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 Exhibit C.1 
 Situation Summary 
 June 2001 
 
 

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE REPORT 
 
Situation:  National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will report on its regulatory activities since the April 
2001 Council meeting.  One item of particular interest 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.  NMFS will report the 
progress on implementing this program, as well as on other regulatory activities.  In addition, NMFS will 
report on miscellaneous research and other ongoing regulatory and nonregulatory activities.   
 
Council Action:  Discussion. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Exhibit C.1, Supplemental NMFS Report (if any). 
 

 
 Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis 
 
This agenda item is not expected to require Council decision making that raises issues of consistency 
with the Plan. 
 

 
 
PFMC 
05/21/01 





 Exhibit C.2.b 
 Supplemental GAP Report 
 June 2001 
 
 
 GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON 
 SABLEFISH THREE-TIER PROGRAM, QUALIFICATION WITH SETNET LANDINGS 
 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) discussed a proposal to allow vessels using setnet gear under 
an Exempted Fishing Permit to qualify their landings for the sablefish three-tier system.  After thorough 
review and debate, the GAP was unable to reach a clear consensus on the issue and will present no 
recommendations.  Individual GAP members may provide public testimony on the proposal. 
 
Supporters of the proposal acknowledged it would directly affect only one vessel and believed the vessel 
owner had made every proper attempt to use the Council process to qualify his landings.  Further, there 
was concern that disallowing landings in this case would provide a disincentive for fishermen to engage in 
cooperative research activities in the future, since their landings might not qualify under any future permit 
system. 
 
Opponents believed that allowing this exception would set a bad precedent which could lead to other 
permit holders seeking exceptions to qualify for a sablefish endorsement or even to obtain a limited entry 
permit.  They believe the individual in question had ample time to accrue qualified landings for a better 
tier classification and no exception should be made in this case. 
 
During discussion, the GAP heard from the Groundfish Management Team, Council staff, and the 
individual seeking the exception, so the GAP believes all points of view were well represented, and all 
available data was presented. 
 
 
PFMC 
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Exhibit C.2.b 
Supplemental GMT Report 

June 2001 
 
 

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM STATEMENT ON SABLEFISH 3-TIER PROGRAM, 
QUALIFICATION WITH SETNET LANDINGS 

 
The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) supports allowing sablefish landed under a setnet Exempted 
Fishing Permit (EFP) during 1984-1985 to count towards the 1984-1994 cumulative poundage history 
used for making tier assignments in the limited-entry fixed-gear primary season.  We believe that a 
narrow interpretation of the applicability of these landings to tier assignment is fair and reasonable, and 
we would not support expanding the use of such landings to re-evaluate qualification for a sablefish 
endorsement or a limited-entry permit; nor should consideration of setnet landings under this EFP bring 
into consideration other setnet landings not made under the EFP. 
 
The original qualifying window for limited entry continued for 2½ years after the conclusion of the EFP 
setnet opportunity, allowing ample time for the required six landings to be made.  The sablefish 
endorsement qualifier required that sablefish landings with limited-entry fixed gear exceed 16,000 lb in 
only one year from 1984-94.  These circumstances are different from the tier qualifier, which was based 
on cumulative landings over the latter 11 year period.  Removing two years, which contained extensive 
sablefish opportunity, from the cumulative landings history, because of participation in a Council-
sanctioned EFP, to examine alternative gear usage could send the wrong message to the industry.  We 
are concerned that failure to consider landings made under this EFP may discourage future participation 
in fishery experiments intended to gather information that could enhance management options in the 
fishery. 
 

 



Exhibit C.2.b 
Supplemental SSC Report 

June 2001 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
SABLEFISH THREE-TIER PROGRAM, QUALIFICATION WITH SETNET LANDINGS 

 
Mr. Jim Seger presented two proposals to the Scientific and Statistical (SSC) regarding the application of 
setnet landings from exempted fishing permits (EFPs - also called experimental fishing permits) to the 
current three-tier cumulative limit system for the primary limited entry fixed gear sablefish fishery. 
Alternative 1 (status quo) keeps vessel limits based on past sablefish landings using fishpots or longlines 
regardless of vessel participation in experimental setnet fishing for sablefish.  Alternative 2 gives vessels 
credit for setnet landings taken under EFPs from 1984-1987.  Credit for EFP setnet landings is primarily 
an issue of permit allocation with no significant habitat or biological impacts.  Under alternative 2, a single 
vessel would move from tier 2 to tier 1, which would decrease the cumulative limit for tier 1 permit holders 
by less than 1%. There is an incentive issue involved since the affected vessel incurred costs by 
participating in the experimental setnet sablefish fishery. Giving credit for landings would encourage 
participation in other experimental programs. 
 
 
PFMC 
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 Exhibit C.2  
 Situation Summary 
 June 2001 
 
 
 SABLEFISH THREE-TIER PROGRAM, QUALIFICATION WITH SETNET LANDINGS 
 
Situation:  In June 1999, the Council requested the preparation of a regulatory package on the issue of 
whether or not to consider setnet landings in the assignment of sablefish-endorsed permits to tiers.  
However, it was not until April 2001 that the production of the analysis was given a high enough priority to 
move it forward in the process.  The availability of the draft analysis was announced in May, and the 
announcement and a synopsis of the analysis was distributed to all fixed gear sablefish permit holders 
(Attachment 1).  The attached announcement provides additional background on the issue currently 
before the Council.  Final Council action has been scheduled for this meeting.  
 
Council Action:   Final action on whether or not to allow setnet landings to count toward qualifying for a 
tier level in the fixed gear sablefish three-tier management system.  (MOTION MUST BE IN WRITING.) 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Availability Notice: "Use of Sablefish Setnet Landings To Qualify for Fixed Gear Sablefish Tiered 

Cumulative Limits, May 15, 2001, Notice of Availability of Analysis, Schedule for Final Decision, and 
Synopsis of Analysis" (Exhibit C.2, Attachment 1). 

2. Analysis:  Use of Sablefish Setnet Landings To Qualify for Fixed Gear Sablefish Tiered Cumulative 
Limits Including Environmental Assessment, Regulatory Impact Review, and Initial Regulatory 
Flexibility Analysis.  PLEASE BRING YOUR COPY WITH YOU. 
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 Exhibit C.3.c 
 Supplemental SSC Report 
 June 2001 
 
 
 SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
 MARINE RECREATIONAL FISHERIES STATISTICS SURVEY UPDATE 
 
Mr. Russell Porter with Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC) briefed the Scientific and 
Statistical Committee (SSC) on the status of the Recreational Fishery Information Network (RecFIN) 
program that is administered by the PSMFC.  Inadequacies in the RecFIN budget could eliminate Marine 
Recreational Fisheries Statistics Survey (MRFSS) field sampling on a coast-wide basis from November 
2001 through February 2002. The RecFIN database provides information essential to stock assessments 
of some species.  A reduction in the data quality and coverage in the RecFIN database due to budget 
limitations could negatively impact future stock assessments for several recreationally-important species 
such as black rockfish, bocaccio, lingcod, and cowcod. 
 
Mr. Porter reported there has been continued progress toward integrating the MRFSS data with 
information collected by the state agencies.  This is an important improvement to the RecFIN database 
and the SSC recommends these efforts continue. 
 
There has also been continued progress toward rectifying differences between state and MRFSS 
estimates when both are available.  The analysis and report for Oregon has been completed.  A report 
examining the state-produced and MRFSS estimates for Washington is expected in August.  The SSC 
looks forward to seeing this report. 
 
 
PFMC 
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 Exhibit C.3  
 Situation Summary 
 June 2001 
 
 
 MARINE RECREATIONAL FISHERIES STATISTICS SURVEY UPDATE 
 
Situation:  With reductions in the groundfish fishery in recent years, data collected on recreational harvest 
of groundfish has become increasingly important.  Recreational harvest data is also important for other 
fisheries of interest to the Council such as those for highly migratory species and salmon.   
 
An update on status and progress of the Recreational Fishery Information Network (RecFIN) program will 
be provided by Mr. Russell Porter of Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC).  RecFIN is 
administered by PSMFC.  The Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistics Survey (MRFSS) is an integral 
part of the RecFIN program.  Traditionally, there are two primary components of the survey, field intercept 
surveys (administered under supervision of PSMFC) and a random phone survey of coastal populations 
(administered by a third party contracted by NMFS).  The results of these two efforts are combined in the 
RecFIN data system maintained by PSMFC and estimates of total effort and fishing mortality are 
produced along with other data useful for management and stock assessments.  Numerous efforts have 
been undertaken in recent years to increase the efficiency, precision, and public confidence in the 
estimates produced by this data project.  These efforts have included review of differences between state 
and MRFSS estimates (where the two have overlapped), the development of a party/charter vessel 
census approach for effort estimation (to replace the sample method currently used to produce estimates 
for the party/charter fishing mode), and better integration of MRFSS and state sampling programs.  While 
these efforts have been underway, RecFIN has been level funded and the program may have to eliminate 
sampling for some portions of the coming year.  The following are among the topics that Mr. Porter will 
cover under this agenda item: 
 

(1) Status of the RecFIN budget. 
(2) The party/charter vessel effort survey.  
(3) New results forthcoming from the review of differences between MRFSS estimates and Oregon 

and Washington estimates for recreational fishing activities. 
(4) Catch numbers to date for 2001. 
(5) Economic surveys being conducted in the coming year. 

 
Council Action:  Comment and guidance as appropriate. 
 
Reference Materials:  None. 
 
 
PFMC 
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 Exhibit C.4 
 Situation Summary 
 June 2001 
 
 

STATUS OF THE 2001 STOCK ASSESSMENT REVIEW  
PANEL MEETINGS (DRAFT STOCK ASSESSMENTS FOR 2002) 

 
Situation:  Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Panel information about potential harvest level changes for 
next year (including potentially overfished stocks) will not be available for preliminary consideration of 
2002 acceptable biological catch (ABC) and optimum yield (OY) levels.  This is a result of scheduling 
conflicts which necessitated rescheduling the STAR Panel meeting the week of May 21, 2001 for the 
week of June 25, 2001. 
 
Ms. Cyreis Schmitt will discuss the revised schedule, preliminary assessment information, and 
expectations for the STAR process prior to the September Council meeting. 
 
The revised STAR schedule is:  June 25-29, 2001 STAR Panel – remaining rockfish species group, 
including black rockfish (southern area), yelloweye rockfish, and new methods for data poor species; July 
9-12, 2001 STAR Panel – Dover sole and shortspine thornyhead; July 13-16, 2001 STAR Panel – 
sablefish. 
 
Council Action:  Council discussion and guidance. 
 
Reference Materials:  None. 
 

 
 Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis 

 

This agenda item is consistent with the Strategic Plan goal for science:  To provide comprehensive, 

objective, reproducible, and credible information in an understandable and timely manner to meet our 

conservation and management objectives. 

 
 
PFMC 
05/21/01 

 











 Exhibit C.5.b 
 Supplemental GAP Report 
 June 2001 
 
 
 GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON 
 STOCK ASSESSMENT PRIORITIES FOR 2002 
 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) discussed stock assessment priorities with NMFS staff and 
generally agreed to the list that had been developed. 
 
The GAP notes that NMFS intends to analyze foreign catch figures for red rockfish, a step urged by the 
GAP last year.  This analysis is crucial in determining the virgin biomass of several rockfish species and 
needs to be concluded. 
 
The GAP reluctantly agreed to the one-year delay in assessment of canary rockfish.  Because so many 
fishery management decisions are driven by the “overfished” status of canary, the GAP was concerned 
that a delay in the assessment would only exacerbate current problems.  However, the GAP notes that 
moving the assessment to 2003 will allow consideration of the most current shelf survey data and would 
bring the assessment schedule in line with the 2-year monitoring requirement for rebuilding plans 
specified in the law. 
 
 
PFMC 
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Exhibit C.5.b 
Supplemental SSC Report 

June 2001 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
STOCK ASSESSMENT PRIORITIES FOR 2002 

 
Ms. Cyreis Schmitt (National Marine Fisheries Service) presented an overview of the proposed 
stock assessment process for the 2002 cycle. Only three assessment projects were selected – 
whiting, cabezon, and either bocaccio or continued development of methods for assessing data 
poor species. The proposed list is short because of the substantial ongoing review of historical 
fishery and survey data, a review which may affect future stock assessments.  Changes include: 
 
· Adjustments to historical triennial survey data by taking account of "water hauls." 
· Potential restratification of survey data based on new habitat information. 
· Revised estimates of historical foreign catch. 
· New estimates of groundfish trawl discard rates. 
 
