


































































 
 1 

 Exhibit E.2.b 
 Trawl Permit Stacking Work Group Report 
 April 2002 
 
 
 TRAWL PERMIT STACKING WORK GROUP REPORT 
 
The Ad Hoc Trawl Permit Stacking Work Group met February 26, 2002.  The Work Group: 
 

(1) Developed a draft problem statement and goals and objectives. 
(2) Identified major alternatives that should be considered as part of the analytical package. 
(3) Agreed on a number of key provisions for the trawl permit stacking program. 
(4) Requested analysis on the effect of various implementations of trawl permit stacking on vessel 

cumulative limits. 
(5) Identified a number of key trade-off considerations that should be taken into account in 

developing permit stacking options. 
(6) Planned its next meeting for fall of 2002. 

 
Attached to this report is the beginnings of the analytical package which will support consideration of 
whether or not a trawl permit stacking should be recommended.  The attachment includes the draft 
problem statement, goals and objectives, a listing of the major alternatives for analysis, and key elements 
for a permit stacking program.  The Work Group identified the 2004 season as the earliest season for 
which a permit stacking program could be implemented. 
 
Summary of Main Requests for Council Guidance and Work Group Recommendation 
 
The Work Group requests Council guidance on: 
 

1. The degree to which the Work Group should develop the major alternatives to permit stacking 
(e.g. an individual fishing quota program). 

2. The appropriateness of the draft problems statement, goals and objectives. 
 
Work Group recommendation: 
 

Even though work has begun on developing a trawl permit stacking alternative, the Work Group 
believes the Council should continue to support a trawl permit buyback program as the first priority for 
addressing overcapacity in the trawl fleet. 

 
Major Alternatives for Consideration 
 
The Council charged the Work Group with developing several options for Council consideration, including 
an individual quota program.  The following are the major alternatives the Work Group believes should be 
addressed in the analysis: 
 
· Status Quo (Continue Current Management Structure) 
· Buyback  
· Trawl Permit Stacking 
· Individual Quotas 
· Fleet Reduction by Requiring Requalification for Permits Based on Landings 
 

Request for Council Guidance: The Work Group is uncertain about the degree to which it should 
develop alternatives for individual quotas or requalification for permits.  In addition to the Work Group 
time required to fully develop these major alternatives, a substantial amount of analytical support 
would be required. 
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Individual Quotas. Some of the issues requiring detailed deliberation include: 
 

Initial allocation 
Individual quota divisibility, separability, and transferability 
Minimizing incentives for discard 
Tracking the transfer of individual quotas 
Monitoring landings and field enforcement 

 
Requalification for Permits.  Some of the issues requiring detailed deliberation include: 

 
History to be used for requalification (permit, vessel, owner, other) 
Specific levels of participation required for requalification 
Time period to be used for requalification 

 
In developing the alternatives, the Council also charged the Work Group with considering the relation 
between buyback programs and trawl permit stacking.  Permit stacking may dilute the effect of a buyback 
program and may increase the costs of such a program. 
 

Work Group Recomendation:  The Work Group believes that a trawl buyback program should 
continue to be the first priority alternative for reduction of trawl fleet capacity. 

 
Draft Problem Statement 
 
The draft problem statement is provided in the attachment to this report.  The statement is based on the 
strategic plan problem statement pertaining to overcapacity.  Elements of the problem statement not 
pertaining to trawl fixed gear were eliminated.  Additional detail was provided on the stresses created in 
the harvest sector, processing sector, and communities.   
 
Draft Goals and Objectives 
 
The draft goals and objectives are provided in the attachment to this report.  The draft goal is the first part 
of the goal related to capacity reduction, as adopted in the strategic plan.  Objectives were derived from 
the problem statement. 
 
Main Provisions for a Trawl Permit Stacking Program 
 
There was agreement in the Work Group on all features of the permit stacking alternative except for (1) 
the basis for, and amount of, credit that should be provided for stacked permits; and (2) whether the 
length endorsement on stacked permits would need to be in line with the length of the vessel.  The 
agreed upon features are detailed in the attachment to this report.  The Work Group would recommend 
that stacked permits be required to have a length endorsement appropriate for the vessel only if a full limit 
is provided for the stacked permit (see discussion below on “full” and “partial” limits). 
 
The Work Group considered but rejected recommendation of options for a number of elements that were 
considered as part of the fixed gear sablefish permit stacking program.  The Work Group noted that each 
of the following provisions (except the last) would impose restrictions that extend beyond those necessary 
to implement a trawl permit stacking program and would directly affect the activities of holders of permits 
that do not choose to stack permits (as well as those choosing to stack permits). 
 

Limits on the Number of Permits That May Be Owned 
 

The Work Group recommends the Council continue to rely on the approach of the Amendment 6 
limited entry program:  i.e., depend on antitrust measures to prevent excessive aggregation of permit 
ownership.  

 
Limits on Entry to At-Sea Processing 
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This provision of the fixed gear sablefish program was intended to provide provide some relief for 
processors that would be adversely affected by stacking.  However, it goes beyond the provisions 
needed to achieve trawl permit stacking program.  It imposes a direct restriction on the activities of 
holders of permits that do not choose to stack (as well as those choosing to stack). The Work Group 
did not want to take up this ancillary issue at this time. 

 
Owner-on-Board Requirements 

 
The owner-on-board provision for fixed gear sablefish vessels was believed to be needed in order to 
maintain an important social characteristic of the fleet: the owner-operated vessel.  Representatives 
of the trawl fishery on the Work Group did not believe this characteristic to be as important for the 
trawl fleet. 

 
U.S. Citizenship Requirements 

 
The Work Group recommends the Council continue to rely on the approach of the Amendment 6 
limited entry program:  i.e., require that only persons eligible to own U.S. fishing vessels be allowed to 
own a fixed gear limited entry permit. 

 
Advance Notice of Intent to Land 
 
Trawlers land fish at fewer locations than fixed gear sablefish vessels and believe the locations at 
which they land are adequately monitored.  Fixed gear sablefish vessels, particularly smaller vessels, 
have greater locational flexibility in landing fish than do trawl vessels. Therefore, an advance notice of 
intent to land may be less relevant for the trawl fishery than it was for the fixed gear sablefish fishery. 

 
Declaration of Intent to Stack 

 
The purpose of the declaration of intent to stack provision would be to help managers anticipate 
expected harvest levels and appropriately adjust trip limits before the start of the fishing year or in 
advance of the start of a cumulative limit period.  The Work Group rejected this option because in 
order for the information to be useful in setting the annual specifications it would likely need to be 
provided almost a year in advance of the fishing year. 

 
Amount of the Additional Cumulative Limits to be Provided for Stacked Permits 
 
The element of the trawl stacking program that is likely to be most controversial is the amount of the 
additional cumulative limit to be provided for stacked permits. 
 
The following were identified as possible options for the amount of the additional cumulative limit that 
would be provided when a permit is stacked. 
 

Option 1. Full cumulative limit 
Option 2. Partial cumulative limit based on  

Suboption 2a. A fixed proportion of the total cumulative limit (adjustable over time). 
Suboption 2b. A relationship between permit length and the amount of the cumulative limit. 
Suboption 2c. catch history (different partial limits for different permits depending on 

associated catch history). 
 
Other options suggested included dividing the permits into subgroups depending on whether the 
associated vessel was a full-time or part-time participant in the groundfish fishery and on the associated 
vessel’s target fisheries. 
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In discerning between these options there are two types of limits of concern: 
 

Base Limit: The limit associated with a permit that has not been stacked. 
Stacked Limit: The limited associated with a permit that has been stacked. 

 
Under the “full limit” option, the “base limit” and the “stacked limit” would be the same.  Under the “partial 
limit” option, the vessel would have a “base limit” associated with a permit with a size endorsement 
appropriate for the vessel.  Additionally, the vessel would have a “stacked limit” for each additional permit 
stacked on the vessel.  The “stacked limit” would be less than the “base limit.”  In evaluating options, the 
following are some of the key trade-offs to be considered. 
 

Key Trade-off 1 
 

When a permit is stacked, if the harvest of a species or species group taken under the permit is 
greater than the harvest of the species or species group taken under the permit prior to the time it 
was stacked, the cumulative limit for that species or species group will need to be reduced in 
order to keep the fleet within the annual harvest (within the optimum yield [OY]). 

 
Under the “full limit” option, it is expected the cumulative limits for all permits would decline as a result 
of permit stacking.  Under the “partial limit” option there may be some opportunity to maintain base 
limits at levels similar to what they would be without permit stacking. 

 
Key Trade-off 2 

 
If permits are allowed to move between segments of the groundfish fishery, there will be more 
opportunity for the erosion of base limits in the segments to which permits are moved. 

 
This trade-off is a variation on the first trade-off identified.  One concern about the stacking of permits 
is the potential transfer of effort from one segment of the fishery to another segment, for example, the 
stacking of a permit used in the nearshore trawl fishery onto a permit mainly used in the Dover sole/ 
thornyhead/trawl-caught sablefish complex (DTS) fishery. In this situation, the only way to prevent the 
erosion of the base limit in the DTS fishery would be to provide no additional DTS cumulative limit for 
the stacked permit.  If prevention of such transfers is desirable, then consideration of some kind of a 
species group endorsement might be appropriate. 

 
Key Trade-off 3: 

 
The smaller the cumulative limit for a stacked permit (relative to an unstacked permit or “base 
permit”) the less likely it is that stacking will occur. 

 
Smaller limits for a stacked  permits will result in less permit stacking than would be expected if full 
limits were provided for stacked permits.  Smaller limits may make it less likely that vessels stacking 
permits will outbid vessels using the permit as a “base” permit.   

 
Next Meeting Planned for Fall 2002 
 
Due to workload considerations, the Work Group does not intend to meet again until next fall, at which 
time additional information will be available to continue with development of the permit stacking 
alternative.  
 



 
 5 

 Attachment 
 
 Draft Regulatory Package for Trawl Permit Stacking 
 March 21, 2002 
 
 Abstract 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 

1.1 Organization of This Document 
 
This is a draft document which when developed in its entirety will fulfill numerous analytical requirements 
associated with actions taken under the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  In addition to the requirements of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act, this document will meet analytical requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), Executive Order 12866, the Regulatory Flexibility Act and other applicable laws. 
 
[INSERT REMAINDER OF DESCRIPTION WHEN DOCUMENT IS FINALIZED FOR PUBLIC REVIEW] 
 
1.2 Purpose and Need 
 

1.2.1 Problem for Resolution  
 
The following is the problem statement on overcapacity contained in the strategic plan.  A number of 
deletions and insertions are recommended in order to adapt this problem statement to the specifics of a 
permit stacking program.  Deleted text is struck through and insertions are underlined. 
 
Overcapacity in the groundfish fishery is at the base of many other problems in the fishery.  
Overcapitalization often drives fisheries management choices and undermines the effectiveness of 
management changes.  The groundfish fishery has been managed for many years with trip limits and 
cumulative period landing limits in order to allow the fishery to operate year round.   Year-round fishing 
opportunity is important to the maintenance of processing plants and related jobs in coastal communities. 
To reduce management-induced discards, trip limits have been replaced by cumulative period landings 
limits with the time periods for the limits increasing over time.  As OYs have declined, so have the 
cumulative landing limits.  With lower landing limits and higher gear efficiency, the opportunities for 
discards have increased.  Small landing limits are reallocative (shifting harvest from larger to smaller 
producers) and exacerbate the economic inefficiencies resulting from too many boats chasing too few 
fish.  
 
