two ways of projecting the population forward, by using re-sampled Ri or
re-sampled R/Si, includes a range of alternatives that is likely to encompass the real world.
Because stocks that have declined into an overfished condition are most likely to be unproductive
(i.e., low spawner-recruit steepness), in the absence of any other information, rebuilding projections
based on re-sampling recruits-per-spawner are generally to be favored over projections based on
absolute recruitment. Note that the implied lack of compensation in rebuilding projections using this
method is not likely to be a serious liability over the long term because it is based on re-sampling
contemporary recruits-per spawner. As progress toward rebuilding is evaluated in the future, the set of
R/Si will be revised based on a new set of recent recruitments obtained from the latest stock assessment.
3

The “steepness” of a spawner-recruit curve is related to the slope at the origin and is a measure
of a stock’s productive capacity. It typically is expressed as the proportion of virgin recruitment that
remains when a stock has been reduced to B20%.
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If the stock actually demonstrates a compensatory response during the course of rebuilding the R/Si
series will tend to a lower mean value. Although projections based on R/Si represent a standard default
way of proceeding, projections that use absolute recruitments (Ri) would be quite useful in establishing
the overall uncertainty in the rebuilding analysis by providing an alternative model specification scenario.
Moreover, a credible argument that a stock is relatively productive, as evidenced perhaps by observed
high recruitment at low spawning biomass, may serve as a basis for favoring projections that utilize recent
absolute recruitments (see figure).
Once the median time to rebuild in the absence of fishing is determined (T0), whether using the
R/Si or the Ri, the total allowable rebuilding time frame is fixed (Tmax). Namely, if T0 is less than 10 years
then Tmax = 10 years. On the other hand, if T0 10 years then Tmax = T0 + one mean generation time.
Mean generation time has been calculated as the mean age of the net maternity function.
Harvest During Rebuilding
Of course it will be the Council’s prerogative to establish yields during the rebuilding period, as
long as the stock recovers to the target (B40% Bmsy) within the specified time period (Tmax).
Nonetheless, the simplest rebuilding harvest policy to simulate and implement is a constant harvest rate
or fixed F policy. All rebuilding analyses should, therefore, calculate the maximum fixed fishing mortality
rate during the rebuilding time period that will achieve the target biomass, with a 0.50 probability of
success (F0.50). In addition, calculations representing a profile of different fixed F values that are
incrementally less than F0.50 (e.g., F0.60, F0.70, and F0.80) are needed for the Council to implement a
precautionary reduction in the F0.50 value to increase the probability of rebuilding success. Note that
selecting a probability greater than 0.50 for successful rebuilding within Tmax is equivalent to electing to
rebuild sooner than Tmax with probability equal to 0.50. In addition, based on its interpretation of
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Amendment 12 to the groundfish FMP, the National Marine Fisheries Service requires the expected time
course of yield during recovery as a formal part of all rebuilding calculations.
Many other harvest policies could be implemented by the Council, based on whatever
circumstances may mitigate against a constant harvest rate approach. For example, the canary rockfish
rebuilding plan calls for a constant fixed yield over the entire period of rebuilding. Thus, as the stock
rebuilds, the exploitation rate must decline, which makes bycatch avoidance a serious concern. For this
reason the SSC recommends that the Council generally favor constant harvest rate policies over constant
catch policies for all groundfish rebuilding plans. This would alleviate the problem of accelerating bycatch
producing accelerated discard, an undesirable attribute of constant catch policies. Similarly, the Council
may wish to implement some other form of variable rate harvest policy, e.g., a 40:10 adjustment similar to
the default policy currently in use. Consequently, researchers conducting rebuilding analyses should be
prepared to respond to requests by the Council for stock-specific projections on an individual case-bycase basis.
Documentation
It is important for analysts to document their work so that any rebuilding analysis can be repeated
by an independent investigator at some point in the future. Therefore, all stock assessments and
rebuilding analyses should include tables containing specific data elements that are needed to adequately
document the analysis. Namely, information is needed on: (1) the time course of population spawning
output and recruitment, (2) biological data on life history characteristics, and (3) initial values for
projecting the stock into the future under exploitation. Therefore, two tables should include:
Table 1. Stock Population Trajectory
1.
Year
2.
Summary/Exploitable Biomass
3.
Spawning Output
4.
Recruits
5.
Catch
6.
Landings
7.
Total Exploitation Rate