In response to last year’s Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) request for a longer stock 
assessment planning horizon, NMFS developed a draft proposal for assessments and rebuilding 
analyses for the 2002 through 2010 cycles.  The SSC suggests the following changes to that 
proposal: 
 
· Conduct yellowtail rockfish assessments on a 3-year cycle.  The next assessment would be 

in the 2003 rather than the 2004 cycle. 
· Conduct a canary rockfish assessment in the 2002 cycle, contingent on having age data from 

the 2001 triennial survey in time to meet the earlier stock assessment schedule. 
 
 
PFMC 
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 EXHIBIT C.5 
 Situation Summary 
 June 2001 
 
 
 STOCK ASSESSMENT PRIORITIES FOR 2002 
 
Situation:  As per the Council's stock assessment and review procedures, stock assessment priorities are 
to be set in June to allow sufficient time for assessment authors to obtain relevant data for next year’s 
assessments.  Ms. Cyreis Schmitt, NMFS Stock Assessment Coordinator, will present a list of proposed 
species for assessment in 2002 and issues to consider in setting assessment priorities for 2002.  In 
addition, in line with recent changes in the groundfish management process, Ms. Schmitt will also provide 
information to help the Council think about long-range planning for stock assessments and the stock 
assessment review (STAR) process. 
 
Council Action:  Discuss priorities for groundfish stock assessments in 2002. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Proposed list of assessments for the year 2002 (Supplemental Attachment C.5.a). 
 

 
 Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis 
 
This agenda item is consistent with the Strategic Plan goal for science:  To provide comprehensive, 
objective, reproducible, and credible information in an understandable and timely manner to meet our 
conservation and management objectives. 

 
 
PFMC 
05/21/01 

 

















 Exhibit C.6.e 
 Supplemental GAP Report 
 June 2001 
 
 
 GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON 
 EXEMPTED FISHING PERMIT (EFP) APPLICATIONS 
 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) reviewed three exempted fishing permit (EFP) applications and 
provides the following comments. 
 
In regard to the EFP for the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), the GAP supports 
granting the permit with two stipulations: 
 
* The EFP should be modified so a vessel carrying an observer under the EFP gets “credit” for having 

carried a NMFS observer during that period.  This will prevent placing vessels in a situation where 
they will be required to carry an observer longer than similar vessels. 

* In carrying out the EFP, WDFW should maximize coordination with the NMFS observer program, 
including the coordination of observer coverage and sharing of data.  This will ensure that we do not 
lose data generated by the EFP fishery. 

 
In regard to the EFP for Mr. Kenyon Hensel and the Pacific Marine Conservation Council (PMCC), the 
GAP supports granting the permit and notes favorably that one of the ancillary goals, as expressed by Mr. 
Hensel, will be to determine the logistics of providing observer coverage on small vessels. 
 
In regard to the EFP for the California Department of Fish and Game, the GAP supports granting the 
permit with several stipulations: 
 
* Vessels fishing under the EFP should be granted “credit” for having carried a NMFS observer during 

the EFP fishing period, as noted above in the discussion of the WDFW permit. 
* The permit should make clear that it applies to the area south of the Mendocino line to the Mexican 

border (i.e., the area where a trip limit for chilipepper rockfish is in effect). 
* The permit should make clear that vessels in the EFP fishery will have to carry an observer whenever 

using a small footrope. 
* The permit should make clear the requirements for full retention of rockfish. 
* The permit process should potentially allow for participation by more than 2 boats in a California 

statistical area in the event that insufficient numbers of permit applications are received. 
* As noted above, CDFG should maximize coordination with the NMFS observer program. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/12/01 

 



 Exhibit C.6.e 
 Supplemental SSC Report 
 June 2001 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
EXEMPTED FISHING PERMIT APPLICATIONS 

 
Two applications for exempted fishing permits (EFPs) - one dated April 3, 2001 and the other dated May 
16, 2001 - were presented to the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC).  A third proposal from the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) was not reviewed due to late submission. 
 
The April 3 application, which was submitted by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, is 
designed to measure the bycatch rates of canary and other rockfish in the arrowtooth flounder fishery.  

The proposal requires vessels covered by the EFP to conduct their arrowtooth tows north of 48  N 
latitude, where it is expected that fishers would achieve lower canary rockfish bycatch rates.  The SSC 
raised questions regarding potential confounding of gear and area effects, due to lack of a control study in 

the area south of 48  .  The applicants indicated that it would be possible to use the federal observer 
program to estimate the area effect.  However, it is not clear to the SSC whether the combination of EFP 
and federal observer data would be adequate for this purpose.  The SSC recommends that information 
be included in the EFP application regarding estimated quantities of catch by species expected for the 
duration of the study. 
 
The May 16 proposal is designed to be a collaborative project among CDFG, vessel owner Mr. Kenyan 
Hensel and the Pacific Marine Conservation Council to test the feasibility of using vertical hook-and-line 
gear to selectively catch yellowtail rockfish without significantly increasing the incidental bycatch of canary 
rockfish.  The SSC notes that this is not a statistical study to measure selectivity, but represents an 
opportunity for one vessel to test the feasibility of selective vertical hook-and-line gear.  The results of this 
study could not be extrapolated to the rest of the fleet.  The SSC recommends the following information 
be included in the EFP application:  (1) the end point of the EFP, such as maximum number of trips under 
the EFP or an ending date, (2) a provision to end the study if allowable canary bycatch limits are 
prematurely exceeded, (3) a provision that an observer be onboard for all trips, and (4) estimates of the 
quantities of catch by species expected for the duration of the study. 
 
For future reference, the SSC requests guidance from the Council regarding how rigorously EFP 
applications should be reviewed on a scientific basis.  On the one hand, EFPs are not research permits.  
On the other hand, in cases where the results of studies conducted under EFPs are used as a basis for 
changes in fishery regulations, it will be important that adequate justification be provided for such 
changes. 
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 Exhibit C.6 
 Situation Summary 
 June 2001 
 
 

EXEMPTED FISHING PERMIT APPLICATIONS 
 
Situation:  Two draft exempted fishing permit (EFP) proposals addressing gear selectivity were presented 
to the Council at the March 2001 meeting.  The primary purpose of the first application is to quantify the 
capacity for vertical hook-and-line gear to selectively catch yellowtail rockfish without incidental catch of 
canary rockfish.  Observers would be onboard participating vessels.  The goals of the second EFP, 
proposed by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, are to measure bycatch rates of canary and 
other rockfish associated with the arrowtooth flounder fishery through an at-sea observer program.  As an 
incentive to participate in the observer program, fishers would be offered the opportunity to land 
arrowtooth flounder in excess of the current monthly trip limit, as long as they stay within acceptable 
bycatch limits of other species.   
 
In April, NMFS asked the Council to consider whether proposals such as these are an appropriate use for 
EFPs.  There was concern about providing a financial advantage to participants, which could be at the 
expense of non-participants.  An additional concern was the need for canary rockfish incidental catch 
limits.  
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Consider permit recommendations to NMFS. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Application for issuance of an EFP for vertical hook-and-line gear (Exhibit C.6, Attachment 1). 
2. Application for issuance of an EFP for arrowtooth flounder fishery (Exhibit C.6, Attachment 2). 
 
 

 
 Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis 
 
The Plan supports bycatch reduction efforts and development of selective fishing techniques.  The two 
proposed EFPs are intended to gather information on methods to selectively harvest abundant species 
and determine bycatch rates of canary rockfish and other species. 
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 Exhibit C.7.c 
 Supplemental EC Report 
 June 2001 
 
 

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS COMMENTS ON 
LIMITED ENTRY FIXED GEAR SABLEFISH PERMIT STACKING AND SEASON FOR  

2001 AND BEYOND 
 

The Enforcement Consultants (EC) discussed the issues outlined in Exhibit C.7.b, Supplemental NMFS 
Report. 
 
Issue 1 - Owner on Board 
The three options are policy decisions and language could be adopted to enforce all three. 
 
The EC spoke with the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP), and they have an option that states: 
 

...a modified option (b) should be used, which would require the owner to be on board during the 
entire primary season until the primary season limit has been taken, but only when the vessel is 
fishing for groundfish.  Since some vessels fish for nongroundfish species such as crab, retaining 
the owner on board requirement for these fisheries seems excessive. 
 

The EC supports that option. 
 
The EC would ask that the permits, when issued, simply state whether owner on board is required. 
 
Issue 2 - Gear Use for Permits with Different Size Endorsements 
The EC sees this again as a policy issue.  The EC does not have the capability to monitor the fishing 
activities of the fleet for six months at sea as well as dockside (on a trip-by-trip basis).  Our 
recommendation is that as the permits are stacked, the vessel would be endorsed for both gears and 
would be limited only by the limited entry limits when using any of the listed gears. 
 
If the boat then went to another fishery using open access gear (hook-and-line), the boat would be 
required to abide by the most restrictive limit. 
 
Issue 3 - Advance Notice of Landings 
The EC had a short discussion with the GAP and NMFS on this issue.  We need to look at the logistics of 
maintaining a call-in system for six months. 
 
In the past, call-in systems have been used for short durations or for small numbers of vessels, rather 
than for a longer season with many vessels.  We would like to explore what is being done in Alaska. 
 
Owner on Board Exemption 
The EC asks that NMFS look at requiring documentation from a doctor in the event of an illness, or 
possibly limiting the ability to use an exemption to once in a three-year period. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/12/01 

 



 Exhibit C.7.c 
 Supplemental GAP Report 
 June 2001 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON 
LIMITED ENTRY FIXED GEAR SABLEFISH PERMIT STACKING AND SEASON FOR  

2001 AND BEYOND 
 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with NMFS staff to discuss implementation issues for 
nontrawl sablefish permit stacking.  The GAP used Exhibit C.7.b, “Supplemental NMFS Report” as the 
basis for its discussions, and this statement reflects comments made on that document. 
 
Requirements for Permit Holders 
Issue 1 (Owner on Board) - the GAP believes a modified option (b) should be used, which would require 
the owner to be on board during the entire primary season until the primary season limit has been taken, 
but only when the vessel is fishing for groundfish.  Since some vessels fish for nongroundfish species 
such as crab, retaining the owner on board requirement for these fisheries seems excessive. 
 
Issue 2 (Gear Use for Permits with Different Size Endorsements) - the GAP believes option (a) makes the 
most sense, and notes NMFS’s concerns with enforceability of other options. 
 
Issue 3 (Advance Notice of Landings) - the GAP agrees with NMFS that option (b) is the best choice, 
again citing the problems with enforcement.  The GAP further suggests a maximum time for notification of 
24 hours be established.  The GAP appreciates the input provided by the Enforcement Consultants in 
resolving this issue. 
 
Owner on Board Exemption 
The GAP believes a modified option (b) would be the best choice.  The modification consists of removing 
the language regarding “for at least one half of the primary season.”  GAP members note that vessels are 
engaged in a variety of fisheries and permit holders may choose to conduct their sablefish fishery late in 
the season.  If an injury occurs just before a vessel begins fishing in September, for example, most of the 
primary season will have been exhausted and an exemption would not be allowed. 
 
Ownership versus “Holdership” 
The GAP believes the intent of this language was to grandfather ownership of permits, but a person 
cannot hold more than 3 permits for the purposes of stacking. 
 
Mid-Season Transfers 
The GAP notes that both the Alaska individual transferable quota longline fishery and the Canadian 
groundfish fishery have moved to use of a “card-swipe” system to track landings.  The GAP believes a 
similar system would have benefits for management of all groundfish fisheries in this region and urges 
NMFS to invest the necessary funds to establish such a system.  Given the work now being done on 
electronic logbooks by NMFS Northwest Fisheries Science Center, such a system might have even 
greater benefits for enforcement and data collection. 
 
At-sea Processing 
In supporting an exemption window, the GAP intended to recognize investments in freezing equipment 
made by fishermen prior to approval of Amendment 14.  The GAP believes evidence of such investments 
can be clearly demonstrated through receipts from buyers or exporters purchasing frozen product, 
receipts from equipment and packaging suppliers, and invoices from shipyards where freezer equipment 
has been installed. 
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 Exhibit C.7  
 Situation Summary 
 June 2001 
 
 
 LIMITED ENTRY FIXED GEAR SABLEFISH  
 PERMIT STACKING AND SEASON FOR 2001 AND BEYOND 
 
Situation:  The NMFS report under this agenda item will cover three areas: (1) progress on the 
implementation of Amendment 14 (fixed gear sablefish permit stacking and season extension), (2) 
season opening date and cumulative limits for the 2001 fishery, and (3) aspects of Amendment 14 
requiring clarification with respect to Council intent. 
  