In addition to the discard, wastage, reallocation, and efficiency problems growing out of reduced landing 
limits, the fleet is suffering economically from reduced income that has resulted from declines in total 
harvests.  The economic survival problem would be lessened if the per pound exvessel value had 
increased commensurate with the decrease in total landings or if efficiency gains were enough to 
compensate for reductions in gross revenues.  However, neither has been the case.  Low profit levels are 
leading to deferred investment in vessel maintenance and needed safety gear, resulting in increasingly 
hazardous conditions in an already hazardous occupation.  Impacts of reduced harvest levels are not 
limited to the harvest sector.  As a result of reduced product volume processors and wholesalers are 
finding their share of the market diminishing.  Their diminished place in the market makes it more difficult 
for them to move pulses of fish that come through when trawlers make large landings.  This difficulty 
ultimately translates to reduced exprocessor and wholesale prices. 
 
According to the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC):  “The 1994 limited entry program was not 
sufficiently restrictive to address the overcapitalization that existed at the time of the program’s inception.  
Moreover, the gap between harvest capacity and groundfish OYs that existed in 1994 has widened as 
stocks continue their downward decline, new scientific information has become available clarifying the 
extent and gravity of this decline, and OYs have been reduced to unprecedented low levels.” 
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Due to political, economic, and biological complexities of West Coast groundfish management, there has 
been little progress in reducing harvest capacity.  These complexities have stalled efforts to develop an 
industry-funded buyback program for the limited entry trawl fishery 
 
Reducing capacity in the fishery is fundamentally necessary to reducing overfishing, minimizing bycatch 
and improving the economic outlook for the West Coast fishing industry.  Capacity reduction should not 
be seen as just another type of management measure.  Capacity reduction must be a key element of any 
plan to ensure management effectiveness and economic viability of the West Coast groundfish fishery.  
Without significant groundfish capacity reduction, the Council will continue to find it difficult, if not 
impossible, to achieve many of the conservation and economic objectives of the groundfish fishery 
management plan. 
 

1.2.2 Goal and Objectives 
 
Goal 
 
The following goal for the trawl permit stacking is taken from the first two sentences of the strategic plan 
goal for capacity reduction. 
 

To have a level of harvest capacity in the fishery that is appropriate for a sustainable harvest and low 
discard rates, and which results in a fishery that is diverse, stable, and profitable.  This reduced 
capacity should lead to more effective management for many other fishery problems. 

 
Objectives for Permit Stacking 
 
· Increase Economic Efficiency of the Trawl Fleet. 
 
· Increase Economic Viability of Groundfish Trawlers After Program is Implemented. 
 
· Reduce Management Induced Discards in the Trawl Fishery to Facilitate Better Assessment of Total 

Mortality and Reduce Economic Wastage. 
 
· Reduce Incidental Harvest of Stocks Being Rebuilt. 
 
· Increase Operational Flexibility. 
 
· Meet Processor, Market and Community Needs for Product Flow from Groundfish. 
 
 
2.0 Alternatives 
 
All reasonable alternatives need to be addressed in the analytical documents.  Rationale should be 
provided for any alternative that addresses the need for action but is not given detailed consideration. 
 
2.1 Alternatives Considered In This Analysis 
 
Status Quo (Continue Current Management Structure) 
 
Description to be developed. 
 
Buyback  
 
Details to be specified. 
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Trawl Permit Stacking 
 

Provision 1:  Basic Stacking  
 
Participants in the limited entry trawl fishery would be allowed to register multiple trawl endorsed permits 
for a single vessel (allowed to stack permits).  The vessel would have to have at least one trawl permit 
with a length endorsement appropriate for the size of the vessel, the base permit.  The vessel could stack 
a permit with any size length endorsement.   
 
There would be two types of cumulative limits:  
 

Base Limit  The limit associated with a permit that has not been stacked. 
Stacked Limit The limited associated with a permit that has been stacked. 

 
The vessel would be able to land a base limit for the base permit plus additional stacked limits for each 
stacked permits.   
 

Provision 2:  The Stacked Limits 
 
For each additional stacked permit a vessel would be able to land: 
 

Option 1. A full cumulative limit (the base limit). 
Option 2. A partial cumulative limit. 

 
However, for some species the Council may consider not providing additional cumulative limits when 
permits are stacked.  The partial cumulative limit could be based on: 
 

Suboption 2a. A fixed proportion of the total cumulative limit (adjustable over time). 
Suboption 2b. A relationship between permit length and the amount of the cumulative limit. 
Suboption 2c. Catch history (different partial limits for different permits depending on 

associated catch history). 
 

Provision 3:  Stacked Permits May be Unstacked 
 
Unstacked permits would take their original (prestacked) form with respect to the size endorsement on the 
permit and other features of the permit.  A stacked permit could be unstacked and placed on another 
vessel, serving as the base permit for that vessel.  This flexibility will encourage stacking but any 
reduction in capacity resulting from permit stacking would not be permanent. 
 

Provision 4:  Limits on Permit Transfers 
 
Permits could be transferred any time but only one time per calendar year.   Transfers would become 
effective at the start of the subsequent cumulative limit period.  
 
The limited entry program currently restricts permit transfers to one transfer per calendar year.  Increasing 
the number of transfers to more than once per calendar year would encourage more intense use of the 
permit, particularly in the context of permit stacking.  A vessel out of the groundfish fishery for a short 
period for maintenance or to take part in other fisheries time might lease its permit to another vessel for 
the duration of its absence from the fishery.  This increase in use of the permit would result in a reduction 
in the base cumulative limits. 
 
Making permit transfers effective at the start of the subsequent cumulative limit period is intended to 
simplify the monitoring of landings.  This provision means that only one vessel would be able to fish on a 
permit during any cumulative limit period.   



 
DOCUMENT1 8 

Provisions Rejected 
 
Unlike the fixed gear sablefish stacking program, the proposed program for the stacking of trawl permits 
would not impose limits on the number of permits stacked on a single vessel or the number of permits 
owned by one entity.  Limits on the number of permits stacked was rejected because with partial limits, 
vessels may need to stack a substantial number of permits in order to achieve a reasonable economically 
viable harvest level.  Limits on the number of permits owned by a single entity was rejected, because of 
the complexity of such limits and the trawl industry representatives belief the control rule relied on for 
Amendment 6 (antitrust law) is sufficient. 
 
Individual Quotas 
 
Details to be developed (guidance from the Council requested). 
 
Fleet Reduction by Requiring Requalification for Permits Based on Landings 
 
Details to be developed (guidance from the Council requested). 
 
2.2 Alternatives Considered but Rejected for Further Analysis for Cause 
 
Removal of all limits (i.e., derby fishery). 
 
Stacking Seasons. 
 
Partial Year Fishery. 
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Exhibit E.2.c 
Open Access Permitting Committee Report 

April 2002 
 
 

 REPORT OF THE AD HOC OPEN ACCESS PERMITTING SUBCOMMITTEE 
 
The Open Access Permitting Committee, a subcommittee of the groundfish Strategic Plan Oversight 
Committee (SPOC), met January 30-31, 2002 and on March 26, 2002.  
 
The near-term objective for the committee has been to lay the groundwork for an fishery management 
plan amendment to limit entry to the open access segment of the groundfish fishery.  Formal work on this 
amendment is not expected to commence until some other Council high priority issues have been 
addressed.   
 
The state of California has a mandate to move forward with nearshore management of rockfish species.  
At some point the state’s need to move forward will have to be reconciled with the Council’s schedule for 
consideration of limited entry for the open access fishery and a possible plan amendment to transfer 
nearshore management authority to the state. 
 
In previous reports to the Council, the committee has provided a problem statement and a qualitative 
historic description of the development of the open access fishery.  At its January and March 2002 
meetings, the committee developed goals and objectives and a data request pertaining to the open 
access fishery.  At this Council meeting, the committee would like to solicit comments on the following. 
 

(1) The draft goals and objectives for limiting entry to the directed open access groundfish fishery. 
(2) The specifics of the request for data describing the directed and incidental segments of the open 

access fishery. 
 
The purpose of the data request is not to begin to develop qualifying criteria but rather to help everyone 
gain a better understanding of the structure of the open access fishery and changes that have occurred 
over the last dozen years.  
 
Goals and Objectives 
 
Attachment 1 provides a first draft of goals and objectives for a license limitation program covering the 
directed segment of the open access groundfish fishery.  The committee will be evaluating and adjusting 
these goals and objectives as it proceeds with its work.  The goals and objectives were taken directly 
from the Amendment 6 license limitation program and modified as indicated (underlined text indicates an 
insertion).  It is likely that significantly different goals and objectives will be required for a program to limit 
capacity for the incidental groundfish fishery. 
 
One of the most significant adjustments recommended is to change the primary objective from “limit or 
reduce harvest capacity in the West Coast groundfish fishery“ to “match harvest capacity to harvest 
available for the open access groundfish fishery.”  This adjustment better aligns the objectives with 
objectives identified in the strategic plan.  
 
Data Request 
 
Attachment 2 provides the committee’s request for descriptive data on the open access fishery and 
Attachment 3 provides an index of the table series that thus far have been generated in response (along 
with example tables).  The request entails separate summarization of data for the incidental and directed 
open access harvest and further subdivisions of that harvest.  The committee has not structured the data 
request to reflect time periods, divisions of the fleet, or species groups that would necessarily be used in 
establishing qualification requirements for the open access fishery.  With respect to this data request: 
 
· A qualitative description needs to be developed to complement the quantitative description.  The 

NMFS NWR staff has made substantial progress in this area.   
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· Descriptive information on the fishery should be developed in coordination with analyses being 

developed for the programmatic groundfish EIS, rebuilding plans, and the environmental assessment 
for the annual harvest regulations. 

· If direct and incidental landings are to be distinguished on the basis of proportion of gross revenue 
from groundfish, quality of the gross revenue data needs to be evaluated. 

 
Incorporation of the Open Access Fishery into the Limited Entry Program 
 
The committee identified two ways in which a limited entry system for the directed open access fishery 
might be coordinated with the current groundfish limited entry program.   
 

(1) Maintain a separate allocation and permit status for directed open access vessels qualifying for 
the new licenses. 

(2) Bring open access vessels into the current limited entry system and increase the limited entry 
allocation by the amount of catch history associated with the qualifying vessels.  

 
Soliciting Public Comment 
 
With the development of state interest in managing the nearshore groundfish fisheries, and implementing 
limited entry programs for those fisheries, it is understood that confusion may arise between the state and 
federal actions.  Close coordination will be required and frequent public comment should be solicited as a 
means of detected and reducing confusion. 
 