Table 2. Age-specific Population Characteristics.
1.
Age
2.
Natural mortality rate ( and )
3.
Individual weight ( and )
4.
Maturity ( only)
5.
Fecundity ( only)
6.
Terminal year (or other) composite selectivity ( and )
7.
Population numbers in terminal year ( and )
In addition, all linkages with the most recent stock assessment document should be clearly delineated.
This is important because assessments often present multiple scenarios that usually have important
implications with respect to stock rebuilding. One scenario may be preferred by the assessment authors,
while another may preferred by the STAR Panel. Clear specification of the exact assessment scenario
used as the basis for rebuilding analysis is essential. Further, all post-assessment analyses needed to
produce the inputs for rebuilding analyses must be fully documented, e.g., the choice of selectivity
estimates used for projections that are based on some composite of historical selectivities from the
assessment.
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Exhibit F.7
Situation Summary
April 2001

REBUILDING PLAN STATUS REPORT
Situation: This agenda item deals with terms of reference for rebuilding analyses and schedules for all
seven rebuilding plans. Exhibit F.7, Attachment 1, provides a draft schedule for completion of the tasks.
In March 2001, the groundfish subcommittee of the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) prepared
draft “Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses.” (The rebuilding analysis is the technical
evaluation that provides the length of the rebuilding period, biomass growth projections, harvest
projections, and other information). The terms of reference identify what information should be included,
the analytical methods to be used, and provide other directions to guide assessment scientists in
preparing the rebuilding analyses. Dr. Steve Ralston presented a summary and explanation of the draft
at the March 2001 Council meeting. The SSC approved a second draft (Exhibit F.7, Attachment 2) for
circulation and review by the Groundfish Management Team (GMT), Groundfish Advisory Subpanel
(GAP), and other Council entities. The SSC has also solicited comments from members of the West
Coast groundfish stock assessment community. Based on comments received, the SSC intends to
provide a final set of guidelines at the April meeting.
On December 8, 2000, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) approved Amendment 12 (rebuilding
plans) to the groundfish fishery management plan (Exhibit F.7, Attachment 3: letter from Ms. Donna
Darm to Chair Jim Lone). In her letter to Jim Lone, Acting Regional Director Donna Darm revoked her
prior approval of the Council’s rebuilding plans for lingcod, bocaccio, and Pacific Ocean perch (POP),
stating those plans do not meet the guidelines and requirements of Amendment 12. New guidelines and
requirements were detailed in the December 8 letter. When Council staff reviewed the letter, it was
apparent the essentially completed rebuilding plans for canary rockfish and cowcod suffered some of the
same deficiencies as the revoked plans for lingcod, bocaccio, and POP. To avoid certain disapproval, the
Council informed NMFS it would revise the canary and cowcod plans before submitting them, even
though the statutory deadline would not be met. After consulting with the regional office, it was decided
the revised canary and cowcod plans should be completed first, followed by the three revoked plans. The
revised canary rockfish plan was assigned highest priority and will serve as the model for revisions to the
other plans as well as future rebuilding plans. The revised canary rockfish and cowcod rebuilding plans
will be available in supplemental material provided at the Council meeting.
The first draft rebuilding analysis for widow rockfish, which was declared overfished in January 2001, was
presented to the SSC at its March meeting. This is the first analysis prepared specifically in accordance
with the draft terms of reference. The second draft of the analysis (Exhibit F.7, Attachment 4) was
circulated to GMT and GAP members for review and comment. The Council will have its first review of
this document at the April meeting, with final adoption of the rebuilding analysis scheduled for June 2001.
The Council will begin developing a widow rockfish rebuilding strategy not later than the June meeting so
it can be incorporated into the rebuilding plan. Initial review of the rebuilding plan is scheduled for the
September 2001 meeting, with final adoption in November.
An initial rebuilding analysis for the darkblotched rockfish stock is also being prepared and may be
available for distribution at the April meeting. As with widow rockfish, a rebuilding plan must be prepared
and approved not later than the November 2001 Council meeting. In addition, the rebuilding analysis for
Pacific Ocean perch will be redrafted in response to concerns expressed by the GMT and SSC. The
revised analysis will ultimately be incorporated into the revised rebuilding plan.
Council Action:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Adopt 2001 schedule for preparation and adoption of rebuilding plans.
Adopt Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses.
Review and approve revised canary rockfish and cowcod rebuilding plans.
Review preliminary rebuilding analyses for widow and darkblotched rockfish (if available);
initial consideration of “sideboards” for 2002 management.
5. Review revised POP rebuilding analysis (if available); direction to drafters.

