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 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. 
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Introduction  

 

In 1998, the PFMC adopted Amendment 11 of the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery 

Management Plan, which established a  minimum stock size threshold of 25% of unfished 

biomass.  Based on the stock assessment by Ralston et al. (1996), bocaccio was declared 

formally to be overfished, thereby requiring development of a rebuilding plan for consideration 

by the Council in the fall of 1999.  A new stock assessment (MacCall et al. 1999) found that 

under continuing recruitment failure, the index of bocaccio spawning output was about half the 

estimate made in 1996, but at that time preliminary indications of a strong 1999 year class 

allowed some optimism. 

 

The most recent stock assessment (MacCall 2002) is based on a wide variety of 

information from both Central and Southern California.  The new estimate of the strength of the 

1999 year class is at or below the low end of the range considered in the 1999 analyses.  An 

initial 2002 bocaccio rebuilding analysis (dated June, 2002) was conducted using the SSC 

Rebuilding Analysis (V1.5) developed by Andre Punt of the PFMC-SSC.  That analysis 

incorporated information developed in the 2002 bocaccio stock assessment, but used the entire 

time series of recruitments and recruits per spawners to do the rebuilding projections, giving an 

estimated rebuilding OY of 5.8 tons and a maximum rebuilding time of 106 years.  That scenario 

was associated with a 50% probability of successful rebuilding on or before calendar year 2109; 

a 60% rebuilding probability was not feasible even with elimination of all fishing.  (Note: The 

June 2002 rebuilding analysis is no longer valid, and is superseded by this document.) 

 

At the June 2002 meeting of the PFMC, the Scientific and Statistical Committee 

recommended that the bocaccio rebuilding analysis separate the time periods used for estimation 

of unfished biomass (the early portion of the series) from the time period of recruitment 

successes used for projecting future recruitments (the recent portion of the series), according to 

the default procedure recommended in the SSC’s rebuilding guidelines.  The Council 

subsequently directed the authors to bring the rebuilding analysis into compliance with the SSC’s 

recommendation.   

 

 The following rebuilding analysis utilizes a newer version of the SSC Rebuilding 

Analysis (V2.1) and attempts to comply with the SSC guidelines and Council instructions. 
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Management Reference Points   

 

Bunfished. Unfished biomass is estimated by multiplying average recruitment (R) by the 

spawning output per recruit achieved when the fishing mortality rate is zero (SPRF=0 = 1.3806,  

spawning output in billion eggs, recruitment in thousand fish at age 1).  The estimated unfished 

spawning output (S) is 19849 billion eggs, based on the average recruitment between 1953 and 

1985.  This time period was chosen as representing a presumably “natural” range of stock 

abundance.  Beginning in 1986, abundance was lower than at any earlier time in the history of 

biomass estimates (Figure 1).  Because recruitment is highly variable, this calculation of 

unfished abundance is imprecise (CV = 31%) as can be seen in Figure 2. 

 

Bmsy. The rebuilding target is the spawning abundance level that produces MSY.  This 

value cannot be determined directly for bocaccio, so we use the proxy value of 40% of estimated 

unfished spawning abundance.  Estimated Bmsy is 7939 billion eggs.   

 

Current status: Current spawning output is 720 billion eggs, which is 3.6% of the 

estimated unfished abundance, and 9.1% of estimated Bmsy. 

 

Mean generation time. Mean generation time of bocaccio is estimated from the net 

maternity function, and is 12 years. 

 

 

Simulation Model 

 

The rebuilding model tracks male and female abundances at age, with an accumulator at 

age 21+.  Values of weights at age, composite selectivity and fecundity are taken from MacCall 

(2002), and are given in Appendix 1.   Population simulations begin with the 2002 age 

composition.  Subsequent recruitments are generated by a random draw of one of the historical 

values of R/B (from 1953 to 1999
1
), which is multiplied by current spawning output (S) to obtain 

the following year’s recruitment.  Resampling R/S is supported by the nearly constant pattern of 

historical R/S values (Figure 3), whereas the strong historical decline in recruitment strengths 

argues against resampling recruitments directly (Figure 4).  Simulations extend to a maximum of 

500 years, and the maximum number of simulations allowed by the program (N=10000) was 

used to minimize the imprecision in the analysis. 

