










Exhibit C.1 
Situation Summary 

June 2002 
 
 
 NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE REPORT ON GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT 
 
Situation:  The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will report on its regulatory activities, 
developments relevant to groundfish fisheries, and other issues of interest to the Council. 
 
Council Task:  Discussion. 
 
Reference Materials:  None. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Bill Robinson 
b. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
c. Public Comment 
d. Council Discussion 
 

 
 Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan (GFSP) Consistency Analysis 

 

This agenda item is not expected to require Council decision making that raises issues of consistency 

with the GFSP. 

 

 
 
PFMC 
06/04/02 
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 Exhibit C.2 
 Attachment 6 
 June 2002 

 

REVIEW OF THE UPDATED 2002 SABLEFISH STOCK ASSESSMENT  
 

Panel Members: 
 

Stephen Ralston (chairman), SSC, NMFS, SWFSC, Santa Cruz Laboratory, CA 
Michael Dalton, SSC, California State University, Monterey Bay, CA 

Martin Dorn, SSC, NMFS, AFSC, Sand Point Laboratory, WA 
Andre Punt, SSC, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 

Mark Saelens, GMT, ODF&W, Newport, OR 
Rod Moore, GAP, West Coast Seafood Processors, Portland, OR 

 
Overview: 
 

Schirripa and Methot (2001) completed a stock assessment of west coast sablefish, 
which was formally reviewed in Newport, OR by a complete STAR panel (Brodziak et al. 2001).  
Following completion of the review, information was presented that indicated a high abundance 
of sablefish in the 2001 AFSC shelf trawl survey.  Based on the importance of this new 
information, the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC), while utilizing the 2001 
assessment to establish management measures for 2002, decided to undertake an update of 
the 2001 assessment in 2002.  The PFMC also adopted Terms of Reference for Expedited 
Stock Assessment Updates (Appendix 1), to accommodate an expedited form of review.  The 
Terms or Reference apply to situations where a “model” has already been critically examined 
and the objective is to simply update it by incorporating the most recent data. 
 

Schirripa (2002) presented an update to the sablefish stock assessment using data 
recently made available.  His results show that the 1999 and 2000 year-classes appear to be 
relatively strong, based on incorporation of the data from: (1) the 2001 AFSC shelf trawl survey, 
(2) the 2001 R/V Miller Freeman AFSC slope trawl survey,  and (3) the NWFSC Industry 
Cooperative survey.  In addition, the updated assessment estimates the slope trawl survey 
catchability coefficient (Q) to be lower than it was estimated to be in 2001. 
 
List of Analyses Requested by the Review Panel: 
 

Following completion of the May 6, 2001 sablefish STAR panel teleconference, the 
review panel Chair submitted three requests to Dr. Schirripa to clarify aspects of his analysis (e-
mail dated Monday, May 6, 3:55 PM).  These were (in priority order): 
 

1. Conduct a sensitivity analysis and associated projections in which the selectivity block 

for 2001 is omitted, the selectivity for 2001 is assumed to be the same as that for 1998-

2000, and any "emphasis" removed from the 2001 commercial length composition 

data.  The panel made this request because it was concerned that the new selectivity 

block may have strongly influenced the estimate of 2001 recruitment and hence all the 

projections. 

 

2. Place confidence intervals on the figures (e.g. Figures 17 and 18) that show the fit of 

the model to survey estimates of biomass . 

 

3. Time permitting, compare the “density-dependent” projections based on model 6 

(columns 2 & 3 in Table 4a), which resample recruits from those for 1992-98, with 

projections that resample recruits from those for 1992-2001.  The panel anticipated 
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that the revised projections would be more optimistic. 

Dr. Schirripa responded with an e-mail (dated Tuesday, May 7, 11:23 AM) with an 

attached updated document (sable02_v11.exe ==> sable02_v11.pdf), that included responses to 

all three requests.  With respect to the first item, the panel noted that differences between model 

6A (the STAT team’s original model with a new 2001 selectivity block) and model 6B (a model 

without a distinct 2001 selectivity block, but with the 2001 fishery length data down-weighted) 

were relatively minor (i.e., 5% increase in ending biomass, an 8% increase in 2003 catch).   This 

finding was reassuring to the panel, which was concerned that incorporating a new 2001 

selectivity block might influence the spawner-per-recruit (SPR) and F45% calculations.  An 

increase in the selectivity of young fish would tend to reduce the full-recruitment F to maintain 

SPR at 45%.  A slightly lower catch when FSPR is calculated using the 2001 blocked selectivity 

curve is consistent with this. 

 

The available evidence indicates that the new minimum size regulation for sablefish 

resulted in a change in the retention of small fish, not a more fundamental change in selectivity.  

However, it was not possible to model a change in retention because: (1) discard estimates for 

2001 are not yet available, (2) there is no information on the size composition of discards that 

would allow re-estimation of the retention curve.  Essentially, Model 6 attempts to get around the 

lack of discard data.  While the panel doesn’t actually believe that selectivity changed, by adding 

extra selectivity parameters the assessment team was able to model away the information content 

of the 2001 fishery compositional data so that it had little influence on the model fit to other data. 

 

In the original assessment document the STAT team provided results for a model fit to 

the new data, but with slope survey Q fixed at the value estimated by Schirripa and Methot 

(2001).  Following the teleconference, the panel engaged in considerable e-mail discussion 

concerning the merits of fixing or re-estimating the slope survey Q parameter.  Results in Table 2 

show that most of the change in Q resulted from the addition of the 2001 slope survey length 

composition. The 1999 year class was much more available to the 2001 shelf trawl survey than 

to the slope survey (Figs. 19 and 20).  This resulted in a marked change in the selectivity of age-

1 fish in the slope trawl survey (Table 2, Fig. 23).  The decreased availability of very young fish 

to the slope survey resulted in a lowering of Q. 

 

The 2001 STAR panel also considered the pros and cons of estimating catchability for the 

slope trawl survey within the assessment model, ultimately electing to do so (Brodziak et al. 

2001).  They state: 

 

“The STAT team provided information on uncertainty in slope survey catchability (Q) for 

the baseline models, although most baseline assessment models (3A-3F) assumed that the 

slope survey catchability was fixed at a value of Q=0.75.  The panel asked that Q be 

estimated and that the uncertainty in slope survey catchability be characterized.” 

 

“the estimated value of the slope survey Q was quite variable as evidenced by the flatness 

of the likelihood function over large range of Qs.  Thus there remained a large degree of 

uncertainty in current stock biomass.” 

 

Given the more detailed and deliberate exploration of this issue by the 2001 review panel and the 

Terms of Reference for Expedited Stock Assessment Updates (Appendix 1), which dictates that 

in a stock assessment update the baseline model structure should be left intact to the greatest 

extent practicable, the panel ultimately decided that fixing Q based on the 2001 assessment was 

inappropriate.  However, it should be noted that in the 2001 assessment the estimated value of Q 
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(0.601) was reasonably consistent with the previously fixed value of 0.75, which may have 

played a role in its acceptance, despite being poorly determined.  In addition, Brodziak et al. 

(2001) were confronted with two distinct and disparate sablefish models (i.e., Schirripa and 

Methot [2001] and Hilborn et al. [2001]); estimation of Q within the two models was one way to 

achieve an melding and standardization of assessment results.  This likely influenced the 

decision of the 2001 STAR panel to recommend that Q be estimated internally, rather than being 

fixed at a value of 0.75.   

Comments on the Technical Merits of the Updated Stock Assessment: 

 

The review panel found the updated assessment (Schirripa 2002) to be technically sound 

and to represent the best available scientific information regarding the status of the sablefish 

resource along the U. S. west coast.  Importantly, the updated stock assessment followed closely 

the analysis presented in Schirripa and Methot (2001).  While not formally incorporated into the 

assessment model, the panel found the discussion of (1) sablefish bycatch in the Pacific whiting 

fishery and (2) the relationship between sablefish year-class strength and sea-level anomalies to 

be illuminating and useful.  These two auxiliary analyses provided supplemental information in 

support of the conclusion that sablefish reproductive success has improved substantially since 

1998. 

 

Explanation of Areas of Disagreement: 

 

There were no substantial areas of disagreement among the members of the review panel 

and the assessment author.  The principal difficulty encountered during the review was how to 

interpret a major change in slope survey catchability (see above and below).  Nonetheless, the 

panel did reach consensus that re-estimation of this parameter was consistent with the findings 

and philosophy of the previous STAR panel (Brodziak et al. 2001) and that there was no a priori 

reason to presume that the re-estimated value was inferior to the original number, given that it 

was based on additional data. 

 

A further area of discussion centered around the year-classes on which the “density-

dependent” projections (see item 3 above) should be based.  The recruitments in the next few 

years for such projections should be expected to be most similar to the most recently observed 

recruitments because that “density-dependent” scenario is based on the assumption that 

recruitment is directly linked to spawning biomass, and spawning biomass is not apt to change 

markedly in the next few years.  Following the recommendation of the review panel the “density-

dependent” projections were therefore altered to include the 1999-2001 year-classes (Table 4D).  

When considering the “density-dependent” hypothesis, the panel favored the use of the latter 

projections over those presented in Table 4A. 

 

Although four types of projections are presented for Model 6, it is reasonable to down-

weight two of them as internally inconsistent.  Specifically, results from Model 6 using a 

density-dependent target (B0 = 220,931 based on 1975-1991 recruitments), but a regime shift 

pool of recruitments for projection (1975-2001 year-classes), are self-contradictory.  Likewise, 

results employing a regime shift target (B0 = 178,603 based on 1975-2001 recruitments), but a 

density-dependent pool of recruitments for projection (1992-2001) are not consonant.  When 

considering either of these alternative states of nature, both the virgin biomass estimate and the 

recruitment pool used for projections should be consistent with the hypothesis under question. 