When an open access permitting program is ready to be reviewed by the public, state help should be 
requested in contacting participants in fisheries not normally involved with the Council groundfish 
process. 
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 Attachment 1 
 
 
 Limited Entry Goals and Objectives for the Groundfish Directed Segment of the Open Access Fishery 
 
The following are the initial goals and objectives the Open Access Subcommittee is working with in 
developing a license limitation program for the directed open access groundfish fishery.  The goals and 
objectives were taken directly from the Amendment 6 license limitation program and modified as indicated 
(underlined text indicates an insertion).  
 
Goals.  The goals for the West Coast groundfish fishery limited entry program are to improve stability and 
economic viability of the industry while recognizing historic participation, meet groundfish management 
objectives and provide for enforceable laws. 
 
Primary Objective.  The primary objective of the limited entry program will be to match harvest capacity 
to harvest available for the open access groundfish  fishery limit or reduce harvest capacity in the West 
Coast groundfish fishery. 
 
Secondary Objectives.  In pursuit of the primary objective, the following secondary objectives will be 
addressed: 
 

Economic 
 

 Promote long-term economic stability. 

 Increase net returns from the fishery. 

 Allow flexibility for combination vessels. 
 

Management 
 

 Stabilize management regimes by reducing need for frequent inseason changes. 

 Reduce the cost of management. 

 Reduce by-catch and waste. 

 Encourage effort in underutilized species fisheries. 

 Integrate and coordinate this program with state limited access programs for the nearshore fishery. 
 

Enforcement 
 

 Promote cost-effective enforcement by reducing need for frequent changes and tight trip limits. 

 Promote cost-effective and logistically viable enforcement by minimizing need to use regulations such 
as trip limits or subarea closures which are more difficult to enforce. 

 
Social 

 

 Recognize and accommodate historical participation of those investing their life and resources in the 
fishery. 

 Maintain a mechanism for fishery entrance/exit and flexibility for change in the fleet. 

 Reduce conflicts between user groups by limiting or reducing effort competition for the same 
resource. 

 Provide a stable supply of groundfish to the public at a reasonable price. 
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 Attachment 2 
 
 
 Open Access Fishery Descriptive Data Request 
 
Overall request: coordinate development of direct and indirect open access fishery categories with the 
effort being under taken for the programmatic groundfish EIS.   
 
Groundfish Species Categories 
 
Provide catch and bycatch information on the following groundfish categories. 
 

Sablefish 
Lingcod 
Cabezon 
Kelp Greenling 
Other Roundfish 

 
Dover  
Other Flatfish 

 
Thornyheads 
Widow Rockfish 
Yellowtail Rockfish 
Chilipepper Rockfish 
Canary Rockfish (there will be bad resolution prior to 1994 or 1995) 
Bocaccio 
Black Rockfish 
Blue Rockfish 
Other Rockfish  (Split between live and dead using a price criteria.  Explore $2.50/lb.  Adjust by time 

and area) 
Dogfish 
Other Groundfish 

 
Geographic Splits 
 
Use port of landing as a proxy for catch area.  The catch area field is not very reliable and is often filled 
out based on port of landing. 
 

Areas     
 

Washington 
Oregon 

Northern  - north of Coos Bay 
Southern  - Coos Bay south 

California - 
Northern  - north of Cape Mendocino  
Central  - Cape Mendocino to Point Conception 
South   - south of Pont Conception 

 
Time Periods 
 
Provide annual data for 1990 through 2001. 
 
Directed Open Access Groundfish Fisheries 
 
Provide data on the following directed groundfish gears. 
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Deadfish 

 
Other Hook and Line Gears 

Vertical Hook and Line 
Jig 
Rod and Reel 

Longline 
Troll/Dinglebar 
Pot 

 
Livefish 

 
Stick 
Rod and Reel 
Pot 

 
Incidental Harvest Fisheries 
 
For the incidental harvest fisheries, provide additional information from the perspective of the 
nongroundfish target fishery.  For example, for the halibut fishery provide 
 

total number of halibut vessels and number with groundfish bycatch, 
total pounds of  

halibut caught by all vessels,  
halibut taken in landings with groundfish incidental bycatch  
amount of groundfish bycatch  

amount of halibut as bycatch in the groundfish fishery. 
 
In order to identify the universe of vessels for nongroundfish target fisheries, it may be useful to know 
which incidental fisheries are already under limited entry programs and to acquire permit lists for those 
fisheries. 
 
Provide information on the following open access incidental fisheries: 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 State 

 
Species 

 
Gear 

 
Other Notes 

 
WA 

 
OR 

 
CA 

 
Pink Shrimp 

 
Trawl 

 
 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Spot Prawn 

 
Trawl 
Pot 

 
Give particular 
attention to sculpin 
incidental catch in 
the trawl fishery. 

 
No GF 

 
No GF 

 
Y 

 
California Halibut 

 
Trawl 
Hook & Line 

 
 

 
NA 

 
NA 

 
Y 

 
Pacific Halibut 

 
Longline 

 
 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Dungeness Crab 

 
Pot 

 
 

 
No GF 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Salmon 

 
Troll 
 

 
Split out Trips with  
- Halibut bycatch 
-  Gf bycatch 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Y 
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 State 

 
Species 

 
Gear 

 
Other Notes 

 
WA 

 
OR 

 
CA 

Sea Cucumber Trawl  NA NA Y 
 
CPS Squid 

 
Round Hall 
Setnet 

 
 

 
No GF 

 
No GF 

 
Y 
Y 

 
CPS Finfish 

 
Round Hall 
Setnet 

 
 

 
No GF 

 
No GF 

 
Y 

 
Sheephead 

 
Traps 

 
 

 
NA 

 
 

 
Y 

 
HMS 

 
Troll 
Longline 
Pole & Line 
Driftnet 
Purse Seine 
Harpoon 

 
 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Gillnet Complex (California 
Halibut, White Sea Bass, 
Sharks, White Croaker 

 
Drift Gillnet 

 
 

 
NA 

 
NA 

 
Y 

Note:  “No gf” means groundfish may not be legally retained in this fishery. 

 











Exhibit E.2.e 
Supplemental GAP Report 

April 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT 
ON GROUNDFISH STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) reviewed a number of issues associated with implementation 
of the groundfish strategic plan and provides the following comments. 
 
In regard to trawl permit stacking, a majority of the GAP believes the Council should move ahead with the 
effort and identify it as a priority above the Council’s “workload line.”  Given the uncertainties associated 
with changes in the current Congressional moratorium on individual quotas and the bycatch reduction that 
can result from permit stacking, the GAP believes this suggestion is justified.  However, none of the 
capacity reduction proposals being considered by the Council or the fishing industry will be truly effective 
until the Council fully resolves allocation issues among gear types and between commercial and 
recreational fishermen.  A majority of the GAP, therefore, urges, as it has on numerous occasions 
previously, that the Council conclude the allocation process. 
 
With regard to open access management procedures, the GAP has no recommendations at this time on 
particular approaches being considered.  The GAP believes a better-fleshed out proposal is needed 
before comprehensive analysis can be provided.  The GAP does note that the workload involved in 
dealing with this issue is substantial and advises that Council workload requirements and capabilities be 
analyzed before significant Council resources are devoted to this issue to the exclusion of other issues. 
 
In regard to California near-shore management, the GAP appreciates the presentation given by Mr. Steve 
Wertz of the California Department of Fish and Game.  A number of potentially contentious issues were 
discussed, including the impact of various options on establishing optimum yield levels, harvest allocation 
among gear types and between commercial and recreational fishermen, management of species which 
are found in the waters of more than one state and which may be caught in both federal and state waters, 
and the priority which would be accorded this issue in the context of Council workload.  In general, the 
GAP believes California is moving too quickly on this issue, and several substantive questions need to be 
addressed.  The GAP requests that a copy of the California management plan be forwarded to GAP 
members in sufficient time prior to the next Council meeting, where this issue will be addressed in order 
that the GAP can more clearly analyze options. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/10/02 

 























 
DOCUMENT1 

 Exhibit E.2 
 Situation Summary 
 April 2002 
 

GROUNDFISH STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 
 
Situation:  There are several matters for Council consideration under this agendum.  The Trawl Permit 
Stacking Work Group will provide a process report.  The Open Access Permitting Subcommittee will also 
provide an update to the Council.  Finally, California Department of Fish And Game (CDFG) will provide a 
report on delegation of nearshore groundfish management authority. 
 

Trawl Permit Stacking:  The Council appointed the Trawl Permit Stacking Work Group in June 2001.  
The Work Group held its first meeting February 26, 2002.  A full report from the Work Group will be 
provided. 

 
Open Access Permitting:  The Open Access Permitting Subcommittee met January 30-31, 2002 to 
continue laying conceptual groundwork for limiting entry to the open access fishery.  The 
Subcommittee developed preliminary goals and objectives and requested certain data on the open 
access fishery.  The subcommittee met again March 26, 2002 via a conference call, and will provide a 
progress report. 

 
Delegation of Nearshore Groundfish Management Authority:  CDFG will provide information to the 
Council about California’s Marine Life Management Act and Nearshore Fishery Management Plan 
(FMP).  The FMP’s goals and objectives, management regime, and species covered will be 
discussed in the context of implications and expectations to the Council groundfish FMP. 

 
It is anticipated the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel will provide recommendations to the Council for each 
of these items. 
 
Council Task: 
 
1. Provide guidance to the Trawl Permit Stacking Work Group and Open Access Permitting 

Subcommittee. 
2. Discuss the information presented by CDFG regarding delegation of nearshore groundfish 

management authority and provide guidance in the consideration of this issue at future 
Council meetings. 

 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Exhibit E.2.b, Trawl Permit Stacking Work Group Report. 
2. Exhibit E.2.c, Open Access Permitting Committee Report. 
3. Exhibit E.2.d, CDFG Nearshore Proposal. 
4. Exhibit E.2.f, Public Comment.  
 

 
 Groundfish Strategic Plan (GFSP) Consistency Analysis 
 
This agenda item is consistent with the implementation process detailed in the GFSP.  Issues covered 
under this item conform to the implementation priorities adopted by the Council in April 2001. 
 

 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Dan Waldeck 
b. Report of the Ad Hoc Trawl Permit Stacking Work Group P. Leipzig/J. Seger 
c. Report of the Ad Hoc Open Access Permitting Subcommittee LB Boydstun 
d. Update on California Nearshore Fishery Management Plan LB Boydstun 
e. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
f. Public Comment 
g. Council Discussion and Guidance 
 
PFMC 
03/27/02 

























































 Exhibit E.3.b 
 Supplemental EC Report 
 April 2002 
 
 

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON 
INTERPRETATION OF FIXED GEAR SABLEFISH PERMIT STACKING PROVISIONS 

(AMENDMENT 14) 
 

Tracking of  sablefish landings are dependent upon the state fishticket programs.  Going into this 2002 
fishing season, the state fishticket tracking systems are inadequate for tracking stacked permits either for 
purposes of enforcement monitoring and auditing, fisheries management, or recording individual permit 
histories.  This situation will be further complicated through inseason permit transfers and next years 
proposed owner on board requirement.   
 
