




















 Exhibit G.1 
 Situation Summary 
 March 2002 
 
 
 NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE REPORT 
 
Situation:  National Marine Fisheries Service will briefly report on recent international and domestic 
developments relevant to highly migratory species fisheries and issues of interest to the Council. 
 
Council Task:  Discussion. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Exhibit G.1, Attachment 1, Sharkfinning Rule 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
1. NMFS Report Svein Fougner 

a. Council Discussion 
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Exhibit G.1 
Supplemental NMFS Report  

March 2002 
 
 

NMFS REPORT ON HMS ACTIVITIES 
 

1.  Domestic 
 
NMFS published final rules to implement the Shark Finning Prohibition Act; a copy is provided as 
Attachment 1 in the Council briefing materials for this agenda item.  The regulations went into effect March 
13, 2002.  Essentially, the rules prohibit a person on a U.S. fishing vessel from engaging in finning of 
sharks, from possessing shark fins without corresponding carcasses on a U.S. fishing vessel, or selling 
shark fins without corresponding shark carcasses.   
 
2.  International 
 
a.  IATTC Work Groups on Negotiations, Bycatch, and Fleet Capacity have met in the past 3 months. The 
Work Group on Negotiations resolved a number of major issues relating to a new convention for the IATTC.  
The Chair of the Working Group is expected to provide a chairman’s draft for discussion at the annual 
meeting of IATTC in June, but a final text is not likely to be considered for signing until early next year.  
The Bycatch Working Group will present a draft resolution for the full Commission to consider in June.  
Essentially this resolution would maintain the current pilot project for full retention of tuna, prompt release 
of other non-target fish species, and special handling for sea turtles taken in purse seine fisheries; would 
promote research and testing of new techniques and gear for bycatch reduction in purse seine fisheries; 
and would promote collection and exchange of sea turtle bycatch in all other fisheries.  This resolution is 
likely to be adopted.  The Fleet Capacity Working Group agreed (subject to review of final language) to an 
approach that would “freeze” purse seine capacity at recent levels (with some national exceptions) and use 
an IATTC fleet capacity management plan to achieve a long-term target level of 135,000 mt carrying 
capacity in the purse seine fleet.  The conditions to allow “new” capacity through introduction of new 
vessels to the fleet would be very limiting.  It is not possible to say whether this approach is likely to be 
approved by all the parties to IATTC in June. 
 
b.  A second preparatory conference for the central and western Pacific HMS management agreement 
was held in Papua New Guineau a couple of weeks ago.  Considerable progress was made in the area of 
monitoring, control and surveillance, with the United States being the chair of a special committee to 
address this issue more fully.  There is still concern that no way has been found to assure Japanese 
participation in the arrangement given the importance of Japanese fisheries in the region.  Several other 
nations that did not sign the agreement appear to be closer to joining subject to affirmation that such aspects 
as boardings and inspection procedures have been satisfactorily established. 
 
c.  In December, the United States embassy delivered a diplomatic note to the Government of Canada 
indicating that there would need to be substantively final agreement by the end of 2002 on limits for 
reciprocal fishing under the U.S.-Canada Albacore Treaty or the United States would file a notice of intent 
to terminate the Treaty by the end of 2003.  Canada responded with a counter to the latest U.S. proposal 
that had called for a very substantial reduction in Canadian fishing in U.S. waters.  The Canadian proposal 
did not call for a significant movement toward the U.S. proposal, but subsequent direct contact between the 
Department of State and Canada’s foreign ministry, followed by discussions with the U.S. industries 
involved, have led to agreement that the United States will indicate that additional talks with Canada are 
necessary to see if agreement can be reached this year.  A new U.S. proposal is being developed that will 
build on the proposal that the United States tabled at the last meeting taking into consideration some ideas 
that the Canadian side has presented in the direct contacts mentioned above.  Meeting dates in April are 
being explored.   The Council will be kept informed of progress so that Council representation at such a 
meeting can be arranged. 
 



















































 Exhibit G.2.c. 
 Supplemental HMSAS Report 
 March 2002 
 
 
 HIGHLY MIGRATORY SPECIES ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
 DRAFT HMS FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
The Highly Migratory Species Advisory Subpanel (HMSAS) met March 13 to discuss the December 2001 
draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Fishery Management Plan (FMP) and has the following 
comments. 
 
Small-Mesh Gillnet Fishery 
 
One unresolved issue is the treatment of the small-mesh drift gillnet fishery for albacore and bluefin.  The 
Highly Migratory Species Plan Development Team (HMSPDT) is in the process of analyzing information on 
this fishery.  The HMSAS reserves comment on this issue until the new information is presented. 
 
Drift Gillnet Fishery Measures 
  
Drift gillnet fishery representatives believe the federal regulations should include all of the existing state drift 
gillnet measures, including the California limited entry program.  While there was no consensus on this 
point, HMSAS members agreed this issue needs further review by the Council and NMFS, since there may 
be some duplication of regulations at the state level. 
 
The HMSAS voted (9 yes, 1 no) to recommend deletion of the proposed closure of the drift gillnet fishery 
north of 45° N Latitude, and inclusion of a closure east of 125° W Longitude off Oregon and Washington. 
 
Longline Fishery Measures 
 
The HMSAS voted (5 yes, 4 no, 1 abstain) to recommend longline alternative 3:  authorize a limited entry 
pelagic longline fishery for tunas and swordfish with effort and area restrictions to evaluate longlines as an 
alternative to drift gillnets to reduce bycatch (industry proposal). 
 
Purse Seine Fishery Measures 
 
There is consensus there is insufficient justification in the FMP for prohibiting purse seine fishing north of 
44° N Latitude.  The HMSAS recommends the Council develop an alternative which closes the area east 
of a certain longitude north of 44°. 
 