At its November 2001 meeting, the Council adopted permit stacking and a lengthened season for the 
primary fixed gear sablefish fishery.  For 2001, the fishery is to open as soon as possible after April 1 and 
close on October 31.  The Council’s November 2001 newsletter announced an intent to open the season 
by August 1, 2001 but warned the need to address numerous other matters of higher priority could delay 
implementation.  The first day of the NMFS process for considering Amendment 14 was April 30, 2001.  
This process generally takes a minimum of just over 90 days.  Based on the required minimum times 
necessary to implement a plan amendment, an August 1 opening may be difficult.   
 
Under the new management system, cumulative limits for the fishery are a straight forward calculation 
based on the number of permits in each tier and the total sablefish available for harvest.  At the 
November Council meeting, the Groundfish Management Team advised the Council that if the primary 
fixed gear sablefish season were to be extended the assumed discard mortality rate should be raised to 
8% of landed catch.  As a consequence, landed catch will be reduced to keep the fishery within the total 
fishing mortality target.  The cumulative limits developed by NMFS will be based on the 8% discard 
mortality rate. 
 
NMFS will be asking for guidance on Council intent with respect to a number of Amendment 14 
provisions.  One area that will require careful consideration is determining what constitutes participation in 
the primary fixed gear sablefish fishery.  This interpretation is key for the application of at least three 
provisions: (1) allowing vessels with stacked permits for different gears to switch freely between gears 
even if the permit for one of the fixed gears has a size endorsement too small for the vessel (Provision 2 
in Amendment 14); (2) requiring vessels owners to be on board during sablefish operations (Provision 5); 
and (3) requiring advance declaration of intent to land (Provision 11). 
 
Options for specifying when the provisions apply include: (1) to apply for any landing of sablefish during 
the primary season (regardless of how few pounds are landed); (2) to apply for any landing of sablefish 
made against the vessels cumulative limit (this would include landings of only a few pounds, if the landing 
is made prior to the time the vessel exhausts its cumulative limit); (3) to apply for any landing made in 
excess of the allowance for small directed and incidental harvest (under the proposed regulatory scheme 
this would be the daily-trip-limit regulations).  Selection of any one of these options will have advantages 
and disadvantages for vessel operations.  For example, defining participation to occur any time sablefish 
are landed during the primary sablefish season (April 1-October 1) would allow vessels with permits for 
longline and fishpot gear to switch freely between gears regardless of the groundfish species targeted, so 
long as the vessel took at least a few pounds of sablefish.  However, under this definition of participation, 
any time a few pounds of sablefish were harvested, the permit owner would have to be on board the 
vessel, otherwise the sablefish would have to be discarded; and any landing with sablefish in it would 
require the fisher provide advance notice of landing.   
 
The specification of when requirements apply need not be the same for each provision and there are 
likely more options than are listed here.  For example, provisions allowing the switching of gears might 
apply only when more than half the fish on board are sablefish.  The owner-on-board and advance notice 
requirements might apply for any landing in excess of that allowed under the daily-trip-limit provisions.  
Additional information on this and other issues requiring clarification will be provided in the NMFS report. 



 
DOCUMENT1 2 

Council Action: 
 
1. Provide additional comment on regulations for the 2001 season, if needed. 
2. Provide guidance on interpretation of Council intent with respect to provisions of Amendment 

14.  
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Exhibit C.7.b, Supplemental NMFS Report. 
 
 
PFMC 
05/25/01 
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 Exhibit C.8.b 
 Supplemental WDFW Recommendations 
 June 2001 

 
 
The International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) requires that fishers apply for licenses in advance of 
participating in commercial halibut fisheries in area 2A.  This year, IPHC added a provision that fishers 
also indicate on their license application whether they intended to fish north of Point Chehalis, 
Washington during the primary sablefish fishery and retain incidental halibut as provided for in the 
Council’s halibut catch sharing plan.  The deadline for IPHC licenses has passed and the results of the 
applications are contained in the table below. 
  

  
 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

  Halibut Quota Pounds 47,946      

         

  Dressed Sablefish/Tier 35,444 16,111 9,206 60,761   

         

         

   Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Total   

  
IPHC Licenses Sablefish 
Pounds 

354,440 193,331 322,218 869,989   

  Halibut Allowance Pounds 27,969 12,713 7,265 47,946   

  
Pounds Halibut per 1,000 
Pounds Sablefish 

   55   

  Pounds Halibut/Tier 1,949 886 506    

         

  
IPHC Licenses (WA only) 
Sablefish Pounds 

177,220 144,998 128,887 451,105   

  Halibut Allowance pounds 27,969 12,713 7,265 47,946   

  
Pounds Halibut per 1,000 
Pounds Sablefish 

   106   

  Lbs Halibut/Tier 3,757 1,708 976    

              

 
This information can be used to calculate a ratio of pounds of incidental halibut to anticipated catch of 
sablefish.  If we are to assume that all fishers who indicated on their IPHC license an intent to participate 
in the sablefish fishery north of Point Chehalis do indeed take all their sablefish in that area, then the ratio 
of halibut to sablefish would be 55 pounds of halibut per every 1,000 pounds of dressed sablefish.  Since 
there is no cost or penalty associated with indicating an intent to retain incidental halibut north of Point 
Chehalis on the IPHC license, it is possible some fishers may have obtained the license merely to keep 
their options open.  The above table also presents the anticipated sablefish catch for only Washington 
fishers obtaining an IPHC license to provide some insight into what might be expected in a traditional 
primary sablefish fishery; however, the extended period of the season this year will provide fishers with 
more opportunity to fish further from their home port.   
 
The range between using either source of license information varies from 55 pounds to 106 pounds of 
halibut per 1,000 pounds of dressed sablefish.  Additionally, the table shows for both license groups the 
amount of halibut that could be retained, by tier, if vessels were to land all of the incidental halibut their 
sablefish tier would allow. 
 
Another issue that could possibly affect estimates of anticipated incidental halibut is the provision for 
permit stacking.  For example, if a vessel licensed to land halibut north of Point Chehalis were to stack a 
permit from a vessel which was not licensed, the catch of the latter vessel would not be included in the 
above calculations. 
 
In setting an appropriate ratio of halibut to sablefish, we are attempting to meet three goals:  achieving the 
halibut allocation; avoid exceeding that allocation; and implementing a ratio that will result in the fishery 
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occurring at a pace that would allow us to monitor the catch and close the incidental halibut fishery with 
adequate notification to the fleet. 
 
The State of Washington proposes the following landing restrictions for incidentally caught halibut in the 
2001 primary limited entry longline sablefish fishery north of Point Chehalis, Washington: 

Properly licensed vessels may return and land 80 pounds (round weight) of halibut for every 
1,000 pounds (round weight) of sablefish landed and up to two additional halibut in excess of the 
80 pounds per 1,000 pound ratio per landing.  Each properly licensed vessel is restricted to a 
season cumulative landing limit of : 

 

Tier 1: 2,850 pounds (round weight) of halibut 
Tier 2: 1,300 pounds (round weight) of halibut 
Tier 3:    750 pounds (round weight) of halibut 

 
 
PFMC 
06/13/01 

 



 Exhibit C.8.c 
 Supplemental GAP Report 
 June 2001 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL COMMENTS ON 
INCIDENTAL PACIFIC HALIBUT HARVEST RESTRICTIONS FOR THE PRIMARY, LIMITED ENTRY 

LONGLINE SABLEFISH FISHERY NORTH OF POINT CHEHALIS, WASHINGTON 
 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) reviewed the option paper presented by Council staff.  The 
GAP believes a modified Approach 3 makes the most sense.  The modification consists of using a ratio of 
halibut pounds to sablefish pounds rather than halibut numbers to sablefish pounds, and establishing a 
cumulative limit on total halibut pounds retained. This approach will better prevent highgrading and 
discarding. 
 
GAP members expressed concern that fisheries be monitored carefully so that the incidental harvest 
amount is not exceeded.  Excess harvest could result in reductions to the directed commercial halibut 
fishery in area 2A, which is of significant economic importance to the communities in that area. 
 
Finally, the GAP had a lengthy discussion on the issue of incidental halibut take by all fisheries.  
Addressing incidental take, accounting for discards, and allowing retention of fish that would otherwise be 
discarded are all topics that need to be considered by the Council and the International Pacific Halibut 
Commission.  The GAP urges the Council to include these issues on the next halibut management cycle. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/13/01 
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 Exhibit C.8 
 Situation Summary 
 June 2001 
 
 

INCIDENTAL PACIFIC HALIBUT HARVEST RESTRICTIONS FOR THE PRIMARY, LIMITED ENTRY 
LONGLINE SABLEFISH FISHERY NORTH OF POINT CHEHALIS, WASHINGTON 

 
Situation:  For the first time, the total Area 2A halibut quota is large enough this year (over 900,000 
pounds) to provide for an incidental halibut harvest in the commercial, longline sablefish fishery north of 
Point Chehalis, Washington.  This incidental fishery is allocated that portion of the Washington sport 
allocation in excess of 214,110 pounds, provided a minimum of 10,000 pounds is available.  For 2001, 
the available incidental harvest amounts to 47,946 pounds. 
 
At the April meeting, the Council adopted framework regulations that allow annual landing restrictions to 
be implemented. The intent of the framework regulations was to ensure the halibut landings are incidental 
and reflect a halibut-to-sablefish retention ratio similar to an expected encounter ratio in the fishery.  
 
For 2001, the Council adopted three proposed regulatory approaches at its April meeting and solicited 
public review: 
 
Approach 1: Halibut retention limit based on a ratio of halibut pounds to sablefish pounds. 
 
Approach 2: Halibut retention limit based on a ratio of the number of halibut per pounds of sablefish. 
 
Approach 3: The same as Approach 2 with the addition of a season cumulative limit on the total halibut 

retained. The season cumulative limit for halibut would be based on the total pounds of 
sablefish a vessel may land under the tier limits of associated permits. 

 
The objectives for the annual landing restrictions are to reach the halibut allocation at about the same time 
as the sablefish season ends, and to ensure an equitable sharing of the halibut landings among the 
fishers. Some issues relevant to the Councils decision are: incentives to highgrade for large halibut, ability 
to accurately estimate the weight of halibut and sablefish at sea, choosing total pounds or number of 
halibut for the season cumulative limit under Approach 3, and the relative difficulty of inseason and 
postseason enforcement. 
 
The Council will hear comments from the states, advisory bodies and the public. 
 
Council Action: 
 
1. Adopt for implementation by the National Marine Fisheries Service, incidental halibut landing 

restrictions for the 2001, primary, limited entry longline sablefish fishery north of Point 
Chehalis, Washington.  (MOTIONS MUST BE VISIBLE IN WRITING PRIOR TO VOTE.) 

 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Comments on the Proposed 2001 Management 

Restrictions for the Incidental Halibut Catch in the Sablefish Fishery, from April 2001 briefing book 
(Exhibit C.8, Attachment 1, June 2001). 

 
 
PFMC 
05/24/01 



 Exhibit C.9.d 
 Supplemental GAP Report 
 June 2001 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL COMMENTS ON 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with Council staff to review the minutes and 
recommendations of the Ad Hoc Groundfish Strategic Plan Implementation Oversight Committee (SPOC). 
 
Trawl Permit Stacking 

1. The GAP agreed with the SPOC that we should move forward on analyzing and addressing 

trawl permit stacking. 

2. The GAP agreed with the proposed composition of a permit stacking committee, with two 

additions:  the GAP recommended Mr. Tom Ancona, GAP California Trawl Representative, 

for the California seat on the committee; and the GAP recommended adding an additional 

seat for a whiting trawler.  The GAP notes that no whiting trawlers are currently proposed for 

membership, and stacking options could have substantial effects on the unique whiting 

fishery. 

3. The GAP found both the list of issues to be addressed and the time frame acceptable, though 

some GAP members questioned whether work could be completed in the short amount of 

time involved, given the other issues (such as annual management measures) that need to be 

addressed by the Council between now and the end of the year.  A minority of the GAP 

suggested that consultation with a fixed gear representative might be helpful, particularly in 

response with the issue of transferability of permits among gear groups. 