 

Recommendation Regarding the Adequacy of the Updated Assessment for Use in 

Management: 
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With certain reservations and caveats, the panel endorses the use of Model 6 for 

management of the west coast sablefish stock in 2003 and into the future (see Table 1 below).  

However, the panel strongly believes that decision-making based on that analysis, which 

estimates the catchability coefficient (Q) of the slope trawl survey as a part of the model-fitting 

process, is not without considerable risk due to uncertainty in the estimate of current and 

historical stock size.  Specifically: 

 

 

(4) The difference in estimated Q values (0.601 last year versus 0.460 this year) has a 

very large impact on the estimate of exploitable stock size (107,000 mt last year 

versus 155,000 mt this year (Table 2).  

 

(5) The lower Q value translates into a dramatic change in the potential range of OYs 

(3,877-4,630 mt last year [Table 3] versus 7,640-8,437 mt this year [Table 4A]).   

 

(6) The estimate of Q remains very imprecise (although less so than was the case in 

2001; see Figure 24).  Consequently, it is subject to change due to slight 

modifications to the data used in the assessment.  Although it is not possible to 

determine whether the re-estimated value is superior to the original (i.e., it is closer to 

the truth), because it is based upon more data it should not be expected to be worse. 

 

(7) When B0 and the projections are based on the assumption of density-dependence in 

the stock-recruitment recruitment relationship (one of four cases considered), even 

Model 6 predicts that harvests based upon the default 40:10 rule will drive the 

resource towards the overfished threshold of 0.25 B0 (Table 4D, repeated below). 

 

(8) If all the new landings and survey information are updated, but Q is fixed at the value 

estimated in the 2001 assessment (results presented as Model 7 [Table 5A]), the 2003 

OY is reduced from the Model 6 value by 28.4% (8,437 to 6,037 mt) under the 

“regime shift” hypothesis and 31.4% under the “density-dependent” hypothesis 

(7,640 to 5,236 mt). Nevertheless, these 2003 OYs remain higher by 43% and 34%, 

respectively, than the corresponding 2003 OY’s from the 2001 assessment. 

 

Given that (1) Q is poorly determined and that (2) at this time there is no compelling 

scientific basis to select between the two states of nature (density-dependent versus regime shift), 

the review panel concluded that a precautionary adjustment that would lower the “risk neutral” 

sablefish OY is warranted, in order to reduce the possibility of over-harvesting the resource.  

While, the amount of the adjustment is a policy decision appropriately left to managers, an 

increased level of precaution is generally indicated in situations where uncertainty is great. 

 

Table 1.  – “Risk-neutral” projections of the west coast sablefish stock under Model 6 using the 

density-dependent and regime shift hypotheses. 

  
     Density-Dependent          Regime Shift 

 

Year  SSB/B0

 40:10 OY 

 SSB/B0

 40:10 OY  
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2003  0.31 

 7,682  

 0.39 

 8,437 

2004  0.32 

 7,786  

 0.39 

 8,620 

2005  0.32 

 7,761  

 0.40 

 8,777 

2006  0.32 

 7,634  

 0.40 

 8,889 

2007  0.32 

 7,444  

 0.41 

 8,960 

2008  0.32 

 7,221  

 0.41 

 9,017 

2009  0.31 

 6,987  

 0.42 

 9,066 

2010  0.31 

 6,760  

 0.42 

 9,108 

2011  0.30 

 6,552  

 0.42 

 9,147 

2012  0.30 

 6,362  

 0.43 

 9,182  
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Appendix 1: 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 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.  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 membership 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. 
 
Review Format 
 

Typically, a physical meeting will not be required to complete an expedited review of an updated 
stock assessment.  Rather, materials can be distributed electronically.  STAT and panel representatives 
will largely be expected to interact by email and telephone.  A conference call will be held to facilitate 
public participation in the review.   
 

The review process will be as follows.  Initially, the STAT team that is preparing the stock assessment 
update will distribute to the review panelists a document that summarizes the team’s findings.  In addition, 
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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.  A conference call will be arranged by the panel chairman, which will provide an opportunity to 
discuss and clarify issues arising during the review, as well as provide for public participation.  Notice of 
the conference call and a list of public listening stations will be published in the Federal Register 
(generally, 23 days in advance of the conference call) and a Meeting Notice will be distributed (generally, 
14 days in advance).  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 their 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 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 the default harvest policy 

 
Review Panel Report 
 

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

· Name and affiliation of panelists 
· 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 C.4.d 
Supplemental GAP Statement 

June 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
PRELIMINARY HARVEST LEVELS AND OTHER SPECIFICATIONS FOR 2003 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) has reviewed the proposed alternatives for 2003 groundfish 
harvest levels that were developed by the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) and the Groundfish 
Management Team (GMT).  Since these alternatives represent a range of possible options for public 
review and analysis, the GAP agrees they should be adopted with three exceptions. 
 
In the case of yelloweye rockfish, the GAP notes that 2 alternative rebuilding scenarios have been 
developed: one which suggests a density-dependent stock and one which shows a stock influenced 
primarily by environmental factors.  In order to encompass the full range of alternatives, the GAP believes 
Alternative 3 for this species should reflect a higher value as represented by a stock influenced by 
environmental factors. 
 
In the case of Pacific whiting, the GAP notes that the rebuilding analysis provides a range of options.  The 

SSC, in its review of the last whiting assessment, concluded that a harvest rate of F40% was the default 

harvest rate for whiting and should be maintained.  Both the Council and NMFS agreed with this position 
when establishing their respective - albeit disagreeing - harvest levels for whiting in 2002.  
  
The GAP understands the SSC has essentially put the whiting rebuilding analysis aside for further 
deliberation and recommended a continuation of 2003 harvest levels.  Absent an approved rebuilding 
analysis, the GMT has chosen to recommend that the 2003 alternatives reflect various harvest levels in 
the original stock assessment.   
 
In order to provide the broadest range of analysis, the GAP recommends that Alternative 3 match the 

F40% optimum yield with a 60% probability of rebuilding within TMAX as shown on Table 4 of the Whiting 

Rebuilding Analysis (Exhibit C.3 Supplemental Attachment 5).  This is consistent with previous GAP 
recommendations of using the 60% probability value for other species and follows the recommendations 
of the SSC regarding the default harvest rate for this species.  The optimum yield value shown (for a 
coast-wide optimum yield) is 414,600 mt. 
 
The GAP understands there have been concerns raised with the high level of harvest projected in this 
rebuilding analysis.  However, if this rebuilding analysis - which was developed by the stock assessment 
author using models and methods approved by the SSC - is rejected simply because some are 
uncomfortable with the analysis, then it calls into question whether any of the rebuilding analyses 
(including those for bocaccio and canary rockfish) are valid, since the same methodology was used for 
those species.  The GAP also notes that Canada has ignored the recommendations of the Stock 
Assessment Review (STAR) Panel by rolling over unused whiting harvest from 2001 into the 2002 
fishery, thus effectively undermining the conservation measures undertaken by the United States.  If 
Canada - which pushed hardest for conservative harvest at the STAR Panel meeting - thinks that stocks 
have rebuilt sufficiently since April, then perhaps we should follow their lead. 
 
Finally, the majority of the GAP notes that the extremely low levels of bocaccio called for in the 
alternatives will result in substantial reductions in net national benefits and that no practical option exists 
to alleviate this loss.  The GAP, therefore, believes that bocaccio should be treated as meeting the 
exception provided for in 50 CFR 600.310(d)(6) and that Alternative 3 reflect an appropriate optimum 
yield option.   
 
A minority of the GAP disagrees with the use of the mixed stock exception. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/18/02 

 



Exhibit C.4.d 
Supplemental SSC Report 

June 2002 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
PRELIMINARY HARVEST LEVELS AND OTHER SPECIFICATIONS FOR 2003 

 
Dr. Jim Hastie presented an overview of the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) preliminary acceptable 
biological catch (ABC) and optimum yield (OY) determinations for 2003 (Exhibit C.4, Attachment 1).  The 
Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) comments on ABC and OY determinations for Pacific whiting, 
sablefish, and yelloweye rockfish as follows: 
 
Pacific whiting - Pacific whiting was declared overfished because of a recently completed assessment that 
estimated spawning biomass to be 20% of an unfished stock in 2001.  The rebuilding analysis for whiting 
indicates that the 40-10 rule is adequate to achieve recovery to B40% within 10 years.  The potential rapid 
recovery of whiting is due to an above-average (but still uncertain) 1999 year-class that would increase 
spawning stock biomass as it becomes mature and due to the relatively high growth rate of whiting.  The 
SSC recommends that any 40-10 rule OY values be based on the results of the assessment conducted in 
2002 rather than the rebuilding software, because the 2002 assessment model includes multiple fisheries 
and time-varying weight-at-age. The 2002 whiting Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Panel concluded that 
"given concerns with the current formulation of the stock reconstruction model and the dependence of yield 
options beyond 2002 on continued recruitment of the 1999 year-class and recruitment from year-classes 
not actually observed, the Panel recommends against adopting 2003 projections until another assessment 
is conducted." The SSC again strongly supports this recommendation. 
 
Sablefish - An updated assessment for sablefish was completed in 2002 and reviewed under the terms of 
reference for an expedited stock assessment update.  Sablefish was considered for an expedited review, 
because of 2001 shelf survey results that suggested strong sablefish recruitment (primarily the 1999 year 
class) that was not included in the previous assessment.  Contrast in the relative abundance of young fish 
in the shelf and slope surveys in 2001 resulted in a relatively large decrease in the slope survey catchability 
(Q), which translates into a substantial increase in the sablefish OY.  The SSC cautions that the estimate 
of Q, and the implied estimate of sablefish OY remain highly uncertain.  Management decisions should be 
made with the expectation that future sablefish assessments will result in similarly large swings in Q and 
the implied sablefish OY (both upwards and downwards).   
 