Reference Materials:
1. Exhibit F.7, Attachment 1, Draft Schedule for Completion of Rebuilding Plans and Associated Support
Documents.
2. Exhibit F.7, Attachment 2, Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses.
3. Exhibit F.7, Attachment 3, letter of December 7, 2000 from Ms. Donna Darm to Chair Jim Lone.
4. Exhibit F.7, Supplemental Attachment 4, revised canary rockfish rebuilding plan.
5. Exhibit F.7, Supplemental Attachment 5, revised cowcod rebuilding plan.
6. Exhibit F.7, Attachment 6, draft rebuilding analysis for widow rockfish.
Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis
Council advisory bodies are encouraged to comment on whether the many important matters within
this agenda item are consistent with the Groundfish Strategic Plan.
The "Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses" document appears consistent with the
plan's Goal Statement for Science, Data Collection, Monitoring, and Analysis. The canary rockfish and
cowcod rebuilding plan elements appear to be consistent with relevant plan recommendation for
fishery management and harvest policies, but neutral with regard to capacity reduction. While the
cowcod rebuilding plan appears to implement at least components of the marine reserves goal, it was
not adopted as a marine reserve by the strategic process described in the plan and appears to lack
consistency with the marine reserves goal for measurable effects and the recommendation for
evaluation mechanisms. The essential management measure in the cowcod rebuilding plan is a
species closure throughout the primary ecological range.
The Council will need to consider strategic plan consistency when providing guidance and direction on
initial fishery management options for widow and darkblotched rockfish and revised POP measures.
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Exhibit F.7
Supplemental SSC Terms of Reference
April 2001

SSC Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses

4th DRAFT

Introduction
Amendment 11 to the Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) established a harvest
control rule for determining optimum yields (OY). The 40:10 policy was designed to prevent
stocks from falling into an overfished condition. Part of the amendment established a default
overfished threshold equal to 25% of the unexploited population size1 (B0). By definition,
groundfish stocks falling below that level are overfished (B25% = 0.25 B0). To prevent stocks
from deteriorating to that point, the policy also specifies a precautionary threshold equivalent to
40% of B0. At stock sizes less than B40% the policy requires that OY, when expressed as a
fraction of the allowable biological catch (ABC), be progressively reduced. Because of this
linkage, B40% has sometimes been interpreted to be a proxy measure of BMSY, i.e., the stock
biomass that results when a stock is fished at FMSY. In fact, theoretical results support the view
that a robust biomass-based harvesting strategy would be to simply maintain stock size at about
40% of the unfished level (Clark 1991, In review). In the absence of a credible estimate of BMSY,
which can be very difficult to estimate (MacCall and Ralston, In review), B40% is a suitable proxy
to use as a rebuilding target.
There are a number of ways that one could proceed in modeling stock rebuilding, but
they fundamentally reduce to two basic kinds of approaches. These are: (1) an empirical
evaluation of spawner-recruit estimates and (2) fitting spawner-recruit estimates to a theoretical
model of stock productivity (e.g., the Beverton-Holt or Ricker curves). To date, however,
rebuilding plans have largely been based on analyses of the former type (e.g., bocaccio, lingcod,
POP#1, canary rockfish). Similarly, the cowcod rebuilding analysis involved an empirical
evaluation of annual estimates of surplus production. Thus far, the only rebuilding analysis that
has been based on the fit of spawner-recruit data to a theoretical model is the analysis presented
in the last stock assessment of Pacific ocean perch (POP#2; Ianelli et al. 2000).
Presented here are guidelines for conducting a basic groundfish rebuilding analysis that
meets the minimum requirements that have been established by the Council’s Scientific and
Statistical Committee (SSC). These basic calculations are required of all rebuilding analyses in
order to provide a standard set of base case computations, which can then be used to compare
and standardize rebuilding analyses among stocks. However, the SSC also encourages
rebuilding analysts to explore alternative calculations and projections that may more accurately
capture uncertainties in stock rebuilding, and which may better represent stock-specific concerns.
In the event of a discrepancy between the generic calculations presented here and a stockspecific result developed by an individual analyst, the SSC groundfish subcommittee will review
the issue and recommend which projections to use.

