Exhibit H.1
Supplemental Budget Committee Report
June 2001

REPORT OF THE BUDGET COMMITTEE

The Budget Committee reviewed the status of calendar year (CY) 2000 grant and audit, current CY 2001
expenditures though May and preliminary spending projections, the supplemental grant for highly migratory
species (HMS), the supplemental grant for issues related to implementation of National Environmental
Protection Act (NEPA) requirements, the status of CY 2002 funding, an update on the Council office move,
and prospective meeting sites for 2003.

Dr. Don Mclsaac reported that the CY 2000 grant has been utilized along the lines projected in December,
but may end with some funds in excess of the $10,000 carryover to fund continued activities implementing
the Groundfish Strategic Plan. Staff will review coding of year end expenditures over the next few weeks to
assure correct budget assignment and the audit for CY 2000 should be complete and available for the
September Council meeting. If any funds remain above the $10,000 carryover, they will be deposited in the
unfunded leave account, as has been the usual pracﬁce.”

With regard to CY 2001, Dr. Mclsaac reported expenditures for the four-month period ending April 30 appear
to be within expected budget levels for the first third of the year. More detailed, preliminary year-end budget
projections will be available at the September and November Council meetings.

Dr. Mclsaac reported that NMFS Southwest Region has provided supplemental Council funding in the amount
of $95,428 which is in the process of being approved by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) Grants Management Office. This amount represents travel and associated costs (printing,
distribution, hearings, secretarial tasks, etc.) to complete adoption of the Council's HMS Fishery Management
Plan (FMP) during the period April 1 through December 31, 2001.

Later this year, NMFS will also make additional supplemental funds available to the Council to augment NEPA
related tasks and to participate in the development of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the
groundfish FMP over the next two years. Dr. Mclsaac reported that the amount of this supplemental funding
is expected to be $65,000 for the NEPA augmentation and $265,500 for the groundfish EIS.

Regarding the status of CY 2002 funding, Dr. Mclsaac reported that Congress will likely approve the final
budget allocations this fall. He thanked all those who have actively supported increased funding for the
Council during the recent budget development process. The preliminary outlook indicates the possibility of
anincrease over the base funding level for regional councils. If the funding to all regional councils is increased
by $2,500,000 (as provided in the current budget bills), the Pacific Council will receive an additional $366,000
over the current level of funding.

Dr. Mclsaac provided an update on the Council office move and related costs. He reached an agreement for
a multi-year contract for the new Council office located near the Portland Airport. The actual move is
scheduled to begin Friday, June 22. All staff will be in the new office beginning Monday, June 25.

Some Budget Committee members expressed concerns about the meeting locations and hotels for Council
meetings to be held in 2002 and beyond. They encouraged the Executive Director to pursue a broader range
of alternatives.

PFMC
06/12/01

1/ The unfunded leave account is used to pay accumulated leave upon an employee’s termination,
death, or retirement. Such disbursements can be significant and unanticipated in the annual budget
preparation. For CY 2000, the account is about 75% funded.
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GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUN Clinﬁ o
The Commons at Rivergate
3018 U S Highway 301 North. Suite 1000 » Tampa. Fiorida 33619-22606
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The Honorable Wavne T. Gilchrest

Chairman e v i o = vem s
Subcommittes on risheries Conscrverion. Wildlife and Qceans : ‘
187 Ford House Office Building R

Washington. D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Gilchrest

The Chairs of the eight Regional Fishery Management Councils, at their annual mecting, addressed
Magnuson-Stevens Act reauthorization issues and developed the attached list of recommendations.
On behall of the Chairs 1 am hereby providing these recommendations for consideration by your
Subcommittee.

Please advise us if vou hiave any questons or need anv clarificauon.
Rest regards.
Sincerelv.

1753/

Kay Witliams
Gulf Council Chair

HK W WES:de ‘ .