 

                                                 
1
 The SSC guidelines indicate a preference for resampling R/S from the more recent 

portion of the time series, thus better representing current expectations.  This rebuilding analysis 

does not conform to that guideline, and resamples values from the full time series.  The rationale 

is that there is no trend with either time or biomass in the historical R/S values, indicating that 

they are all equally likely under current conditions.  Moreover, if the high 1963 value is not 

included in the resampling pool, abundance does not tend to increase even in the absence of 

fishing.  
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Rebuilding is assumed to have begun in 2000.  The new SSC Rebuilding Analysis (V2.1) 

projects a zero catch scenario forward from the 1999 starting conditions as re-estimated in the 

most recent stock assessment in order to determine Tmin (this is another source of difference 

from the previous rebuilding analysis).  The model assumes a 2002 catch of 100MT.   

 

The distribution of simulated times (number of years) to reach the rebuilding target at 

F=0 (Tmin) is wide, ranging from about 20 years to over 500 years, which is the maximum length 

of time considered in the simulations (Figure 5).  The mode (most frequent) rebuilding time is 

about 60 years.  The median (50% probability) rebuilding time is 98 yr (SE = 1 yr).  The 

maximum length of time to rebuild (Tmax) is this value plus one mean generation time (12 yr).  

The maximum allowable fishing mortality rate is that which would allow the stock to achieve the 

target abundance by calendar year 2109 with a probability of 50%.  This fishing rate, and the 

associated rebuilding catch is zero, as there is no level of fishing that accomplishes rebuilding 

at any time between Tmin and Tmax.
2
  In most rebuilding analyses, options with a higher 

probability of success (e.g., 60%) and/or earlier rebuilding times are considered, but these 

probability levels and rebuilding schedules are not feasible or resolvable in this case. 

 

Simulated individual rebuilding trajectories are erratic (Figure 6).  The time series of 

percentiles of simulated trajectories (Figure 7) is more informative.  A peculiar feature of the 

bocaccio simulations is that the median abundance (dark line in Figure 7) does not reach the 

target level after 106 years (Tmax).  Although 50% of the simulations achieved the target level at 

some time on or before 106 years (thus qualifying as having been rebuilt), many of those 

trajectories subsequently declined so that only about 40% are currently at or above the target 

after 106 years.  This property is consistent with the erratic behavior of individual abundance 

trajectories (Figure 6).  Note that the rebuilding fishing rate is maintained throughout the 

simulation, and the fishing rate is not reset to Fmsy upon rebuilding.  If the fishing rate is reset to 

Fmsy, a larger portion of the simulations decline after rebuilding is achieved. 

 

 

Consideration of Alternative Natural Mortality Rate 

 

There is uncertainty regarding the best value of natural mortality rate to use in the 

bocaccio stock assessment.  The assessment approved by the 2002 STAR Panel was based on 

M=0.2 (the same value that was used in the 1999 assessment).  The justification for an 

alternative value of M=0.15 is given by Ralston et al. (1996), and that value was used in the 1996 

assessment.  Rebuilding projections based on M=0.15 are presented here in association with the 

sensitivity analysis in the 2002 assessment, and use the newest version (V2.1) of the Rebuilding 

Analysis.  For the case of M=0.15, the minimum rebuilding time, Tmin, is 58 years, and Tmax is 

68 years.  The maximum probability of rebuilding by Tmax is 53.6%, and the 2003 catch 

corresponding to a fishing rate with a 50% probability of rebuilding by Tmax is 4.4 tons. 