 

Limitations on Open Access 

The GAP has consistently expressed concern about the amount of time and effort that will be 

required to establish limitations on the open access fisheries.  At the same time, the GAP 

recognizes the fishery is growing with few restraints and notes both of the open access 

representatives on the GAP support limitations. 

The GAP, therefore, urges the states to continue their efforts on limiting capacity in the open 

access fisheries, with the Council providing oversight and resources as such resources are 

available. 

 

Marine Reserves 

As noted in our comments under agenda item E.1 earlier this week, the GAP believes the 

Council needs to take a lead coordinating role in marine reserve issues affecting fisheries under 

the Council’s jurisdiction.  While the GAP defers to other advisory subpanels for comments on 

their fisheries, the GAP notes marine reserves can have a significant impact on a number of 

fisheries under the Council’s jurisdiction.  For example, the proposed Channel Islands marine 

reserve could seriously affect the coastal pelagic fishery. 

 

In order to best coordinate Council marine reserve efforts, the GAP again strongly recommends a 

separate committee be formed which would include representation from the GAP, the GMT, the 

SSC, and other advisory bodies as the Council deems appropriate.  This will allow scientific, 

management, and industry expertise to be brought to bear on marine reserves issues in a focused 

manner without the cost of involving the full complement of the advisory entities.  This approach 

was used effectively in establishing a marine reserves development team, and we should build on 

that success. 



 

Finally, the GAP notes the Council budget needs to reflect the great degree in which marine 

reserves establishment will affect the Pacific groundfish fishery.  Although the Council’s Budget 

Committee is comprised of Council members, we request a member of the GAP be allowed to 

participate as an ad hoc member or as a member of the public in order that the significant budget 

requirements for groundfish management be recognized. 

 

 

PFMC 

06/12/01 
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HABITAT STEERING GROUP COMMENTS ON 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

 
After reviewing the Marine Reserve Phase II Process document (Exhibit C.9 Attachment 3), the Habitat 
Steering Group (HSG) would like to commend Council staff for the thoroughness of the document and 
proposed options and make the following comments.  
 
The HSG recommends that, contingent upon funding, the Council proceed with implementation of Phase 
II as the lead agency, and as the responding agency if funding cannot be identified.  It is important that 
the Council, and its advisory bodies, continue to have the ability to comment on marine reserves 
proposals developed external to the Council process. 
 
The HSG preferred alternative is that Council effort focus on the EFH for any FMP species that may 
benefit from marine reserves.  In the event the Council chooses another alternative the focus on habitat, 
rather than individual species, should remain. 
 
The HSG recommends establishing a “main new committee” to address marine reserves issues 
associated with the Council as lead agency and a new subcommittee to function in the role of responding 
to external marine reserves proposals (2

nd
 option, p. 2).  The “main new committee” should have diverse 

stakeholder representation (to include groundfish, salmon, coastal pelagic species, and highly migratory 
species, and commercial and recreational fishers) by state and include members of the original Marine 
Reserves Phase I committee to take advantage of the expertise developed during Phase I.  The HSG 
requests membership on this committee.   
 
The subcommittee could have adaptive stakeholder membership to address regional proposals.  The 
initial task of the subcommittee should be to identify criteria to evaluate marine reserves developed 
external to the Council process. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/13/01 
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 EXHIBIT C.9 
 Attachment 1 
 June 2001 
 
 

 DRAFT SUMMARY MINUTES 

 Ad-Hoc Groundfish Strategic Plan 
 Implementation Oversight Committee 

 Pacific Fishery Management Council 
 Teleconference 
  
 May 14, 2001 
 
Call to Order 
 
The Strategic Plan Implementation Oversight Committee (SPOC) meeting was called to order by Dr. Don 
McIsaac.  He provided introductory comments, reviewed agenda topics, and discussed the ground rules 
for public comment. 
 
Agenda topics included: trawl permit stacking, conversion of the open access fishery to limited entry, and 
marine reserves. 
 
Members in Attendance 
Mr. Robert Alverson, Fishing Vessel Owners Association 
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 
Mr. Jim Golden, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Mr. Bill Robinson, National Marine Fisheries Service 
 
Others in Attendance 
Mr. Steve Bodnar, Coos Bay Trawler’s Association 
Mr. Burnell Bohn, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Ms. Eileen Cooney, National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration - General Counsel 
Lt. Brian Corrigan, US Coast Guard 
Mr. Brian Culver, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Mr. Bob Eaton, Pacific Marine Conservation Council 
Mr. Steve Freese, National Marine Fisheries Service 
Mr. Gerald Gunneri, Coos Bay Trawler’s Association 
Dr. Jim Hastie, National Marine Fisheries Service 
Cmdr. Ted Lindstrom, US Coast Guard 
Mr. Jim Lone, Chair, Pacific Fishery Management Council 
Mr. Mitch Lesoing, Quileute Natural Resources 
Dr. Donald McIsaac, Executive Director, Pacific Fishery Management Council 
Mr. Rod Moore, West Coast Seafood Processors 
Ms. Michele Robinson, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Mr. Jim Seger, staff, Pacific Fishery Management Council 
Ms. Cyreis Schmitt, National Marine Fisheries Service 
Mr. Bob Strickland, United Anglers of Souther California 
Mr. Chuck Tracy, staff, Pacific Fishery Management Council 
Mr. Dan Waldeck, staff, Pacific Fishery Management Council 
Mr. Frank Warrens, Groundfish Advisory Panel 
 
Meeting Summary 
 
Trawl Permit Stacking 
 
A primary reason for going forward with development of a trawl permit stacking program is to ensure 
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Strategic Plan capacity reduction goals are realized.  It was suggested that even if a buyback program is 
funded by Congress, the buyback program may not achieve a sufficient reduction in capacity.  Therefore, 
the committee believes it is prudent to go forward with developing a trawl permit stacking program. 
 
Dr. McIsaac informed the SPOC that there was money in the Council budget for implementation of the 
Strategic Plan ($10,000), but this money is not earmarked for specific Strategic Plan initiatives. 
 
The SPOC discussed the limited amount of time available and the resources required for other Council 
workload items, both of which will constrain the development team.  It was suggested that at this meeting 
the SPOC could settle on the composition of the development team, describe a set of issues for the team 
to grapple with, and choose a time line for development of the trawl permit stacking program. 
 
The SPOC discussed the composition of the development team, notably whether agency representatives, 
General Counsel, or SPOC representatives would be formal committee members.  It was decided that a 
smaller development team was likely to be more efficient.  Agency staff and General Counsel will work 
with the development team, but will not be formal members of the team.  The Groundfish Management 
Team (GMT) will provide technical support as needed.  The SPOC will monitor progress of development 
team to ensure the team is on track and addressing the issues raised by the SPOC.  The SPOC also 
developed a framework of issues to be addressed by the development team and a time line. 
 

Public Comment relative to permit stacking: Members of the public expressed interest in serving 
on the development team if appointed by the SPOC.  The public echoed the views of the SPOC 
regarding the need for both buyback and permit stacking to achieve capacity reduction goals.  The 
public supported the development team composition, noting similarities to the Council’s Ad-Hoc 
Buyback Committee.  The need for processor representation was stressed. 

 
The SPOC recommends formation of a development team composed of: 
 
· Three trawlers (one each from Washington, Oregon, California) 

– Marion Larkin, Kelly Smotherman, TBD 
· Two at-large trawl representatives 

– Steve Bodnar, Pete Leipzig 
· One processor representative 

– Rod Moore 
· Two GMT representatives 

– Jim Hastie, Brian Culver 
 
The SPOC also discussed the need to include a representative from the “small trawler” segment of the 
groundfish fishery as one of the trawler representatives on the development team. 
 
The SPOC recommends several issues to frame the work of the development team: 
 

· What are the goals and objectives of a stacking program? 
· Voluntary versus mandatory stacking? 
· Unstacking allowed? 
· Review fixed gear permit stacking program for use as a framework. 
· Inter-relationship of the buyback program to trawl permit stacking. 
· Technical issues, e.g., length endorsements, full additional limit. 
· Would current trip limits be treated equally or weighted? 
· Develop several options, including individual fishing quota. 

 
The SPOC stresses the importance of NMFS and state involvement in the development process, 
agencies should prioritize attendance at development team meetings.  This is critical because whatever 
the development team comes up will have to be implemented by NMFS and the states, therefore 
involvement during development should ensure a workable program. 
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The SPOC recommends the following time line for development of the trawl permit stacking program: 
 

· June 2001, Council confirms recommendations of the SPOC; 
· July 2001, Development team meets; 
· September 2001, Development team provides progress report to SPOC; 
· September 2001, Council reviews progress; 
· November 2001, Council considers adoption of goals, objectives, and options; 
· Winter 2001-2002, Options analyzed. 
· April 2002, Council considers action on trawl permit stacking options. 

 
Open Access to Limited Entry 
 
Mr. Boydstun reviewed the work produced by the SPOC subcommittee, which includes a history of the 
open access fishery, an analysis of the fishery from 1994-1999, and a problem statement (see 
attachments).  The subcommittee also posed several questions in their meeting summary for 
consideration by the Council and groundfish advisory bodies, which are detailed in the subcommittee 
meeting summary (see attachment). 
 
The SPOC discussed the importance of getting this information to the advisory bodies for review prior to 
the June 2001 Council meeting.  It was decided the information should be provided in the Council briefing 
book. 
 

Public comment on conversion of open access to limited entry: Mr. Moore stressed the 
importance of notifying the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) of what they are expected to review 
at the June 2001, which allows the GAP to prioritize their agenda. 

 
The SPOC recommends that the materials developed by the subcommittee be included in the Council’s 
June briefing book for review by the groundfish advisory bodies. 
 
Marine Reserves 
 
There were two items under this agenda topic (1) status report on West Coast marine reserve efforts, and 
(2) the need for a marine reserves development team. 
 
Mr. Seger described the status report he is working on for the June 2001 Council meeting.  He is also 
working on an outline of long-term issues the Council will face regarding marine reserves.  There will be a 
need to integrate external marine reserve initiatives into the Council process.  He intends to outline points 
to consider in developing a process to accomplish this integration (see attachment).  Mr. Seger also noted 
responses from the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary Program to the questions raised by the 
Council and its advisors will be provided at the June 2001 Council meeting. 
 
The SPOC discussed appointing a development team for marine reserves.  It was noted that money for 
marine reserves was not allotted in the Council budget for 2001. 
 
Mr. Anderson noted that at the April 2001 Council meeting the GAP and Habitat Steering Group 
recommended the Council appoint a marine reserves committee with broad representation from the 
Council advisory bodies.  He noted that the team appointed by the SPOC to develop a plan design for 
marine reserves had broad representation.  He suggested that at the June Council meeting, after the 
Council receives the marine reserves status report, the Council could formalize a marine reserves 
committee and task them with scoping alternatives for dealing with marine reserve issues. 
 
Dr. McIsaac noted that under the current funding level there is no money earmarked for a marine 
reserves committee. 
 
It was suggested that Mr. Seger coordinate a meeting of the interested advisory bodies to determine if the 
marine reserves plan design team was the appropriate committee to continue as a development team 
under the SPOC.  It was stressed that, while consideration of team structure would occur, a marine 
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reserves development team would not be able to meet unless money were made available. 
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Public comment on marine reserves issue: there was no comment. 
 
Adjournment 
 
The SPOC meeting adjourned at approximately 12:00 P.M., Monday, May 14, 2001. 
 
 
PFMC 
05/21/2001 
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 EXHIBIT C.9 
 Attachment 2 (b) 
 June 2001 
 
 
DRAFT 
 

 Evolutionary history of the existing PFMC open-access fishery for groundfish 

 
At the request of members of the GAP, the Council appointed a diverse committee to begin studying 
options for limited entry in the Spring of 1987.  By that summer, the Council had adopted a July 11, 1987 
cut-off date, with the intention that landings made after that date would not be used in evaluating 
qualification for a limited-entry program.  Because this cut-off date was not published in the Federal 
Register, a subsequent control date of August 1, 1988 was adopted by the Council and published along 
with a date of July 11, 1984, which would serve as the beginning of the qualifying window. 
 
Early plans for limiting entry included gear endorsements for groundfish trawl, longline and pot gears 
within the limited-entry fishery, with a remaining open-access fishery only for what were termed 
"exempted" gears--consisting primarily of gill net, shrimp trawl, salmon troll, and other line gears not 
meeting the longline definition.  This collection of open-access gears included some for which groundfish 
was caught as bycatch while targeting other species, and some for which groundfish was often the target 
species. 
 