Sale of Striped Marlin 
 
Some members felt that, while the FMP states that no initial allocations are proposed, the preferred 
alternative of prohibiting the sale of striped marlin in effect allocates this species to the sport fishery. 
 
Some members representing the sport fishery suggest the language on page 8-25 needs to be revised to 
make it clear that sale of all striped marlin caught in waters under the jurisdiction of the Council is prohibited. 

 
Permits 
 
The HMSAS is concerned with the requirement for gear endorsements on HMS permits.  If some evidence 
of minimal participation in a fishery is required to get an endorsement, this could be considered a limited 
entry program.  It may be desirable to find a way of achieving the objective of the endorsement without 
creating a limited entry program.  The HMSAS recommends the Council explore with NMFS the possible 
impacts of an endorsement. 
 
Hook-and-line fishery representatives proposed that the FMP address permit requirements for Canadian 
troll vessels fishing in U.S. waters. 
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Sale of Prohibited Species 
Several members expressed support for a complete prohibition on the sale of prohibited shark species.  
The FMP allows the sale to recognized scientific institutions.  There was no consensus on this point. 
 
Bluefin Net Pens 
 
A description of the net pen operation for bluefin tuna needs to be included in chapter 2. 
 
Charter Survey 
 
There was consensus to recommend the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission look at the economic 
information for the Commercial Passenger Fishing Vessel fleet throughout the entire coast.  The current 
data in the FMP is limited to southern California. 
 
Management Cycle 
 
Some members expressed concern about making decisions at the September Council meeting, during the 
middle of the albacore season. 
 
Process After March Meeting 
 
The agency comments on the FMP suggest that substantial revisions to the EIS/FMP are necessary before 
final Council action can be taken.  The HMSAS does not have a consensus recommendation on the time 
required to complete these revisions, but does want the job done completely and correctly so the final FMP 
will be approvable.  The HMSAS recommends NMFS commit additional resources as necessary to ensure  
the revisions can be completed.  
 
We also recommend the process continue to be very transparent with opportunities for HMSAS and public 
comment.  The HMSAS would like to meet in advance of the Council meeting when final action is taken, 
not during the Council meeting week, to give us more time to develop recommendations to the Council. 
 
With regard to the next draft, the HMSAS recommends the Council and HMSPDT consider preparation of 
a supplement, instead of a new complete version of the FMP.  The supplement would contain only the 
revisions prepared in response to Council direction at this meeting.  This document should reduce costs 
and facilitate understanding of the changes. 
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Exhibit G.2.c 
Supplemental HMSPDT Report 

March 2002 
 
 

HIGHLY MIGRATORY SPECIES PLAN DEVELOPMENT TEAM COMMENTS ON 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE'S SUGGESTED CHANGES TO THE 

DRAFT HIGHLY MIGRATORY SPECIES PLAN AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A TIMELINE 
 
The Highly Migratory Species Plan Development Team (HMSPDT) discussed the changes described in 
the March 8, 2002, letter from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Southwest Region.  First of 
all, the HMSPDT would like to acknowledge its agreement with points raised in the letter and believes the 
changes would significantly improve the HMS fishery management plan (FMP).  However, given the 
volume and nature of the changes being suggested, we think we can successfully address only some of 
these issues by the June Council meeting. 
 
The HMSPDT and the Council has received compliments on its transparent and open public processes 
throughout the development of the FMP.  Many of the changes being proposed by NMFS will require 
substantial HMSPDT discussion, drafting time, and public input in order for them to be adequately 
addressed.  Specifically, the changes regarding maximum sustainable yield (MSY) proxies for three of the 
management unit species (item #1), the essential fish habitat updates (#2), the bycatch changes (#3), 
most of the monitoring and compliance changes (#5), and the incidental catch allowance amounts (#10) 
will take a considerable amount of time and effort. 
 
Because the HMSPDT would like to address all of the changes being proposed by NMFS and address 
them in an open, satisfactory manner, the HMSPDT is proposing delaying the adoption of the final HMS 
FMP until the September 2002 Council meeting.  If the Council decides the final FMP must be completed 
in time for its June meeting, then the HMPSDT will likely not be able to adequately address the proposed 
changes listed above. 
 
Council Action: 
 
1. Provide guidance to the HMSPDT on the suggested changes it would like the team to address, and 

the appropriate timeline. 
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Exhibit G.2.c 
Supplemental HSG Report 

March 2002 
 
 

HABITAT STEERING GROUP COMMENTS ON 
THE DRAFT HIGHLY MIGRATORY SPECIES FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 
The Habitat Steering Group discussed the essential fish habitat (EFH) descriptions contained within the 
draft highly migratory species (HMS) fishery management plan (FMP).  It was noted that the HSG’s 
request to include prey species in the legal EFH definitions was addressed.   

 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Southwest Regional staff indicated the direction received from 
NMFS headquarters relative to HMS EFH definitions was to use static geographical areas, rather than 
having variable areas based on changes in sea surface temperature.  It was noted that the Coastal 
Pelagic Species (CPS) FMP contained variable EFH definitions, and the question was raised about the 
need for consistency.  The HSG also discussed the possible benefits of having static areas versus 
variable areas, and could not identify any, other than its possible potential in consultations to address such 
activities as offshore dredge dumping. 
 
After further discussion on the EFH language in the draft plan, the HSG has the following recommended 
changes: 
 
· The HSG requests the EFH chapter contain a section regarding Habitat Areas of Particular Concern 

(HAPCs) with a statement that clearly states whether HAPCs were explored for the various 
management unit species, and whether they will be developed in the future. 