 

 

                                                 
2
 It is possible that some very small level of fishing may satisfy a 50% probability of 

rebuilding by Tmax,  but the imprecision of the simulations (even at N=10,000) does not allow 

resolution of the effect of very small catches. 



 
 4 

Analysis of Sustainability 

Bocaccio occur as by-catch in many fisheries, not all of which are managed by the 

PFMC.  Thus it may not be possible to achieve a fishing rate that is truly zero.  The following 

analysis (Table 1) describes the projected long-term effects of various low levels of fishing on 

the bocaccio stock.  The simulations are based on constant fishing rates (associated with 

corresponding catch levels for 2003) that result in various probabilities of “no further stock 

decline” in 100 years, i.e., the projected spawning output is at least 720 billion eggs (the 2002 

value) as of calendar year 2102.  Probability levels range from 50% to 90%; the latter is the 

highest probability that can be achieved, given a zero fishing rate.  Also associated with these 

results are probability levels of rebuilding on or before Tmax, or calendar year 2109.  Even 

though the stock may be projected to increase, the high degree of variability results in some 

“worst case” risk of decline.  The risk of decline is measures by the five percentile level of 

abundance at the end of 25 years and 100 years.  These values are also expressed as percentages 

of the current abundance. 
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Table 1.  Results of bocaccio sustainability analysis. 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Risk (five percentile of abundance) 
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Fishing Mortality 
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after 25 years 

 
after 100 years  

No Decline by 2102 
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Rate 
 

Rebuilt by 2109 
 
Spawning Output 

(billion eggs) 

 
2027 Abundance 
Relative to 2002 

 
Spawning Output 

(billion eggs) 

 
2102 Abundance 
Relative to 2002  

50% 
 

79 
 

0.094 
 

7% 
 

73.1 
 

10% 
 

2.5 
 

0%  
60% 

 
61 

 
0.071 

 
12% 

 
85.8 

 
12% 

 
5.5 

 
1%  

70% 
 

42 
 

0.049 
 

21% 
 

102.6 
 

14% 
 

13.3 
 

2%  
80% 

 
22 

 
0.026 

 
33% 

 
126.1 

 
18% 

 
30.7 

 
4%  

85% 
 

11 
 

0.012 
 

41% 
 

145.2 
 

20% 
 

52.7 
 

7%  
90% 

 
0 

 
0.000 

 
49% 

 
157.5 

 
22% 

 
86.3 

 
12% 
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Appendix: Input file for SSC rebuilding analysis. 

 
#Title 

Bocaccio - default new1 - B0 <=1986 

# Number of sexes 

2 

# Age range to consider (minimum age; maximum age) 

1 21 

# First year of projection 

2002 

# Year declared overfished 

1999 

# Is the maximum age a plus-group (1=Yes;2=No) 

1 

# Generate future recruitments using historical recruitments (1), historical 

recruits/spawner (2), or a stock-recruitment (3) 