1

The absolute abundance of the mature portion of a stock is loosely referred to here in a variety of ways,
including: population size, stock biomass, stock size, spawning stock size, spawning biomass, spawning output; i.e.,
the language used in this document is sometimes inconsistent and/or imprecise. However, the best fundamental
measure of population abundance to use in establishing a relationship with recruitment is spawning output, defined
as the total annual output of eggs (or larvae in the case of live-bearing species). Although spawning biomass is often
used as a surrogate measure of spawning output, for a variety of reasons a non-linear relationship often exists
between these two quantities (Rothschild and Fogarty 1989; Marshall et al. 1998). Spawning output should,
therefore, be used to measure the size of the mature stock when possible.

Estimation of B0
For the purpose of estimating B0 empirically, analysts have selected a sequence of years,
wherein recruitment is believed to be reasonably representative of the natality from an unfished
stock. These recruitments, in association with growth, maturity, fecundity, and natural mortality
estimates, can then be used to calculate equilibrium unfished spawning output. In selecting the
appropriate temporal sequence of recruitments to use, investigators have generally utilized years
in which stock size was relatively large, in recognition of the paradigm that groundfish
recruitment is positively related to spawning stock size (Myers and Barrowman 1996).
Moreover, due to the temporal history of exploitation in the west coast groundfish fishery (see
Williams, In review), this has typically led to a consideration of the early years from an
assessment model time series2. Thus, for example, in the case of bocaccio the time period within
which recruitments were selected was 1970-79 and for canary rockfish it was 1967-77.
An alternative view of the recruitment process is that it depends to a much greater degree
on the environment than on adult stock size. For example, the decadal-scale regime shift that
occurred in 1977 (Trenberth and Hurrell 1994) is known to have strongly affected ecosystem
productivity and function in both the California Current and the northeast Pacific Ocean
(Roemmich and McGowan 1995; MacCall 1996; Francis et al. 1998; Hare et al. 1999). With the
warming that ensued, west coast rockfish recruitment was probably affected adversely (Ainley et
al. 1993; Ralston and Howard 1995). Thus, if recruitment was environmentally forced, it would
be more sensible to use the full time series of recruitments from the stock assessment model to
estimate B0. Given that these two explanatory factors are highly confounded, i.e., generally high
biomass/favorable conditions prior to 1980 and low biomass/unfavorable conditions thereafter,
using all recruitments to estimate B0 will usually result in a lower reference point than the
situation where an abbreviated series taken from early in the time series is utilized.

2

Individual recruitments estimated from age-structured stock assessment models do not all exhibit the
same precision or accuracy. Recruitments estimated at the very beginning of the modeled time period may suffer
from mis-specification of the initial condition of the population (e.g., an assumed equilibrium age structure).
Likewise, recruitments estimated at the end of the sequence may be imprecise due to partial recruitment of recent
year-classes. Thus it may be advisable to trim the beginning and/or ending years classes to address this problem.