At best, for this year, the state fishticket program can track individual and gross landings per vessel, 
poundage per individual vessel landing, and gross pounds per vessel.  To accommodate stacked 
permits, state fishtickets programs will need to be modified to accommodate the tracking of up to three 
permits per vessel, and three permit owners per vessel, with the added provision of declaring what permit 
the landing is attributed to.  In some landing situations, multiple permits will be required to accommodate 
the poundage of the landing.  These are all significant changes to the current status quo and should not 
be assumed as just a matter of changing reporting requirements, but will require significant changes to 
the state fishticket infrastructure. 
 
In the case of permit transfers during the primary season, the individual relinquishing the permit should be 
required to provide landing history to NMFS and the receiving party for the purposes of documenting the 
inseason landing history of that permit.  Disclosure of all inseason landing documents is necessary to 
prevent  fraudulent activity. 
 
Applications for permits/permit transfers should include a statement advising applicants: 
 
"It is a violation of federal criminal law to give false or incomplete information." 
 
In addition, permits should contain the following information: 
 
1. Owner(s) Name and Address 
2. Vessel Name and Document Number 
3. Effective Date of Transfer 
4. Permit With Grandfathered Owners Identified (If  Applicable) 
5. Tier Assignment 
6. In the Case of Transfer, The Identification of Previous Vessel Permit Assignment for that Fishing Year 
 
 
PFMC 
04/10/02 
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Exhibit E.3.b 
Supplemental GAP Report 

April 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT 
ON INTERPRETATION OF AMENDMENT 14 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with NMFS and Council staff to discuss interpretation of 
the fixed gear permit stacking amendment.  We offer the following comments, based on Exhibit 3.a, 
Supplemental Attachment 7. 
 
Issue 1, Duration of owner-on-board exemption 
 
The GAP supports Option C, with two changes:  the break in ownership can be up to 1 year; and an 
additional provision should be added as follows:  a person who qualified for the exemption as of the 
control date, but later divested, a permit can retain rights to an owner-on-board exemption as long as that 
person obtains another permit within 1 year of the date the owner-on-board regulations are implemented. 
 
The GAP believes this additional language will solve problems for those who temporarily left the fishery 
without undermining the intent of this provision of Amendment 14. 
 
Issue 2, Affect on individuals who are corporate owners 
 
The majority of the GAP supports Option A with a minor change as follows:  “A person who has a 30% or 
greater ownership interest...” 
 
The majority believed the original Option A was too broad and Option B was too restrictive.  The 
additional language would constrain expansion of ownership exemptions while still recognizing the 
complexities of vessel and permit ownership in the fishery. 
 
A minority of the GAP believes Option B more clearly reflected the intent of the Council in approving this 
provision of Amendment 14. 
 
Issue 3, Deceased owners 
 
The majority of the GAP supports Option B with a 3-year grace period.  This option is preferred by NMFS 
and parallels similar regulations in the Alaskan fishery.  A minority of the GAP believes a 1-year grace 
period is sufficient. 
 
Issue 4, Loss of exemption 
 
The GAP supports Option A, continuing the provision regarding exemption loss.  The GAP fully 
understands the implications for permit owners. 
 
Issues 5 and 6, Joint ownership of permits 
 
The GAP discussed these issues, continues to support the provisions, and agrees that NMFS should be 
allowed to make corrections to the records as discussed in the Exhibit. 
 
Issue 7, Permit numbers on fishtickets 
 
The GAP believes it is desirable to modify fishtickets to include space for recording permit numbers and 
urges the Council to request the states make those modifications.  Until new fishtickets are available, 
states should require permit numbers be written on some appropriate place on the ticket.  Over the long 
term, the GAP urges NMFS to develop a “card swipe” system to track landings which should be made 
available for all groundfish species and all gear types where cumulative limits (including sablefish tier 
limits) are used. 
 
The GAP then discussed proposed regulatory changes which might be used to resolve problems faced by 
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individuals who have been affected by the interaction of Amendment 14 regulations and general 
groundfish limited entry regulations.  Mr. Mike Pettis of Oregon gave a presentation to the GAP on the 
problems that he, his wife, and his son have faced. 
 
The GAP examined a regulatory option involving an increase in the number of permits that could be 
leased without violating the stacking limit (Option B on page 5 of the Exhibit).  After a lengthy discussion 
involving the GAP, the NMFS representative, Council staff, Mr. Pettis, and members of the public the 
GAP voted on whether to maintain the status quo or recommend the proposed regulatory change.  Of the 
members present and voting, 8 favored the status quo; 4 favored recommending the regulatory change; 
and 4 abstained. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/10/02 

 



















Exhibit E.4.b 
Supplemental GAP Report 

April 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON THE 
FOURTH TIER FOR THE LIMITED ENTRY SABLEFISH DAILY-TRIP LIMIT FISHERY 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) held a lengthy discussion on a proposal to eliminate the limited 
entry sablefish daily-trip-limit (DTL) fishery and establish a fourth tier of endorsed sablefish permits. 
 
While the GAP recognizes that elimination of the DTL fishery for limited entry permit holders would reduce 
discards and high-grading in this fishery, it would still allow fourth tier fishermen to participate in the open 
access DTL fishery once their regular season fishery was concluded.  Since similar discard and high-
grading problems presumably exist in the open access DTL fishery, the GAP does not believe that  
discards will actually be reduced. 
 
In addition, it is unclear how many fishermen would be affected by this proposal, whether the economic 
effects would be positive or negative, or whether the proposal would have negative effects on other 
species or other fishermen.  In short, too little data exists to properly examine the potential effects of this 
proposal. 
 
Finally, the GAP notes that gathering the necessary data and examining biological and economic impacts 
would require an excessive amount of work for Council staff and committees at a time when higher 
priority issues need to be resolved. 
 
Therefore, the GAP cannot recommend at this time the proposal be given consideration by the Council. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/10/02 

 











Exhibit E.5.b 
Supplemental GAP Report 

April 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met jointly with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to 
discuss inseason adjustments.  The GAP agreed with the GMT on the following changes: 
 
LIMITED ENTRY SMALL FOOTROPE TRAWL 
 

Chilipepper rockfish, south of 4010': 4,000 pounds/2 months, beginning May 1. 
 
Lingcod: 1,000 pounds/2 months, May 1 through October 31. 
 

Southern slope rockfish, between 4010' and 36: 14,000 pounds/2 months, beginning May 1. 
 

Splitnose rockfish, between 4010' and 36: 14,000 pounds/2 months beginning May 1. 
 
Shelf rockfish:  Set a 300 pound sublimit on yelloweye rockfish.  
 
LIMITED ENTRY FIXED GEAR 
 
Northern nearshore rockfish:  6,000 pounds/2 months, of which no more than 3,000 pounds can be 
species other than black or blue, beginning May 1. 
 
OPEN ACCESS FIXED GEAR 
 
Northern near-shore rockfish:  6,000 pounds/2 months, of which no more than 3,000 pounds can be 
species other than black or blue, beginning May 1. 
 

Troll salmon fishery north of 4010':  Allowance of 1 pound of yellowtail rockfish for every 2 pounds of 
salmon, up to 300 pounds/month of yellowtail rockfish. 
 
FIXED GEAR SABLEFISH SOUTH OF POINT CONCEPTION 
 
300 pounds/day or 1 delivery of up to 900 pounds/week 
 
The proposed changes, as explained by the GMT, are designed to achieve Council goals of maintaining a 
year-round fishery and protecting sensitive species. 
 
OPEN ACCESS SHRIMP TRAWL 
 
Clarify that yelloweye rockfish may not be retained in shrimp trawls. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/10/02 

 







Exhibit E.5.b 
Supplemental GMT Report 

April 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM (GMT) RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
 INSEASON TRIP LIMIT CHANGES BEGINNING MAY 1 

 
 
After discussing several inseason adjustments with the Groundfish Advisory Panel (GAP), the GMT 
recommends that the changes summarized in the attached table be implemented May 1.  Most of these 
changes are routine in nature, however the last two respond to a potentially more severe problem that 
was brought to light at this meeting. 
 
Bocaccio 
For four of the five overfished species included in last fall's bycatch modeling of management alternatives, 
actual landings plus assumed discards during the first 2-month period of 2002 are close to or below the 
projected levels of bycatch.  However, for bocaccio projected January-February trawl bycatch was 1.3 mt 
and limited-entry landings, the vast majority of which are from trawl gear, were 5 mt.  This amount of 
landings corresponds to 6 mt of total catch using the currently assumed 16% rate of discard.  It is 
important to stress that although this first-period catch is higher than projected, the projected annual 
bycatch for 2002 (13.8 mt) was well below the 25 mt total catch harvest guideline for the limited entry 
fleet.  Because fish ticket data are not yet available from this fishery, it is not known what other species 
are being landed with bocaccio.  However, previous examinations of rockfish associations have prompted 
the GMT to recommend a reduction in the small-footrope trawl limit for chilipepper rockfish south of 40

o
10' 

from 7,500 lb per 2-months to 4,000 lb per 2-months for the remainder of the year, pending further 
evaluation.  By the June Council meeting, fish tickets will be examined and if bocaccio landings continue 
to track ahead of the projected pace, further adjustments will be recommended at that time. 
 
Lingcod 
The first period lingcod catch (actual landings plus assumed discard) of 6 mt is slightly ahead of the 
projected amount of 4.8 mt.  As opposed to bocaccio, this difference of 1.2 mt is very small relative to the 
amount by which the limited-entry harvest guideline exceeds the projected annual bycatch in the fishery, 
roughly 40 mt.  Members of the GAP requested consideration of a higher retention allowance for lingcod 
during the summer to reduce discard mortality associated with shelf target fisheries.  The GMT 
subsequently reviewed the projections and harvest guidelines for lingcod, and also the 2001 fishery, 
where limited-entry landings amounted to only one-half of the landed catch harvest guideline.  The GMT 
is therefore recommending that the trawl trip limit for lingcod be increased from 800 lb per 2-months to 
1,000 lb per 2-months from May through October.  The increase is recommended for this time frame 
because higher summer water and air temperatures may reduce the survival of lingcod discards, relative 
to remaining months.  It is important to emphasize that the purpose for recommending the increase is not 
to fully take the landed-catch harvest guideline for this species, but to reduce discard mortality in a 
manner that will neither encourage targeting nor result in excessive catch.  Furthermore, this change in 
the retention allowance should not affect the level of projected bycatch that will occur in available target 
fisheries, only the amount of that bycatch that may be retained. 
 
Conception sablefish 
During the first period rockfish closure south of Pt. Conception, the daily-trip-limit fishery for sablefish 
south of 36

o
 produced landings of 47 mt, an amount that was not achieved in 2001 until May.  This 

represented more than 20% of the harvest guideline, though the pace of the fishery has slowed in March.  
With a similar rockfish closure scheduled for December-November and the desire of fishery participants to 
ensure that a meaningful sablefish opportunity remains available during that period, the GMT 
recommends that the current limit of 350 lb per day or one delivery of up to 1,050 lb per week be lowered 
to 300 lb per day or one delivery of up to 900 lb per week. 
 
Northern minor nearshore rockfish 
The nearshore rockfish fisheries north of 40

o
10' are running behind last year's pace through March.  