2 

# Constant fishing mortality (1) or constant Catch (2) projections 

1 

# Pre-specify the year of recovery (or -1) to ignore 

-1 

# Fecundity-at-age 

#  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 10 

0.0000 0.0018 0.0242 0.1224 0.3104 0.5362

 0.7541 0.9552 1.1442 1.3211 1.4838 1.6315

 1.7634 1.8796 1.9808 2.0683 2.1428 2.2060

 2.2594 2.3042 2.4610 

# Age specific information (Females then males), M, weight, selectivity and 

numbers 

# Females 

0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 

0.2 0.2 

0.2142 0.4922 0.8601 1.2841 1.7392 2.1965

 2.6236 3.0185 3.3812 3.7072 3.9958 4.2487

 4.4677 4.6563 4.8176 4.9551 5.0713 5.1692

 5.2516 5.3206 5.5526 

0.297077 0.843938 0.999140 0.899828 0.730868 0.559329

 0.420034 0.312984 0.235168 0.181857 0.145744 0.121238

 0.103611 0.091574 0.082545 0.075666 0.070937 0.067068

 0.064058 0.061479 0.055460 

158.2 35.4 251.7 8.8 6.7 38.8 4.0 34.8 36.7 1.7 63.3 16.2 23.2

 63.5 13.1 6.2 2.9 25.6 4.6 0.1 87.8 

# Males 

0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 

0.2 0.2 

0.2154 0.4451 0.7275 1.0347 1.3451 1.6467

 1.9313 2.1867 2.4054 2.5913 2.7515 2.8888

 3.0058 3.1046 3.1874 3.2567 3.3144 3.3625

 3.4021 3.4348 3.5419 

0.300086 0.782029 1.000000 0.974205 0.881771 0.767412

 0.654342 0.558899 0.483663 0.424334 0.376182 0.337059

 0.306105 0.281599 0.262683 0.248065 0.236457 0.226999

 0.219690 0.213672 0.198624 

158.2 35.4 255.2 8.9 6.6 37.2 3.8 32.3 33.2 1.5 55.1 13.4 18.2

 46.4 8.7 3.7 1.5 11.1 1.8 0 20.4 

# Initial age-structure (for Tmin) 

25.0 21.0 118.0 11.0 90.0 88.0 4.0 135.0 33.0 47.0 126.0 26.0 12.0
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 6.0 49.0 9.0 0.0 2.0 5.0 16.0 144.0 

25.0 21.0 118.0 11.0 93.0 91.0 4.0 137.0 32.0 42.0 105.0 19.0 8.0

 3.0 24.0 4.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 4.0 36.0 

# Year for Tmin Age-structure 

1999 

# Number of simulations 

10000 

# Recruitment and Spawner biomasses 

# Number of historical assessment years  

49 

# Historical data: Year, Recruitment, Spawner biomass, Used to compute B0, 

Used to project based 

# on R, Used to project based on R/S 

1954      50   10537  1  0  0 

1955      50   11402  1  0  0 

1956      50   11324  1  0  1 

1957      96   10133  1  0  1 

1958   53201    8365  1  0  1 

1959    9922    6296  1  0  1 

1960     580    5135  1  0  1 

1961     769    5166  1  0  1 

1962    8713    5538  1  0  1 

1963  169111    5526  1  0  1 

1964     388    5066  1  0  1 

1965     232    6006  1  0  1 

1966     219    9753  1  0  1 

1967     256   14630  1  0  1 

1968     478   17909  1  0  1 

1969    7360   18927  1  0  1 

1970   92424   18429  1  0  1 

1971     154   17121  1  0  1 

1972      50   16216  1  0  1 

1973   31983   16526  1  0  1 

1974    1752   16808  1  0  1 

1975   15045   16150  1  0  1 

1976    2955   14840  1  0  1 

1977     455   13233  1  0  1 

1978   44923   11621  1  0  1 

1979    1779   10731  1  0  1 

1980   10397   10065  1  0  1 

1981    2660    9678  1  0  1 

1982    1127    9459  1  0  1 

1983      50    8735  1  0  1 

1984    3053    7666  1  0  1 

1985   12986    6629  1  0  1 

1986    1170    5699  1  0  1 

1987    1801    4867  0  0  1 

1988    2587    4249  0  0  1 

1989    8436    3846  0  0  1 

1990    2078    3222  0  0  1 

1991     998    2703  0  0  1 

1992    2732    2466  0  0  1 

1993      50    2239  0  0  1 

1994     795    1976  0  0  1 

1995     569    1749  0  0  1 

1996      50    1556  0  0  1 

1997     379    1383  0  0  1 

1998      52    1217  0  0  1 
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1999      50    1089  0  0  1 