Atachment: Recommendations of the Councll Chairs regarding Magnuson-Stevens Act
Rzauthorization Issues

¢ Council Chairs. w/attachment
Guif Council, w/artachment
Staff, w/attachment
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A council authorized by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation & Management Act
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Recommendations of the Regional Fishery Management Council Chairs
, regarding
Maenuson-Stevens Fisherv and Conservation and Management Act
Reauthonization Issues

May 23, 2001

At the 2001 Council Chairs’ meeting, representatives from the eight regional fishery managerment
Councils reached consensus on a variety of recommendations associated with reauthorizing the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA). Theserecommendations are
listed below, first as a group of “Highest Priority Issues” and then as “Other Significant Issues.”
Other than these two groupings, no relative priorities are assigned.

Hishest Priority Issues

= NEPA

The process for social and economic analysis, scientific review, and public comment specified in
the MSA is substantially the same as the process specified under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) However, the timeline and administrative process under these two Acts
often conflict. These conflicts have led to cumbersome and unnecessarily complex administrative
procedures resulting in long delays between the time that decisions are made and regulations ai ¢
adopted. They have also created significant opportunities for procedural lawsuits that frustrate
Council conservation actions. The Congress needs to resolve these conflicts between statutes in
order to clarify and streamline the process. The following is submutted as a possible remedy to
the effects of litigation on Council management actions:

Section 305(f)...Judicial Review

Purpose: to clarify that the Secretary’s fallure to comply with the NEPA in the management of
a fishery under the MSA should result only 1o judicial guidance regarding NEPA. compliance
rather than judicial management of, or injunction against, a fishery.

Amendment: We suggest the following subparagraph be added to Section 305 Paragraph (f)
is amended by redesignating subparagraph (4) as subparagraph (5), and inserting after
subparagraph (3) the following:

(4) If the secretary has failed to comply with the NEPA, Section 4332 of Title 42,
United States Code, in the management of a fishery under this Act, the exchusive
remedy shall be an injunction related to the substance of the environmental
analysis or the process for developing such analysis.”



Section 3(29) and Section 304(e) . Redefine Overfishing

The Council Chairs believe that there are a number of problems related to maximum sustainable
yield (MSY)-based definitions of overfishing. For example, data deficiencies may lead to
inappropriate calculations of MSY, that in turn skew overfishing definitions. Ultimately, this
could lead to unnecessary social and economic dislocation for fishermen who are subject to
measures that are tied to stock rebuilding schedules skewed by unrealistic overfishing definitions.
We would like to work with the Congress in seeking solutions to our concerns as the re-
authorization process proceeds.

Section 303(a)(7).. Essential Fish Habitat

The Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA) required Councils to identify and describe essential fish
habitat (EFH), but gave little direction on how to designate EFH. The EFH definition, i.e., “those
waters and substrate necessary for fish for spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to maturity,”
allows for a broad interpretation. The EFH Interim Final Rule encouraged Councils to interpret
data on relative abundance and distribution for the life history stages of each species in a risk-
averse manner. This led to EFH designations that were criticized by some as t00 far-reaching.
“If everything is designated as essential then nothing is essential,” was a common criticism. The
Council Chairs believe that the current definition and descriptions of EFH serve a very useful
purpose in the consultation process between NMFS and agencies that are responsible for
permitting or carrying out proposed development projects in the marine environment. Those
waters and substrates necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity are
all habitats of importance to each fishery stock, and the range of each stock from egg to maturity
is overlapped by the ranges of hundreds of other stocks. The Council Chairs do, however,
endorse the concept of using habitat areas of particular concern (HAPCs) as the next step in
describing areas of EFH critical to certain life history stages for each stock, as proposed in the
two Senate bills drafted in 2000. For years a number of Councils have established HAPCs to
protect pristine coral reef habitats and spawning aggregation sites.

Section 304(e)(4)(A)  Rebuilding Periods

Without a doubt, the Council Chairs support rebuilding targets under the SFAS however, the
Councils should have greater latitude for specifying rebuilding periods than is provided under the
National Standard Guidelines. The Council Chairs recommend that “the SFA be amended to
provide sufficient flexibility to make short-term adjustments to rebuilding targets/programs to
account for scientific uncertainty, natural variation, current stock status, current stock trends, and
 multi-species fishery relationships™.