Despite the reduction in harvest guidelines for these fisheries in 2002, annual landings during 2001 were 
below the current harvest guidelines.  As a result, the GMT is recommending that trip limits for both 



limited entry and open access be increased to 6,000 lb per 2-months, no more than 3,000 lb of which may 
be species other than black or blue rockfish.  This limit remains less than the 7,000 lb per 2-months that 
was in place from May through September of 2001.  If 2002 participation in this fishery is similar to that 
observed in 2001, this limit increase is not expected to result in early attainment.  As in 2001, it is 
expected that because of restrictions on gear used to fish on limited-entry limits, it may again be 
necessary to manage the limited-entry and open-access components of the fishery for  the combined 
harvest guideline in order to fully harvest these species. 
 
Yellowtail rockfish, north of 40

o
10' 

Prior to the April 2001 Council meeting, the GMT conducted an analysis of yellowtail and canary rockfish 
bycatch in the commercial troll salmon fishery.  That analysis indicated that the amount of canary rockfish 
present in troll salmon landings was not highly correlated with the amount of  yellowtail present.  
Following presentation of these findings, the Council approved the GMT's recommendation for a yellowtail 
bycatch limit in the troll salmon fishery of 1 lb of yellowtail for every 2 lb of salmon, up to 300 lb per month.  
This allowed an additional 200 lb of yellowtail to be landed, relative to the basic open-access trip limit for 
yellowtail.  It was believed that this small increase would help reduce discard in that fishery, without 
providing an incentive for targeting yellowtail.  This provision was inadvertently not carried forward in last 
fall's recommendations for 2002.  The GMT recommends reinstating this bycatch limit beginning May 1. 
 
Yelloweye rockfish 
Two other changes involve retention of yelloweye rockfish in trawl fisheries.  The limited entry trawl trip 
limit for minor shelf rockfish is scheduled to increase to 1,000 lb per month in May.  Although trawl 
landings of yelloweye rockfish have been minimal since implementation of the small footrope 
requirement, the GMT believes it is prudent to add a restriction that yelloweye cannot comprise more than 
300 lb of that 1,000 lb.   
 
Darkblotched issues 
The final two recommended changes relate to the broader issue of darkblotched bycatch, and necessitate 
a bit broader background discussion.   
 
Prior to the April meeting, review of DTS and flatfish landings north of 40

o
10' revealed higher than 

projected effort during the first 2-month period.  Additional modeling was also conducted to examine the 
potential effects of the lower whiting harvest guideline on DTS effort during the July-August period.  
These two sources of increased target species effort, along with expected research catch of 2 mt that had 
not been previously included, led to the conclusion that a reduction of roughly 5 mt of darkblotched 
bycatch would need to be achieved over the remainder of the year. 
 
During GMT discussion of this issue at the April Council meeting, data was presented indicating that 
landings of darkblotched in the Monterey area, which had been assumed to be zero, were apparently 
about 40 mt in both 2000 and 2001.  If these landings represent catch coming from south of 40

o
10', this 

would represent a source of bycatch mortality that was not included in the bycatch model developed last 
fall.  Although California landings of darkblotched, including the Eureka area, reported in PacFIN's QSM 
system for the first 2-month period are only 2 mt, it is not clear whether all this amount reflects complete 
sorting of darkblotched by fishers.  The GMT plans to review darkblotched landings data for the Monterey 
area as thoroughly as is possible prior to the June Council meeting.  Of particular interest will be 
determination of whether landings into the Monterey INPFC area represent catch occurring in that area or 
in the Eureka INPFC area.  It should be noted that because there was no sorting requirement for 
darkblotched prior to 2001, logbook data will be of very limited use in identifying darkblotched bycatch 
rates in the Monterey INPFC area, and the other two sources of observer-based estimates included in the 
2001 bycatch modeling did not include fishing in this area.   
 
It is very important to emphasize that if the current data are validated, the GMT anticipates that in order to 
constrain coastwide darkblotched catch to the rebuilding harvest guideline, a severe action, such as 
closure of all slope target fisheries, may be needed by September or October.   
Limited Entry southern minor slope rockfish and splitnose rockfish 
Between now and June, the GMT recommends in the Monterey INPFC area (north of 36

o
 and south of 



40
o
10') reducing each of the limits for minor slope rockfish and splitnose to 14,000 lb per 2-months, for 

trawl and fixed-gear .  Trip limits for these species would remain unchanged south of 36
o
.  The 36

o
 line 

has not been used previously for managing slope rockfish, but was viewed as a means of facilitating 
continued slope rockfish catch in the area where darkblotched has not been caught, while reducing the 
slope rockfish limit in the area of current concern.  In order to avoid excessive concentration of slope 
rockfish catch in one portion of this management area, the GMT will also endeavor between now and 
June to identify reasonable thresholds for removals of slope rockfish, in general, and blackgill rockfish, in 
particular, from within the Conception INPFC sub-area of the Council's southern rockfish area. 
 
Data issues 
The GMT emphasizes that the ability to recommend appropriate inseason adjustments is heavily reliant 
upon the accuracy and timeliness of catch information provided by the states.  Although much of the 
imprecision in projecting catches results from the dynamic nature of the fisheries, and unpredictable 
factors such as weather and market conditions, uncertainty also results from imperfect catch data.  The 
GMT urges the states to require increased compliance with the sorting and reporting requirements put in 
place to support management, and provide fish ticket and species composition data in a manner timely 
enough to support inseason management. 
 
 
 

 











Exhibit E.6.c 
Supplemental GAP Report 

April 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON GROUNDFISH 
FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) received a joint presentation from Mr. Jim Glock and Mr. Steve 
Copps on the process being used to complete environmental impact statements (EISs) on the groundfish 
fishery and groundfish EIS. 
 
The GAP appreciated the presentation and asked that they be kept informed of progress as it occurs.  
Several questions were raised about the process, the data that will be collected, and how that data will be 
analyzed and presented.  Due to the complexity of the issues involved and the limited amount of time 
available, the GAP was unable to comment on specific proposals or options.  Individual GAP members 
will be providing comments on the draft EISs as those documents are developed and the GAP as a whole 
may submit comments at some future meeting. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/10/02 

 



Exhibit E.6.c 
Supplemental SSC Report 

April 2002 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON GROUNDFISH FISHERY 
MANAGEMENT PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS 

 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) was briefed by Mr. Jim Glock and Mr. Steve Copps, who 
provided an update on progress towards completing the groundfish Programmatic Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (PSEIS) and the Essential Fish Habitat Environmental Impact Statement 
(EFH EIS).  While there will be significant overlap between the two documents, they have been placed on 
separate completion schedules because of legal considerations.  A range of PSEIS alternatives for 
analysis is expected to be available at the June Council meeting.  At this time, however, there were no 
specific issues for the SSC to consider. 
 
The PSEIS will establish the basic policies, goals, and objectives of groundfish management into the 
future and, as a consequence, the recently completed Groundfish Strategic Plan should prove useful in 
developing the range of options, as well as selecting a preferred option from the range of alternatives 
analyzed.  While the PSEIS will not alter the fishery management plan, a subsequent amendment may 
redefine the goals of groundfish management, consistent with the groundfish strategic plan. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/10/02 
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Exhibit E.6 
Attachment 2 

April 2002 
 
 Programmatic Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
 Draft Proposed Alternatives Matrix 
 
 
CONCEPT:  If our perception is that fishing has  
 
Little or no impact Potentially substantial impact 
on natural environment  on the natural environment 
 
 Then 
little need Major restrictions needed 
for protection to prevent significant impacts 
 

FMP 
Component General Structure of Programmatic Alternatives 

 
Groundfish 
(Target 
Species) 
Component 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2  Alternative 3 Alternative 4 
 

Alternative 5 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Non-target 
Species 
(non-
groundfish, 
salmon, 
sea birds, 
marine 
mammals, 
turtles) 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Habitat and 
ecosystem 
Component 
(including 
other 
marine fish 
species) 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Socio-
economic 
Component 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Control rule/ Control rule/ Control rule/ Control rule/ Control rule/ 
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standard standard standard standard standard 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Data/ 
monitoring 
component 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 
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FMP 
Componen
t Generic Examples of Programmatic Alternatives 

 
Groundfish 
(Target 
Species) 
Componen
t 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2  Alternative 3 Alternative 4 
 

Alternative 5 

Policy 
Objective: set 
a level of 
protection for 
groundfish 
stocks 

Policy 
Objective: 
increase the 
level of 
protection for 
groundfish 
stocks 

Policy 
Objective: 
establish a 
very 
precautionary 
level of 
protection for 
groundfish 
stocks 

Policy 
Objective: 
establish a 
highly 
precautionary 
level of 
protection for 
groundfish 
stocks 

Policy 
Objective: 
establish a 
policy to 
preserve the 
least 
productive 
stocks at 
near-pristine 
levels 

Control rule/ 
standard:  
Status quo, 

Fmsy = F40%, 

BMSY = B40% 

BOF = B25%, 

40-10; rebuild 
overfished 

stocks to B40% 

Example 
Control rule/ 
standard:  

Fmsy = F45%, 

BMSY = B40% 

BOF  = B27%, 

42-10; rebuild 
overfished 
stocks to 

B42% 

Example 
Control rule/ 
standard:  

Fmsy = F50%, 

BMSY = B45% 

BOF  = B27%, 

45-10; rebuild 
overfished 
stocks to 

B45% 

Example 
Control rule/ 
standard:  

Fmsy = F55%, 

BMSY = B50% 

BOF  = B30%, 

45-10;  rebuild 
overfished 

stocks to B45% 

Example 
Control rule/ 
standard: 

Fmsy = F60%, 

BMSY = B60% 

BOF  = B35%, 

60-25;  
rebuild 
overfished 
stocks to 

B60% 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used: OY 
setting, gear 
definitions, 
seasons 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used: 
OY setting, 
gear 
definitions, 
seasons 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used: 
OY setting, 
gear 
definitions, 
seasons, area 
closures 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used: OY 
setting, gear 
definitions, 
seasons, area 
closures  

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used: 
OY setting, 
gear 
definitions, 
seasons, area 
closures 

Non-target 
Species 
(non-
groundfish
, salmon, 
sea birds, 
marine 
mammals, 
turtles) 

Policy 
Objective:  
protect ESA 
and MMPA 
non-target 
species from 
direct impacts 
; restrict 
ground fishing 
only when it is 
the significant 

Policy 
Objective: 
establish a 
policy to 
acknowledge 
general  
needs of non-
target species 
in decision-
making 
process 

Policy 
Objective: 
establish a 
policy to 
protect non-
target species 
from direct 
and indirect 
impacts 
(including 
habitat and 

Policy 
Objective: 
establish a 
policy to 
protect non-
target species 
from direct and 
indirect 
impacts 
(including 
habitat and 

Policy 
Objective: 
establish a 
policy to 
protect non-
target 
species, from 
all known 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts 



 
 4 

factor forage) forage) (including 
habitat and 
forage) 

Control rule/ 
standard: 
 none 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Habitat 
and 
ecosystem 
Componen
t (including 
other 
marine fish 
species) 

Policy 
Objective: 
(what level of 
protection 
should be 
established 
within EFH?) 