2000     971     961  0  0  1 

2001      93     832  0  0  0 

2002     316     720  0  0  0 

# Number of years with pre-specified catches 

1 

# catches for years with pre-specified catches 

2002 100.0 

# Number of future recruitments to override 

0 

# Process for overriding (-1 for average otherwise index in data list) 

# Which probability to product detailed results for (1=1.5,2=0.6,etc.) 

5 

# Steepness and sigma-R 

0.5 0.5 

# Target SPR rate (FMSY Proxy) 

0.5 

# Target SPR information: Use (1=Yes) and power 

0 20 

# Discount rate (for cumulative catch) 

0.1 

# Truncate the series when 0.4B0 is reached (1=Yes) 

0 

# Set F to FMSY once 0.4B0 is reached (1=Yes) 

0 

# Percentage of FMSY which defines Ftarget 

0.9 

# Maximum possible F for projection (-1 to set to FMSY) 

2 

# Conduct MacCall transition policy (1=Yes) 

0 

# Definition of recovery (1=now only;2=now or before) 

2 

# Results for rec probs by Tmax (1) or 0.5 prob for various Ttargets 

1 

# Produce the risk-reward plots (1=Yes) 

0 

# Calculate coefficients of variation (1=Yes) 

0 

# Number of replicates to use 

10 

# First Random number seed 

-89102 

# User-specific projection (1=Yes); Output replaced (1->6) 

1 5 

# Catches and Fs (Year; ½ (F or C); value); Final row is -1 

2003 2 0.0 

2004 1 0.0 

2104 1 0.0 

-1 -1 -1 

 

 

 

 



































































































































































































Somparison of projected trawl revenues (including at-sea whiting) in a base 
represented by the average of 2000 and 2001, with three sets of 2003 OY options 
under consideration by the Council, using the bycatch projection model and 
assuming that depth-based management is possible for the 2003 fishery. 

Avg. trawl Projected trawl revenue under 2003 OY options 
rev. from Allocation Committee 

2000-2001 Low OYs Preferred-OY Alternative High OYs 

Total $ 44,434,585 $ 29,815,295 $ 34,422,328 $ 39, 144,207 

Reduction from 2000-2001 

Revenue $ 14,619,289 $ 10,012,257 $ 5,290,377 

Percentage 33% 23o/o 12% 
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Exhibit C.2.g 
Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON 
FINAL HARVEST LEVELS AND OTHER SPECIFICATIONS FOR 2003 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) conducted a lengthy discussion with Council staff on proposed 
optimum yield (OY) levels for 2003.  Because the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) was 
simultaneously reviewing the same subject, there was only brief opportunity for interaction between the 
GMT and the GAP.  However, we did have the opportunity to meet with staff of the California Department 
of Fish and Game to consider a proposal on a new OY for southern nearshore rockfish. 
 
Many members of the GAP had strong concerns with the data that is being used to establish OYs.  The 
GAP notes that observer data is still not being incorporated into the process, although we appreciate the 
assurances from the GMT that they intend to use that data for inseason management when the data 
becomes available.  Logbook data from 1999 continues to be used even though the fisheries changed 
considerably starting in 2000.  There was general frustration that harvest levels and stock assessments 
do not reflect the reality of what is happening in the ocean. 
 
Several members of the GAP also raised questions about the role of the Council’s Ad Hoc Allocation 
Committee in setting OY levels.  The Ad Hoc Allocation Committee was originally established to examine 
harvest allocations between commercial and recreational fisheries.  GAP members questioned why that 
committee has consistently taken upon itself the role of recommending OY levels, since these numbers 
are presumably based on scientific, rather than management considerations. 
 
In considering recommendations for 2003 OY levels, the GAP used as a template Revised Table 2.1-1, 
which is a revision to the table found in the Addendum to the Annual Specifications EIS (Exhibit C.3).  
Even though the revised table contains some additional errors, it was the only comprehensive document 
the GAP had to work from.   
 