Following the public comment period for the draft SEIS, concerns arose regarding the potential impact of 
this structure on small line and pot vessels, many of whom had only recently shifted much of their effort to 
groundfish as a result of the depressed fishery for salmon.  To address this concern, the list of gears 
available for use in the open-access fishery was expanded to include the use of the non-trawl gears 
included in limited entry--pot and longline.  However, an additional stipulation was added, whereby only 
landings of more than 500 lb of groundfish would count towards meeting the minimum landing 
requirement for a permit.  This transformation increased the opportunities for open-access vessels to 
target sablefish, and some rockfish species, for which longline/pot gears were more effective than 
exempted gears.  Although enlarging the suite of gears available for targeting groundfish--relative to the 
original plan--addressed many of the concerns of small-boat fishers interested in targeting groundfish, it 
also eventually brought traditional bycatch users into greater conflict with those targeting groundfish 
under the same open-access allocations. 
 
While the Council approved the limited entry program (Amendment 6 to the Groundfish Plan) in 1991, it 
was not implemented until the 1994 fishing season.  During the interim, participation in some segments of 
the groundfish fishery increased considerably.  Some of those who expanded their ability to harvest 
groundfish during this period, but did not initially qualify for permits, purchased permits following the 
program's implementation.  The vast majority did not, and either continued as part of the open-access 
fishery, or discontinued fishing groundfish. 
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 Attachment 2 (c) 
 June 2001 
 
 
DRAFT 
 
 Open Access Fishery Problem Statement 
 
 
The great majority of groundfish stocks are now fully harvested by domestic fishermen in the Pacific coast 
groundfish fishery.  Recent changes in the Magnuson Stevens Act coupled with new information 
indicating much lower productivity for many groundfish species has resulted in the determination that 
several stocks are overfished.  Expectations of future productivity of most groundfish have been lowered 
along with estimated optimum yields.  The Council has determined that the groundfish fishery is 
overcapitalized and a Groundfish Strategic Plan calls for more than a 50% reduction in fishing effort.  
Further, there is a general level of excess harvest capacity existing in most West Coast and North Pacific 
fishing fleets (e.g., shrimp, crab, halibut, salmon, etc).   
 
At present, we need to clarify the purpose of any new limited entry program and identify a target fleet 
within the open access fisheries that would fall into a restricted access program. The open access fishery 
is composed of a diversity of non-limited entry fishers. Some fishers participate in more than one fishery 
while others are solely dependent on the groundfish fishery as an income source.  Others occasionally 
land incidental catches of groundfish taken with other gears such as shrimp trawl and salmon troll.  
Recently, strong market incentives for groundfish (e.g., live and fresh fish markets) have encouraged 
participation by fixed gear/hook and line limited entry and open access fishers even though groundfish trip 
limits have been severely restrained.  A large number of recent participants participate in nearshore 
fisheries for groundfish, but only land a small amount of fish on an annual basis.  Additional restrictions 
are anticipated as more species are broken out of the nearshore rockfish and other groundfish groups 
with separate optimum yield (OY) targets and management measures.  There is not much opportunity for 
the development of new fisheries given the constraints on the current fisheries to reduce bycatch of 
overfished stocks. 
 
A plan for bringing open access fishers under a limited entry program is needed to reduce overall 
capacity directed towards groundfish.  Without incorporating open access users into a limited entry and 
capacity reduction program, allocation issues will become more acute and additional, more restrictive, 
measures will be needed to prevent overharvest of critical stocks and to minimize discard. 
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 EXHIBIT C.9 
 Attachment 2 
 June 2001 

 Limited Entry in the Open Access Fishery Meeting Notes 

 April 25, 2001 - Gladstone, OR 
 

Attendees - All three coastal states and NMFS were represented at this non-Council-sponsored meeting.  
Attendees were Jim Hastie, NMFS; LB Boydstun and Dave Thomas, CDFG; Jim Golden, ODFW; and 
Brian Culver and Michele Robinson, WDFW. 
 

Agenda 
 
1. Why are we here?  (Expected outcome) 
2. Background 

a. Strategic Plan 
b. Conference call (January 18) 
c. April PFMC meeting 
d. Problem Statement 

3. Fishery Review 
a. Review of state management directions 

4. Next Steps 
 

Discussion 
At the start of the meeting, we reviewed our assignment from the April 2001 Council meeting and agreed 
our main objective was to provide a recommendation regarding the OA permitting issue for the SPOC’s 
May 14, 2001 teleconference.  Our recommendations appear below in italics and are listed at the end of 
the report.   
We reconfirmed early in the meeting that a “C” permit for vessels that incidentally catch groundfish should 
be a very low priority as part of this assignment (i.e, it appears to have a very low or negative cost/benefit). 
 Further discussions should focus on that segment of the fishery that actually targets groundfish, which 
would be covered under a “B” permit as described in the Strategic Plan.  The need for permitting 
commercial passenger fishing vessels was discussed briefly, but was considered outside the purview of 
our assignment.  The control date for limiting future participation in the OA fisheries was confirmed to be 
November of 1999. 
 
Council Groundfish Strategic Plan Priorities 
The workload priority for the overall OA initiative (which has several parts) would appear to be next in line 
for Council development, following capacity reduction in the limited entry fisheries (i.e., buy-back or trawl 
permit stacking).  This is because the other higher ranking proposals (observers, improved management 
process, and sablefish stacking) appear to be nearing fruition or do not require a significant investment in 
Council staff time.  However, we recognize that staff resources are extremely limited and that it will be 
very difficult start any new groundfish initiative at this time.  An additional staff groundfish position may be 
needed before we can move forward with this particular item. 
 
Problem Statement 
The group spent considerable time listing the elements for a draft problem statement addressing the need 
for permitting in the OA fishery.  A proposed draft is attached. 
 
Permitting Analysis 
Jim Hastie reviewed his recent work analyzing the impact of various permitting criteria on fishery 
composition (attached).  He used the PacFIN data base and included only the years 1994-99 (as 
specified in the Strategic Plan).  The analysis, which was vessel-based, excluded 1) landings made by 
vessels with limited entry permits, 2) landings made by exempted trawlers, and 3) landings in which 
groundfish where of lower value than the combined landings of non-groundfish species on the same ticket. 
 (For example, if a fishermen landed $5 worth of rockfish and $20 worth of salmon, the ticket was not 
counted, but if a fisherman landed $30 worth of rockfish and $20 worth of salmon, the landing was 
included.)  The analysis did not differentiate between species or categories of fish (e.g., rockfish, lingcod, 
sablefish).  Following is a summary of the results: 
 
· A very high percentage of the catch (e.g., 80%) was made by a relatively few vessels (14-22 percent) 
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either in terms of pounds or value.  Although the weight of the catch over the period declined by over 
65%, the value of the catch declined only about 32% (Tables 1 and 2).  (This likely reflects a shift in 
effort from high volume species (e.g., shelf rockfish) to high value ones (e.g., live market nearshore 
species and sablefish) due to regulatory constraints on the former species). 

 
· Most of the open access targeting occurred off California (75-80%), followed by Oregon (8-22%) and 

Washington (5-11%).  The relative catch off Oregon was increasing over the period while that off the 
other two states was decreasing. The per pound value (ex-vessel) of  the fish was generally 
increasing in all three states.  Prior to 1999, price was generally highest off California ($0.80-1.16) 
followed by Washington ($0.42-0.92).  In 1999 a major jump in price occurred off California (from 
$1.16 to $1.87) and also off Oregon (from $0.75 to $1.12) (extrapolated from Tables 1-2). (A 
regulation change in Washington in 1999 virtually eliminated the commercial fishery for nearshore 
species in that state). 

 
· A total of 3506 individual vessels targeted groundfish at some time during the period, but only 4% 

(155) participated every year.  Annual participation by the remaining vessels was highly variable 
(Table 3a). 

 
· The application of even “modest” qualification criteria would result in many vessels being excluded 

from the fishery.  For example, requiring vessels to have participated during at least three years of the 
qualifying period and landed any amount of groundfish during a recent year (e.g., 1998 or 1999) would 
result in a fleet of 426 vessels.  However, increasing the recent years’ landing standard to 0.5 metric 
tons (1100 pounds) results in a fleet of only 122 vessels (Table 3a).  (It was apparent from the data 
that most of the fishery participants are not dependent upon the fishery for a livelihood.) 

 
· Another approach to developing qualification criteria for the fishery would be to select a particular 

harvest level goal for the fishery based on a previous landing period.  Four different sets of 
qualification criteria are described and analyzed in Tables 11-13.  In Table 11, each of these options 
meets about a 50% target tonnage during 1994-99.  The number of eligible vessels ranged from 137 
(4%) under Q1 to 221 (6%) under Q2.  This approach was also used to analyze the impact in terms of 
value of the catch (Table 12 a and b). 

 
Dr. Hastie’s analysis affirms the need for the Council to focus on the expected or desired outcome from 
limiting future participation in the OA target fishery.  As shown, any number of ways can be devised for 
affecting the future make-up or composition of the fishery (i.e., who will qualify).  It will be far more 
efficient for all parties to agree upon the goals and objectives for the program--in addition to a relatively 
narrow range of eligibility criteria--than it will be to perform additional analyses of historic fishery data 
(which is interesting but marginally productive). 
 
The need for a separate rockfish and/or sablefish endorsement was discussed but not analyzed.  This is 
one of the issues that could be included in any additional data analysis. 
 
The advisory panels’ comments at the April 2001 Council meeting were silent with regard to the OA 
permitting initiative except the GAP recommended that current state efforts to limit participation should be 
completed before the Council proceeds in this area.  In that regard, California reported it is in the process 
of limiting participation in its nearshore fishery and Oregon may be considering limiting participation under 
provisions of their Commission’s Developing Fisheries authority.  The California process is considering 
issuing permits to fishermen rather than vessels and qualifying fishermen based on landings attributable to 
their state-issued permits during 1994-99.  Washington reported it took action in 1999 to 1) prohibit sale 
of live fish and 2) prohibit commercial fishing in all coastal state waters (0-3 miles).  Thus, the their OA 
target fishery has already been greatly curtailed.  We do not agree it is wise to wait until the states’ 
complete their processes; the Council should consider OA permitting on its own merits and not what the 
states are proposing to do (which may or may not happen).  That is not to say, we should ignore those 
processes.  To the contrary, the Council should involve itself in those deliberations, through its state 
representatives and regional NMFS offices, to ensure consistency with the federal groundfish plan and/or 
to recommend plan amendments to transfer authority over groundfish to the states, as appropriate. 
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The group listed some questions that it felt would be productive for the Council to consider before 
embarking on a B permit system for the OA fishery.  The list is not exhaustive but should provide fuel for 
further discussion. 
 
Q1. Could the fishery, local communities and the resources stand to benefit from restricting future access 

to the OA target fisheries?  And if so, how and to what degree? 
 
Q2. Will capping the OA target fisheries at current participation levels be meaningful in an economic or 

biological context, and if not, what kind of cuts will be needed? 
 
Q3. Should a fishery goal be established based on a) maximizing fishing opportunity for vessels that 

primarily depend on the fishery for income or b) as many vessels as possible without regard to who 
benefits (i.e, status quo)?  Is there a middle ground, and how do we define (explain) it? 

 
Q4. Are the parties willing to undergo the strife, political pressure, and cost associated with limiting future 

participation in the fishery? 
 
Q5. Are the OA issues the same in all areas or should some areas or gear types be given differential 

treatment?   
 
Q6. Should permits be issued to the fisherman or vessels or a combination of the two, and why? 
 
We urge consideration and resolution of these questions before proceeding with the plan amendment 
process.  Regarding where we go from here, the committee recommends that we continue to work on 
background and other peripheral plan amendment sections, but not proceed with the formal amendment 
process until next year at the earliest.  Several members have committed to documenting the history of 
the OA fishery, which would be an important document in itself.  The group agrees that state and Council 
resources do not allow for an additional groundfish assignment at this time.  However, it would be 
appropriate to ask for Council input on our work and thoughts to date.   
 

Next Steps 
 

SPOC conference call on May 14, 2001 at 9:00 a.m. 
Meeting subsequent to the June Council meeting to continue work on “peripheral” issues 

 
Summary of OA Committee Recommendations 
 

1) There does not appear to be a compelling reason to go forward with a “C” permit. 
 