Exhibit C.4, Attachment 1 show three alternatives for 2003 OY:  a density-dependent recruitment scenario 
(alternative 2), a regime-shift scenario (alternative 3), and an F60% density-dependent scenario that was 
developed by the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to stabilize the spawning stock biomass (currently 
estimated to be 31% of unfished).  Given the potential for an OY based on an imprecise stock assessment 
to reduce spawning stock biomass to a level approaching the overfished threshold, the SSC considers that 
a precautionary adjustment to the OY is warranted.    This could be accomplished by setting the sablefish 
OY less than Alternative 2 of Exhibit C.4, Attachment 1, while Alternative 1 might usefully be considered as 
a lower bound to the sablefish OY. 
 
Yelloweye rockfish - The yelloweye rockfish OY is based on a rebuilding analysis that considers two cases: 
a density-dependent hypothesis (scenario 1), and regime-shift hypothesis (scenario 2).  
  
The SSC requests that, for consistency, the rebuilding analysis define B0 for the regime-shift hypothesis 
(scenario 2) on recruitments for the years 1967-1993 and project future recruitment for the 
density-dependence hypothesis (scenario 1) on recruits/spawning output ratios for the years 1983-1993. 
The assessment author provided the SSC with revised rebuilding analysis results. 
 
The SSC has no clear basis to choose between the two scenarios for yelloweye. These scenarios bound 
the range of possibilities. However, the SSC notes that the Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding 
Analysis (April 2001) suggest that the density-dependent scenario should be the default case, because 
stocks that have declined into an overfished condition are more likely to be unproductive (e.g., low 
spawner-recruit steepness).  
 
 
PFMC 
06/18/02 
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 Exhibit C.4 
 Situation Summary 
 June 2002 
 
 
 PRELIMINARY HARVEST LEVELS AND OTHER SPECIFICATIONS FOR 2003 
 
Situation:  Each year, the Council recommends harvest specifications for the upcoming year.  This year, 
the task remains a two-meeting process that begins with the Council making preliminary 
recommendations at the June meeting and final recommendations at the September meeting.  The 
fishery management plan (FMP) requires the Council to establish reference points for each major species 
or species complex:  an acceptable biological catch (ABC), an optimum yield (OY), and overfishing 
threshold.  In addition, OYs for some species are allocated between the open access, limited entry, tribal, 
and recreational fisheries. 
 
Stock assessments were prepared in 2002 for bocaccio and canary rockfish (Exhibit C.2, Attachments 1 
and 2, respectively).  An expedited stock assessment update of last year's sablefish assessment was also 
done this year (Exhibit C.2, Attachment 3).  Outlooks for bocaccio and canary rockfish are more 
pessimistic this year with evidence of poorer recruitment and stock productivity than originally determined.  
In contrast, the sablefish assessment update indicates recent recruitments were better than determined in 
last year's assessment.   
 
New rebuilding analyses were also prepared this year for bocaccio, canary rockfish, yelloweye rockfish, 
widow rockfish, and Pacific whiting (Exhibit C.3, Attachments 1-5).  The new shelf rockfish (bocaccio, 
canary rockfish, and yelloweye rockfish) rebuilding analyses reveal a more pessimistic outlook for these 
species.  These species have recommended harvest levels much lower than previously considered. The 
Groundfish Management Team (GMT) considered these new assessments and analyses as well as the 
scientific advice of assessment scientists to develop a range of alternative harvest levels for species with 
new assessments and those declared overfished by the National Marine Fisheries Service (Exhibit C.4, 
Attachment 1).  These harvest levels will have dramatic impacts on the types of management measures 
available for Council consideration in 2003 (Exhibit C.8). 
 
Recommended alternative harvest levels for overfished species vary probabilities of rebuilding within the 

maximum allowable time (TMAX) from 50% to 80%.  The sablefish harvest level alternatives are based on 

two different assumed states of nature that affect future recruitment and productivity.  A third alternative is 
based on a more conservative exploitation rate that projects increased spawning biomass in the next ten 
years.  Recommended harvest levels for all other species and complexes are the same as specified for 
2002. 
 
Council Action:  
 
1. Adopt proposed specifications for public review. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Table 2-1.  Acceptable biological catch (ABC) and total catch optimum yield (OY) alternatives for 

2003 for the Washington, Oregon, and California region (metric tons) under the GMT-proposed 
alternatives (Exhibit C.4, Attachment 1). 

 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview John DeVore 
b. Preliminary Estimates of Acceptable Biological Catch, Optimum Yield,  

and Economic Analysis Jim Hastie 
c. Recommendation of the States, Tribes, and Federal Agencies 
d. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
e. Public Comment 
f. Council Action:  Adopt Proposed Specifications for Public Review 
 
 



 
DOCUMENT1 2 

 
 Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan (GFSP) Consistency Analysis 
 
The GFSP supports establishing an allowable level of catch that prevents overfishing while achieving 
OY based on best available science (Sec. II.A.2).  The GFSP also supports establishing and 
maintaining a management process that is transparent, participatory, understandable, accessible, 
consistent, effective, and adaptable (Sec. II.C).  The Council process of adopting harvest levels and  
other specifications is consistent with these GFSP principles. 

 
 
PFMC 
06/05/02 
 

 



Exhibit C.5.b 
Supplemental GAP Report 

June 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL COMMENTS ON ADOPTION OF 
DRAFT REBUILDING PLANS FOR PUBLIC REVIEW FOR PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH, LINGCOD, 

COWCOD, WIDOW ROCKFISH, AND DARKBLOTCHED ROCKFISH 
 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) reviewed Draft Amendment 16 (Exhibit C.5, Attachment 2) and 
provides comments below on the options it contains.  In addition, the GAP used the Draft Darkblotched 
Rebuilding Plan as a template to discuss rebuilding plans in general. 
 
In regard to rebuilding efforts in general, the GAP continues to urge the use of the widest variety of 
science available.  Although progress has been made, we continue to rely primarily on swept area trawl 
surveys of limited scope that cannot accurately assess many species, including several overfished 
species of rockfish.  Larval surveys, while helpful, are of limited duration.  The seafood industry and the 
public have suggested ways to better coordinate cooperative research, which have been ignored.  If 
NMFS is truly committed to rebuilding populations designated as overfished and not just shutting down 
fishing as a way of sweeping the issue under the rug, then they need to start doing a better job. 
 
In regard to the particular options in Draft Amendment 16, the GAP provides the following specific 
comments, which track the issues listed on pages 2-1 through 2-10: 
 
Issue 1 - Form 
 
The GAP believes the Council should try to maintain maximum flexibility within the bounds of legal 
requirements.  The GAP supports using a regulatory amendment, rather than a plan amendment, for 
rebuilding plans, with the majority of specific details being included in annual regulations. 
 
Issue 2 - Periodic Review 
 
First, the GAP notes the section is written with the assumption that rebuilding will fall short of goals and 
not exceed goals.  Review must take into account the fact that we could rebuild more quickly than 
anticipated.  Second, the GAP suggests the review process be aligned as closely  as possible with the 
stock assessment schedule and new multi-year management processes.  This will reduce the number of 
times that a single stock will have to undergo a formal review. 
 
Issue 3 - Adequacy of Progress 
 
In line with our previous comments on the need for flexibility, the GAP recommends the Council adopt 
Option 3d with two modifications:  first, the fishery management plan (FMP) needs to recognize that a 

rebuilding probability of 50% within Tmax is the minimum that is legally acceptable; and second, that 

standards for adequacy of progress must also recognize that a stock may rebuild faster than projected in 
a rebuilding plan.  We need to be prepared to deal with rebuilding that is more successful than initially 
assumed. 
 
Issue 4 (Endangered Species Act [ESA] listing) and Issue 5 (Housekeeping) 
 
The GAP has no specific recommendations or comments on these issues. 
 
The GAP also suggests that an additional issue needs to be considered:  where to set the “overfished” 
level in the Council’s control rule. 
 
Under the National Standard Guidelines, Councils are advised to set control rules to deal with species 

that are below Bmsy.  For groundfish, the Council has developed the “40/10" rule which assumes B40% as 

the proxy for MSY and sets the overfished level at B25%.  However, the National Standard Guidelines also 

suggest the overfished level be set at ½ of Bmsy.  In the case of groundfish then, the level for groundfish 

could be B20%, not B25%.  A minority of the GAP disagrees with this conclusions. 

 
 



The GAP recommends the Council analyze two options in relation to the control rule:  status quo, with the 

overfished level set at B25%; and a modification in line with the National Standard Guidelines that would 

set the overfished level at B20%.  The analysis should include information on the biological and social and 

economic impacts of the alternatives. 
 
In regard to rebuilding plans themselves, the GAP makes the following comments based on using the 
darkblotched rebuilding plan as a template: 
 

1. Rebuilding plans need to analyze the effects of interspecific competition and predator / prey 

relationships in determining rebuilding.  Very little emphasis has been given to problems that 

exist when one species at high levels is consuming another species at low levels and what 

effect this may have on rebuilding.  Further, given that species can compete for the same 

habitat or ecological niche, it may not be possible to simultaneously recover some species. 