The GAP recommendations reflect - as much as possible, given the complexity of the subject - only the 
scientific issues of ABC/OY levels.  The GAP chose to treat management issues separately under 
agenda item C.3.  The GAP concentrated its efforts on those species for which ranges had been specified 
in the table.  For the other species and species groups with no ranges indicated, the GAP supported the 
single figure shown.  The following are our recommendations; please note that bocaccio rockfish is 
discussed separately at the end of our report: 
 
Lingcod - The majority of the GAP recommends an OY level of 725 mt, which represents a 50% 
probability of rebuilding.  The GAP supported this less risk averse probability, because of overwhelming 
testimony - from GAP members and the public - that lingcod are present along the entire coast in large 
numbers.  The GAP notes that lingcod are voracious predators on rockfish - including overfished species 
such as bocaccio and yelloweye - and are concerned that heavy predation will offset gains in rebuilding 
plans for these more sensitive species.  Given the large amount of lingcod present, the GAP believes that 
using a lower OY will have the additional effect of increasing discards, contrary to the goal of minimizing 
bycatch (including discards) to the extent practicable. 
 
A minority of the GAP supports an OY level of 651 mt, suggesting that if we are seeing such gains as a 
result of rebuilding, we should not respond too quickly, but rather should maintain our current course of 
action. 
 
Pacific whiting - The majority of the GAP recommends an OY level of 173,600 mt, which corresponds to 
an F40% harvest policy applied to projected stock size at the beginning of 2003, the policy which has been 
adopted by the Council for this species, and which the Scientific and Statistical Committee noted in 
March, represents a risk-neutral harvest policy for whiting.  Again, both GAP and public testimony noted 
the tremendous size of the whiting resource present this year, along with evidence of another reasonably-
sized year class recruiting to the fishery in 2003.  As with lingcod, concerns were also expressed about 
the effect of whiting predation on more sensitive species.  Some GAP members noted that increased 
availability of whiting could maintain the economic viability of some fishing operations during a time of 
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significant cutbacks in other harvest levels. 
 
A minority of the GAP recommended an OY of 148,200 mt, which represents an F45% harvest policy 
applied to the biomass at the beginning of 2002.  The Scientific and Statistical Committee has identified 
this policy as being risk-averse. 
 
Sablefish - The GAP recommends an OY level of 8,187 mt and a Conception area OY of 346 mt, with 
the understanding the ABC level shown in Revised Table 2.1-1 was calculated incorrectly and should be 
higher.  The OY level proposed represents a harvest policy of F45% (the Council’s default harvest policy 

for this species) applied to an assumption of a stock whose recruitment was affected primarily by 
environmental - rather then density - factors.  The GAP notes there is strong evidence of a regime shift 
occurring which has affected numerous species, including salmon.  Using an assessment based on 
environmental factors rather than density makes more sense.  The GAP also rejected suggestions made 
at the Ad Hoc Allocation Committee meeting that harvest should be reduced due to the large number of 
small fish.  The GAP pointed out the fixed gear fleet has a low encounter rate of small fish, the pot fishery 
has developed larger escape rings to avoid bycatch of small fish, and the trawl fleet - under the 
management scenarios being contemplated - will be fishing in areas outside of where small sablefish are 
present.  Finally, some members of the GAP noted the economic importance of sablefish to the fishery at 
a time when other groundfish options will be limited. 
 
A minority of the GAP recommended a lower OY value be adopted. 
 
Pacific Ocean Perch - The GAP recommends an OY level of 377 mt, which represents a 60% probability 
of rebuilding.  This is consistent with previous GAP recommendations for this species.  Maintaining the 
medium level OY will also reduce targeting on Pacific ocean perch and thus associated bycatch of 
darkblotched rockfish. 
 
Widow Rockfish - The GAP recommends an OY level of 832 mt, which represents a 60% probability of 
rebuilding.  Again, this is consistent with previous GAP recommendations for this species. 
 