 
· The HSG also requests the EFH chapter contain a section regarding marine reserves or the use of 

closed areas as habitat protection measures.  The HSG realizes that closed areas may not 
necessarily be feasible for HMS given their highly migratory behavior, but would like the HMSPDT to 
have a discussion and note its conclusions in the plan. 
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 Exhibit G.2.c 
Supplemental Tribal Comments 

March 2002 
 

TRIBAL COMMENTS 
 
 

Mr. Chairman, 
 
I would like to offer a brief comment on the Draft Highly Migratory Species FMP. 
 
The tribes are in favor of the proposed action in the Draft HMS FMP to adopt a framework to 
accommodate treaty fishing rights in the implementing regulations.  The tribes also favor 
modeling the initial proposed regulations after the coastal pelagic species regulations at 50 CFR 
660.518 as stated in the Draft FMP. 
 
Thank you. 
 



































































































































































































































































































































































































 Exhibit G.2 
 Attachment 2.b, Astoria Hearing 
 March 2002 
 
 
 HMS FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY 
 

 
Date: 

 
January 29, 2002 

 
Hearing Officer: 

 
Dr. Hans Radtke 

 
Location: 

 
Astoria, OR 

 
Other Council Members: 

 
 

 
 

 
Red Lion Inn 
Pacific Room 
400 Industry 
Astoria, OR  97103 

 
NMFS: 

 
 

 
Attendance: 

 
7 

 
HMSPDT: 

 
Mr. Jean McCrae 

 
Testifying: 

 
4 

 
Council Staff: 

 
Mr. Dan Waldeck 

 
Organizations Represented:  

· United Anglers of Southern California 
· U.S. Coast Guard 
· Washington Trollers Association 

 
 Synopsis of Testimony 
 
Of the 4 people testifying, generally: 
 
· 2 represented the recreational fishery. 
· 2 represented the commercial fishery. 
 
Commercial Comments 
 
One speaker remarked about the proposed management cycle, commercial permits, and drift gillnet 
closures.  He suggested the Council refrain from HMS management decisions during the July-September 
period, as this is the peak of the West Coast-based albacore fishery.  Relative to commercial fishing 
permits, he suggested permits be issued to a person or entity, because if limited entry is developed it will 
be necessary to tie catch history to an individual, which reduces problems in identifying who can claim past 
participation during the qualifying period.  Also relative to permits, he questioned whether Canadian 
albacore fishers in U.S. waters should be required to hold U.S. HMS permits.  He contended that if U.S. 
HMS fishers are required to hold permits, Canadian fishers in U.S. waters should also be required to hold 
permits.  Relative to the proposed drift gillnet closed area, he asked for clarification as to the bounds of the 
closed area.  He concluded by complimenting the Council process. 
 
The second speaker was a drift gillnet fisherman who commented on the proposed management action 
that would close waters north of 45° N latitude to drift gillnet gear.  He is one of a small number of fishermen 
who fish with drift gillnet gear in this area.  He opposes the proposed closure, noting the area from 36° N 
latitude to 45° N latitude is already closed to drift gillnet gear.  His fishery takes less than 100,000 pounds 
of swordfish and thresher shark per year and the shark resource is apparently healthy.  He encouraged 
the use of bycatch avoidance devices rather than a closed area.  
 
Recreational Comments 
 
A charter boat operator noted his preference for logbooks rather than observers.  However, he would 
support both observers and logbooks if all operators were affected equally. 
 
The second recreational representative noted strong interest in the FMP by recreational anglers in Oregon 
and Washington.  He expressed interest in including a harvest guideline for bluefin tuna. 
 
 Number of Written Statements Submitted at the Hearing = 1 
PFMC 
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 Exhibit G.2 
 Attachment 2.c, Coos Bay Hearing 
 March 2002 
 
 
 HMS FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY 
 
 
Date: 

 
January 30, 2002 

 
Hearing Officer: 

 
Mr. Ralph Brown 

 
Location: 

 
Coos Bay, OR 

 
Other Council Members: 

 
 

 
 

 
Red Lion Hotel 
South Umpqua Room 
1313 N Bayshore Drive 
Coos Bay, OR  97420 

 
NMFS: 

 
 

 
Attendance: 

 
26 

 
HMSPDT: 

 
Ms. Jean McCrae 

 
Testifying: 

 
7 

 
Staff: 

 
Mr. Kit Dahl 

 
Organizations Represented:  

· United Anglers of Southern California 
· Ocean Wildlife Campaign 

 
 
 Synopsis of Testimony 
 
Of the 7 people testifying, generally: 
 
· 2 represented the recreational fishery 
· 4 represented the commercial fishery 
· 1 represented conservation groups 
 
Commercial Comments 
 
It was noted that foreign vessels should be regulated before U.S. vessels are.  Foreign vessels compete 
with U.S. vessels during good fishing years.  U.S. fishermen are over regulated and are being squeezed 
out by foreign competitors.  It was suggested that, because albacore stocks are healthy and albacore 
trollers do not have bycatch impacts, the troll fishery did not need to be included in the FMP.  There was 
strong opposition to new regulations. 
 
One speaker stated the HMS Advisory Subpanel is not representative of fishermen. 
 
One speaker noted concern about the March 9, 2000 control date.  Albacore trolling is an intermittent 
fishery and some participants may not qualify. 
 
Concern was expressed about the migration of Hawaii-based longliners to the West Coast. 
 
Concern noted about a provision in the FMP that makes halibut and salmon prohibited species in the 
albacore fishery since may fishermen engage in mixed trips.  (This was apparently a misunderstanding 
on FMP provisions in this regard.) 
 
Recreational Comments 
 
Concern was expressed the FMP does not take into account Oregon coast communities’ special 
characteristics. 
 
There was concern the FMP will prevent catching other species (halibut and salmon) during albacore trips. 
 