 

2. Rebuilding plans need to explicitly analyze the trade-off between rebuilding times and 

availability of harvest.  For example, a rebuilding time (Ttarget) that is less than allowable 

(Tmax) might be achieved only by severely restricting catch.  On the other hand, those catch 

restrictions could be somewhat relieved by adopting a Ttarget closer to Tmax.  This choice has 

obvious social and economic effects and needs to be analyzed and presented. 

 

3. Analysis needs to be done on varying social and economic impacts that occur from a rapidly 

reduced fishery versus a fishery that is reduced in stages.  If the option exists to stagger 

rebuilding adjustments, then it may be less harmful to reduce catches over time than to do it 

all at once, giving the seafood community time to adjust. 

 

 

PFMC 

06/18/02 

 

 





Exhibit C.5.b 
Supplemental SSC Report 

June 2002 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
ADOPTION OF DRAFT REBUILDING PLANS FOR PUBLIC REVIEW FOR PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH, 

LINGCOD, COWCOD, WIDOW ROCKFISH, AND DARKBLOTCHED ROCKFISH 
 

Mr. Jim Seger briefly reviewed the draft document, “Process and Standards for Rebuilding Plans, Part A” 
(Exhibit C.5, Attachment 2) for the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) and highlighted sections 
that he considered important for the SSC to review. 
 
The SSC would like to make the following observations: 
 
Amendment Issue 1:  Form and Required Elements of Species Rebuilding Plans - As emphasized in the 
SSC’s March 2002 and April 2002 statements, 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 discovered 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 fishery management plan (FMP) with each 
stock assessment cycle.  A case in point is the updated sablefish assessment conducted this year which 
resulted in a profound change to estimated biomass. 
 
Amendment Issue 3:  Mandated Revisions of Harvest Strategy - Option 3b under Adequacy of Progress 
(Standard Based on Negative Deviations) is not a sound scientific approach and should not be 
considered.  This approach is biased, because it only considers stock projections below the rebuilding 
level and will result in a change in the probability of recovery.  However, the SSC recommends an option 
be considered that re-estimates the target rebuilding exploitation rate while keeping TMAX and the 
probability of recovery constant from the previous rebuilding analysis. 
 
The SSC recognizes the importance of this amendment and the long-term impact it will have on future 
groundfish management.  Given the amount of material necessary to review and the time constraints for 
the current meeting, a thorough review of the draft document and associated species rebuilding plans 
was not possible at this meeting.  If requested by the Council, the Groundfish Subcommittee of the SSC 
would conduct a more detailed review of the documents and provide comments to the amendment 
authors before the September meeting. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/19/02 

 



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Exhibit C.8.c 
Revised Supplemental WDFW Report 1 

June 2002 
 

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
PROPOSED COMMERCIAL FISHERY OPTIONS FOR 2003 

 
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) is proposing the following commercial fishery  options to be 
considered for public review.  All fathom lines will be defined by latitude/longitude waypoints. 
 
Commercial Groundfish (LE & OA) 
Option 1 
Close fixed gear and/or trawl fisheries inside a line approximating 150 fathoms to provide protection for canary and 
yelloweye rockfish. 
 
Option 2 
Close fixed gear fishery inside a line approximating 100 fathoms to provide protection for yelloweye rockfish. 
 
Option 3 
Close trawl fishery inside a line approximating 250 fathoms to provide protection for darkblotched rockfish. 
 
Option 4 
Close trawl flatfish fishery outside a line approximating either 50, 75,100, or 125 fathoms to provide protection for 
darkblotched, canary and yelloweye rockfish (closure areas would apply as needed to conserve  rockfish). 
 
Option 5 
Allow midwater trawl fishery for yellowtail and widow rockfish subject to time/area restrictions. 
 
Option 6 
Allow midwater trawl fishery for whiting subject to time/area restrictions. 
 
Halibut Retention in Sablefish Fishery North of Pt. Chehalis 
Option 1 
No halibut retention allowed in sablefish fishery North of Pt. Chehalis. 
 
Halibut South of Pt. Chehalis 
Option 1 
Close directed halibut fishery in the area outside 25 fathoms and inside 150 fathoms. 
 
Option 2 
Allow directed halibut fishery subject to time/area/observer restrictions/requirements. 
 
Pink Shrimp Fishery 
Option 1 
Require excluders in the pink shrimp fishery. 
 
Option 2 
Mandatory retention of marketable groundfish in the pink shrimp fishery. 
 
Salmon Troll 
Option 1 
No halibut retention in salmon troll fishery; no yelloweye and canary rockfish retention. 
 
Option 2 
Close salmon troll fishery in Marine Catch Areas 3 and 4 outside 25 fathoms. 
 
Option 3 
Gear modifications (e.g., prohibit placement of any hook within 4 fathoms (24') of the weight used on each mainline 
deployed). 

 



Exhibit C.8.c 
Revised Supplemental WDFW Report 2 

June 2002 
 

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
PROPOSED RECREATIONAL GROUNDFISH SEASON OPTIONS FOR 2003 

 
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) is proposing the following recreational 
groundfish season options to be considered for public review: 
 
Bottomfish 
 
Option 1 
A recreational groundfish bag limit of 10 groundfish, including rockfish (and excluding lingcod), sublimit of 
1 canary rockfish and no retention of yelloweye rockfish, open year-round.  An additional bag limit of 2 
lingcod, 24-inch minimum size limit, open Mar 16-Oct 15. 
 
Option 2 
A recreational groundfish bag limit of 10 groundfish, including rockfish (and excluding lingcod), and no 
retention of canary or yelloweye rockfish, open year-round.  An additional bag limit of 2 lingcod, 24-inch 
minimum size limit, open Mar 16-Oct 15. 
 
Option 3 
Option 1 or 2 with closure outside of a line approximating 25 fathoms–latitude/longitude waypoints to be 
defined. 
 
Halibut 
 
Option 1 
Allow recreational halibut fishing inside one-square-mile halibut “hotspot” areas–latitude/longitude points 
to be defined; subarea seasons described in Catch Sharing Plan. 
 
Option 2 
Close recreational halibut fishery outside of a line approximating 25 fathoms–latitude/longitude waypoints 
to be defined; subarea seasons described in Catch Sharing Plan. 
 
Salmon 
 
Option 1 
Close recreational salmon fishery outside of a line approximating 25 fathoms in Marine Catch Areas 3 
and 4--latitude/longitude waypoints to be defined. 
 
Option 2 
No retention of canary rockfish with a salmon onboard. 
 
Option 3 
Option 2 with additional restriction of no halibut retention with a salmon onboard. 

 

 

























Exhibit C.8.d 
Supplemental EC Report 

June 2002 
 
 

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON 
PROPOSED MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR 2003 

 
The conservation measures under consideration for 2003 represent an unprecedented shift in emphasis 
from dockside to at-sea enforcement.  Over the course of time, dockside trip limit management has been 
the  mainstay of groundfish enforcement on the West Coast.  This enforcement responsibility has been 
shouldered almost exclusively by the state officers in many coastal ports. It is inappropriate and an unfair 
expectation that state agencies should now be expected to shoulder a major at-sea enforcement regime.  
An increased responsibility now falls on the federal agencies jointly responsible for management and 
enforcement in the federal exclusive economic zone (EEZ). 
 
NOAA Fisheries Office of Law Enforcement, the U.S. Coast Guard, fisheries managers, and many 
agencies with audit and oversight responsibilities such as the Office of Inspector General and General 
Accounting Office have provided guidance and direction to our Fisheries Management Councils 
encouraging them to adopt conservation and management measures that are cost effective and 
enforceable.  Where dockside measures alone will not achieve the desired conservation goals for a co-
managed resource, the Councils, states, and NOAA Fisheries increasingly rely on Vessel Monitoring 
System (VMS) technology. 
 
The bathymetric restrictions proposed for a majority of the West Coast fisheries extending from Canada to 
Mexico mark a transition to major dependence on costly at-sea enforcement.  The low optinum yields 
(OYs) for the most stressed stocks of groundfish can be easily exceeded by only a few unlawful 
incursions by vessels with gear capable of catching relatively large quantities of these prohibited species.  
This represents a daunting challenge for the Coast Guard, states, NOAA Fisheries, and the Council to 
deter those few unlawful incursions which could compromise the management goals. 
 
At their present capabilities, Enforcement Consultant (EC) agency patrol vessels and aircraft are unable 
to provide year-long, coast-wide coverage of the EEZ out to the seaward bathymetric restricted area, to 
the degree required to meet the management goals.  As a result, the Council will need to embrace new 
enforcement capabilities (VMS, expanded observer coverage, procurement of new, long-range patrol 
vessel platforms, etc.) or rely almost exclusively on the multi-mission Coast Guard, recently overburdened 
with Homeland defense responsibilities, to provide this extensive coverage.  
 
The EC sees major challenges in the proposed 2003 fishing regimes.  We suggest creating a subgroup 
from the EC, Groundfish Management Team, Groundfish Advisory Subpanel, and others to begin work 
immediately on identifying fisheries and specific requirements where implementation of a VMS will assist 
in achieving our management goals.  We remain committed to seeking resolution to these challenges 
while ensuring viable fisheries for coastal communities and protection of our nations valued marine 
resources. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/21/02 

 



























































Exhibit C.8.d 
Supplemental SAS Report 

June 2002 
 
 

SALMON ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON 
PROPOSED MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR 2003 

 
The Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) was not invited to this meeting and hasn't met to discuss potential 
regulatory implications with respect to salmon fisheries that may occur as a result of restrictions on the 
take of bocaccio and yelloweye rockfish.  We formally request that we be included in the process from 
this time forward, including a SAS conference call as soon as practicable after this meeting and formal 
participation in the September meeting. 
 
We also request that the Council make sure at least one option put out for public review include "status 
quo" for salmon fisheries coastwide. 
 