Policy 
Objective: 
(what level of 
protection 
should be 
established 
within EFH?) 

Policy 
Objective: 
(what level of 
protection 
should be 
established 
within EFH?) 

Policy 
Objective: 
(what level of 
protection 
should be 
established 
within EFH?) 

Policy 
Objective: 
(what level of 
protection 
should be 
established 
within EFH?) 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Socio-
economic 
Componen
t 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Control rule/ 
standard 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Data/ 
monitoring 
component 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Policy 
Objective 

Control 
rule/standard 

Control 
rule/standard 

Control 
rule/standard 

Control 
rule/standard 

Control 
rule/standard 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that may 
be used 

Types of 
management 
tools that 
may be used 
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Alternative1:  No action. Continue management under the current FMP and 
implementing regulation. The current FMP is process-oriented rather than a clear 
course of action  
with standards, milestones, etc. The current management program is based on a 
combination of policies and program objectives developed in the late 1970s and revised 
slightly in 1990. 
Alternative 2:  Modified FMP incorporating specific goals and objectives of the 
Strategic Plan and a clear intention to develop management measures to achieve them.  
Major components include capacity reduction (reducing the number of commercial 
fishing vessels licensed to fish for groundfish) and establishment of Marine Protected 
Areas to reduce fishing impacts on habitat, mitigate for uncertainty in stock abundance 
estimates, reduce bycatch, and for scientific research. 
Alternative 3:  Modified FMP incorporating the elements of the Strategic Plan in 
Alternative 2, but with mandatory capacity reduction elements, bycatch reduction 
standards, and specific criteria for MPAs (those suggested by the SSC).  
Alternative 4:  Modified FMP to achieve goals and objectives of the Strategic Plan but 
using different standards and/or program elements to achieve those goals and 
objectives. 
Alternative 5:  Assumes any level of fishing has potentially substantial  impacts on the 
environment, including EFH and groundfish and other species. This alternative would 
offer the maximum protection to minimize the effects of fishing on the natural 
environment. 
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FMP 
Compone
nt Examples of Programmatic Alternatives 

 
 
Groundfis
h (Target 
Species) 
Compone
nt 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2  Alternative 3 Alternative 4 
 

Alternative 5 

Policy 
Objective: 

Policy 
Objective: 

Policy 
Objective: 

Policy 
Objective: 

Policy 
Objective: 

Provide 
protection for 
target species 
by applying a 
combination of 
management 
measures in 
OY-setting, 
gear 
restrictions, 
effort 
restrictions 
and landing 
limits (trip 
limits) 

Provide 
protection for 
target species 
by applying a 
combination of 
any or all of 
the following 
management 
measures: 
 (TO BE 
COMPLETED) 

Provide 
increased 
protection for 
target species 
by prescribing 
highly 
conservative 
risk averse 
measures 
associated 
with OY-
setting, 
time/area 
closures, gear 
restrictions, 
and bycatch 
limits. 

Provide 
increased 
protection for 
target species 
by prescribing 
highly 
conservative 
risk averse 
measures 
associated 
with OY-
setting, 
time/area 
closures, gear 
restrictions, 
and bycatch 
limits. 

Maximize 
protection for 
target species 
without 
consideration 
of a viable 
fishery (within 
MSA) 

Control rule/ 
Standard:  
last table 
below 

Control rule/ 
Standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
Standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
Standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
Standard: last 
table below 

Tools: Tools:  Tools:  Tools:  Tools:  

OY-setting; 
time/area mgt; 
allocation; 
gear 
restrictions, 
effort 
restrictions, 
trip limits 

OY-setting; 
gear 
restrictions; 
limited entry; 
time/area mgt; 
allocations; trip 
limits; 
allocation 

(TO BE 
COMPLETED) 

OY-setting, 
time/area mgt, 
gear 
restrictions, 
catch/bycatch 
limits 

OY-setting, 
time/area 
closures, gear 
restrictions, 
catch/bycatch 
limits 
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Non-target 
species 
Componen
t including 
finfish and  
protected 
species 
(non-
groundfish
, salmon, 
sea birds, 
marine 
mammals, 
turtles) 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2  Alternative 3  Alternative 4 Alternative 5 
 Policy  

Objective: 
Policy 
Objective: 

Policy 
Objective: 

Policy 
Objective: 

Policy 
Objective: 

Provide 
protection for 
non-target 
species by 
applying a 
combination of 
management 
measures in 
OY-setting, 
gear 
restrictions, 
effort 
restrictions 
and landing 
limits (trip 
limits) 

Provide 
protection for 
non-target 
species by 
applying a 
combination 
of 
management 
measures in 
OY-setting, 
gear 
restrictions, 
effort 
restrictions 
and landing 
limits (trip 
limits) 

Provide 
protection for 
non-target 
species by 
applying a 
combination 
of any or all of 
the following 
management 
measures: 
 (TO BE 
COMPLETED) 

Provide 
increased 
protection for 
non-target 
species by 
prescribing 
highly 
conservative 
risk averse 
measures 
associated 
with OY-
setting, 
time/area 
closures, gear 
restrictions, 
catch and 
bycatch limits. 

Maximize 
protection for 
non-target 
species 
without 
consideration 
of a viable 
fishery (within 
MSA) 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Tools: Tools: Tools: Tools: Tools: 

OY-setting; 
time/area 
closures 

OY-setting; 
Gear 
Restrictions; 
limited entry; 
time/area 
closures; 
allocations; 
and trip limits 

OY-setting; 
Gear 
Restrictions; 
limited entry; 
time/area 
closures; 
allocations; 
and trip limits 

OY-setting, 
time/area 
closures, gear 
restrictions 
and 
catch/bycatch 
limits 
 
 
 

OY-setting, 
time/area 
closures, gear 
restrictions 
and 
catch/bycatch 
limits 
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Habitat 
Componen
t 
(including 
other 
marine 
fish 
species) 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2  Alternative 3  Alternative 4 Alternative 5 
 Policy 

Objective: 
Policy 
Objective: 

Policy 
Objective: 

Policy 
Objective: 

Policy 
Objective: 

Minimal 
protection for 
habitat within 
the constraints 
of statutory 
requirements 
(MAGNUSON-
STEVENS 
ACT). 

Provide 
protection for 
habitat by 
applying a 
combination 
of spatial and 
temporal 
management 
measures and 
gear 
restrictions. 

Provide 
protection for 
habitat by 
applying a 
combination 
of any or all of 
the following 
management 
measures: 
 (TO BE 
COMPLETED) 

Provide 
increased 
protection for 
habitat by 
prescribing 
highly 
conservative 
risk averse 
measures 
associated 
with spatial 
and temporal 
closures, gear 
allocation and 
gear 
restrictions. 

Maximize 
protection for 
habitat without 
consideration 
of a viable 
fishery (within 
MAGNUSON-
STEVENS 
ACT) 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Tools: Tools: Tools: Tools: Tools: 

Gear 
restrictions;  
time/area 
closures; OY-
setting 

Gear 
restrictions;  
time/area 
closures; OY-
setting; effort 
restrictions 

Gear 
restrictions;  
time/area 
closures; OY-
setting; effort 
restrictions 

Gear 
restrictions;  
time/area 
closures; OY-
setting; effort 
restrictions 

Gear 
restrictions;  
time/area 
closures; OY-
setting; effort 
restrictions 
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Socio-
economic 
Componen
t 
 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2  Alternative 3  Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Policy  
Objective: 

Policy  
Objective: 

Policy  
Objective: 

Policy  
Objective: 

Policy  
Objective: 

Provide 
protection for 
economic and 
socio-
economic 
viability of the 
fishery by 
applying a 
combination of 
management 
measures 
including OY-
setting and 
allocations. 

Provide 
protection for 
economic and 
socio-
economic 
viability of the 
fishery by 
applying a 
combination 
of 
management 
measures 
including OY-
setting and 
allocations 
and permits. 

Provide 
protection for 
economic and 
socio-
economic 
viability of the 
fishery by 
applying a 
combination 
of 
management 
measures 
including OY-
setting, permit 
stacking, and 
rights-based 
management. 

Provide 
protection for 
economic and 
socio-
economic 
viability of the 
fishery by 
applying a 
combination 
of 
management 
measures 
including OY-
setting, permit 
stacking, and 
rights-based 
management. 

Provide 
protection for 
economic and 
socio-
economic 
viability of the 
fishery by 
applying a 
combination of 
management 
measures 
including OY-
setting, permit 
stacking, and 
rights-based 
management. 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Tools: Tools: Tools: Tools: Tools: 

OY setting and 
allocations. 

OY setting 
and 
allocations; 
Permit 
conditions 

Permit 
conditions; 
Rights-based 
management 
(IFQs, Coops) 

Permit 
conditions; 
Rights-based 
management 
(IFQs, Coops) 

Permit 
conditions; 
Rights-based 
management 
(IFQs, Coops) 
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Reporting, 
Record-
keeping & 
Observers 
Componen
t 
 
 
 
 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2  Alternative 3  Alternative4 Alternative 5 

Policy  
Objective: 

Policy  
Objective: 

Policy  
Objective: 

Policy  
Objective: 

Policy  
Objective: 

No federal 
vessel 
reporting 
requirements 
for  catch and 
bycatch; 
partial 
observer 
program. 

Reporting 
requirements 
for catch and 
bycatch; 
observer 
program 

Provide for 
increased 
reporting 
requirements 
of catch, 
bycatch, and 
biological 
information by 
applying a 
combination 
of any or all of 
the following 
management 
measures: 
 (TO BE 
COMPLETED) 

Provide for 
increased 
reporting 
requirements 
of catch, 
bycatch, and 
biological 
information by 
prescribing 
highly 
conservative 
risk averse 
measures 
associated 
with a 
combination 
of observer 
coverage, 
adequate 
program 
funding, data 
collection, 
industry data 
collection, 
economic 
data 
reporting, 
VMS, etc. 

Maximize 
reporting 
requirements 
of catch, 
bycatch, 
biological and 
economic 
information. 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Control rule/ 
standard: last 
table below 

Tools: Tools: Tools: Tools: Tools: 

State reporting 
requirements; 
partial 
observer 
coverage 

State and fed 
reporting 
requirements; 
more 
observer 
coverage 

State and fed 
reporting 
requirements; 
more 
observer 
coverage 

State and fed 
reporting 
requirements; 
more 
observer 
coverage, 
VMS 

Federal 
reporting 
requirements; 
full observer 
coverage 
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Examples of potential control rules/ standards 

 
 
Less impact on natural environment More likely substantial impact on habitat 
 
 
 

 
Components 

 
Alternative 1 
(status quo) 

 
Alternative 2 
(strat plan 1) 

 
Alternative 3 
(strat plan 2) 

 
Alternative 4 
(other 
emphasis) 

 
Alternative 5 
(max 
protection) 

 
Harvest Policy 

 
40-10 OY 

 
40-10 OY 

 
40-10 OY 

 
40-10 OY 

 
40-10 OY 

 
certainty that 

ABC ABCi 

 
50% 

 
60% 

 
70% 

 
75% 

 
80% 

 
Unassessed 

stocks 

 
ABC x 50% 

 
ABC x 50% 

 
ABC x 40% 

 
ABC x 30% 

 
ABC x 30% 

 
Rebuilding 
likelihood 

 
50% 

 
60% 

 
70% 

 
80% 

 
80% 

 
Bycatch 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
accounting 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
reduction 
certainty 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Capacity 

 
 

 
Goal: 50% 
reduction from 
2000 level, 
voluntary  

 
Goal: 50% 
reduction from 
2000 level, 
mandatory  

 
Goal: 50% 
reduction from 
2002 level,  

 
 

 
Habitat 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

































 Exhibit E.7.b 
 Supplemental SSC Report 
 April 2002 
 
 
 SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE STATEMENT ON REBUILDING PLANS 
 
 
Mr. John DeVore briefed the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) on the planning and progress 
toward rebuilding amendments to the groundfish fishery management plan (FMP).  The expectation is 
that rebuilding plans for cowcod, darkblotched rockfish, lingcod, Pacific ocean perch, and widow rockfish 
will be incorporated in the first rebuilding FMP amendment scheduled for Council adoption in September 
2002.  A second rebuilding amendment – scheduled for Council adoption in November 2002 – will include 
bocaccio, canary, and yelloweye rockfish.    
 