At this time there is no incontrovertible information with which to distinguish between
these two alternatives. If oceanic conditions along the west coast have shifted to a productive
cold regime following the La Niña event of 1999, we may soon have observations of recruitment
produced during a favorable environmental period from groundfish stocks at low spawning
biomass. If the environmental and density-dependent effects are additive, it would then be
possible to determine the relative importance of each of the two factors (e.g., Jacobson and
MacCall 1995). In the interim, however, it would be prudent to favor calculations of B0 that are
based on an abbreviated time series of recruitments taken from a period when the stock was at a
relatively high biomass and to favor the density-dependent hypothesis. Both theoretical and
observational considerations support the belief that groundfish recruitment will decline as stock
size dwindles (e.g., Myers and Barrowman 1996; Brodziak et al. 2001). Still, it would be
informative to contrast the density-dependent/stock size based reference point with an estimate
of B0 based on the entire time series of recruitments (i.e., the environmental hypothesis). This
was, in fact, discussed as a possible alternative in the Panel Report produced by the West Coast
Groundfish Harvest Rate Policy Workshop sponsored by the SSC in March, 2000. With both
numbers available it would be possible to evaluate the implication of each hypothesis on the
calculation of stock reference points. As a refinement, for each of these two methods the actual
distribution of B0 can be approximated by re-sampling recruitments, from which the probability
of observing any particular stock biomass can be examined under each hypothesis. This
approach was taken in the original bocaccio rebuilding analysis, where it was concluded that the
first year biomass was unlikely to have occurred if the entire sequence of recruitments were used
to determine B0.
It is also possible to estimate B0 by fitting spawner-recruit models to the full time series
of spawner-recruit data (see Ianelli et al. 2000; Ianelli, In review). However, this approach is
subject to the criticism that stock productivity is constrained to behave in a pre-specified manner
according to the particular model chosen and there are different models to choose from,
including the Beverton-Holt and Ricker. These two models can produce strongly contrasting
management reference points (e.g., Bmsy and SPRmsy) but are seldom distinguishable statistically.
Moreover, there are statistical reasons to be suspect of resulting parameter estimates, including
time series bias (Walters 1985), the “errors in variables” problem (Walters and Ludwig 1981),
and non-homogeneous variance and small sample bias (MacCall and Ralston, In review).
Consequently, analyses that derive stock management reference points by estimating a spawnerrecruitment relationship shoulder a greater burden of proof. Thus, any such an analysis should
attempt a balanced comparison of alternative spawner-recruit models, with explicit consideration
of the estimation problems highlighted above. Moreover, in situations where a spawner-recruit
meta-analysis is available (e.g., Dorn, In review), those results should be evaluated and
considered. Ideally, reference points obtained by fitting a spawner-recruitment model (e.g., B0,
BMSY, and FMSY) should also be compared with values obtained by empirical analysis of the data,
similar to that suggested above. Such a comparison would help delineate the overall degree of
uncertainty in these quantities.
Population Projections During Rebuilding
Given the population initial conditions from the last stock assessment (terminal year
estimates of numbers at age and their variances) and the rebuilding target (B40%), one can project