Executive Order for MPAs

' The Council Chairs recognize that there is a conservation benefit realized by establishing marine
protected areas (MPAs). The Councils have had the authority to establish MPAs for fisheries
management and have done so since the first fisheries management plans were implemented under
the MSA. The Councils are and will remain in the best position to determine when and what
areas should be closed to fishing activities to protect fish stocks and habitat in the EEZ.

I
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The Council Chairs recommend that Executive Order 13158 be rescinded, or alternatively,
amended to reaffirm the sole authority of NOAA and the Councils to manage marine fisheries in
the EEZ. Also, Congress should review the MPA issue and possibly develop legislation to clarify
jurisdictional issues, set criteria for MPAs, and establish clear administrative procedures for
establishing MPAs which among other things, reinforces the role of the states, territories, and
Councils in managing marine fisheries. "

. Section 303(d)1)._Rescinding the Congressional Prohibitions on IFQs and JTQs

Section 303(d)(1) of the MSA prohibited a Council from submitting or the Secretary from
approving an Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) system before October 1, 2000, More recently,
through the FY2001 Appropriation Act, this moratorium on IFQs/ITQs was extended for an
additional two years. If the reauthorization process is completed in 2001, the Council Chairs
support rescinding the moratorium before the year 2002 deadline. The Council Chairs
recommend that MSA be amended to provide maximum flexibility to the Councils to tailor IFQ
programs to specific regional, social, economic, and fishery conditions. Councils should have
clear authority to address transferability and ownership 1ssues; include harvesters, processors, and
communities in such programs; promote conservation; and include measures necessary to
successfully monitor and enforce the provisions of such a program.

. Section 313(a): see also Section 403 . Observer Program
The Council Chairs reaffirm their support for discretionary authority to the Councils to establish
fees to help fund observer programs. This authority would be the same as granted to the North
Pacific Council under Section 313 for observers, but not necessarily limited to use of ex-vessel
value as the basis in setting fees. '

. Endangered Species Act (ESA)/Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)
The Council Chairs recommend that the Councils be identified, for purposes of consultation, as
being action agencies under the ESA and the MMPA, thereby being able to participate in the
development of biological opinions.

ESA and MMPA considerations are playing an increasingly significant role in Council fishery
management activities. The NMFS has stated that Councils “have a critical role in management
of federal fisheries” and “must be aware of effects of propesed fishery management actions on
listed species”. However, NMFS and NOAA/GC have determined that the Councils are not
federal action agencies; therefore, they are not included in the consultation process.

By foreclosing the opportunity to participate in the consultation process, NMEFS and NOAA/GC
have made it virtually impossible for Councils to meaningfully address their responsibilities under
MSA, ESA, and MMPA. ’

Therefore, the Council Chairs recommend that the MSA be modified to specify that the Councils
are deemed to be action agencies for purposes of formal consultation under ESA and MMPA.



. Section 304(a) and (b} _Coordinated Review and Approval of Plans and their Amendments and
Regulations
The SEA amended Sections 304(a) and (b) of the MSA to create separate sections for the review
and approval of fishery management plans (FMPs) and amendments, and for the review and
approval of regulations. Accordingly, the approval process for these two actions now proceeds
on separate tracks, rather than concurrently. The SFA also deleted the 304(a) provision allowing
disapproval or partial disapproval of an amendmenit within the first 15 days of transmission. The
Council Chairs recommend modification of these provisions to include the original language
allowing concurrent approval of FMPs, amendments and regulations, and providing for the initial
15-day disapproval process. The Councils would also like the ability to resubmit responsive
measures rather than having to submit a complete FMP or amendment as is now required by
subsection (4) of Section 304(a). ‘

«  Section 304(a)... FMP Review Program
The Council Chairs believe that NMFS, in its review of proposed FMPs, amendments, and
framework actions, has failed to adequately communicate to the Councils perceived problems in
a timely manner. We propose the inclusion of a mandate in the MSA to require an abbreviated
rule-making process in which NMFS would consult with the Councils and consider such new
information as provided by the Councils before disapproving FMPs, amendments, or framework
actions submitted by the Councils for NMFS approval.