One speaker stated that existing state regulations should be recognized in the plan; the plan should 
contain more information on the recreational fisheries; and the option that specifies a 14" stretched mesh 
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gillnet regulation should be adopted. 
Conservation Group Comments 
 
This speaker supported the prohibited species list in the FMP.  He preferred Management Unit Species 
(MUS) Alternative 4, which includes sixgill shark.  He stated his belief the FMP does not go far enough in 
monitoring and minimizing bycatch and stressed observers should be placed on vessels.  He also 
believes the bycatch reduction plan in the FMP is inadequate. 
 
The plan should also contain “target milestones” for each element. 
 
He does not support the exempted fishery permit alternative, because it does not specify what fisheries 
will be exempted.  Exploratory fishing should not be allowed under this exemption.  Relative to exempted 
fishing, he prefers Alternative 1. 
 
An informal question and answer period was held after the hearing concluded. 
 
 Number of Written Statements Submitted at the Hearing = 1 
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 Exhibit G.2 
 Attachment 1, Outline of proposed actions and alternatives 
 March 2002 
 
 
 PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES IN THE DRAFT FMP FOR HIGHLY MIGRATORY SPECIES 
 

 
 FMP Element  

 
 Proposed Action 

 
 Alternatives 

 
1. Species in the management unit (Ch.3 Pg.2-5) 

 
Alternative 2 
Tunas: albacore, bigeye, bluefin, yellowfin, skipjack 
Sharks: blue, bigeye thresher, common thresher, pelagic 

thresher, shortfin mako 
Others: dorado, striped marlin, swordfish 

 
Compared to proposed action 
1: Drop dorado. 
3: Drop bigeye and pelagic thresher sharks. 
4: Add sixgill shark. 
5: Drop all sharks. 

 
2. Monitored species (Ch.3 Pg.4,8) 

 
Include species to be monitored, but not actively managed (see 
table Ch.3 Pg.8) and use SAFE process to monitor these 
species. 

 
No alternatives presented. 

 
3. Overfishing criteria (Ch.3 Pg.7-12) 

 
Establish MSY and OY control rules; use derived OY for 
vulnerable species.  

 
No alternatives presented. 

 
4. SAFE Report (Ch.3 Pg.35-36) 

 
Prepare annual stock assessment and fishery evaluation 
(SAFE) report. 

 
No alternatives presented. 

 
5. Management objectives (Ch.8 Pg.5-6) 

 
Adopt 18 goals and objectives as listed in section 8.3.3. 

 
No alternatives presented. 

 
6. Framework procedures (Ch.8 Pg.6-10) 

 
Adopt framework procedures with point-of-concern mechanism. 

 
1: No framework procedures included.  All changes would 

require plan amendments. 
2: Adopt framework procedures without point-of-concern  

mechanism. 
 
7. Management cycle (Ch.8 Pg.10-11) 

 
Establish a biennial management cycle. 

 
1: No cycle established. 
2: Adopt an annual cycle. 
3: Adopt a multi-year cycle. 

 
8. Definition of legal gear (Ch.8 Pg.13-14) 

 
Commercial: harpoon, surface hook and line, drift gillnet, 

purse seine, pelagic longline 
Recreational: rod and reel, spear, hook and line 

 
1: No legal gears specified. 
2: Pelagic longline would not be legal gear.  Longline 

landings in west coast ports prohibited. 
 
9. Drift gillnet mesh size restriction (Ch.8 Pg.13) 

 
Preferred alternative not specified. 

 
1: Minimum stretched mesh size of 14 inches. 
2: No mesh size restriction. 

 
10. Incidental catch allowance for non-HMS gears (Ch.8 Pg. 

14) 

 
Allow HMS landings in non-HMS fisheries, up to a maximum of 
10-30 % of the total landing by weight. (Preferred allowance 
percentage not specified.) 

 
1: No incidental landings by non-HMS gears would be 

allowed. 
2: No incidental catch limits would be established.  Any 

amount of HMS allowed. 
 
11. Essential fish habitat (EFH) (Ch.8 Pg.14-15;Ch.4 Pg.30-32) 

 
Adopt species-specific and life stage-specific definition of EFH 
as described in Chapter 4 and authorize the adoption of 
management measures to minimize adverse effects on EFH 
from fishing.  

 
1: EFH would not be designated. 
2: Adopt a broad designation which would apply to all 

management unit species collectively: all surface waters of 
the ocean in the EEZ down to 1000 m. 

 
12. Bycatch (Ch.8 Pg.15-16) 
 

 
Authorize future measures to be adopted to minimize bycatch; 
adopt a voluntary catch-and-release program for recreational 

 
1: Do not adopt bycatch measures. 
2: Do not adopt catch-and-release program. 



 
 FMP Element  

 
 Proposed Action 

 
 Alternatives 

HMS fisheries; and implement initial measures for pelagic 
longline, drift gillnet and purse seine fisheries (see specific 
fishery measures below). 

3: Establish catch-and-release program for striped marlin 
only. 

 
 
13. Protected Species (Ch.8 Pg.16-17) 

 
Authorize adoption of future protected species conservation 
measures and implement initial measures for drift gillnet, pelagic 
longline and purse seine fisheries (see specific fishery 
measures below). 

 
No measures would be implemented with FMP.  NMFS would 
continue to promulgate such measures under separate 
authorities. 

 
14. Observer authority (Ch.8 Pg. 17) 

 
Authorize the Regional Administrator of NMFS to require 
commercial and charter vessels to carry observers when and if 
warranted. 

 
The FMP would not contain authority to establish observer 
programs for HMS fisheries. 

 
15. Prohibited species (Ch.8 Pg.17-18) 

 
Prohibit retention of great white, basking and megamouth 
sharks; Pacific salmon; and Pacific halibut.  (Retention of 
salmon and halibut with authorized gear during open seasons 
allowed.) 