 
 
 
PFMC 
06/20/02 

 

































































 Exhibit C.8 
 Attachment 1 
 June 2002 
 

 
Table 1a.  2002 Specifications of Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC), Optimum Yields (OYs), and Limited Entry and Open Access Allocations, by International North 
Pacific Fisheries Commission (INPFC) Areas (weights in metric tons). 

 
 

 
ACCEPTABLE BIOLOGICAL CATCH (ABC) 

 
OY 

 
(Total 
catch) 

 
Commer-
cial OY 
(Total 
catch) 

 
Allocations 

(Total catch) 

 
Species 

 
Vancou-

ver 
a/ 

 
Colum-

bia 
 
Eureka 

 
Monte-

rey 

 
Concep- 

tion 

 
Total 
Catch 

 
Limited Entry 

 
Open  

Access 

 
Mt 

 
% 

 
Mt 

 
% 

 
ROUNDFISH 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Lingcod b/ 

 
745 

 
745 

 
577 

 
251 

 
203 

 
81.0 

 
48 

 
19.0 

 
Pacific Cod 

 
3,200 

 
 c/ 

 
3,200 

 
na 

 
3,200 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
Pacific Whiting d/ 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
Sablefish e/ (north of 36

O
) 

 
4,644 

 
-- 

 
4,644 

 
4,367 

 
3,906 

 
3,539 

 
90.6 

 
367 

 
9.4 

 
Sablefish f/ (south of 36

O
) 

 
-- 

 
333 

 
333 

 
229 

 
229 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
FLATFISH 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Dover sole g/ 

 
8,510 

 
8,510 

 
7,440 

 
7,368 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
English sole 

 
2,000 

 
1,100 

 
3,100 

 
na 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
Petrale sole h/ 

 
1,262 

 
 500 

 
800 

 
200 

 
2,762 

 
na 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
Arrowtooth flounder 

 
5,800 

 
5,800 

 
na 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
Other flatfish i/ 

 
700 

 
3,000 

 
1,700 

 
1,800 

 
500 

 
7,700 

 
na 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
ROCKFISH: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Pacific Ocean Perch j/ 

 
640 

 
-- 

 
640 

 
350 

 
350 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
Shortbelly k/ 

 
13,900 

 
13,900 

 
13,900 

 
13,900 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
Widow l/ 

 
3,727 

 
3,727 

 
856 

 
853 

 
827 

 
97.0 

 
26 

 
3.0 

         



 
Table 1a.  2002 Specifications of Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC), Optimum Yields (OYs), and Limited Entry and Open Access Allocations, by International North 
Pacific Fisheries Commission (INPFC) Areas (weights in metric tons). 

 
 

 
ACCEPTABLE BIOLOGICAL CATCH (ABC) 

 
OY 

 
(Total 
catch) 

 
Commer-
cial OY 
(Total 
catch) 

 
Allocations 

(Total catch) 

 
Species 

 
Vancou-

ver 
a/ 

 
Colum-

bia 
 
Eureka 

 
Monte-

rey 

 
Concep- 

tion 

 
Total 
Catch 

 
Limited Entry 

 
Open  

Access 

 
Mt 

 
% 

 
Mt 

 
% 

Canary m/ 228 228 93 44 39 87.7 5 12.3 

 
Chilipepper n/ 

 
c/ 

 
2,700 

 
2,700 

 
2,000 

 
1,985 

 
1,106 

 
55.7 

 
879 

 
44.3 

 
Bocaccio o/ 

 
c/ 

 
122 

 
122 

 
100 

 
44 

 
25 

 
55.7 

 
19 

 
44.3 

 
Splitnose p/ 

 
c/ 

 
615 

 
615 

 
461 

 
461 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
Yellowtail q/ 

 
3,146 

 
c/ 

 
3,146 

 
3,146 

 
3,131 

 
2,871 

 
91.7 

 
260 

 
8.3 

 
Shortspine thornyhead r/ 
(north of 34

O
27') 

 
1,004 

 
1,004 

 
955 

 
948 

 
945 

 
99.73 

 
3 

 
0.27 

 
Longspine thornyhead s/ 
(north of 36

O
) 

 
2,461 

 
-- 

 
2,461 

 
2,461 

 
2,455 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
Longspine thornyhead s/  
(south of 36

O
 t/) 

 
-- 

 
390 

 
390 

 
195 

 
195 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
Cowcod u/ 

 
c/ 

 
19 

 
-- 

 
19 

 
2.4 

 
0 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
c/ 

 
-- 

 
5 

 
5 

 
2.4 

 
0 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
Darkblotched v/ 

 
187 

 
187 

 
168 

 
168 

 
163 

 
-- 

 
5 

 
– 

 
Yelloweye w/ 

 
22 

 
 5 

 
 -- 

 
27 

 
13.5 

 
3.69 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
Minor Rockfish North x/ 

 
4,795 

 
 -- 

 
4,795 

 
3,115 

 
2,442 

 
2,239 

 
91.7 

 
203 

 
8.3 

 
Minor Rockfish South y/ 

 
 -- 

 
3,506 

 
3,506 

 
2,015 

 
1,283 

 
714 

 
55.7 

 
569 

 
44.3 

 
Remaining Rockfish  

 
2,727  

 
854 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
  bank z/ 

 
c/ 

 
350 

 
350 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
  black aa/ 

 
615 

 
500 

 
 

 
1,115 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

           



 
Table 1a.  2002 Specifications of Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC), Optimum Yields (OYs), and Limited Entry and Open Access Allocations, by International North 
Pacific Fisheries Commission (INPFC) Areas (weights in metric tons). 

 
 

 
ACCEPTABLE BIOLOGICAL CATCH (ABC) 

 
OY 

 
(Total 
catch) 

 
Commer-
cial OY 
(Total 
catch) 

 
Allocations 

(Total catch) 

 
Species 

 
Vancou-

ver 
a/ 

 
Colum-

bia 
 
Eureka 

 
Monte-

rey 

 
Concep- 

tion 

 
Total 
Catch 

 
Limited Entry 

 
Open  

Access 

 
Mt 

 
% 

 
Mt 

 
% 

  blackgill bb/ c/ 75 268 343 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

 
  bocaccio (north) 

 
318 

 
 

 
318 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
  chilipepper (north) 

 
32 

 
 

 
32 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
  redstripe 

 
576 

 
c/ 

 
576 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
– 

 
  sharpchin 

 
307 

 
45 

 
352 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
  silvergrey 

 
38 

 
c/ 

 
38 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
– 

 
  splitnose 

 
242 

 
c/ 

 
242 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
  yellowmouth 

 
99 

 
c/ 

 
99 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  yellowtail (south) 

 
 

 
116 

 
116 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Other rockfish cc/ 

 
2,068 

 
2,652 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
OTHER FISH dd/ 

 
2,500 

 
7,000 

 
1,200 

 
2,000 

 
2,000 

 
14,700 

 
na 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 



 
Table 1b.  2002 OYs for minor rockfish by depth sub-groups (weights in metric tons). 

 
Species 

 
Total 
Catch 
ABC 

 
OY  (Total catch) 

 
Harvest Guidelines 

(Total catch) 

 
Total 
Catch 

OY 

 
Recrea- 

tional 
Estimate 

 
Commercial 

OY 

 
Limited Entry  

 
Open Access 

 
Mt 

 
Percent 

 
Mt 

 
Percent 

 
Minor Rockfish 
North x/ 

 
4,795 

 
3,115 

 
673 

 
2,442 

 
2,239 

 
91.7 

 
203 

 
8.3 

 
  Nearshore 

 
 

 
987 

 
663 

 
324 

 
161 

 
na 

 
163 

 
na 

 
  Shelf 

 
 

 
968 

 
10 

 
958 

 
928 

 
na 

 
30 

 
na 

 
  Slope 

 
 

 
1,160 

 
0 

 
1,160 

 
1,150 

 
na 

 
10 

 
na 

 
Minor Rockfish 
South y/ 

 
3,506 

 
2,015 

 
732 

 
1,283 

 
714 

 
55.7 

 
569 

 
44.3 

 
  Nearshore 

 
 

 
662 

 
532 

 
130 

 
23 

 
na 

 
107 

 
na 

 
  Shelf 

 
 

 
714 

 
200 

 
514 

 
194 

 
na 

 
320 

 
na 

 
  Slope 

 
 

 
639 

 
 

 
639 

 
497 

 
na 

 
142 

 
na 

 
a/ ABC applies to the U.S. portion of the Vancouver area, except as noted under individual species. 
 
b/ Lingcod was designated as overfished in 1999.  Coastwide, lingcod is believed to be at 15 percent of its unfished biomass.  An 
assessment was conducted in 2000 and updated for 2001.  The stock assessment included parts of Canadian waters, therefore the 
U.S. portion of the ABC for the Vancouver area was set at 44 percent of the total. for that area.  The ABC of 745 mt was calculated 
using an Fmsy proxy of F45%.  The total catch OY of 577 mt is based on a 60 percent probability of rebuilding the stock to Bmsy by 
the year 2009.  The total catch OY is reduced by 326 mt, the amount that is estimated to be taken by the recreational fishery, 
resulting in a commercial OY of 251 mt.  The open access total catch allocation is 48 mt (19 percent of the commercial OY) and the 
open access landed catch value is 38 mt.  The limited entry total catch allocation is 203 mt and the landed catch value is 163 mt. 
The landed catch values are based on a new discard analysis which correlates coincidental catch rates of lingcod with the expected 
catch of specific target species.  A “mid” level bycatch range (13%-20%) was selected for estimating discard mortality.  The landed 
catch values will be evaluated inseason and adjusted as necessary.  Tribal vessels are expected to land a small amount of lingcod 
(4-5 mt), but do not have a specific allocation at this time.  

 
c/ “Other species” - These species are neither common nor important to the commercial and recreational fisheries in the areas 
footnoted.  Accordingly, Pacific cod is included in the non-commercial OY of “other fish” and rockfish species are included in either 
“other rockfish” or “remaining rockfish” for the areas footnoted only. 
 
d/ A new assessment is expected in early 2002.  Therefore, final adoption of the ABC and OY have been deferred until early 2002, 
when the results of the new assessment become available.  
 
e/ Sablefish north of 36

O
 N lat. - A new sablefish assessment was done in 2001 for the area north of Point Conception (34

O
27'N lat.).  