Other Significant Issues

. Section 302(d)...Council Member Compensation

The MSA should specify that Council-member compensation be based on the General Schedule
that includes locality pay associated with the geographic locations of the Councils’ offices. This
action would provide for a more equitable salary compensation. Salaries of members serving in
Alaska, the Caribbean, and Western Pacific are adjusted by a COLA. The salary of the federal
members of the Councils includes locality pay. The Department of Commerce has issued a legal
opinion that prohibits Counci] members n the continental U.S. from receiving locality pay.
Congressional action, therefore, is necessary to implement this change.

. Section 302(H(4) and (7)...Receipt of Funds from anv State or Federal Government QOrganization
Currently Councils can receive funds only from the Department of Commerce, NOAA or NMFS.
The Councils routinely work with other governmental and non-governmental organizations to
support research, workshops, conferences, or to procure contractual services. In a number of
cases, complex dual contacts, timely pass-throughs, and unnecessary administrative or grant
oversight are required to complete the task. The Councils request a change that would give them
authority to receive funds or support from local, state, and other federal government agencies and
non-profit organizations. This would be consistent with Section 302(f)(4) that requires the
Administrator of General Services to provide support to the Councils.
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. Section 302(M3)A)()...Review of Research Proposals
" The MSA should be amended to include a provision for the Councils to close meetings to the
public for the purposes of reviewing research proposals. Some of the Councils now provide and
administer funding to researchers and fishermen for data collection and other research purposes.
The proposals submitted to the Councils for funding may contain propriontory information that
the submitters do not want to make public for various reasons. It will be in1 the best interests of
this process for the Councils to have the ability to close meetings to consider these proposals.

. Section 303(b)...Regulating Non-Fishing Activities of Vessels
The Council Chairs recommend that Section 303(b) of the MSA be amended to provide authority
to Councils to regulate non-fishing activities by vessels that could adversely impact fisheries or
EFHL. One of the most damaging activities to such habitat is the anchoring of large vessels near
HAPCs and other EFH (e.g., coral reefs, etc.). When these ships swing on the anchor chamn
deployed in 100 feet of water, 10 to 20 acres of bottom may be plowed up by the chain dragging
over the bottom. Regulation of this type of activity by the Councils should be authorized.

«  Section 303(b)(7)...Collection of Economic Data

The MSA specifies the collection of biological, economic, and socio-cultural data to meet specific
objectives of the MSA, and requires the fishery management councils to consider this information
in their deliberations. However, Section 303(b)(7) specifically excludes the collection of
economic data, and Section 402(a) precludes Councils from collecting “proprietary or confidential
commercial or financial information.” The NMFS should not be prectuded from collecting such
proprietary information so long as it is treated as confidential information under Section 402.
Without this economic data, multi-disciplinary analyses of fishery management regulations are not
possible, preventing NMFS and the Councils from satisfying National Standard 2° “ __conservation
and management measures shall be based upon the best scientific information...”, National

Standard 8 “. to the extent practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts...”, and other
requirements of the MSA and the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA).

The Council Chairs recommend resolution of these inconsistencies by amending the MSA to
eliminate the restrictions on the collection of economic data. Amending Section 303(b)(7) by
removing “other than economic data” would allow NMFS to require fish processors who first
receive fish that are subject to a federal FMP to submit economic data. Removing this current
restriction will strengthen the ability of NMFS$ to collect necessary data, and eliminate the
appearance of a coniradiction in the law requiring economic analyses while simultaneously
prohibiting the collection of economic data necessary for such analyses.

«  Section 303(d)(5) and Section 304(d)(2)...Establishment of Fees
The Council Chairs are opposed to the imposition of fees that are not regional in nature and
established by the Councils. However, we do support the National Academy of Science’s
recommendation that Congressional action allow the Councils maximum flexibility in designing
IFQ systems and allow flexibility in setting the fees to be charged for initial allocations, first sale
and leasing of IFQs.