 
1: No species would be prohibited. 
2: Prohibit retention of white, basking and megamouth 

sharks. 
3: Prohibit retention of Pacific salmon and Pacific halibut. 

 
16. Quotas or harvest guidelines (Ch.8 Pg.18-19) 

 
Authorize establishment or modification of quotas or harvest 
guidelines and adopt initial harvest guidelines as follows: 
 
common thresher shark  390-510 mt 
shortfin mako shark         200 mt  

 
1: No quotas or harvest guidelines would be established 

initially. 
2: Establish initial quotas or harvest guidelines for additional 

species. 

 
17. Allocation (Ch.8 Pg.19-20) 

 
Authorize establishment or modification of allocations among 
domestic HMS fisheries, but make no initial allocations. 

 
Establish initial allocations (criteria and process needed). 

 
18. Treaty Indian fishing (Ch.8 Pg.20-21) 

 
Include a process to accommodate treaty fishing rights in the 
implementing regulations. 

 
1: Do not establish a process to accommodate treaty Indian 

fishing rights. 
2: Include a process in the FMP. 

 
19. Exempted fishing permits (EFP) (Ch.8 Pg.21-22) 

 
Do not specify EFP procedures and objectives in the FMP; defer 
to regulations at 50 CFR 600.745. 

 
Adopt specific procedures and objectives for HMS EFPs in the 
FMP. 

 
20. Procedures for reviewing state regulations for consistency 

(Ch.8 Pg.22) 

 
Include procedures in FMP for determining consistency of state 
regulations with FMP. 

 
No alternatives presented. 

 
21. Permits (Ch.8 Pg.23-24) 

 
Require federal permits for all commercial vessels harvesting 
HMS, with an endorsement for the gear used. 

 
1: No new federal permits required. 
2: Require commercial vessel permits with no gear 

endorsements. 
3: Require commercial vessel permits for selected HMS 

fisheries only. 
4: Require recreational vessel permits for HMS fisheries. 
5: Require charter vessel permits for HMS fisheries. 
6: Require a federal or state permit for recreational vessels. 

 
22. Reporting requirements (Ch.8 Pg.24-25) 

 
Require all commercial and charter HMS vessels to maintain 
and submit logbooks; eliminate the California far offshore fishery 
declarations requirement for the troll albacore fishery. 

 
1: No new federal reporting requirements 
2: Limit new federal logbook requirements to commercial 

vessels not covered under existing laws. 
3: Eliminate far offshore declarations for all fisheries. 

 
23. Prohibit sale (Ch.8 Pg.25-26) 

 
Prohibit the sale of striped marlin. 

 
Do not prohibit the sale of striped marlin. 

 
24. Drift gillnet fishery management measures (Ch.8 Pg.26-27) 

 
Adopt current federal restrictions promulgated under MMPA and 
ESA; adopt selected state regulations including time/area 

 
1: Management would remain under current state and federal 

authorities. 



 
 FMP Element  

 
 Proposed Action 

 
 Alternatives 

closures; and adopt new closure in EEZ north of 45 ° N. lat. 2: Adopt only existing federal regulations. 
3: Adopt additional state regulations. 
4: Implement federal time/area closures in the biological 

opinion to protect turtles. 
 
25. Pelagic longline fishery management measures (Ch.8 

Pg.28-29) 

 
Prohibit the use of pelagic longlines in the EEZ; allow landings 
of HMS caught with pelagic longlines outside the EEZ, and 
apply western Pacific management measures to protect turtles 
and birds. 

 
Inside EEZ 
1: Management would remain under current state and federal 

authorities. 
2: Impose an indefinite moratorium on pelagic longlining with 

re-evaluation following completion of a bycatch reduction 
research program.. 

3: Authorize a limited entry pelagic longline fishery for tunas 
and swordfish with effort and area restrictions to evaluate 
longlines as alternative to drift gillnets to reduce bycatch. 

4: Prohibit pelagic longlining with re-evaluation following a 
tuna-swordfish bycatch experiment.  

 
Outside EEZ 
1: Management would remain under current state and federal 

authorities. 
2: Adopt selected turtle and bird protective measures tailored 

to  west coast fishery. 
 
26. Purse seine fishery management measures (Ch.8 Pg.30) 

 
Prohibit use of purse seines to harvest HMS in EEZ north of 44° 
N. lat. 

 
1: Management would remain under current authorities. 
2: Close the EEZ off Washington. 
3: The entire EEZ would be open to purse seine fishing. 
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 Exhibit G.2 
 Attachment 2.c, Coos Bay Hearing 
 March 2002 
 
 
 HMS FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY 
 
 
Date: 

 
January 30, 2002 

 
Hearing Officer: 

 
Mr. Ralph Brown 

 
Location: 

 
Coos Bay, OR 

 
Other Council Members: 

 
 

 
 

 
Red Lion Hotel 
South Umpqua Room 
1313 N Bayshore Drive 
Coos Bay, OR  97420 

 
NMFS: 

 
 

 
Attendance: 

 
26 

 
HMSPDT: 

 
Ms. Jean McCrae 

 
Testifying: 

 
7 

 
Staff: 

 
Mr. Kit Dahl 

 
Organizations Represented:  

· United Anglers of Southern California 
· Ocean Wildlife Campaign 

 
 
 Synopsis of Testimony 
 
Of the 7 people testifying, generally: 
 
· 2 represented the recreational fishery 
· 4 represented the commercial fishery 
· 1 represented conservation groups 
 
Commercial Comments 
 
It was noted that foreign vessels should be regulated before U.S. vessels are.  Foreign vessels compete 
with U.S. vessels during good fishing years.  U.S. fishermen are over regulated and are being squeezed 
out by foreign competitors.  It was suggested that, because albacore stocks are healthy and albacore 
trollers do not have bycatch impacts, the troll fishery did not need to be included in the FMP.  There was 
strong opposition to new regulations. 
 