2) The OA “B” permit proposal appears to be next in line for development and implementation, 
following the trawl permit stacking initiative. 

 
3) Limitations on Council resources likely precludes formal development of the OA initiative until next 
year. 

 
4) If and when we agree to proceed with the OA initiative, we need to initially agree upon 1) the 
program goals and objectives and 2) a relatively narrow range of qualification criteria.  We have listed 
a series of questions (see text) that could be helpful in that regard. 

 
5) The Council should not wait for the states to take action to limit entry into the OA fishery; however, 
we need to closely coordinate our respective efforts. 

 
6) The committee proposes to continue work on issues peripheral to the formal plan amendment 
process.  For example, Dr. Hastie has developed a first cut at the history of the OA fishery; we could 
continue to work on that document.  

 
7) We would like to have SPOC and Council input on our work and thoughts to date.  Council family 
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discussion at the June meeting regarding our seven questions could helpf in deciding how to proceed. 
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 Exhibit C.9 
 Situation Summary 
 June 2001 
 
 
 STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 
 
Situation:  The Council will receive a progress report from the Strategic Plan Implementation Oversight 
Committee (SPOC) about implementation of three specific Strategic Plan issues:  trawl permit stacking, 
conversion of the open access fishery to limited entry, and marine reserves.  The Council will also hear 
from the groundfish advisory bodies on the recommendations contained in the SPOC report.  In addition, 
staff has prepared a report to facilitate consideration of the Council’s role in development of marine 
reserves in Council- managed waters. 
 
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:  
 
1. Consider the recommendations of the SPOC. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Draft summary minutes from May 14, 2001 SPOC meeting (Exhibit C.9, Attachment 1). 
2. Limited entry in the open access fishery meeting notes (Exhibit C.9, Attachment 2). 
3. Analysis of open access fishery (Exhibit C.9, Attachment 2(a)). 
4. Draft evolutionary history of the existing Council open-access 

fishery for groundfish (Exhibit C.9, Attachment 2(b)). 
5. Draft open access fishery problem statement (Exhibit C.9, Attachment 2(c)). 
6. Marine Reserves Phase II Process (Exhibit C.9, Attachment 3). 
7. Public comment (Exhibit C.9.e). 
 
 

 
 Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis 
 
This agenda item is consistent with the Strategic Plan implementation process detailed in the Plan. 

 
 
PFMC 
05/24/01 

 



















































  Exhibit C.11.c 
 Supplemental GAP Report 
 June 2001 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL COMMENTS ON 
PRELIMINARY HARVEST LEVELS FOR 2002 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) briefly discussed the advisability of rolling over 2001 optimum 
yields (OYs) for the 2002 fisheries. 
 
With one exception, the GAP sees no problem in rolling over OYs for those species on which no stock 
assessments are being conducted in 2001.  For those species undergoing stock assessments, harvest 
levels should be set after completion of Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Panel analysis. 
 
The exception which should be considered is Pacific whiting.  The OY for Pacific whiting in 2001 was 
established on the basis of an unreviewed update of the 1999 stock assessment.  While the GAP has no 
information as to whether further analysis is being conducted, the GAP is hesitant to simply roll over the 
2001 OY without some indication from NMFS as to the current estimated state of the whiting stocks. 
 
The GAP notes that the Council is scheduled to schedule a preliminary rebuilding plan for widow rockfish, 
which contains a range of proposed OYs.  Since all of the proposed OYs will require significant reductions 
in midwater fisheries, the Council should consider choosing a preliminary OY, so fishermen will have 
notice to consider management alternatives that could be proposed in September. 
 
Finally, the GAP notes that current Council practice calls for using standard assumptions on which group 
will take what amount of each species.  As we saw this year with canary rockfish - and will see next year 
with widow rockfish - we can no longer rely on what used to be caught by whom.  The GAP believes it is 
time for the Council to complete the formal allocation process that was begun some years ago.  Business 
planning, enforcement, and management are better served when we have some confidence in what 
amount of fish will be available to each user group.  We urge the Council to conclude the allocation 
process. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/14/01 
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 PRELIMINARY HARVEST LEVELS FOR 2002 
 
Situation:  Each year, the Council recommends harvest specifications for the upcoming fishing year.  At 
the April 2001 meeting, the Council discussed revisions to the groundfish management process and 
adopted a three-meeting process, in contrast to the current two-meeting process.  Under the new 
process, the Council is scheduled to make preliminary harvest level recommendations at the June 
meeting.  The intent of Council action was for the revised management process to take effect in 2002.  
However, to facilitate this year’s annual management process, the Council could provide guidance based 
on available information.  Available information could include preliminary results from the stock 
assessments (Agendum C.4) and/or the rebuilding analyses for widow rockfish and darkblotched rockfish 
(Agendum C.10). 
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Guidance regarding preliminary acceptable biological catches and optimum yields for 2002. 
 
Reference Materials:  None. 
 
 
PFMC 
05/24/01 
 

 

















Exhibit C.12.d 
Supplemental ODFW Report 

June 2001 
 
 

PROGRESS ON BYCATCH REDUCTION DEVICES 
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

 
Since April 1, ODFW staff have been monitoring both canary rockfish landed catch in Oregon and the use 
of Bycatch Reduction Devices (BRDs) by Oregon shrimp fishermen.  While some skippers have been 
aggressively working to develop effective BRDs in preparation for a mandatory BRD requirement, most of 
the fleet has not.  Roughly 30% of the fleet has some type of BRD in one or more nets, but most have left 
them de-activated most of the time.  Patterns in the landed catch suggest that some vessels have been 
discarding canary rockfish.  This discard has been roughly accounted for in the following ODFW total 
catch estimates and full-season projections. 
 
Landed catch of canary rockfish in Oregon’s 2001 shrimp fishery totals 1,600 lbs (0.73 t) through the end 
of May.  We estimate that this represents about 2,172 lbs (0.99 t) of total take (including discard).  Our 
best models suggest that total take through the end of shrimp season will be between 2.1 and 7.5 t, 
compared to an Oregon catch target of 3.9 t (71% of 5.5 t).  Considering some canary rockfish will 
continue to be taken after BRDs are required (during “test” tows and by vessels fishing Fisheye BRDs), 
we project that BRDs should be mandated in Oregon after July 15, 2001 but no later than August 1, 2001.  
Despite plenty of notice to fishermen, we expect some fishermen will still be caught unprepared when 
BRDs are actually mandated. 
 
In May, ODFW staff went to sea on the F/V Miss Yvonne to examine a modified Bycatch Reduction 
Device using underwater video equipment.  The new device used a stiffening ring in combination with a 
soft-panel BRD as well as some modifications to the escape hole.  Staff determined that the device was 
causing excessive shrimp loss due to placement in the tapered section of the net.  Based on the 
underwater footage, the device was moved further back in the net and some additional modifications 
were applied to the escape hole.  This new device seems to be working well at this time.  The fleet has 
also developed a few other new devices and modifications to existing BRDs that show promise but need 
further evaluation. 
 
On June 13

th
, staff went to sea to test a new device for measuring trawl footrope height above the sea 

bottom and to measure how variations in footrope height change the bycatch of flatfish and juvenile 
rockfish.  This new device was developed with help from Craig Rose and Scott McIntire of NMFS.  It 
significantly improves our ability to assess BRD performance, because it allows much more precise 
control of shrimp catch efficiency between two double-rigged nets, allowing more precise measurement of 
BRD generated shrimp loss. 
 
We expect to implement a temporary rule mandating BRDs in the Oregon shrimp fishery after July 15, 
2001 effective no later than August 1, 2001. 
 

 



















 Exhibit C.12 
 Situation Summary 
 June 2001 
 

STATUS OF FISHERIES AND INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS 
 
Situation:  In the current groundfish management program, the Council recommends annual optimum 
yield (OY) levels and cumulative vessel landing limits for specified periods.  The purpose of these 
cumulative landing limits is to spread harvest over the year; typically, the initial limits need to be adjusted 
periodically through the year so total landings reach, but do not exceed, the OYs.  The Groundfish 
Management Team (GMT) presented its first projections for 2001 at the April meeting, based on all the 
information available through early March.  The Council recommended adjustments at the April meeting 
that were implemented May 1.  The GMT will present an update on landings and new projections to the 
Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP), and they will discuss any necessary adjustments.  The Council 
considers GMT and GAP recommendations, along with public comment, before making recommendations 
to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for inseason adjustments.  
 
An important issue discussed in November 2000 and April 2001 is bycatch reduction devices in the pink 
shrimp fishery.  The Council is particularly concerned about canary rockfish bycatch in the pink shrimp 
trawl fishery, which is managed by the states of Washington, Oregon, and California.  The management 
measures for the groundfish fisheries were predicated on the pink shrimp fishery taking no more than 5.5 
mt of canary rockfish, a 50% reduction from the 11 mt average of recent years.  While the Council and 
federal government may set limits on how much incidental groundfish may be retained and sold by pink 
shrimp fishers, the pink shrimp fishery is a matter of direct state jurisdiction.  It falls to the coastal state 
governments to insure the canary rockfish impacts are minimized and do not exceed the preseason 
allowance.  At the April meeting, representatives of each state’s fish and wildlife management agencies 
reported their intentions regarding bycatch reduction devices in shrimp trawl nets.  There was uncertainty 
as to when the states would begin to require all shrimp vessels to use such bycatch reduction devices.  
Several Council members expressed concern that failure by the coastal states to require the use of these 
devices as a mandatory measure may result in more than 5.5 mt of canary rockfish being caught.  The 
Council sent letters to each of the three coastal states stressing the need to reduce canary rockfish 
bycatch to 5.5 mt in this fishery.  The states are scheduled to provide an update on this issue at this 
meeting. 
 
The Council’s task at this meeting is to review the available information and projections and make 
recommendations to NMFS for any appropriate adjustments.  
   
Council Action:  Consider inseason adjustments. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
None. 
 

 
 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 their effectiveness in bycatch reduction, achieving OYs, and 

preventing any sector’s catch from closing another sector. 

 

 
 
PFMC 
05/21/01 
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 Supplemental GMT Report 
 June 2001 
 
 

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM COMMENT ON 
FULL RETENTION MEASURES 

 
The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) continues to endorse mandatory retention of shelf and slope 
rockfish as a potential management tool and discussed how best to move forward with its consideration. 
The GMT could certainly add detail to the list presented in GMT Exhibit F.9 at the April Council meeting 
describing the possible benefits and costs of such a program; however, no matter how inclusive that list 
became, it would still lack the critical element of industry perspective.  The GMT feels a more diverse 
group needs to be tasked with the development and critique of specific elements of any potential 
program.  Specifically, the GMT feels such a group should contain representation from enforcement as 
well as the harvesting and processing sectors of the fishery.  Recognizing budget and travel constraints, 
the GMT recommends a small sub-group consisting of representatives from the GMT, the GAP, and the 
Enforcement Consultants be convened to more carefully evaluate industry and enforcement impacts.  
Where possible, meetings of the sub-group should be held in conjunction with Council meetings or 
regularly scheduled GMT meetings. 
 
The GMT also notes that two experiments may be conducted this year at the local level that may provide 
useful information to assist any possible development of a coastwide program.  As part of the federal 
observer program, National Marine Fisheries Service is proposing a pilot program allowing retention and 
forfeiture of some amount of trip limit overage on a voluntary basis, while an exempted fishing permit 
(EFP) being proposed by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife would require full retention of 
rockfish by participating vessels during the two-month EFP window.  Both programs would provide 
extremely valuable information in the development of any possible coastwide program.  
 
 
PFMC 
06/13/01 
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 Supplemental EC Report 
 June 2001 
 
 

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS COMMENTS ON 
FULL RETENTION MEASURES 

 
The Enforcement Consultants (EC) would welcome the opportunity to work with the Groundfish Advisory 
Subpanel and Groundfish Management Team on a full retention program. 
 
The EC would assign a member to a subgroup if formed, or would encourage more members to attend 
meetings held in conjunction with normal Council meetings. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/14/01 
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 Supplemental GAP Report 
 June 2001 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL COMMENTS ON 
FULL RETENTION MEASURES 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to discuss 
full retention measures for rockfish. 
 