Section 305(c)(2)(A).. NMFS Regional Administrator Emergency or Interim Action Vote

For the purpose of preserving the Secretary’s authority to reject a Council’s request for
emergency or interim action, each NMFS Regional Administrator currently instructed to cast a
negative vote even if he/she supports the action. While we recognize the extreme sensitivity in
recommending a change to the voting responsibilities of our partners in the NMFS, we certainly
do not wish to appear to be disparaging the Regional Admunistrator in any way. However, the
Council Chairs believe that Congressional intent is being violated by this policy. We suggest a
modification to the MSA as follows (new language in bold):

(A) the Secretary shall promulgate emergency regulations or interim measures under
paragraph (1) to address the emergency or overfishing if the Council, by unanimous vote of
the members (excluding the NMFS Regional Administrator) who are voting members,
requests the taking of such action; and ..

Section 311(a).. . Enforcement

The Council Chairs support the implementation of cooperative state/federal enforcement
programs patterned after the NMFS/South Carolina enforcement cooperative agreement. We
applaud the inclusion of $15 million in the 2001 NMFS budget to expand the program to other
states. While it is not necessary to amend the MSA to establish such programs, Congressional
action is needed to enhance management under the MSA to establish permanent funding for such
cooperative state/federal programs.

Section 312 (a)...Fisheries Disaster Relief
Purpose: to make available fishery disaster relief funds for fisheries being closed, or severely
curtailed as a result of judicial decisions.

Amendment: We suggest modifying Section 312 of the Act as follows (new language in bold):
(a). .
(1) Atthe discretion of the Secretary or at the request of the Governor of an affected
state or a fishing community, the Secretary shall determune whether there is a
commercial fishery failure due to a fishery resource disaster as a result of
(A)...
®)...
(O)..
(2) or closures imposed by a court to a fishery [Redesignate paragraphs (2), (3),
and (4) as paragraphs (3), (4), and (5)]
Revise new paragraph (3) as follows (new language in bold): Upon the determination under
paragraph (1) or (2) that thereis a commercial fishery failure, or a judicial closure of the fishery
the Secretary...
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. Section 402(b)(1) and (2). . Confidentiality of Information
Section 402 replaced and modified former Sections 303(b) and (e). The SFA replaced the word
“statistics” with the word “information”, expanded confidential protection for information
submitted in compliance with the requirements ofan FMP to information submitted inn compliance
with any requirement of the MSA, and broadened the exceptions to confidentiality by allowing
for disclosure in several new circumstances.

The following draft language clarifies the word “information” in 402(b)(1) and (2) by adding the
same parenthetical used in (2), and deletes the provision about observer information. The revised
section would read as follows (additions in bold);

(b) CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION -

(1) Any information submitted to the Secretary by any person in compliance with any
requirement under this Act that would disclose proprietary or confidential
commercial or financial information regarding fishing operations, or fish
processing operations shall be confidential information and shall not be disclosed,
except...

(2) The Secretary shall, by regulation, prescribe such procedures as may be necessary
to preserve the confidentiality of information submitted in compliance with any
requirement under this Act that would disclose proprietary or confidential
commercial or financial information regarding fishing operations or fish
processing operations, except that the Secretary may release or make public any
such information in any aggregate or summary form which does not directly or
indirectly disclose the identity or business of any person who submits such
information. Nothing in this subsection shall be interpreted or construed to prevent
the use for conservation and management purposes by the Secretary or with the
approval of the Secretary, the Council, of any information submitted in compliance
with any requirement or regulation under this Act or the use, release, or publication
of bycatch information pursuant to paragraph (1)(E).

«  Bycatch Issues

There appears to be an inconsistent definition of bycatch, depending on geography. In the
Atlantic, highly migratory species harvested in “catch and release fisheries” managed by the
Secretary under 304(g) of the MSA or the Atlantic Tunas Convention Act are not considered
bycatch, but in the Pacific they are. We suggest that highly migratory species in the Pacific,
managed under a Western Pacific Council FMP and tagged and released alive under a scientific
or recreational fishery tag and release program, should not be considered bycatch. Note that
there also is an inconsistency between the MSA definitions of bycatch and the NMFS Bycatch
Plan. The NMFS definition is much broader and includes marine mammals and birds as well as
retention of non-target species. The Council Chairs prefer the MSA definition. We also wish to
retain turtles in the definitions of “fish” because of their importance in every region and especially
in past, and possibly future, fisheries pursued by indigenous peoples of the Western Pacific
Region. ’




Section 302(0(2)(¢).. Notification of Meetings

The Council Chairs recommend that this section be modified to read: “notice of meetings be
submitted for publication in local newspapers in the major fishing ports, or by other means that
will result in wide publicity”. Other means such as press releases, direct mailings, newsletters,
e-mail broadcasts, and web page updates of activities and events, including Council meetings are
far more effective in communicating with our target audience than a legal notice in a local
newspaper.