One speaker stated the HMS Advisory Subpanel is not representative of fishermen. 
 
One speaker noted concern about the March 9, 2000 control date.  Albacore trolling is an intermittent 
fishery and some participants may not qualify. 
 
Concern was expressed about the migration of Hawaii-based longliners to the West Coast. 
 
Concern noted about a provision in the FMP that makes halibut and salmon prohibited species in the 
albacore fishery since may fishermen engage in mixed trips.  (This was apparently a misunderstanding 
on FMP provisions in this regard.) 
 
Recreational Comments 
 
Concern was expressed the FMP does not take into account Oregon coast communities’ special 
characteristics. 
 
There was concern the FMP will prevent catching other species (halibut and salmon) during albacore trips. 
 
One speaker stated that existing state regulations should be recognized in the plan; the plan should 
contain more information on the recreational fisheries; and the option that specifies a 14" stretched mesh 
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gillnet regulation should be adopted. 
Conservation Group Comments 
 
This speaker supported the prohibited species list in the FMP.  He preferred Management Unit Species 
(MUS) Alternative 4, which includes sixgill shark.  He stated his belief the FMP does not go far enough in 
monitoring and minimizing bycatch and stressed observers should be placed on vessels.  He also 
believes the bycatch reduction plan in the FMP is inadequate. 
 
The plan should also contain “target milestones” for each element. 
 
He does not support the exempted fishery permit alternative, because it does not specify what fisheries 
will be exempted.  Exploratory fishing should not be allowed under this exemption.  Relative to exempted 
fishing, he prefers Alternative 1. 
 
An informal question and answer period was held after the hearing concluded. 
 
 Number of Written Statements Submitted at the Hearing = 1 
 
 
PFMC 
02/27/02 
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 Exhibit G.2 
 Attachment 2.c, Coos Bay Hearing 
 March 2002 
 
 
 HMS FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY 
 
 
Date: 

 
January 30, 2002 

 
Hearing Officer: 

 
Mr. Ralph Brown 

 
Location: 

 
Coos Bay, OR 

 
Other Council Members: 

 
 

 
 

 
Red Lion Hotel 
South Umpqua Room 
1313 N Bayshore Drive 
Coos Bay, OR  97420 

 
NMFS: 

 
 

 
Attendance: 

 
26 

 
HMSPDT: 

 
Ms. Jean McCrae 

 
Testifying: 

 
7 

 
Staff: 

 
Mr. Kit Dahl 

 
Organizations Represented:  

· United Anglers of Southern California 
· Ocean Wildlife Campaign 

 
 
 Synopsis of Testimony 
 
Of the 7 people testifying, generally: 
 
· 2 represented the recreational fishery 
· 4 represented the commercial fishery 
· 1 represented conservation groups 
 
Commercial Comments 
 
It was noted that foreign vessels should be regulated before U.S. vessels are.  Foreign vessels compete 
with U.S. vessels during good fishing years.  U.S. fishermen are over regulated and are being squeezed 
out by foreign competitors.  It was suggested that, because albacore stocks are healthy and albacore 
trollers do not have bycatch impacts, the troll fishery did not need to be included in the FMP.  There was 
strong opposition to new regulations. 
 
One speaker stated the HMS Advisory Subpanel is not representative of fishermen. 
 
One speaker noted concern about the March 9, 2000 control date.  Albacore trolling is an intermittent 
fishery and some participants may not qualify. 
 
Concern was expressed about the migration of Hawaii-based longliners to the West Coast. 
 
Concern noted about a provision in the FMP that makes halibut and salmon prohibited species in the 
albacore fishery since may fishermen engage in mixed trips.  (This was apparently a misunderstanding 
on FMP provisions in this regard.) 
 
Recreational Comments 
 
Concern was expressed the FMP does not take into account Oregon coast communities’ special 
characteristics. 
 
There was concern the FMP will prevent catching other species (halibut and salmon) during albacore trips. 
 
One speaker stated that existing state regulations should be recognized in the plan; the plan should 
contain more information on the recreational fisheries; and the option that specifies a 14" stretched mesh 
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gillnet regulation should be adopted. 
Conservation Group Comments 
 
This speaker supported the prohibited species list in the FMP.  He preferred Management Unit Species 
(MUS) Alternative 4, which includes sixgill shark.  He stated his belief the FMP does not go far enough in 
monitoring and minimizing bycatch and stressed observers should be placed on vessels.  He also 
believes the bycatch reduction plan in the FMP is inadequate. 
 
The plan should also contain “target milestones” for each element. 
 
He does not support the exempted fishery permit alternative, because it does not specify what fisheries 
will be exempted.  Exploratory fishing should not be allowed under this exemption.  Relative to exempted 
fishing, he prefers Alternative 1. 
 
An informal question and answer period was held after the hearing concluded. 
 