Canary Rockfish - OY recommendations for this species are confounded by the different OY values that 
are derived depending on the assumptions made about recreational, commercial, and scientific harvest.  
Consistent with the GAP’s intent to avoid making management recommendations under this agenda item, 
the GAP recommends an OY  reflecting a 60% probability of rebuilding, with whatever distribution of 
recreational, commercial, and scientific harvest derives from those numbers.  The GAP has not had an 
opportunity to meet with the GMT on various options and is reluctant to recommend a specific number at 
this time that may have distribution or management consequences. 
 
During the course of the discussion, several GAP members raised concerns about the data that was used 
to develop the OY ranges.  GAP members noted a significant increase in canary rockfish population that 
may not be adequately reflected in the stock assessment and the rebuilding plan. 
 
Darkblotched Rockfish - The majority of the GAP recommends an OY level of 198 mt which represents 
a 60% probability of rebuilding.  This is consistent with GAP rebuilding recommendations for this species. 
 
A minority of the GAP recommends an OY of 172 mt, which reflects an 80% probability of rebuilding in 
the TMID time frame. 
 
Yelloweye Rockfish - The majority of the GAP recommends an OY level of 26 mt, consistent with other 
GAP recommendations of a 60% rebuilding probability.  The GAP notes that the differences in tonnage 
between various rebuilding probabilities are so small that they cannot rationally be measured. 
 
A minority of the GAP recommends an OY level of 22 mt. 
 
California Proposal to Establish an OY for Southern Nearshore Rockfish - The GAP recommends 
this proposal be rejected, and the OY values for Minor, Remaining, and Other Rockfish in the South as 
reflected in Revised Table 2.1-1 be adopted. 
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This issue came as a complete surprise to most members of the GAP and the public who were present at 
the meeting.  No figures showing the effect of this proposal on rockfish OYs were made available to the 
GAP, and inquiries to the GMT indicated that none existed.  It would have been helpful to be able to 
review the data and analysis used by California in support of the OY figure they presented to the GAP.  
Several of the species that would be added to this category appear to be found both on the shelf and in 
the nearshore area.  Others are found both inside and outside California state waters, leading to 
questions of who is responsible for science and management.  GAP members were particularly 
concerned about the use of cabezon as a proxy to estimate commercial rockfish catches in the early 
"base year" period, pointing out there was no significant commercial fishery for cabezon at that time, and 
cabezon which might have been harvested commercially were generically labeled as rockfish on 
fishtickets. 
 
There were also significant concerns about the process being followed in bringing this proposal forward.  
GAP members pointed out that the Council was prevented from recommending depth-based 
management under normal procedures at the June Council meeting, because such management 
proposals had not been analyzed under the 2002 Groundfish EIS, even though those measures were 
specifically designed to meet the legal mandate to minimize bycatch to the extent practicable.  In this 
case, a new management measure and accompanying modification of OY levels is being brought forth 
without adequate opportunity for public comment on the measures and whatever analysis may have been 
conducted, simply because it meets a policy goal established under state - not federal - law. 
 
Given all of these concerns and the fact California is delaying its request for a fishery management plan 
amendment to alter state management authority over nearshore rockfish, the GAP believes this proposal 
should be rejected for 2003.  If California wishes to pursue this proposal, it should follow the regular 
process in time for the 2004 season. 
 
Bocaccio Rockfish - Of all of the OY levels considered by the GAP, this was the most difficult to deal 
with.  Any of the OY levels within the range specified are effectively the equivalent of zero.  Even 
continuing with the status quo of 100 mt - a number far beyond the range of the rebuilding analysis - is 
problematic, given the evident over-harvest that has occurred during the last two years. 
 
The GAP found it difficult to believe the modeling effort for the assessment and the rebuilding analysis 
reflected reality, in spite of the diligent efforts of Dr. Alec MacCall.  As GAP members pointed out, if 
bocaccio existed at such low numbers as suggested by the assessment, there should be little evidence of 
their existence in the fishery.  This is obviously not the case.  Further, given the large number of young 
bocaccio appearing in shallow water and also as prey in salmon and albacore, older spawning fish must 
exist in greater numbers than are assumed. 
 