The GAP agrees with the GMT that mechanisms for mandating full retention of rockfish species need to 
be explored.  The GAP specifically endorses the GMT recommendation that a sub-group consisting of 
GMT, GAP, and Enforcement Consultant representatives be charged with analyzing past efforts and 
suggesting options for future Council action.  This would include consideration of industry and 
enforcement impacts as well as presumed benefits for rockfish management.  In order to reduce costs, 
the GAP believes the sub-group meetings should be held in conjunction with Council meetings or 
regularly scheduled GMT meetings. 
 
When considering full retention, the GAP urges that procedures be investigated which would allow funds 
received from rockfish overages to be dedicated to scientific research on rockfish.  The GAP notes this 
same recommendation was made as part of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Retention of 
Overages which submitted a report to the Council over a year ago. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/13/01 
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FULL RETENTION MEASURES 
 
Situation:  In April, the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) presented a discussion paper to the 
Council and suggested development of a program to retain all shelf and slope rockfish.  The GMT is 
concerned discard of canary rockfish and other overfished stocks may make it impossible to tell if 
rebuilding harvest levels are being achieved.  After hearing the GMT statement, the Council directed the 
GMT to pursue development of management measure options for mandatory retention for at least some 
element of the commercial fishery.  The GMT was instructed to review and consider the voluntary 
overage program endorsed by the Council in 1998.  The GMT will present its next report at this time. 
   
Council Action:  
 
1. Consider GMT recommendations. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Exhibit C.13.b, Supplemental GMT Report.  
 

 
 Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan Consistency Analysis 

 

The Strategic Plan calls for bycatch reduction and enumeration, individual and sector accountability for 

bycatch and other impacts, and, whenever possible, 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. 

 

 
 
PFMC 
05/24/01 
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 Supplemental GAP Report 
 June 2001 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL COMMENTS ON 
AMERICAN FISHERIES ACT MANAGEMENT MEASURES 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) spent a considerable amount of time reviewing the draft 
documents on American Fisheries Act (AFA) issues that were provided by Council staff.  The GAP 
appreciates staff and Council efforts in this regard. 
 
During the course of GAP discussion, at least two additional options were put forth the GAP believes 
merit public review.   Since these options were developed at the GAP meeting, and therefore, had not 
been analyzed by Council staff; the GAP was uncomfortable in simply putting them forward and asking 
the Council send them out for final comment pending final action in September. 
 
Therefore, the GAP - somewhat reluctantly - asks the Council delay action on this agenda item until 
September, so Council staff (subject to workload requirements) can provide some analysis on the two 
additional options. 
 
Attached to this statement are the two options as they were put forward by members of the GAP.  The 
GAP as a whole expresses no preference for either of these options or the existing options at this time. 



GAP AFA OPTION 1 
An AFA vessel which had a groundfish permit as of October 1, 1998, and which delivered at least 500 
tons of groundfish in any year during the period January 1, 1994 to October 1, 1998, would be allowed 
unrestricted participation in the Pacific groundfish fishery. 
 
An AFA vessel which does not meet the above criteria may not participate in the Pacific groundfish 
fishery. 
 
A permit attached to an AFA vessel not qualifying for participation may be sold or leased to another 
vessel which is qualified to participate in the fishery, subject to the limitations on permit transfers that 
apply to groundfish permits 
 
The “replacement clause” language in Amendment 6 to the Groundfish fishery management plan, dealing 
with vessels lost due to sinking or other causes, would apply as appropriate. 
 
GAP AFA OPTION 2 
A window period of September 1, 1995 to September 16, 1999 would be established.  Groundfish 
landings (by species) made by AFA vessels during this period would be calculated and an average 
established by vessel by species.  This average would be converted to a percentage of all groundfish 
landings (by species). 
 
AFA vessels would not be permitted to land groundfish in an amount greater than their average for each 
species.  No other restrictions would be imposed on that vessel’s permit. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/14/01 

 



 
 1 

 Exhibit C.14 
 Attachment 2 
 June 2001 
 
 
 AMERICAN FISHERIES ACT MANAGEMENT MEASURES 
 
American Fisheries Act (AFA) Catcher Vessel Qualifying Requirements and Permits Held 
 
Two periods are being considered for the qualifying requirements; 1994 through 1997; and 1994 through 
September 16, 1999 (hereinafter referred to as “1994 through 1999"). 
 
From 1994 through 1997 there were 32 AFA catcher vessels that took part in West Coast fisheries.  
 
From 1994 through 1999 there were 35 AFA catcher vessels that took part in West Coast fisheries.   
 
For the 1994 through 1999 qualifying period, 2 of the AFA vessels landed only albacore on the West 
Coast. 
 
At-Sea Whiting Vessels (“In for a Penny, In for a Pound”) 
 
The Council specified four landings level options for consideration as qualifying requirements: 50 mt, 100 
mt, 500 mt, or 10 deliveries.  The following are the number of vessels that would qualify under each 
combination of landing requirement and qualifying period. 
 

 
 
Number of AFA Vessels Qualifying for 
At-Sea Whiting 

 
 Qualifying Period 

 
1994-1997 

 
1994-1999 

 
50 mt 

 
30 

 
31 

 
100 mt 

 
30 

 
31 

 
500 mt 

 
30 

 
31 

 
10 deliveries 

 
30 

 
31 

 
For the 1994 through 1997 qualifying period, all of the 30 AFA catcher vessels that participated in the at-
sea whiting fishery landed over 1,000 mt and had more than 20 deliveries (Table 1, Page 5).  Two of the 
32 AFA catcher vessels that participated on the West Coast did not participate in the at-sea fishery. There 
were 6 at-sea whiting AFA catcher vessels that had between 20 and 50 deliveries.  The remainder had 50 
deliveries or more. 
 
For the 1994 through 1999 qualifying period, all of the 31 AFA catcher vessels that participated in the at-
sea whiting fishery landed over 1,000 mt and had more than 20 deliveries (Table 1, Page 5).  Four of the 
35 AFA catcher vessels that participated on the West Coast did not participate in the at-sea whiting 
fishery (two of which participated in the shoreside groundfish fishery). There were 7 at-sea whiting AFA 
catcher vessels that had between 20 and 50 deliveries.  The remainder had 50 deliveries or more. 
 
Conclusion: On the basis of these results for the remainder of the analysis for each qualifying period 
(1994 through 1997, and 1994 through 1999), only two categories of at-sea whiting AFA vessels will be 
evaluated, those that would qualify for the at-sea whiting fishery and those that would not qualify. 
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Shoreside Whiting Vessels  
 
The Council specified the same four landings level options for shoreside whiting as it did for the at-sea 
catcher vessels.  The following are the number of vessels that would qualify under each combination of 
landing requirement and qualifying period. 
 

 
 
Number of AFA Vessels Qualifying for 
Shoreside Whiting 

 
 Qualifying Period 

 
1994-1997 

 
1994-1999 

 
50 mt 

 
15 

 
20 

 
100 mt 

 
15 

 
20 

 
500 mt 

 
13 

 
18 

 
10 deliveries 

 
12 

 
16 

 
For the 1994 through 1997 qualifying period, there were 15 AFA catcher vessels with no participation in 
the shoreside whiting fishery (Table 2, Page 6).  There were 2 vessels that participated in the shoreside 
whiting fishery but would not qualify under any of the four landing requirement options.  All vessels that 
landed at least 50 mt landed at least 100 mt.  Three vessels with more than 100 mt had fewer than 10 
deliveries. 
 
For the 1994 through 1997 qualifying period, there were 14 AFA catcher vessels with no participation in 
the shoreside whiting fishery (Table 2, Page 6).  There was 1 vessel that participated in the shoreside 
whiting fishery but would not qualify under any of the four landing requirement options.  All vessels that 
landed at least 50 mt landed at least 100 mt.  Four vessels with more than 100 mt had fewer than 10 
deliveries. 
 
Conclusion: For each qualifying period (1994 through 1997, and 1994 through 1999) two of the landing 
requirement options yield the same results (50 mt and 100 mt), therefore of the four specified for analysis, 
only three landing requirement options need be evaluated in the remainder of the analysis: 
 

100 mt 
500 mt 
10 deliveries 

 
Shoreside Groundfish Vessels (Not Whiting)  
 
The Council specified the same four landings level options for shoreside groundfish as it did for the 
whiting catcher vessels.  The following are the number of vessels that would qualify under each 
combination of landing requirement and qualifying period. 
 
 

 
 
Number of AFA Vessels Qualifying for 
Shoreside Groundfish 

 
 Qualifying Period 

 
1994-1997 

 
1994-1999 

 
50 mt 

 
12 

 
14 

 
100 mt 

 
7 

 
9 

 
500 mt 

 
1 

 
1 

 
10 deliveries 

 
15 

 
18 

 
For both qualifying periods, there were 10 AFA catcher vessels with no participation in the shoreside 
groundfish fishery (Table 3, Page 7).  There were 7 vessels that participated in the shoreside groundfish 
fishery but would not qualify under any of the four landing requirement options.   
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For 1994 through 1997 there were 3 vessels that would qualify only on the basis of the number of 
deliveries. 
 
For 1994 through 1999 there were 4 vessels that would qualify only on the basis of the number of 
deliveries. 
 
For both periods, every vessel that would qualify on the basis of a poundage requirement made more 
than 10 deliveries (i.e., every vessel that landed at least 50 mt made at least 10 deliveries).  
 
Conclusion: The four landing requirements would each qualify a different group of vessels and need to 
be evaluated in the remainder of the analysis. 
 
 Vessels Qualifying

1
 

 
Under the proposed management measures for AFA catcher vessels, the groundfish fishery would be 
divided into three segments and AFA catcher vessels would have to qualify for each segment separately: 
  

At-sea whiting 
Shoreside whiting 
Shoreside groundfish (other than whiting) 

 
For the 1994 through 1997 qualifying period, every AFA vessel with some participation during the period 
could qualify for participation in at least one segment of the fishery, so long as the shoreside whiting and 
groundfish qualifying requirements are not raised above 100 mt and the 10 delivery requirement is not 
used for the shoreside whiting landing requirement.  Table 4 (Page 8) shows the number of vessels 
qualifying for each of the relevant

2
 combinations of qualifying requirements for each segment of the 

fishery.  Dashed lines divide the table into twelve sections.  As an example of how to read the table, the 
first (left) box on the top row shows the number of qualifiers when the requirements are set at 50 mt for 
shoreside groundfish (other than whiting), 50 or 100 mt of shoreside whiting, and 500 mt of at-sea 
whiting.

3
  There are 14 AFA vessels that qualify only for at-sea whiting participation, 5 that qualify for at-

sea whiting and shoreside whiting participation, 2 that qualify for at-sea whiting and shoreside groundfish 
participation, one that qualifies only for shoreside whiting participation, one the qualifies only for shoreside 
groundfish (other than whiting) participation, and 9 that qualify for participation in all three segments.  All 
together, 30 vessels qualify for at-sea whiting, 15 for shoreside whiting, and 12 for shoreside groundfish.  
Many vessels qualify for more than one segment.  The total number of vessels qualifying for at least one 
endorsement is 32. 
 
Similar information is displayed in Table 5 (Page 9) for a 1994 through 1999 qualifying period.  For the 
1994 through 1999 qualifying period, there are 2 vessels with some participation in the West Coast 
groundfish fishery that would not have sufficient landings to qualify under any of the landing requirement 
options specified by the Council. 
 
 Permits Held 
 

                                            
1/ AFA catcher vessels participating in West Coast harvest (including tribal harvest allocations) are 

included in this analysis.  The analysis is based on a June 2000 extract of PacFIN landing receipt 
data for 1994-September 16, 1999 and a May 4 tabulation of data on the offshore fishery.  The 
tabulation for the offshore fishery includes all of 1999 less the tribal fishery occurring after September 
16, 1999. 

2/ Options for different levels of qualification for the at-sea catcher vessel segment of the fishery are not 
displayed because the same vessels qualify under all the options specified by the Council. 

3/ Or 50 mt, or 100 mt, or 10 deliveries of at-sea whiting. 
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Of the 35 AFA vessels with some participation from 1994 through 1999, 26 held permits as of June 26, 
2000.  Of these 26 permits, 1 was held in lease from the owner of another AFA qualified vessel.  Both the 
lessee and the lessor owned vessels that would qualify for at-sea whiting participation on the West Coast. 
 