 Number of Written Statements Submitted at the Hearing = 1 
 
 
PFMC 
02/27/02 
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 Exhibit G.2 
 Attachment 2.f, San Pedro Hearing 
 March 2002 
 
 
 HMS FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY 
 
 
Date: 

 
February 2, 2002 

 
Hearing Officer: 

 
Ms. Marija Vojkovich 

 
Location: 

 
San Pedro, CA 

 
Other Council Members: 

 
Mr. Don Hanson 

 
 

 
Hilton Port of Los 
Angeles/San Pedro 
Terrasini Room 
2800 Via Cabrillo Marina 
San Pedro, CA  90731 

 
NMFS: 

 
Mr. Svein Fougner 

 
Attendance: 

 
65 

 
HMSPDT: 

 
Dr. Norm Bartoo 
Ms. Susan Smith 
Dr. Dave Au 

 
Testifying: 

 
24 

 
Staff: 

 
Mr. Jim Morgan 

 
Organizations Represented:  

· Avalon Tuna Club 
· Southern California Tuna Club 
· United Anglers of Southern California 
· Inland Saltwater Fishing Club 
· Light Tackle Marlin Club 
· Sportfishing Association of California 
· Ocean Wildlife Campaign 
· Harbor Rod and Reel Club 
· Izaak Walton League of America 
· Los Angeles Rod and Reel Club 
· The Billfish Foundation 
· Chark Bait Saltwater Fishing Club 
· Balboa Angling Club 
· Western Fishboat Owners Association 

 
 Synopsis of Testimony 
 
Of the 24 people testifying, generally: 
 

· 17 represented the recreational fishery 
· 5 represented the commercial fishery 
· 1 represented conservation groups 
· 1 represented the general public 

 
Commercial Comments 
 
Some believed limited entry is not necessary for the albacore fishery.  There was some support for small 
mesh (albacore) gillnets, because there are so few vessels and the number of vessels is not likely to 
increase.  There was some support for experimental longline fishing north of Point Conception.  
 
Recreational Comments 
 
Some speakers urged a precautionary approach to stocks of unknown status, encouraged a catch and 
release program, and opposed longlines in the EEZ and drift gillnets.  There was some support for 
observers, and monitoring and reporting provisions. 
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Conservation Group Comments 
 
Some speakers urged no exploratory fishing through Exempted Fishing Permits (EFPs).  Some 
recommended the use of EFPs to reduce bycatch.  Generally, this group supported use of the 
precautionary approach. 
 
Other Testimony  
 
None. 
 
 Written Statements Submitted at the Hearing = 3 
 
 
PFMC 
02/27/02 
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 Exhibit G.2 
 Attachment 2.g, San Diego Hearing 
 March 2002 
 
 
 HMS FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY 
 
 
Date: 

 
February 4, 2002 

 
Hearing Officer: 

 
Mr. Don Hansen 

 
Location: 

 
San Diego, CA 

 
Other Council Members: 

 
Mr. LB Boydstun 

 
 

 
Hubbs-Sea World Rsrch Inst. 
2595 Ingraham Street 
San Diego, CA  92109 

 
NMFS: 

 
Mr. Svein Fougner 

 
Attendance: 

 
60 

 
HMSPDT: 

 
Dr. David Au 
Dr. Norm Bartoo 
Mr. Steve Crooke 
Ms. Susan Smith 
Dr. Dale Squires 

 
Testifying: 

 
13 

 
Staff: 

 
Mr. Larry Six 

 
Organizations Represented:  

· Southwestern Yacht Club Anglers 
· Sportfishing Association of California 
· The Marlin Club of San Diego 
· San Diego Rod and Reel Club 
· Ocean Wildlife Campaign 
· The Billfish Foundation 
· United Anglers of Southern California 

 
 
 Synopsis of Testimony 
 
Of the 13 people testifying, generally: 
 
· 9 represented the recreational fishery 
· 3 represented the commercial fishery 
· 1 represented conservation groups 
 
Commercial Comments 
 
One vessel owner who fishes for albacore noted the albacore stock is doing well after being impacted in 
the 1980's by the high seas driftnet fishery.  He expressed some concern about the small-mesh gillnet 
fishery and its potential to impact the market, because  product quality is inferior.  He asked the Council 
to consider this issue carefully before expanding this fishery. 
 
A gillnet vessel owner spoke in favor of the small-mesh fishery, and he opposed the 14-inch mesh 
restriction.  He stated that most of the albacore and bluefin taken in this fishery go into a special sushi 
market (not in the troll market), and product quality is high.  He asked the Council to make a decision 
based on science, not public opinion.  He estimated that 40 vessels are using small mesh to target tuna. 
 
Another vessel owner stated there is enough fish for all groups and no need to shut down commercial 
fisheries when there is a market for these fish, and especially given the lack of data. 
 
Recreational Comments 
 
Representatives of United Anglers of Southern California supported the preferred alternatives and 
complimented the Council on the excellent process of plan development.  They supported the 14-inch 
mesh size option and a low incidental catch rate. 
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The representative of the San Diego Rod and Reel Club supported no longlining in the EEZ, but felt the 
Council should go further in restricting use of longlines and drift gillnets beyond the EEZ, because of the 
impact on striped marlin.  He supported the 14-inch mesh size restriction. 
 
The representative of The Billfish Foundation concurred with the preferred alternatives and thanked the 
Council for the opportunity for the southern California sport fishing community to become involved in the 
Council process.  The recreational fishery is a legitimate economic activity which supports many jobs. 
 
Other anglers generally expressed support for the FMP and the preferred alternatives. 
 
Conservation Group Comments 
 
The representative of the Ocean Wildlife Campaign stated that the FMP was a good first step.  He 
supported most of the preferred alternatives.  He recommended the Council develop its own guidelines 
for EFPs with an emphasis on bycatch reduction not exploratory fishing.  He supports authority to 
establish observer programs, but suggested the FMP should go further and specify numbers of observers 
needed across the fleet.  He supported the harvest guidelines for thresher and mako sharks, but would 
prefer that the Council cap catches of all HMS at current levels. 
 
Other Testimony 
 
None. 
 

At the end of formal testimony, there was an informal discussion about the small-mesh gillnet fishery 
and the lack of data on this fishery. 