Sablefish north of 34
O
27'N lat. is believed to be between 27 percent and 38 percent of its unfished biomass.  The ABC for the 

surveyed area (4,786 mt) is based on an environmentally driven model with an Fmsy proxy of F45%.  The ABC for the management 
area north of 36

O 
N lat. is 4,644 mt (97.04 percent of the ABC from the surveyed area).  The total catch OY for the area north of 36

O 

N lat is 4,367 mt which is based on the application of the 40-10 harvest rate policy and is 97.04 percent of the OY from the surveyed 
area.  The total catch OY is reduced by 10 percent for the tribal set aside (437 mt) and by 24.7 mt for compensation to vessels that 
conducted resource surveys.  The remainder (3,906 mt) is the commercial total catch OY.  The open access allocation of 9.4 
percent of the commercial OY, resulting in an open access total catch OY of 367 mt.  The limited entry total catch OY is 3,539 mt, 
90.6 percent of the commercial OY.  The limited entry total catch OY is further divided with 58 percent (2,052 mt) allocated to the 
trawl fishery and 42 percent (1,486 mt) allocated to the non-trawl fishery.  Discard rates will be applied as follows: 21 percent for 
limited entry trawl, 8 percent for limited entry fixed gear and open access, and 3 percent for the tribal fisheries.  The resulting landed 
catch values are: 1,601 mt for limited entry trawl, 1,442 mt for limited entry fixed gear, 338 mt for open access, and 424 mt for the 
tribal fisheries. 
 
f/ Sablefish south of 36

O
 N lat. - The ABC of 333 mt is the sum of 142 mt (2.96 percent of the ABC from the new 2001 survey based 

assessment) and 191 mt (based on historical landings).  The total catch OY (229 mt) is the sum of 133 mt (2.96 percent of the OY 
from the new 2001 survey based assessment with the application of the 40-10 harvest rate policy) and 96 mt (that portion of the 
ABC based on historical landings which was reduced by 50 percent to address uncertainty due to limited information).  There are no 
limited entry or open access allocations in the Conception area at this time.  The assumed discard value is 8 percent, resulting in a 
landed catch value of 211 mt. 



 
g/ Dover sole north of 34

O
27'N lat. was assessed as a unit in 2001 and is believed to be at 29% of its unfished biomass.  The ABC 

(8,510 mt) is based on an Fmsy proxy of F40%.  Because the biomass is estimated to be in the precautionary zone, the total catch 
OY of 7,440 mt is based on the application of the 40-10 harvest rate policy.  The OY is reduced by 71.6 mt for compensation to 
vessels that conducted resource surveys, resulting in a commercial OY of 7,368 mt.  Discards are assumed to be 5 percent, 
resulting in a landed catch value of 7,000 mt.  
 
h/ Petrale sole was believed to be at 42 percent of its unfished biomass following a 1999 assessment.  For 2002, the final ABC for 
the Vancouver-Columbia area (1,262 mt) is based on an F40% Fmsy proxy.  The ABCs for the Eureka, Monterey, and Conception 
areas (1,500 mt) continue at the same level as 2001. 
 
i/ "Other flatfish" are those species that do not have individual ABC/OYs and include butter sole, curlfin sole, flathead sole, Pacific 
sand dab, rex sole, rock sole, sand sole, and starry flounder.  The ABC is based on historical catch levels. 
 
j/ Pacific ocean perch (POP) was designated as overfished in 1999.  The ABC (640 mt) is based on the 2000 assessment which 
was updated for 2001.  The total catch OY (350 mt) is based on a 70 percent probability of rebuilding the stock to Bmsy by the year 
2042.  The landed catch value is 294 mt.  The landed catch value is based on a new discard analysis which correlates coincidental 
catch rates of POP with the expected catch of specific target species.  A “mid” level bycatch range (approximately 16%) was 
selected for estimating discard mortality.  The landed catch value will be evaluated inseason and adjusted as necessary.  Tribal 
vessels are expected to land only trace amounts of POP in 2002 and do not have a specific allocation at this time. 
 
k/ Shortbelly rockfish remains an unexploited stock and is difficult to assess quantitatively.  The 1989 assessment provided 2 
alternative yield calculations of 13,900 mt and 47,000 mt.  NMFS surveys have shown poor recruitment in most years since 1989, 
indicating low recent productivity and a naturally declining population in spite of low fishing pressure.  The ABC and OY therefore 
are set at 13,900 mt, the low end of the range in the assessment. 
 
l/ Widow rockfish was assessed in 2000 and is believed to be at 24 percent of its unfished biomass.  Therefore, it was declared 
overfished in 2001.  The ABC (3,727 mt) is based on an F50% Fmsy proxy.  The OY (856 mt) is based on a 60 percent probability of 
rebuilding the stock to Bmsy within 37 years.  The OY is reduced by 3 mt for the amount estimated to be taken as recreational 
catch, resulting in a commercial OY of 853 mt.  The commercial OY is divided with open access receiving 3 percent (26 mt) and 
limited entry receiving 97 percent (827 mt).  The landed catch equivalent for the open access fishery is 21 mt.  The limited entry 
allocation is reduced by 150 mt for anticipated bycatch in the at-sea whiting fishery and an additional 40 mt for anticipated bycatch in 
the shore-based sector of the whiting fishery.  The remainder of the limited entry allocation is reduced by 16 percent to account for 
discards in the trip limit fisheries.  The landed catch equivalent, excluding the at-sea whiting fishery, is 575 mt.  Tribal vessels are 
expected to land about 27 mt of widow rockfish in 2002, but do not have a specific allocation at this time. 

 
m/ Canary rockfish is believed to be at 22 percent of its unfished biomass in the north (north of Cape Blanco) and 8 percent of its 
unfished biomass in the south (south of Cape Blanco).  Canary rockfish was declared overfished in 2000.  The coastwide ABC (228 
mt) is based on an Fmsy proxy of F50%.  The coastwide OY of 93 mt (the sum of 73 mt for the northern area, plus 20 mt for the 
southern area) is based on a 52 percent probability of rebuilding the stock to Bmsy by the year 2056.  The OY is reduced by 5 mt for 
research surveys and 44 mt for the estimated recreational catch, resulting in a commercial OY of 44 mt.  The commercial OY is 
divided with open access receiving 12.3 percent (5 mt) and limited entry receiving 87.7 percent (39 mt).  The landed catch value for 
the open access fishery is 4.5 mt. The 39 mt limited entry allocation is further reduced by 3 mt for anticipated bycatch in the offshore 
whiting fishery.  The limited entry landed catch value is 30 mt.  The landed catch value is based on a new discard analysis which 
correlates coincidental catch rates of canary rockfish with the expected catch of specific target species.  A “low” level bycatch range 
(approximately 16%) was selected for estimating discard mortality.  The landed catch value will be evaluated inseason and adjusted 
as necessary.  However, the specific open access/limited entry allocation has been suspended during the rebuilding period as 
necessary to meet the overall rebuilding target while allowing harvest of healthy stocks.  Tribal vessels are expected to land about 
2.5 mt of canary rockfish in 2002, but do not have a specific allocation at this time.  

 
n/ Chilipepper rockfish - The ABC (2,700 mt) for the Monterey-Conception area is based on the 1998 stock assessment with the 
application of an F50% Fmsy proxy.  Because the unfished biomass is believed to be above 40 percent, the default OY could be set 
equal to the ABC.  However, the OY is set at 2,000 mt, near the recent average landed catch, to discourage effort on chilipepper, 
which is known to have bycatch of overfished bocaccio rockfish.  The OY is reduced by 15 mt for the amount estimated to be taken 
in the recreational fishery, resulting in a commercial OY of 1,985 mt.  Of the commercial OY, open access is allocated 44.3 percent 
(879 mt) and limited entry is allocated 55.7 percent (1,106 mt).  The assumed discard is 16 percent, resulting in a open access 
landed catch value of 739 mt and a limited entry landed catch value of 929 mt. 
 
o/ Bocaccio rockfish is believed to be at 2 percent of its unfished biomass and was designated as overfished in 1999.  The ABC of 
122 mt is based on an F50% Fmsy proxy.  The OY (100 mt) is based on the rebuilding plan, which has a 67% probability of 
rebuilding the stock to Bmsy by the year 2033.  The OY is reduced by 56 mt for the amount estimated to be taken as recreational 
harvest, resulting in a 44 mt commercial OY.  Open access is allocated 44.3 percent (19 mt) of the commercial OY and limited entry 
is allocated 55.7 percent (25 mt) of the commercial OY.  The open access landed catch value is 16 mt and the limited entry landed 
catch value is 21 mt.  The landed catch values are based on a new discard analysis which correlates coincidental catch rates of 
bocaccio with the expected catch of specific target species.  A “high” level bycatch range (approximately 16%) was selected for 
estimating discard mortality.  The landed catch values will be evaluated inseason and adjusted as necessary. 