Of the 9 AFA vessels that did not hold permits as of June 26, 2000: 
 
· 2 never held groundfish permits, making only tuna landings on the West Coast 
· 4 vessels last held permits in 1997 or earlier, and the permits have since been transferred.  Three of 

these permits were transferred to other AFA vessels. 
· 1 vessel held a permit through 1999.  The permit appears to have been transferred to a different 

owner and has not yet been registered for use with a new vessel. 
· 1 vessel held a “B” permit, which has since expired. 
· 1 vessel held a permit that has been combined with another permit. 
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TABLE 1.  AFA catcher vessel count for largest number of at-sea whiting landings (mt) and at-sea 
whiting deliveries in any one year for the indicated period.   

 
Mt 
Delivered 

Number of Landings/Deliveries
1/
 

0
1/
 1-4 5-9 10-14  15-19   20-49  >50 Total 

         

 1994-1997 

         

0
b/
 2       2 

0-24        0 

25-49        0 

50-99        0 

100-250        0 

250-500        0 

500-700        0 

700-1,000        0 

>1,000      6 24 30 

Total 2 0 0 0 0 6 24 32 

         

 1994-September 16, 1999 

0
b/
 4       4 

0-24        0 

25-49        0 

50-99        0 

100-250        0 

250-500        0 

500-700        0 

700-1,000        0 

>1,000      7 24 31 

Total 4 0 0 0 0 7 24 35 
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TABLE 2.  AFA catcher vessel count for largest number of onshore whiting landings (mt) and 
onshore whiting deliveries in any one year during the analysis period. 

 
Mt 
Delivered 

Number of Landings/Deliveries
a/
 

0
b/
 1-4 5-9 10-14  15-19   20-49  >50 Total 

         

 1994-1997 

0
b/
 15       15 

0-24        0 

25-49  2      2 

50-99        0 

100-250  1      1 

250-500   1     1 

500-700   1     1 

700-1,000        0 

>1,000    1  3 8 12 

Total 15 3 2 1 0 3 8 32 

         

 1994-September 16, 1999 

0
b/
 14       14 

0-24        0 

25-49  1      1 

50-99        0 

100-250  1      1 

250-500   1     1 

500-700   1     1 

700-1,000   1     1 

>1,000    1  6 9 16 

Total 14 2 3 1 0 6 9 35 
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TABLE 3.  AFA catcher vessel count for largest number of onshore groundfish (other than whiting) 
landings (mt) and onshore groundfish deliveries in any one year during the analysis period. 

 
Mt 
Delivered 

Number of Landings/Deliveries
a/
 

0
b/
 1-4 5-9 10-14  15-19   20-49  >50 Total 

         

 1994-1997 

0
b/
 10       10 

0-24  5 2     7 

25-49    1  2  3 

50-99      3 2 5 

100-250    1 1 2 1 5 

250-500       1 1 

500-700     1   1 

700-1,000        0 

>1,000        0 

Total 10 5 2 2 2 7 4 32 

         

 1994-September 16, 1999 

0
b/
 10       10 

0-24  5 2 1  1  9 

25-49    1  1  2 

50-99      2 3 5 

100-250      4 3 7 

250-500       1 1 

500-700     1   1 

700-1,000        0 

>1,000        0 

Total 10 5 2 2 1 8 7 35 
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TABLE 4.  Number of vessels meeting qualification requirements for the indicated segment of the fishery (at-sea whiting, shoreside whiting, and or shoreside groundfish other than 
whiting) for 1994-1997. 

Qualifying 
Requirements 
for Shoreside 
Groundfish 
Deliveries 

 Qualifying Requirements for Shoreside Whiting Deliveries 

 50 or 100 mt  500 mt  10 Deliveries 

                    

 
AFA Vessel 

Endorsement 

At-Sea 
Whiting 

 Shoreside    
At-Sea 
Whiting 

 Shore Based    
At-Sea 
Whiting 

 Shore Based   

 Whiting Groundfish All Three Tot   Whiting Groundfish All Three Tot   Whiting Groundfish All Three Tot 

50 mt At-Sea Whiting 14   5  2   30   15   4  2   30   16   3  2   30  

 Shore Whiting   1  0   15     0  0   13     0  0   12  

 Shore 
Groundfis 

   1   12      1   12      1   12  

 All Three     9  32       9  31       9  31  

                      

100 mt At-Sea Whiting 14   10  2   30   15   9  2   30   16   8  2   30  

 Shore Whiting   1  0   15     0  0   13     0  0   12  

 Shore 
Groundfis 

   1   7      1   7      1   7  

 All Three     4  32       4  31       4  31  

                      

500 mt At-Sea Whiting 15   14  1   30   16   13  1   30   17   12  1   30  

 Shore Whiting   1  0   15     0  0   13     0  0   12  

 Shore 
Groundfis 

   0   1      0   1      0   1  

 All Three     0  31       0  30       0  30  

                      

10 Deliveries At-Sea Whiting 14   3  2   30   15   2  2   30   16   1  3   30  

 Shore Whiting   1  0   15     0  0   13     0  0   12  

 Shore 
Groundfis 

   1   15      1   15      1   15  

 All Three     12  32       12  31       11  31  

TABLE 5.  Number of vessels meeting qualification requirements for the indicated segment of the fishery (at-sea whiting, shoreside whiting, and or shoreside groundfish other than 
whiting) for 1994-September 16, 1999. 

Qualifying 
Requirements 
for Shoreside 
Groundfish 
Deliveries 

 Qualifying Requirements for Shoreside Whiting Deliveries 

 50 or 100 mt  500 mt  10 Deliveries 

 
 

AFA Vessel 
Endorsement 

                   

At-Sea 
Whiting 

 Shoreside    
At-Sea 
Whiting 

 Shoreside    
At-Sea 
Whiting 

 Shoreside   

 Whiting Groundfish All Three Tot   Whiting Groundfish All Three Tot   Whiting Groundfish All Three Tot 

50 mt At-Sea Whiting 12   6  1   31   13   5  1   31   15   3  1   31  

 Shore Whiting   1  1   20     0  1   18     0  1   16  

 Shore 
Groundfis 

   0   14      0   14      0   14  

 All Three     12  33       12  32       12  32  

                      

100 mt At-Sea Whiting 12   11  1   31   13   10  1   31   15   8  1   31  

 Shore Whiting   1  1   20     0  1   18     0  1   16  
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TABLE 5.  Number of vessels meeting qualification requirements for the indicated segment of the fishery (at-sea whiting, shoreside whiting, and or shoreside groundfish other than 
whiting) for 1994-September 16, 1999. 

Qualifying 
Requirements 
for Shoreside 
Groundfish 
Deliveries 

 Qualifying Requirements for Shoreside Whiting Deliveries 

 50 or 100 mt  500 mt  10 Deliveries 

 
 

AFA Vessel 
Endorsement 

                   

At-Sea 
Whiting 

 Shoreside    
At-Sea 
Whiting 

 Shoreside    
At-Sea 
Whiting 

 Shoreside   

 Whiting Groundfish All Three Tot   Whiting Groundfish All Three Tot   Whiting Groundfish All Three Tot 

 Shore 
Groundfis 

   0   9      0   9      0   9  

 All Three     7  33       7  32       7  32  

                      

500 mt At-Sea Whiting 12   18  1   31   13   17  1   31   15   15  1   31  

 Shore Whiting   2  0   20     1  0   18     1  0   16  

 Shore 
Groundfis 

   0   1      0   1      0   1  

 All Three     0  33       0  32       0  32  

                      

10 Deliveries At-Sea Whiting 12   3  1   31   13   2  1   31   15   0  2   31  

 Shore Whiting   1  1   20     0  1   18     0  1   16  

 Shore 
Groundfis 

   0   18      0   18      0   18  

 All Three     16  33       16  32       15  32  

 

 
                                            
i/ Deliveries are approximated by hauls for offshore landings and by the highest number of fish tickets issued for a single species for 

onshore landings. 
i/ This column/row is for vessels which did not have offshore landings out of the total that had either offshore or onshore landings. 
a/ Deliveries are approximated by hauls for offshore landings and by the highest number of fish tickets issued for a single species for 

onshore landings. 
b/ This column/row is for vessels which did not have onshore landings out of the total that had either offshore or onshore landings. 
a/ Deliveries are approximated by hauls for offshore landings and by the highest number of fish tickets issued for a single species for 

onshore landings. 
b/ This column/row is for vessels which did not have onshore groundfish (other than whiting) landings out of the total that had either offshore 

or onshore landings. 



 Exhibit C.14 
 Situation Summary 
 June 2001 
 
 
 AMERICAN FISHERIES ACT MANAGEMENT MEASURES 
 
Situation:  The American Fisheries Act (AFA) mandates that, "the Pacific Fishery Management Council... 
shall recommend for approval by the Secretary [of Commerce], conservation and management measures 
to protect fisheries under its jurisdiction and the participants in those fisheries from adverse impacts 
caused by this Act, or by any fishery cooperatives in the directed pollock fishery." 
 
During 2000, the Council developed and reviewed various alternatives for providing protection to West 
Coast groundfish fisheries.  The Council requested staff analyze several qualifying criteria that would be 
used to exclude AFA vessels. 
 
Staff has prepared a draft plan amendment to the Groundfish Fishery Management Plan that details 
several management alternatives for protecting West Coast groundfish fisheries from harm caused by the 
AFA.  The draft will be provided as a briefing book supplemental handout (Exhibit C.14, Supplemental 
Attachment 1).  A portion of the analysis of central concern is the determination of the number of catcher 
vessels qualifying under alternative qualifying requirements.  This issue is covered in Attachment 2 (a 
draft excerpt from Supplemental Attachment 1).   
 
At this meeting, the Council could take preliminary action on these measures, i.e., adopt the draft plan 
amendment for public review and final decision in September. 
 
Council Action: 
 
1. Consider adopting for public review the draft plan amendment. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Draft Plan Amendment for Management Measures to Protect West Coast Groundfish Fisheries from 

Harm as a Result of the AFA (Exhibit C.14, Supplemental Attachment 1). 
2. AFA catcher vessel qualifying and permits held (Exhibit C.14, Attachment 2). 
 
 
PFMC 
05/31/01 

 



































































Exhibit C.15.b 
Supplemental HSG Report 

June 2001 
 
 

HABITAT STEERING GROUP COMMENTS ON  
GROUNDFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
With regard to the scope of the groundfish fishery management plan environmental impact statement 
(EIS), the Habitat Steering Group (HSG) has the following recommendations on issues that should be 
addressed and alternatives that should be considered: 
 
1. The management tools identified in the Pacific Council=s Groundfish Strategic Plan should help guide 

the analyses that are included in the EIS; specifically, habitat protection and restoration; and the 
establishment of marine reserves should be included in the alternatives. 

 
2. Alternatives for the identification and establishment of habitat areas of particular concern (HAPCs) for 

groundfish should be included in the EIS. 
 
3. Alternatives for the assessment of gear impacts on habitat should also be included in the EIS. 
 
The HSG plans to follow the EIS process and will continue to be involved and comment as management 
alternatives are developed. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/14/01 
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 Exhibit C.15 
 Situation Summary 
 June 2001 
 
 

GROUNDFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 
Situation:  The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is preparing an environmental impact statement 
(EIS) on federal management of the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery.  This EIS analysis will evaluate 
Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) groundfish management activities.  NMFS is seeking input 
on the range of future groundfish management actions, alternatives, and impacts the EIS should 
consider.  When complete, the EIS will present an overall picture of the effects of groundfish fishing on 
the human environment.  The EIS will discuss a range of reasonable management alternatives for the 
future and an analysis of their effects on the environment.  NMFS expects this EIS to provide the Council 
and NMFS with background and analysis for choosing future groundfish management options.  NMFS 
intends the EIS to evaluate how future groundfish management alternatives affect essential fish habitat, 
target and non-target fish species, discarded fish, marine mammals, and other protected species in the 
Pacific Coast ecosystem. The EIS will also address socioeconomic effects of the fishery and of fishery 
management on harvesters, processors, support industries, fishing communities, consumers, and non-
consumptive users. 
 
NMFS will conduct a scoping session Tuesday evening, June 12, at 7 p.m. in conjunction with this 
Council meeting.  NMFS is requesting the Council and its advisory entities for comments and suggestions 
regarding the scope of the EIS:  issues that should be addressed, alternatives that should be considered, 
and concerns about any aspects of the federal groundfish management program.  Additionally, the 
Council should consider any other guidance relative to the overall EIS process. 
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Council guidance. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. NMFS Briefing Document for Public Scoping Hearings for Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery 

Environmental Impact Statement, (Exhibit C.15, Attachment 1). 
 
 
PFMC 
5/30/01 
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