Section 302(a)(1)(D) Caribbean Counci
The Council Chairs request that Section 302(2)(1)D of the MSA be amended by inserting
“Navassa Island,” before “the Virgin Islands”.

HAA\COUNCIL\WMS Aissues 2ndDRAFT wpd
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Exhibit H.4
Situation Summary
June 2001
APPOINTMENTS TO ADVISORY BODIES OR OTHER COUNCIL POSITIONS
Situation: The Northwest Fisheries Science Center has nominated Dr. Kevin Piner to the Center’s vacancy
on the Groundfish Management Team (GMT). Dr. Piner's nomination and Curriculum Vitae are contained
in Attachment 1.

Council Action: Consider appointment of Dr. Piner to the GMT.

Reference Material:

1. Nomination and Curriculum Vitae of Dr. Piner (contained in Closed Session, Attachment 1).

PFMC
05/31/01
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Exhibit H.5
Supplemental Staff Workload Report
June 2001

COUNCIL STAFF WORKLOAD PRIORITIES"
June 18 through September 14, 2001

Number of Percent of Total
Task Work Days Work Days (315)
ADMINISTRATIVE 32.5%
Leave (47); Office Move; Staff Migs; etc. 83.5
Budget Planning & Execution, Grant App, & Audit 10.0
Training (new staff;, software; admin regs) 9.0
INFORMATION, EDUCATION, & OUTREACH 8.7%
Newsletter (June) 4.0
Routine info Requests (phone, emalil, letters) 8.5
Non-Council Mtgs and Workshops 4.0
Unanticipated Assignments from Exec Dir 11.0
COUNCIL MEETINGS 16.5%
Participation in Meeting (Sept) 26.5
Briefing Book (Sept) 175
Minutes (June) 8.0
GROUNDFISH 33.3%
GMT, Alioc. & other mtgs outside Council mtgs (prep,att, follow-up) 21.0
Groundfish Strategic Plan Implementation 5.5
Revise Groundfish Mgmt Process 3.0
Sablefish Permit Stacking Follow-up ' 0.5
Annual Specifications & Mgmt Measures - EA 6.0
STAR Logistics & Observer Prog 45
Rebuilding Program - Canary, Cowcod, Bocaccio 10.5
Rebuilding Program - POP, Lingcod, Widow, Dark Blotched 25.8
AFA Draft FMP ; 26.3
Full Retention Analysis 1.0
Sablefish Endorsement, Setnet Qualification - follow-up 1.0
COASTAL PELAGIC SPECIES 1.3%
CPS Meetings (Apart from Council Mtgs) 3.0
Pacific Mackerel Harvest Guideline 0.5
SAFE Report 0.0
Squid MSY 0.5
HIGHLY MIGRATORY SPECIES 1.6%
HMS Mtgs (apart from Council mtgs) 2.0
Liaison and Coordination 20
Draft FMP Preparation 1.0
SALMON MANAGEMENT 3.4%
Queets Coho Overfishing Report 20
Inseason Mgmt 3.3
Update Salmon FMP 3.3
STT Organization and Planning 23
HABITAT (staffing HSG, including assessment of Queets coho) 1.5 0.5%
HALIBUT MGMT (including sablefish fishery) 0.8 0.2%
MARINE RESERVES (coord & staffing MR Steering Com) 2.0 0.6%
SSC STAFFING 4.0 1.3%
TOTAL 315.0 100.0%
AMENDMENT 10 TO CPS FMP 2.0
BUY BACK - TRAWL PERMIT STACKING 2.0
COMMUNITY DOCUMENT - processors, comm & rec fisheries 20.0
UPDATE CPS FMP 3.0
MARINE RESERVES EXPANDED PROCESS ?
REFORMAT DATA IN SALMON REVIEW 11.0

1/ Work assignments to deputy director and four staff officers.