As highlighted in the SSC’s March 2002 statement, the Council should expect numeric details of 
rebuilding plans (e.g., BMSY in metric tons) to change over time –  whether due to improved estimates of 
these parameters from  updated stock assessments or due to technical errors that were  not caught in the 
previous stock assessment review.  The use of hard numbers in the rebuilding amendment should be 
minimized in order to avoid the need to repeatedly amend the FMP with each stock assessment cycle.  
Instead, formulae and algorithms should be specified whenever possible (e.g.,  BMSY = 0.4 B0 ), and Stock 
Assessment Team (STAT) teams should be asked to identify and explore assessment models that will be 
more robust with respect to the numeric values that do need to be specified.  The terms of reference for 
STAT teams and Stock Assessment Review Panels should be modified accordingly. 
 
Further, it is important to distinguish between the biological and policy parameters that collectively govern 
the rebuilding process.   Virgin biomass(B0), biomass target for rebuilding (BMSY), and minimum rebuilding 
time (Tmin) are examples of biological parameters;   while the target rebuilding time (Ttarget) and the 
probability of achieving the rebuilding goal (BMSY)  within Ttarget years are examples of policy parameters.   
While it should be possible to specify numerically some or all of the policy parameters, only the formulae 
and algorithms for biological parameters should be specified in FMP amendments. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/10/02 
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Exhibit E.8.c 
Supplemental Revised Terms of Reference for Updated Assessments 

April 2002 
 
 

DRAFT – Appendix E: Terms of Reference for Expedited Stock Assessment Updates 
 

While the ordinary STAR process is designed to provide a general framework for obtaining a 
comprehensive, independent review of a stock assessment, in other situations a less rigorous review of 
assessment results is desirable.  This is especially true in situations where a “model” has already been 
critically examined and the objective is to simply update the model by incorporating the most recent data.  
In this context a model refers not only to the population dynamics model per se, but to the particular data 
sources that are used as inputs to the model, the statistical framework for fitting the data, and the 
analytical treatment of model outputs used in providing management advice, including reference points, 
the allowable biological catch (ABC) and optimum yield (OY).  When this type of situation occurs, it is an 
inefficient use of scarce personnel resources to assemble a 6 person panel for a whole week to evaluate 
an accepted modeling framework.  These terms of reference establish a procedure that can 
accommodate an abbreviated form of review for stock assessment models that fall into this latter 
category.  However, it is recognized that what in theory may seem to be a simple update, may in 
practice result in a situation that is impossible to resolve in an abbreviated process.  In these 
cases, it may not be possible to update the assessment – rather the assessment may need to be 
revised in the next full assessment review cycle. 
 
Qualification 
 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) will determine when a stock assessment qualifies for 
an expedited update under these terms of reference.  To qualify, a stock assessment must carry forward 
its fundamental structure from a model that was previously reviewed and endorsed by a full STAR panel.  
In practice this means similarity in:  (a) the particular sources of data used, (b) the analytical methods 
used to summarize data prior to input to the model, (c) the actual computer software used in 
programming the assessment, (d) the assumptions and structure of the population dynamics model 
underlying the stock assessment, (e) the statistical framework for fitting the model to the data and 
determining goodness of fit, (f) the weighting of the various data components, and (g) the analytical 
treatment of model outputs in determining management reference points, including Fmsy, Bmsy, and B0.  It 
is the SSC’s intention to employ an expedited stock assessment update in situations where no significant 
change in these 7 factors has occurred, other than extending time series of data elements within 
particular data components used by the model, e.g., adding information from a recently completed survey 
with an update of landings.  In practice there will always be valid reasons for altering a model, as defined 
in this broad context, although, in the interests of stability, such changes should be resisted when 
possible.  Instead, significant alterations should be addressed in the next subsequent full assessment and 
review.  Nonetheless, there are bound to be occasions where relatively minor changes to a model’s 
structure are desirable and which could be accommodated under this process.  In principle, an expedited 
update is reserved for stock assessments that maintain fidelity to an accepted modeling framework, but 
the SSC does not wish to prescribe in advance what particular changes may or may not be implemented.  
Such a determination will need to be made on a case by case basis. 
 
Composition of the Review Panel 
 

The groundfish subcommittee of the SSC will conduct the review of an expedited stock assessment 
update.  A review panel chairman will be designated by the chairman of the groundfish subcommittee 
from among its consensus among membership of the groundfish subcommittee and it will be the panel 
chairman’s responsibility to insure the review is completed properly and that a written report of the 
proceedings is produced.  Other members of the subcommittee will participate in the review to the extent 
possible, i.e., input from all members will not be required to finalize a report.  At a minimum, one member 
of the SSC’s groundfish subcommittee will be needed to conduct a review (i.e., the panel chairman).  In 
addition, the groundfish management team (GMT) and the groundfish advisory panel (GAP) will 
designate one person each to participate in the review, although the GMT and GAP panelists will serve in 
an advisory capacity only. 



 
DRAFT 2 

Review Format 
 

Typically, a formal meeting will not be required to complete an expedited review of an updated stock 
assessment.  Rather, materials can distributed electronically and individuals will largely be expected to 
interact by email and telephone.  Initially, the STAT team that is preparing the stock assessment update 
will distribute to review panelists a document that summarizes the team’s findings.  In addition, council 
staff will provide panelists with a copy of the last stock assessment reviewed under the full STAR process, 
as well as the previous STAR panel report.  Each panelist will carefully review the materials provided and 
will be given the opportunity to request further analysis by the STAT team, as coordinated through the 
panel chairman.  a conference call among participants will be arranged by the panel chairman, 
which will provide an opportunity to discuss and clarify issues arising during the review.  A 
dialogue will ensue among the panelists and the STAT team over a period of time that generally should 
not exceed one week.  Upon completion of the interactive phase of the review, the panel chairman may, if 
necessary, convene a second conference call to reach a consensus among panel members and will draft 
a report of the panel’s findings regarding the updated assessment.  The whole process should be 
scheduled to occur within a two week period and the STAT team and panelists should be prepared to 
complete there work within that time frame.  It will be the chairman’s responsibility to insure that the 
review is completed in a timely manner. 
 
STAT Team Deliverables 
 

It is the STAT team’s responsibility to provide a description of the updated stock assessment to the 
panel at the beginning of the review.  To streamline the process, the team can reference whatever 
material it chooses, which was presented in the previous stock assessment (e.g., a description of 
methods, data sources, stock structure, etc.).  However, it is essential that any new information being 
incorporated into the assessment be presented in enough detail, so that the review panel can determine 
whether the update satisfactorily meets the Council’s requirement to use the best available scientific 
information.  Of particular importance will be a retrospective analysis showing the performance of the 
model with and without the updated data streams.  Likewise, a decision table that highlights the 
consequences of mis-management under alternative states of nature (i.e., old versus new model) would 
be useful to the Council in adopting annual specifications.  Similarly, if any minor changes to the “model” 
structure are adopted, above and beyond updating specific data streams, a sensitivity analysis to those 
changes may be required. 
 

In addition to documenting changes in the performance of the model, the STAT team will be required 
to present key assessment outputs in tabular form.  Specifically, the STAT team’s final update document 
should include the following: 
 

· Title page and list of preparers 
· Executive Summary (see Appendix C) 
· Introduction 
· Documentation of updated data sources 
· Short description of overall model structure 
· Base-run results (largely tabular and graphical) 
· Uncertainty analysis, including retrospective analysis, decision table, etc. 
· 10 year harvest projections under default harvest policy for alternative states of nature 
 

Review Panel Report 
 

The expedited stock assessment review panel will issue a report that will include the following items: 
 

· Name and affiliation of panelists 
· List of analyses requested by the panel 
· Comments on the technical merits and/or deficiencies of the update 
· Explanation of areas of disagreement among panelists and between the panel and STAT team 
· Recommendation regarding the adequacy of the updated assessment for use in management 

 



Exhibit E.8.e 
Supplemental GAP Report 

April 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
STOCK ASSESSMENT REVIEW PROCESS 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) discussed the Stock Assessment Review (STAR) process with 
Dr. Richard Methot of the National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Fisheries Science Center. 
 
The GAP has always supported the STAR process and continues to do so.  The GAP intends to continue 
to be actively involved in STAR Panel reviews and deliberations.  The GAP believes that an abbreviated 
STAR process (known as “STAR-Light”) offers a potentially innovative way to deal with stock 
assessments where an agreed-upon and accepted stock assessment model is available; sablefish falls in 
this category.  However, the Terms of Reference for the STAR-Light should recognize the appropriate 
roles of advisory bodies, including the GAP. 
 
In regard to the Terms of Reference for formal STAR Panels, the GAP notes that additional discussions 
will take place later this year and intends to participate actively.  One issue that needs to be resolved is 
the provision of advice to the Council in STAR Panel reports.  Traditionally, such reports deal with 
scientific and not management advice.  The Terms of Reference need to clearly identify how 
management and scientific advice will be separated. 
 
Finally, the GAP discussed the suggestion raised in March of conducting a workshop on the calculation of 
maximum sustainable yield and virgin biomass levels.  While the workshop may need to be delayed until 
later this year in order to accommodate more urgent Council business and the development of new 
national guidelines, the GAP believes a workshop should be conducted as soon as possible given the 
importance of the virgin biomass calculation to determinations of overfished status.  The GAP urges that it 
be appropriately represented at the workshop. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/10/02 

 



 Exhibit E.8.e 

 Supplemental SSC Report 

 April 2002 

 
 
 SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
 GROUNDFISH STOCK ASSESSMENT REVIEW PROCESS 
 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) and Dr. Rick Methot, Northwest Fisheries 
Science Center, discussed (1) the groundfish Stock Assessment Review (STAR) process for 
2001 and 2002, (2) the Terms of Reference for Expedited Stock Assessment Updates to be 
used in 2002, and (3) the possibility of a future workshop to address issues related to the 
uncertainty of estimating initial stock abundance and rebuilding parameters.  
 