 
p/ Splitnose rockfish - The 2001 ABC is 615 mt in the southern area (Monterey-Conception).  The 461 mt total catch OY for the 
southern area reflects a 25 percent precautionary adjustment because of the less rigorous assessment for this stock.  In the north, 
splitnose is included in the minor slope rockfish OY.  The assumed discard is 16 percent for a landed catch value of 387 mt. 



 
q/ Yellowtail rockfish is believed to be at 63 percent of its unfished biomass.  The ABC of 3,146 mt is based on a 2000 stock 
assessment for the Vancouver-Columbia-Eureka areas with an Fmsy proxy of F50%.  The OY (3,146 mt) was set equal to the ABC.  
To derive the commercial OY (3,131 mt) the total catch OY is reduced by 15 mt, the amount estimated to be taken in the 
recreational fishery.  The open access allocation (260 mt) is 8.3 percent of the commercial OY.  The limited entry allocation (2,871 
mt) is 91.7 percent the commercial OY.  For anticipated bycatch in the at-sea whiting fishery, 400 mt is subtracted from the limited 
entry allocation.  An additional 150 mt is deducted for the shore-based whiting fishery.  The remainder (2,471 mt) is further reduced 
by 20 percent for assumed discard.  The limited entry landed catch equivalent, excluding the at-sea whiting fishery, is 2,007 mt.  The 
open access landed catch equivalent is 218 mt, given the assumed discard of 16 percent.  Tribal vessels are expected to land about 
300 mt of yellowtail rockfish outside their directed whiting fishery in 2002, but do not have a specific allocation at this time. 
 
r/ Shortspine thornyhead - A new assessment was done for shortspine thornyhead in 2001 and the stock is believed to be between 
25 and 50 percent of its unfished biomass.  The ABC (1,004 mt) for the area north of Pt. Conception (34

O
27'N lat.) is based on a 

F50% Fmsy proxy.  The OY of 955 mt is based on the new survey with the application the 40-10 harvest policy, resulting in a 
commercial OY of 948 mt.  Open access is allocated 0.27 percent (3 mt) of the commercial OY and limited entry is allocated 99.73 
percent (945 mt) of the commercial OY.  A 20 percent rate of discard is applied to obtain a limited entry landed catch value of 757 
mt.  There is no ABC or OY for the southern Conception area.  It is estimated that the treaty tribes will take 1 mt of shortspine 
thornyheads in 2002.  This small amount is not subtracted from the OYs at this time.  
 
s/ Longspine thornyhead is believed to be above 40 percent of its unfished biomass.  The ABC (2,461 mt) in the north (Vancouver-
Columbia-Eureka-Monterey) is based on the average of the 3-year individual ABCs at an F50% Fmsy proxy.  The total catch OY 
(2,461 mt) is set equal to the ABC.  The OY is further reduced by 6 mt for compensation to vessels that conducted resource 
surveys, resulting in a commercial OY of 2,455 mt.  To derive the landed catch equivalent of 2,037 mt, the limited entry allocation is 
reduced by 17 percent for estimated discards. 
 
t/ Longspine thornyhead - A separate ABC (390 mt) is established for the Conception area and is based on historical catch for the 
portion of the Conception area north of 34

O
27' N. lat. (Point Conception).  The ABC was reduced by 50 percent to obtain the OY 

(195 mt), this reduction addresses uncertainty in the stock assessment due to limited information.  There is no ABC or OY for the 
southern Conception Area.  
 
u/ Cowcod in the Conception area was assessed in 1999 and is believed to be at less than 10 percent of its unfished biomass. 
Therefore cowcod was declared overfished in 2000.  The ABC in the Conception area (5 mt) is based on the 1999 assessment, 
while the ABC for the Monterey area (19 mt) is based on average landings from 1993-1997.  An OY of 4.8 mt (2.4 mt in each area) 
is based on a 55 percent probability of rebuilding the stock to Bmsy by the year 2094.  Cowcod retention will not be permitted in 
2002.  
 
v/ Darkblotched rockfish was assessed in 2000 and is believed to be at 22 percent of its unfished biomass.  The stock was declared 
overfished in 2001.  The ABC of 187 mt is based on an Fmsy proxy of F50%.  The OY of 168 mt is based on a 70% probability of 
rebuilding the stock to Bmsy by 2034.  For anticipated bycatch in the at-sea whiting fishery, 5 mt is subtracted from the limited entry 
allocation.  The landed catch value for the remaining limited entry fisheries is 130 mt.  The landed catch values are based on a new 
discard analysis which correlates coincidental catch rates of darkblotched rockfish with the expected catch of specific target species.  
A “mid” level bycatch range (approximately 20%) was selected for estimating discard mortality.  The landed catch values will be 
evaluated inseason and adjusted as necessary.  Specific open access/limited entry allocation has been suspended during the 
rebuilding period as necessary to meet the overall rebuilding target while allowing harvest of healthy stocks.  Tribal vessels are 
expected to land minimal amounts of darkblotched rockfish in 2002, but do not have a specific allocation at this time. 
  
w/ Yelloweye rockfish was assessed in 2001 and is believed to be at 7 percent of its unfished biomass off northern California and at 
13 percent of its unfished biomass off Oregon, indicating that it is overfished at this time.  The 27 mt coastwide ABC (5 mt for the 
Monterey area and 22 mt for the areas north of 40

O
10'N lat.) is based on an Fmsy proxy of F50%.  As a precautionary measure, 

until rebuilding measures can be adopted, the coastwide ABC has been reduced by 50 percent to obtain the OY of 13.5 mt (2.5 mt 
for the Monterey area and 11 mt for the areas north of 40

O
10'N lat.) The OY is reduced by 8.81 mt for the amount estimated to be 

taken as recreational harvest, and 1 mt for the amount expected to be taken in the tribal fishery, resulting in a commercial OY of 
3.69 mt.  Specific open access/limited entry allocation has been suspended during the rebuilding period as necessary to meet the 
overall rebuilding target while allowing harvest of healthy stocks. 
 
x/ Minor rockfish north includes the "remaining rockfish" and "other rockfish"' categories in the Vancouver, Columbia, and Eureka 
areas combined.  These species include ``remaining rockfish''  which generally includes species that have been assessed by less 
rigorous methods than stock assessment, and "other rockfish" which includes species that do not have quantifiable assessments.  
The ABC (4,795 mt) is the sum of the individual "remaining rockfish" ABCs (2,727 mt) plus the "other rockfish" ABCs (2,068 mt).  
The remaining rockfish ABCs continue to be reduced by 25 percent (F=0.75M) as a precautionary adjustment.  To obtain the total 
catch OY (3,115 mt) the remaining rockfish ABCs are further reduced by 25 percent with the exception of black rockfish, and other 
rockfish ABCs are reduced by 50 percent.  This was a precautionary measure due to limited stock assessment information.  The OY 
is reduced by 673 mt for the amount estimated to be taken in the recreational fishery, resulting in a commercial OY of 2,442 mt.  
Open access is allocated 8.3 percent (203 mt) of the commercial OY and limited entry is allocated 91.7 percent (2,239 mt) of the 
commercial OY.  The discard is assumed to be 5 percent for nearshore rockfish, 16 percent for shelf rockfish, and 20 percent for 
slope rockfish, resulting in a an open access landed catch value of 188 mt and a limited entry landed catch value of 1,852 mt. Tribal 
vessels are expected to land about 10 mt of minor rockfish (2 mt of minor nearshore rockfish, 4 mt of shelf rockfish, and 4 mt of 
slope rockfish) in 2002, but do not have a specific allocation at this time. 
 
y/ Minor rockfish south includes the ``remaining rockfish'' and ``other rockfish'' categories in the Monterey and Conception areas 



combined.  These species include ``remaining rockfish''  which generally includes species that have been assessed by less rigorous 
methods than stock assessment, and ``other rockfish'' which includes species that do not have quantifiable assessments.  The ABC 
(3,506 mt) is the sum of the individual "remaining rockfish" ABCs (854 mt) plus the "other rockfish" ABCs (2,652).  The remaining 
rockfish ABCs continue to be reduced by 25 percent (F=0.75M) as a precautionary adjustment.  To obtain total catch OY (2,015 mt), 
the remaining rockfish ABCs are further reduced by 25 percent, with the exception of blackgill rockfish, and the other rockfish ABCs 
were reduced by 50 percent.  This was a precautionary measure due to limited stock assessment information.  The OY is reduced 
by 732 mt for the amount estimated to be taken in the recreational fishery, resulting in a commercial OY of 1,283 mt.  Open access 
is allocated 44.3 percent (569 mt) of the commercial OY and limited entry is allocated 55.7 percent (714 mt) of the commercial OY.  
The discard is assumed to be 5 percent for nearshore rockfish, 16 percent for shelf rockfish, and 20 percent for slope rockfish, 
resulting in an open access landed catch value of 484 mt and a limited entry landed catch value of 582 mt. 
 
z/ Bank rockfish - The ABC of 350 mt is based on a 2000 assessment for the Monterey and Conception areas.  This stock 
contributes 263 mt towards the minor rockfish OY in the south. 
 
aa/ Black rockfish - The ABC (1,115 mt) which is based on a 2000 assessment, is the sum of the assessment area (615 mt) plus the 
average catch in the unassessed area (500 mt).  To obtain the OY for the southern portion of this area, the ABC has been reduced 
by 50 percent as a precautionary measures due to limited information.  For the assessed area the OY was set equal to the ABC.  
This stock contributes 865 mt towards the minor rockfish OY in the north.  