the population forward once renewal has been specified. For most rebuilding calculations that
have been conducted thus far, two different approaches have been taken, both of which utilize
contemporary recruitment estimates at the tail end of the time series (i.e., the most recent
figures). For bocaccio, canary rockfish, and POP#1, recent recruitment was standardized to the
size of the adult population (recruits per spawner = R/Si), which was then randomly resampled to
determine annual reproductive success. Annual R/Si is then multiplied by Si to obtain yearspecific stochastic estimates of Ri. The population is then projected forward in time, with no
fishing mortality, until Si hits the rebuilding target. The process is repeated many times, until a
distribution of the times to rebuild in the absence of fishing is obtained. Note that use of R/Si as
the basis for projecting the population forward ties recruitment values in a directly proportional
manner to stock size; if stock size doubles, resulting recruitment will double, all other things
being equal. As the stock rebuilds this becomes an increasingly untenable assumption because
there is no reduction in reproductive success at very high stock sizes, which is to say there is no
compensation (i.e., steepness = 0.20)3.
Another way of projecting the population forward is to use recent recruitments, rather
than recruits per spawner, as was done in the lingcod analysis. This approach, however, errs in
the opposite direction. Namely, recruitment does not increase as stock size increases, as would
be expected of most rebuilding stocks. This type of calculation effectively implies perfect
compensation (spawner-recruit steepness = 1.00). Thus, these two ways of projecting the
population forward, by using re-sampled Ri or re-sampled R/Si, includes a range of alternatives
that is likely to encompass the real world.
Because stocks that have declined into an overfished condition are more likely to be
unproductive (i.e., low spawner-recruit steepness), in the absence of any other information,
rebuilding projections based on re-sampling recruits-per-spawner are generally to be favored
over projections based on absolute recruitment. Note that the implied lack of compensation in
rebuilding projections using this method is not likely to be a serious liability over the long term
because it is based on re-sampling contemporary recruits-per spawner. As progress toward
rebuilding is evaluated in the future, the set of R/Si will be revised based on a new set of recent
recruitments obtained from the latest stock assessment. If the stock actually demonstrates a
compensatory response during the course of rebuilding the R/Si series will tend to a lower mean
value. Although projections based on R/Si represent a standard default way of proceeding,
projections that use absolute recruitments (Ri) would be quite useful in establishing the overall
uncertainty in the rebuilding analysis by providing an alternative model specification scenario.
Moreover, a credible argument that a stock is relatively productive, as evidenced perhaps by
observed high recruitment at low spawning biomass, may serve as a basis for favoring
projections that utilize recent absolute recruitments (see figure).

3

The “steepness” of a spawner-recruit curve is related to the slope at the origin and is a measure of a
stock’s productive capacity. It typically is expressed as the proportion of virgin recruitment that remains when a
stock has been reduced to B20%.

Once the median time to rebuild in the absence of fishing is determined (τ0), whether
using the R/Si or the Ri, the total allowable rebuilding time frame is fixed (τmax). Namely, if τ0 is
less than 10 years then τmax = 10 years. On the other hand, if τ0 10 years then τmax = τ0 + one
mean generation time. Mean generation time has been calculated as the mean age of the net
maternity function.
Harvest During Rebuilding
Of course it will be the Council’s prerogative to establish yields during the rebuilding
period, as long as the stock recovers to the target (B40% Bmsy) within the specified time period
(τmax). Nonetheless, the simplest rebuilding harvest policy to simulate and implement is a
constant harvest rate or fixed F policy. All rebuilding analyses should, therefore, calculate the
maximum fixed fishing mortality rate during the rebuilding time period that will achieve the
target biomass, with a 0.50 probability of success (F0.50). In addition, calculations representing a
profile of different fixed F values that are incrementally less than F0.50 (e.g., F0.60, F0.70, and F0.80)
are needed for the Council to implement a precautionary reduction in the F0.50 value to increase
the probability of rebuilding success. Note that selecting a probability greater than 0.50 for
successful rebuilding within τmax is equivalent to electing to rebuild sooner than τmax with
probability equal to 0.50. In addition, based on its interpretation of Amendment 12 to the
groundfish FMP, the National Marine Fisheries Service requires the expected time course of
yield during recovery as a formal part of all rebuilding calculations.
Many other harvest policies could be implemented by the Council, based on whatever
circumstances may mitigate against a constant harvest rate approach. For example, the canary