(1) STAR Process in 2001 and 2002 
 
Typically, the STAR process is reviewed at the November Council meeting of each year.  
However, that review did not take place in 2001, and instead an informal review was conducted 
by way of a phone conference in December 2001.  The phone conference included some SSC 
participation, but the SSC never formally approved the review.  Consequently, stock 
assessment teams used the draft Terms of Reference during 2001 and 2002.  Ideally, the 
assignment of STAR panels, scheduling of reviews, and all other related procedural matters for 
the following year should be made available by the November Council meeting. 
 
(2) Terms of Reference for Expedited Stock Assessment Updates   
 
A final version of the draft Terms of Reference for Expedited Stock Assessment Updates 
(revised version of Exhibit E.8.c) has been approved by the SSC and is ready for Council 
review.  More generally, the SSC suggests that consideration for expedited review be a formal 
part of the STAR planning process.  The timeframe for expedited review of sablefish for this 
year will be limited.  The SSC Groundfish Subcommittee expects to receive the draft sablefish 
assessment on May 1, have a conference call on May 6, and complete work by May 10th. This 
sequence of events will allow the expedited review to be available to the Groundfish 
Management Team (GMT) in time for their meeting on May 13.  The phone conference 
schedule will likely need to be published in the Federal Register twenty-three working days prior 
to the conference call. 
 
(3) Workshop on Stock Abundance and Rebuilding Parameters 
 
Dr. Methot informed the SSC about ongoing national (and international) efforts to define 
overfishing and characterize stocks in an overfished condition.  The set of issues involved is 
complex and much broader than West Coast groundfish.  The SSC agrees that such a formal 
workshop for Council staff and advisors is worthwhile.  The SSC recommends the decision to 
proceed with this workshop be revisited in November 2002. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/10/02 







Exhibit E.9.b 
Supplemental GAP Report 

April 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT 
ON MULTI-YEAR MANAGEMENT CYCLE 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) discussed the issue of multi-year management with Council 
staff and representatives of NMFS. 
 
The GAP recognizes the current one-year management process has led to an overwhelming workload for 
Council staff and advisors.  This has been exacerbated by recent court decisions that add new steps to 
the management process.  As a result, other issues which should be of high priority for the Council have 
been put aside.  Further, potential advancements in scientific research have been foregone as scientists 
deal with the requirements of groundfish management. 
 
A majority of the GAP, therefore, believes that movement to a multi-year management cycle is needed 
and the Council should take the necessary steps to prepare an amendment to the Pacific groundfish 
fishery management plan (FMP) to accomplish this goal.  The amendment should include a range of 
options such as those described in Exhibit E.9, Attachment 1.  The GAP recognizes there are positive 
and negative implications resulting from all of the options listed and chose not to thoroughly review them 
at this time until the Council decides whether to proceed with a FMP amendment. 
 
The GAP also strongly supported maintaining the existing groundfish season start date of January 1

st
, 

regardless of whether the Council chooses to pursue multi-year management options.  Fishery business 
decisions and fishing strategies have long been based on a January 1

st
 start date and a change will 

cause unnecessary disruption without providing any savings in time or workload.  Further, changing the 
season start date could cause problems for groundfish catch monitoring and tracking, as well as making 
decisions on inseason management.  Since sound inseason changes will be crucial in implementing 
multi-year management, we should not be taking arbitrary steps to reduce the validity of inseason 
analysis. 
 
 
PFMC 
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Exhibit E.9.b 
Supplemental SSC Report 

April 2002 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ONGROUNDFISH MULTI-YEAR 
MANAGEMENT CYCLE 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) discussed the implications of multi-year management for 
the science that underlies the advice provided to the Council, if the assessment process involves “on” and 
“off” years.  Under one scenario, assessments would be conducted during “on” years and more strategic 
issues, such as model development, would occur during “off” years. The SSC re-iterates the importance 
of basing management advice on the most recent data, to the extent possible. 

Changing to a multi-year management process may have unanticipated impacts. However, many of the 
identified disadvantages of multi-year management (e.g., the use in management of assessments not 
based on the most recent survey data) are common to the status-quo management process. The SSC 
recommends, however, that an analysis of the implications of setting acceptable biological catches 
(ABCs) for several years (3 to 4 years at present for some species) be conducted. The SSC also 
highlights the need to develop a process for selecting the assessments to be conducted during an “on” 
year and how each assessment is to be reviewed (through a full or expedited stock assessment review 
process).  

The SSC identifies the following issues related to providing management advice for groundfish. It notes 
that these issues relate both to the status-quo and a multi-year management process.  
 
· There is currently a lack of sufficient agency staff to conduct assessments. The ability to conduct 

many assessments during an “on” year would be increased if the data used commonly for 
assessment purposes were stored in a standardized database. Extracting the basic data needed for 
assessments could be accomplished by support staff allowing analysts additional time to conduct 
assessments. There remains, however, a need for constant contact between analysts and data 
support staff to ensure that assessments consider the key uncertainties related to the data. 

· The use of standardized models would simplify the process of reviewing assessments. 
· A two-year assessment process would be consistent with the schedule for updating rebuilding 

analyses. 
· There will be a need for adequate resources (e.g., funds for travel and workshops) and co-ordination 

of activities, to maximize the benefits from research during the “off” year.  

The recreational data used for assessment purposes are summarized in two waves while the commercial 
data are summarized by quarter. The SSC notes that changing the start of the fishing year to other than 
July 1 would, therefore, lead to a mismatch with the time strata for the commercial and recreational data. 
 
 
PFMC 
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 Exhibit E.10 
 Situation Summary 
 April 2002 
 

TRANSITIONAL MANAGEMENT CYCLE IN 2002 THROUGH 2003 
 
Situation:  In response to a recent court decision requiring full federal rulemaking prior to implementation 
of annual groundfish specifications, the Council is to consider modifying the three-meeting groundfish 
management specification process.  Under the revised schedule, 2002 would be a “transition” year in 
preparation for multi-year management or a changed fishing year start date per the fishery management 
plan (FMP) amendment the Council considered under Agendum E.9. 
 
For setting 2003 specifications, the Groundfish Multi-year Management Committee recommends altering 
the three-meeting process (June-September-November) adopted for use in 2002 to a June-September 
Council meeting process.  The basis for this recommendation is to provide October 2002 through 
February 2003 for federal rulemaking, including public notice and comment.  Because the final rule for 
2003 management specifications will not be in place prior to February 28, 2003, some type of interim 
regulations will be necessary for January and February 2003. 
 
With Council concurrence, in 2002, the management process would be as follows – in June the Council 
takes preliminary action on acceptable biological catch, optimum yield, and management measures for 
2003; final action occurs in September.  For fishing January 1 through February 28, 2003, interim 
regulations could be developed during 2002 (based on new information), i.e., “revised interim;” or, 2002 
regulations for the January through February period could be used, (i.e., “roll over interim.”) 
 
Prior to the June 2002 Council meeting, the Ad Hoc Allocation Committee would need to be apprized of 
preliminary acceptable biological catch and optimum yield  values, and begin to devise management 
measure recommendations. 
 
The Groundfish Management Team, Groundfish Advisory Subpanel, and Scientific and Statistical 
Committee are expected to provide reports to the Council on this issue.  After hearing from the advisors 
and public, the Council should consider the GMMC recommendation and the proposed schedule for 
2002.  The Council should also consider scheduling a meeting of the Ad Hoc Allocation Committee.  
Finally, the Council should also discuss whether interim regulations will be based on “roll over” of 2002 
specifications or on new information. 
 
Council Action: 
 
1. Adopt modified meeting schedule for developing 2003 annual specifications and management 

measures. 
 
Reference Materials:  None. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 

a. Agendum Overview Dan Waldeck 
b. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
c. Public Comment 
d. Council Action:  Establish an Interim Management Process 

 
 
 Groundfish Strategic Plan (GFSP) Consistency Analysis 
 
This agenda item is not related to the Groundfish Strategic Plan.  Because of the court decision in 
NRDC v. Evans (Judge James Larson, August 2001), full federal rulemaking, including public notice 
and comment, is required for implementing annual groundfish management specifications.  NMFS 
informs the Council the full rulemaking process requires five months.  In order to provide these five 
months, the Council will need to take final action on 2003 specifications at the September 2002 Council 
meeting. 
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Exhibit E.11.b.i 
Supplemental WDFW Report 

April 2002 
 

PRELIMINARY UPDATE ON WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
ARROWTOOTH FLOUNDER AND YELLOWTAIL ROCKFISH EXEMPTED FISHERIES (EFPs) 

 
 

 Arrowtooth Flounder EFP Scheduled for May 1 - August 31, 2002 
 

 Yellowtail Rockfish EFP Scheduled for May 1- June 30, 2002 
 

 Plan to hire eight at-sea observers (six for the arrowtooth vessels, and two for the 
midwater yellowtail vessels) and one observer coordinator who is stationed in Bellingham 

 

 WDFW is coordinating with the NMFS observer program to integrate federal observer 
coverage during the EFP periods 

 

 Observers will have extensive 10-day training session which will include: 

 U.S. Coast Guard safety training–including survival suit immersion test and 
vessel safety 

 Department training on: 

 Fish Identification 

 Random Sampling Theory 

 Data Collection Methods 

 Current Groundfish Management Issues 

 Safety 
 

 Observers are collecting data on a per tow basis for: 
 

 Volume of canary rockfish (trigger species) 

 Volume of widow rockfish in midwater tows (trigger species) 

 Estimates of total rockfish catch 

 Species composition of mixed rockfish categories 
 

 As a reminder, the Department is requiring participating vessels to retain all of their rockfish under 
the EFP.  As a result, shoreside port samplers are collecting data on a per trip basis for: 

 

 Volume and species composition of total rockfish catch, including unmarketable catch 
 

 Because the EFP is being granted to the Department, we are also requiring vessels and 
processors to secure individual contracts with the Department in order to participate 

 

 The Department has agreements with vessels and NMFS that we will not release any data 
resulting from the EFPs until they are completed and reviewed by all parties involved 

 



















Exhibit E.12.c 
Supplemental GAP Report 

April 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH PROTECTION NEAR HALIBUT HOTSPOT AREA 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) received information on proposed voluntary yelloweye rockfish 
protection measures from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). 
 
The GAP notes that information leading to an existing closed area and the proposed voluntary measures 
was provided by recreational and commercial fishermen.  The GAP applauds WDFW’s use of anecdotal 
data to achieve management goals and suggests that other fisheries management agencies recognize 
the importance that anecdotal data can have in properly designing management measures.  Scientists 
and managers have an under-utilized resource in the first hand knowledge of fishermen and processors 
and should follow WDFW’s lead in using that knowledge. 
 
Further, the GAP is pleased to see that WDFW is attempting to use voluntary compliance as a first step.  
A similar method was used by Oregon in promoting use of fish excluder devices in the shrimp fishery.  
Giving users the incentive to comply by fully including them in the management process is often far more 
productive than immediately instituting mandatory measures. 
 
The GAP fully supports WDFW’s efforts in developing voluntary measures for yelloweye rockfish 
protection and urges all affected fishermen to do their part to contribute to such sound fisheries 
management. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/10/02 
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