 
bb/ Blackgill rockfish is believed to be at 51 percent of its unfished biomass.  The ABC (343 mt) is the sum of the Conception area 
ABC of 268 mt, based on the 1998 assessment with an Fmsy proxy of F50%, and the Monterey area ABC of 75 mt.  This stock 
contributes 306 mt towards minor rockfish south (268 mt for the Conception area ABC and 38 mt for the Monterey area).  The OY 
for the Monterey area is the ABC reduced by 50 percent for precautionary measures because of lack of information.  
 
cc/ ”Other rockfish” includes rockfish species listed in 50 CFR 660.302 and California scorpionfish.  The ABC is based on the 1996 
review of commercial Sebastes landings and includes an estimate of recreational landings.  These species have never been 
quantifiably assessed.  Beginning in 2002, yelloweye rockfish, in the Monterey and Conception areas, has been removed from the 
“other rockfish” category. 
 
dd/ ”Other fish” includes sharks, skates, rays, ratfish, morids, grenadiers, and other groundfish species noted above in footnote c/. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 





































































Exhibit C.9.d 
Supplemental GAP Statement 

June 2002 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
STATUS OF FISHERIES AND INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met jointly with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to 
discuss inseason adjustments to the groundfish fishery.  In spite of extensive discussions to reach a 
consensus, the GAP and the GMT found themselves in fundamental disagreement on how best to 
continue viable fisheries while ensuring conservation of certain key fish stocks, especially darkblotched 
and bocaccio rockfish.  The GAP thus submits the following recommendations which - while diverging 
from those made by the GMT - still - in our view, meet the Council’s conservation goals.  These 
comments are based on Table 1 which is included as part of Exhibit C.9.d - Supplemental GMT Report. 
 

NORTH OF 40  10' 
The GAP agrees with the GMT Option 1, with the following changes: 
Rather than closing all groundfish bottom trawling, beginning September  1, 2002, allow a DTS fishery 
outside of 250 fathoms and a shelf flatfish fishery inside of 125 fathoms.  The shelf flatfish fishery would 
be restricted to small footrope gear only. 
 
The GAP recognizes that implementing a depth-based change will require an emergency rule and 
requests that the Council ask that one be implemented. 
In addition, the GAP recommends the following cumulative limit changes: 

a) reduce the cumulative limit of slope rockfish to 500 pounds / 2 month period for the 

remainder of the year 

b) reduce the cumulative limit of Pacific Ocean perch to 4,000 pounds / 2 month period for the 

remainder of the year. 

 

These changes will ensure the continued conservation of canary and darkblotched rockfish, as 

well as those few yelloweye rockfish that may be incidentally taken in trawl gear.  The 

recommended regulations will ensure that trawlers avoid the depths where these species are 

commonly taken. 

SOUTH OF  40  10' 

The GAP agrees with the items listed under “Immediate Action” with one change: 

In item  #1, add a provision that nearshore flatfish may be retained by a vessel which has an 

observer on board. 

 

The GAP disagrees with the options listed under “Further Action” 

 

Where fathom limits are indicated, the GAP intends that they be identified as way points using 

latitude / longitude locations connected by straight lines sufficient in length to facilitate adequate 

enforcement.  The GAP recommends that the state and federal enforcement agencies convene a 

panel of knowledgeable fishermen to help identify the points and draw the lines. 

 

In the areas where trawling is restricted, only one type of net may be on board the vessel when 

fishing in the area. 

 

 

PFMC 

06/20/02 

 

 

















Exhibit C.10.b 
Supplemental GAP Report 

June 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
GROUNDFISH STOCK ASSESSMENT PRIORITIES FOR 2003 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) reviewed the list of stock assessment priorities submitted by 
NMFS and provides the following comments. 
 
The GAP agrees that Pacific whiting, lingcod, Pacific ocean perch, darkblotched rockfish, and widow 
rockfish should be subjected to assessment and Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Panel review as 
proposed. 
 
The GAP also agrees that bocaccio rockfish should be subject to an assessment, but disagrees the 
assessment should be simply an update or go through a STAR-light process.  The implications for 
management of a bocaccio assessment are significant and there are additional data sources that might 
be used which have not been previously reviewed by a STAR Panel.  In the view of the GAP, this 
disqualifies bocaccio from the STAR-light process. 
 
The GAP does agree the yellowtail rockfish assessment is a reasonable candidate for a STAR-light 
process and recommends that this assessment be reviewed in that manner. 
 
The majority of the GAP recommends that an assessment for cabezon be deleted from the list.  Given the 
fact the State of California is directing its efforts and resources towards near-shore management, 
including potentially management of cabezon, the GAP believes that effort not be expended on cabezon 
at this time. 
 
Finally, the GAP recommends that a high priority be given to a full assessment of yelloweye rockfish.  
Given the data sources used - and not used - and the critical status of this species, it is important that a 
full assessment be undertaken as soon as possible.  The GAP understands that a further review of the 
yelloweye rebuilding analysis might be completed prior to final Council action on harvest specifications in 
September.  The GAP strongly supports such further review so that appropriate data can be included. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/20/02 

 



Exhibit C.10.b 
Supplemental SSC Report 

June 2002 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
GROUNDFISH STOCK ASSESSMENT PRIORITIES FOR 2003 

 

Dr. Elizabeth Clarke of the National Marine Fisheries Services presented a prioritized 
list to the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) of species that are proposed for 
stock assessments in 2003 (Exhibit C.10, Supplemental Attachment 1).  Because of 
workload concerns, the SSC recommends conducting expedited assessments when 
possible for species on the draft list: 
 
1. Pacific whiting will require a full assessment. 
2. Lingcod may be eligible for an expedited assessment. 
3. Pacific ocean perch may be eligible for an expedited assessment. 
4. Darkblotched rockfish may be eligible for an expedited assessment. 
5. Bocaccio would likely require a full assessment to include discard information that 

will become available this year. 
6. Widow rockfish may be eligible for an expedited assessment. 
7. Cabezon would be a new assessment. 
8. Yellowtail rockfish may be eligible for an expedited assessment. 
9. Yelloweye rockfish will have new data, from submersibles and other sources, 

available in 2003 with a full assessment planned for 2004.     
 
In addition, the SSC recommends that cowcod rockfish be considered for an 
assessment in 2003. The SSC suggests that as soon as possible:  
 
· the most recent assessments for the stocks listed above be reviewed,  
· stock assessment authors for 2003 be identified,  

· decisions be made whether each stock is eligible for an expedited or full review,  
· the number of stock assessment review (STAR) Panels required during 2003 be determined. 
 
The SSC notes that groundfish STAR Panels will need to be coordinated with those for coastal 
pelagics. The SSC also notes a review of the 2002 STAR process has not been conducted, but 
anticipates there may be an opportunity for this review in November 2002. 
 
 

PFMC 

06/20/02 



 Exhibit C.10 
 Situation Summary 
 June 2002 
 
 
 GROUNDFISH STOCK ASSESSMENT PRIORITIES FOR 2003 
 
Situation:  As per the Council's stock assessment and review procedures, stock assessment priorities are 
to be set in June to allow sufficient time for assessment authors to obtain relevant data for next year’s 
assessments.  Dr. Elizabeth Clarke will present a list of proposed species for assessment in 2003 and 
issues to consider in setting assessment priorities for 2003. 
 
Council Task:  Discussion and guidance. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. STAR Process Update and Draft Stock Assessment List for 2003 (Exhibit C.10, Supplemental 

Attachment 1).  
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview John DeVore 
b. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
c. Public Comment 
d. Council Discussion and Guidance 
 

 
 Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan (GFSP) Consistency Analysis 

 

This agenda item is consistent with GFSP goals for science, data collection, monitoring, and analysis 

(Sec. II.B). 

 
 
PFMC 
06/05/02 

 











Exhibit C.11.b 
Supplemental GAP Report 

June 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
SCOPING FOR DELEGATION OF NEARSHORE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) received a presentation from the California Department of Fish 
and Game (CDFG) on the question of delegation of nearshore management authority. Although somewhat 
hampered by the fact that the voluminous background material on this subject was not received by GAP 
members until the afternoon prior to the presentation, the GAP, nevertheless, provides the following 
comments. 
 
While a minority of the GAP believes the Council should adopt some of the conservative management 
approaches to rockfish embodied in the California plan, the GAP still unanimously opposed delegation of 
nearshore management authority, and recommends the Council give this issue a low priority in light of the 
many more crucial issues facing the Council. 
 
The GAP believes the types of authority transfer being contemplated will cause additional confusion to 
resource users, an added cost, and could actually increase discards.  Vessels legally fishing in the 
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) off California and either not registered in California or landing in Oregon 
could be forced to discard species on the delegated list which could otherwise be legally taken. 
 
The GAP notes there is no provision for full participation in California management decisions by 
non-residents who are affected by the law.  In the similar case of deferred management in the Alaskan 
crab fisheries, there are avenues of non-resident participation and checks and balances to ensure the rights 
of non-residents are accommodated. 
 
Even residents can be adversely affected by the management process, as they now will be forced to attend 
California Fish and Game Commission meetings as well as Council meetings to keep abreast of nearshore 
rockfish science and management.  Several GAP members noted that these meetings are often scheduled 
concurrently. 
 
Questions were also raised as to how science would be coordinated between the Council and California, 
given that some of these species exist inside and outside California waters and off the shores of more than 
one state. 
 
Finally, it is unclear to the GAP whether sufficient resources will be available to the CDFG to conduct the 
necessary level of research, management, and enforcement if nearshore species are transferred.  If these 
fiscal and personnel resources are not available, then there is a question of whether the fish stocks and the 
users will be better off with transfer of management. 
 
While the GAP is sympathetic to the fact CDFG faces difficult legislative mandates, it is not a problem the 
Council or resource users should have to address. 
 
 
PFMC 
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