rockfish rebuilding plan calls for a constant fixed yield over the entire period of rebuilding.
Thus, as the stock rebuilds, the exploitation rate must decline, which makes bycatch avoidance a
serious concern. For this reason the SSC recommends that the Council generally favor constant
harvest rate policies over constant catch policies for all groundfish rebuilding plans. This would
alleviate the problem of accelerating bycatch producing accelerated discard, an undesirable
attribute of constant catch policies. Similarly, the Council may wish to implement some other
form of variable rate harvest policy, e.g., a 40:10 adjustment similar to the default policy
currently in use. Consequently, researchers conducting rebuilding analyses should be prepared
to respond to requests by the Council for stock-specific projections on an individual case-by-case
basis.
Documentation
It is important for analysts to document their work so that any rebuilding analysis can be
repeated by an independent investigator at some point in the future. Therefore, all stock
assessments and rebuilding analyses should include tables containing specific data elements that
are needed to adequately document the analysis. Namely, information is needed on: (1) the time
course of population spawning output and recruitment, (2) biological data on life history
characteristics, and (3) initial values for projecting the stock into the future under exploitation.
Therefore, two tables should include:
Table 1. Stock Population Trajectory
1.
Year
2.
Summary/Exploitable Biomass
3.
Spawning Output
4.
Recruits
5.
Catch
6.
Landings
7.
Total Exploitation Rate
For each year in this table, entries 2 through 7 should include the expected value, a measure of
uncertainty, and the appropriate units. The latter may require development of a standard
electronic format for the simulation results that characterize the uncertainty, e.g., the results of
each Monte Carlo replication from the stochastic population projection.
Table 2. Age-specific Population Characteristics.
1.
Age
2.
Natural mortality rate ( and )
3.
Individual weight ( and )
4.
Maturity ( only)
5.
Fecundity ( only)
6.
Terminal year (or other) composite selectivity ( and )
7.
Population numbers in terminal year ( and )
In a similar manner, for each age in the table, entries 2 through 7 should ideally include measures
of uncertainty. Uncertainty in table entry 7 (population numbers in terminal year), in particular,

should be available from most age-structured assessment models.
In addition, all linkages with the most recent stock assessment document should be clearly
delineated. This is important because assessments often present multiple scenarios that usually
have important implications with respect to stock rebuilding. In such instances, a decision table
analysis would be a useful way to express the implications of uncertainty in model specification.
In addition, one scenario may be preferred by the assessment authors, while another may
preferred by the STAR Panel. Clear specification of the exact assessment scenario(s) used as the
basis for rebuilding analysis is essential. Further, all post-assessment analyses needed to
produce the inputs for rebuilding analyses must be fully documented, e.g., the choice of
selectivity estimates used for projections that are based on some composite of historical
selectivities from the assessment.
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Exhibit F.8
Situation Summary
April 2001

OBSERVER PROGRAM
Situation: National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will provide an update on implementation of the
observer program for the groundfish fishery. At the March Council meeting, NMFS staff expressed
concern the program might be delayed due to the federal hiring freeze.
Council Action: Council discussion.
Reference Materials: None.
Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis
The Groundfish Strategic Plan envisions an observer program as part of a comprehensive data
collection program, including bycatch and discard.
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Exhibit F.9
GMT Report
April 2001
Groundfish Management Discussion Paper on “Full Retention” of Groundfish Species
The GMT is concerned there may be sufficient uncertainty in our current estimates of total fishing
mortality to compromise rebuilding efforts. This is especially important, because the small harvest targets
required by some of the current rockfish rebuilding plans may be creating incentives for fishers not to land
even their legal catches. In order to better quantify total mortality, the GMT believes the Council should
consider exploring mandatory retention of all shelf and slope rockfish caught by commercial fishers. Such
a program provides more meaningful results than a program to voluntarily land trip limit overages.
The GMT discussed some of the pros and cons of such a measure. Among the benefits identified from
such a management measure are:
·

Mortality is nearly 100% for rockfish caught in trawl gear or with line gear from any significant depth.
Therefore, if fishing practices remained consistent, overall mortality would not be increased by a
mandatory full retention program. The value would be captured for dead fish which would otherwise
be discarded. Since capture mortality is less than 100% for shallow-water rockfish taken with line or
trap gear, nearshore species (or fisheries) could be excluded from the mandatory landing
requirement.

·

Rockfish mortality would be directly enumerated rather than estimated.