PFMC
06/15/2001 10:06 AM
Xh5wkridJun



Exhibit H.6
Supplemental September 2001 Agenda

June 2001
PROPOSED SEPTEMBER COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA
TUESDAY SEPTEMBER 11, 2001
8 AM.
CLOSED SESSION
8:30 AM.
GENERAL SESSION
A. Call to Order
B. Pacific Halibut Management
1. Status of 2001 Fisheries (Information) Yvonne DeReynier
2. Status of Bycatch Estimate (Information & Guidance) Cyreis Schmitt
3. Proposed Changes to the Catch Sharing Plan and

Annual Regulations - Adopt Proposed Regulation Changes Chuck Tracy/States/Tribes/Public

C. Salmon Management

1.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Report

(Information - Including Report on Columbia River Flows) Bill Robinson
Update of Ongoing Fisheries (Information) Chuck Tracy/Dell Simmons
Update on SSC Review of Methodology Issues (Information & Guidance) Jim Seger
Queets Coho Status Review - Consider Proposed Regulations

a. STT Report Dell Simmons
b. HSG Report Michele Robinson

D. Groundfish Management

1.
2.

NMFS Report (Information) Bill Robinson
Preliminary Harvest Levels for 2002 (ABC and OY) -

Adopt Specifications for Public Review

(Including Widow and Darkblotched) John DeVore/GMT/ Jim Harp

E. Marine Reserves

1.

Marine Reserve Proposals for Channel Island National
Sanctuary - Consider Update or Recommendations
of Source Agencies Jim Seger/Sean Hastings, etc.

WEDNESDAY SEPTEMBER 12, 2001

8 AM.
F. Habitat Issues
1. EFH Initiatives - Consider HSG Recommendations Michele Robinson
D. Groundfish Management (continued)
3. Groundfish Strategic Plan Implementation Dan Waldeck

(Information and Guidance on: capacity reduction; Marine Reserve
Steering Group; allocation; update on trawl permit stacking and open
access to limited entry)



Rebuilding Programs - Consider Public Review Drafts,

Final Adoptions, & Preliminary Mgmt Measures John Devore, Jim Seger, Chuck Tracy

Exempted Fishing Permit Applications - Status Report
on Three Permits Issued in June and Recommendations

on New Applications Phil Anderson/LBBoydstun/Jennifer Bloeser

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 13, 2001

8 AM.

D. Groundfish Management (continued)

6.

7.

8.

9.

Proposed Management Measures for 2002 -

Adopt for Public Review or Guidance to GMT

Status of Fisheries and Inseason Adjustments -

Consider Adjustments in Management Measures
Amendment 15 to the Groundfish FMP (American Fisheries
Act) - Final Adoption

Groundfish FMP EIS (Information & Guidance)

G. Highly Migratory Species Management

1.

Update on FMP Development

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 2001

8 AM.

D. Groundfish Management (continued)

10. Full Retention Measures

H. Coastal Pelagic Species Management

1.
2.

CPS FMP Amendment 10 - Update (Information & Guidance)
Squid MSY Final Report (Information)

I.  Administrative and Other matters

1. Status of Legislation
2. Appointments to Advisory Bodies
3. Report of the Budget Committee - Adopt Report
4. Council Staff Workload (Information and Guidance)
5. Draft November Meeting Agenda
a. Adopt Draft Agenda
b. Consider Advisory Body Priorities
ADJOURN
Ancillary Meetings:
GMT
GAP
SSC
HSG
Budget Committee

John DeVore
John DeVore

Jim Seger/Dan Waldeck
Jim Glock

Dan Waldeck/HMSPDT

John DeVore

Dan Waldeck
Dan Waldeck

Dave Hanson
Jim Lone
Jim Harp

Don Mclsaac

Don Mclsaac
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