 
 Number of Written Statements Submitted at the Hearing = 0 
 
 
PFMC 
02/27/02 
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 Exhibit G.2 
 Attachment 2.a, Olympia Hearing 
 March 2002 
 
 
 HMS FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY 
 
 
Date: 

 
January 28, 2002 

 
Hearing Officer: 

 
Mr. Bob Alverson 

 
Location: 

 
Olympia, WA 

 
Other Council Members: 

 
Mr. Phil Anderson 

 
 

 
Natural Resources Building 
1111 Washington Street NE, Rm. 172 
Olympia, WA  98501 

 
 

 
 

 
Attendance: 

 
9 

 
HMSPDT: 

 
Ms. Michele Robinson 

 
Testifying: 

 
3 

 
Council Staff: 

 
Mr. Dan Waldeck 
Mr. Kit Dahl 

 
Organizations Represented: 

· Washington Trollers Association 
· Westport Charterboat Association 
· Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission 
· US Coast Guard 
· Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
· National Marine Fisheries Service-Northwest Regional Office 

 
 Synopsis of Testimony 
 
Of the 3 people testifying, generally: 
 
· 1 represented the recreational fishery 
· 2 represented the commercial fishery 
 
Commercial Comments 
 
The first commentor was not in favor of limited entry for the albacore troll fishery.  He noted that salmon 
trollers, at times, depend on access to albacore fishery.  He also asked about how expensive licenses 
would be if licenses would be required even if a fisher did not participate in the albacore fishery and where 
the license fee would go. 
 
The hearing panel responded that National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) would administer permits, 
and they would determine license fees.  The intent would be for permit fees to be determined by 
administrative costs. 
 
The second speaker remarked about the proposed management cycle, commercial permits, and drift 
gillnet closures.  He suggested the Council refrain from HMS management decisions during the 
July-September period, as this is the peak of the West Coast-based albacore fishery.  Relative to 
commercial fishing permits, he suggested permits be issued to a person or entity, because if limited entry 
is developed, it will be necessary to tie catch history to an individual which reduces problems in identifying 
who can claim past participation during the qualifying period.  Also relative to permits, he questioned 
whether Canadian albacore fishers in U.S. waters should be required to hold U.S. HMS permits.  He 
contended that if U.S. HMS fishers are required to hold permits, Canadian fishers in U.S. waters should 
also be required to hold permits.  Relative to the proposed drift gillnet closed area, he asked for 
clarification as to the bounds of the closed area.  He concluded by complimenting the Council process. 
 
Recreational Comments 
 
This representative from the charterboat sector noted a desire to be accounted for in HMS management, 
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especially the albacore fishery.  He is opposed to the small mesh drift gillnet fishery targeting albacore 
and the use of pelagic longlines with the U.S. exclusive economic zone (EEZ).  He does not support 
federal permits for individual recreational anglers, but would support federal licenses and logbooks for the 
charterboat sector. 
 
 Number of Written Statements Submitted at the Hearing = 2 
 
 
PFMC 
02/26/02 
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 Exhibit G.2 
 Situation Summary 
 March 2002 
 

HIGHLY MIGRATORY SPECIES FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
Situation:  The Council is scheduled to take final action on the fishery management plan (FMP) for West 
Coast highly migratory species (HMS) fisheries.  The FMP, with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS), was distributed for public review beginning January 5, 2002.  From January 28-February 4, seven 
public hearings were held to provide interested individuals opportunity to comment on the FMP and DEIS; 
summaries from these hearings are included as attachments (Exhibit G.2, Attachment 2.a-g). 
 
At this meeting, the Highly Migratory Species Plan Development Team (HMSPDT) will review the proposed 
management actions and alternatives.  The HMS Advisory Subpanel (HMSAS) will provide their 
comments. 
 
In the draft plan, the Council has specified preferred options in some cases, and not specified preferences 
in others.  At this meeting, the Council is scheduled to select options for final recommendation to the 
National Marine Fisheries Service.  Attachment 1 summarizes the necessary decisions and the Council’s 
preferred options to date. 
 
Public comments on the draft FMP are enclosed (Exhibit G.2.d).  As of February 22, 2002, the Council 
received approximately 1,112 pieces of correspondence (email, fax, mail) related to the draft FMP.  1,074 
of these were from mass mail campaigns (983 and 91, respectively).  38 individual letters or emails make 
up the balance of comments received.  Generally, the majority of the comments support adoption of the 
FMP and the current preferred alternatives.  Many comments specifically call for prohibition of the use of 
pelagic longline gear within the U.S. exclusive economic zone.  There are also many comments calling for 
conservative management.  In contrast, several comments question the need for further restrictions on 
commercial fisheries; including longline gear prohibition, minimum drift gillnet mesh restrictions, and purse 
seine area closures.  One very detailed set of comments was received.  This commentor questioned the 
need for a Federal FMP and several of the management restrictions in the draft FMP. 
 
Previously (September 2000-November 2001), the Council received approximately 5,760 letters specifically 
in opposition to the use of pelagic longline gear. 
 
Council Action: 
 
1. Consider final adoption of FMP.  Select preferred alternatives and provide guidance to the 

HMSPDT and HMSAS for finalizing the FMP, where necessary. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Draft Highly Migratory Species Fishery Management Plan, Including Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement and Regulatory Impact Review (please bring your copy with you). 
2. Outline of proposed actions and alternatives (Exhibit G.2, Attachment 1). 
3. Public hearing summaries (Exhibit G.2, Attachment 2.a-g). 
4. Exhibit G.2.d, Public Comment. 
5. Exhibit G.2.c, Supplemental HMSPDT Report. 
6. Exhibit G.2.c, Supplemental HMSAS Report. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Dan Waldeck 
b. Draft FMP and EIS Dale Squires/Steve Crooke 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comment 
e. Council Action:  Adopt HMS FMP for Implementation 
 
PFMC 
02/26/02 
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