·

Most rockfish are marketable. Focusing a full retention program on rockfish avoids the problem of
requiring the landing of large amounts of unmarketable fish which could occur with other species.
While some rockfish are discarded due to size (i.e., too small to be sold), rather than because the trip
limit has been exceeded, the GMT has received informal information indicating this amount is likely
small. Additionally, analysis conducted by Dr. Erik Williams points out the importance of identifying
any difference between the size of retained and discarded rockfish.

·

If our current estimate of discard mortality of 16% is reasonable, it would not appear markets would
be greatly affected if landings were to be increased by an amount of this general magnitude.

·

Revenues generated by the landing of overages could be channeled into the at-sea monitoring efforts
necessary to ensure compliance with a mandatory landing requirement.

·

Statistical comparison between the fleet as a whole and the pending observer program would
provided an indirect measure of compliance with a mandatory retention program.

Among the negatives of a mandatory program are:
·

Substantial at-sea monitoring may be required to ensure compliance.

·

Overall rockfish harvest rates could accelerate since fishers could fish right up to trip limit allowances
with no penalty.

·

Fishers might be financially disadvantaged if they were required to use hold space to retain and
deliver an overage without value which would otherwise have been used for marketable catch.

If the Council agrees that mandatory full retention for rockfish is a reasonable management option, the
GMT will continue to explore the issue among itself and with industry and report back to the Council in
June.
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Exhibit F. 9
Situation Summary
April 2001

BYCATCH FULL RETENTION OPTIONS
Situation: At its February 2001 meeting, the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) discussed the
ongoing dilemma about unmeasured bycatch and discard rates of groundfish, in particular overfished
stocks. The GMT is growing more and more concerned about the inability to know whether we are
achieving the harvest levels required by the rebuilding plans. With respect to canary rockfish in particular,
the GMT believes there is a great incentive for fishers not to retain canary rockfish out of fear the optimum
yield will be reached early and the fishery closed. This situation will worsen as the stock rebuilds,
because it is likely canary rockfish will become harder to avoid. As a step towards resolving this dilemma,
the GMT would like the Council to consider requiring full retention of rockfish, or at least slope and shelf
rockfish species, by commercial fishers.
The Council has discussed methods to reduce discard several times in the past, and recommended
implementation of a program that would allow fishers to voluntarily retain trip limit overages and forfeit the
value to a research fund. Implementation of that program has been forestalled by workload issues,
reduced harvest levels, and unresolved problems with the proposal. The GMT has prepared a discussion
paper and requests guidance from the Council on whether to proceed with development of a mandatory
program to increase retention and reduce discard. Although there would likely be enforcement concerns
that some vessel operators would continue to discard, the GMT believes it is fundamentally better to
require fishers to retain accidental catch of rockfish rather than requiring them to throw it away. This
move towards individual accountability may be part of a larger program to provide incentives for cleaner
fishing operations. The pending observer program can provide a level of verification regarding
compliance with the retention program.
Council Action: Council discussion and guidance to GMT and/or others.
Reference Materials:
1. GMT Discussion Paper on Increased Retention of Rockfish by Commercial Fishers (Exhibit F.9, GMT
Report)
Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis
The Strategic Plan addresses bycatch reduction and enumeration, individual and sector accountability
for bycatch and other impacts, and establishment of incentives for fishers to operate in ways that are
consistent with management goals and objectives. The Plan envisions adoption of regulations that are
more easily enforced and data collection for accurate assessment of the effects of management on
groundfish stocks and fishery participants. The Plan anticipates a full retention strategy may be
considered when an effective observer program has been established.
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Exhibit F.9.c
Supplemental GAP Report
April 2001
GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
BYCATCH FULL RETENTION OPTIONS
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to review
the GMT’s proposal for full retention options for rockfish.
The GAP generally supports the concept of full retention, but notes there are many details that need to be
worked out before any such proposal is made final. The GAP recommends a committee comprising
appropriate members of the GAP and GMT be established to develop the proposal before the Council
takes any final action.
Further, the GAP notes the Council has already approved establishment of a voluntary full retention
program for all groundfish, which has not been acted upon by NMFS. The GAP recommends this
program be unearthed from the Northwest Region office and reviewed before embarking on a new effort
at full retention.
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