The GAP debated for some time on several different proposals for OY levels, ranging from zero to 100 
mt.  At the end of the debate, there was unanimous agreement among GAP members, supported by a 
majority of the members of the public present, that the GAP would not make a recommendation that could 
be no more than an artificial number chosen from a list.  The GAP, therefore, declines to make a 
recommendation on an OY level for bocaccio rockfish for 2003. 
 
 
PFMC 
09/10/02 
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 Exhibit C.2.g 
 Supplemental SSC Report 
 September 2002 
 
 

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

 
Yelloweye Rockfish 
 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) reviewed the new yelloweye rockfish stock assessment 
(Exhibit C.3, Supplement NMFS Assessment Report, September 2002) and yelloweye rockfish rebuilding 
analysis (Exhibit C.3, Supplemental NMFS Report, September 2002).  The SSC subscribes to the 
findings of the Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Panel that the new baseline stock assessment model 
represents the best available scientific information concerning the status of the stock and endorses the 
use of the assessment and rebuilding analysis by the Council in setting 2003 harvest levels.  However, 
the SSC would like to underscore that great uncertainty remains about stock status and that strict reliance 
on the baseline model is not without considerable risk.  In particular, the estimate of steepness from the 
spawner-recruit curve (0.437), which underlies stock productivity, is imprecisely estimated in the baseline 
assessment model.  Given this level of uncertainty the SSC advises that the 2003 OY not exceed the Ad 
Hoc Allocation Committee’s recommendation (22 mt), which is based upon rebuilding using the baseline 

model with a 50% probability of rebuilding by TMID (halfway between TMIN and TMAX). 
 
The new model is very different from the model considered by the Council in June.  In particular, the 
following changes were implemented, (1) the assessment is based on a coastwide stock, (2) selectivity 
curves are now allowed to be dome-shaped, (3) the natural mortality rate is constant, (4) there are two 
informative new data sources (Washington sport catch per unit of effort [CPUE] and Oregon age 
compositions), and (5) California Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistics Survey (MRFSS) CPUE data 
were excluded from the model.  The SSC notes that important model diagnostics (e.g., age and length 
composition residual plots) were unavailable in the documentation package.  In addition, there was 
concern that incomplete justification was provided with respect to certain changes in the model’s 
formulation (i.e., items 2 and 3 above).  The rapid manner in which the assessment was prepared and 
reviewed between June and September no doubt contributed to these oversights and, as a consequence, 
the SSC recommends against future use of the accelerated stock assessment process that was used for 
yelloweye rockfish this year. 
 
Bocaccio 
 
New results from the Bocaccio Rebuilding Analysis for 2002 (Exhibit C.2.b) indicate that under the SSC’s 
Guidelines for Rebuilding Overfished Stocks, which are consistent with the NMFS National Standard 
Guidelines, bocaccio will fail to rebuild by TMAX with 50% probability, even with no catch.  This curious 
result is due to the fact that the new bocaccio analysis is an update from the original rebuilding analysis 
and two unfavorable events have occurred since the original work,  (1) the 1999 year-class is not 
considered to be as strong as previously believed, and (2) landings over the last three years have greatly 
exceeded the OY.  Thus, because of the accelerated pace of removals and lower productivity, the stock 
will likely not rebuild by TMAX, even with no catch. 
 
The SSC discussed the recommendation of the Ad Hoc Allocation Committee (Exhibit C.3.f, Table 1) that 
the OY for bocaccio be as close to zero as possible, but not to exceed 20 mt.  This recommendation is 
based upon a sustainability analysis that shows that at this level of harvest the stock will rebuild in 170 
years with 50% probability, as opposed to 106 years under default policy.  Moreover, at this harvest rate 
there is a low probability of further decline over the next 100 years. 
 
The SSC concluded that the new rebuilding/sustainability analysis represents the best available scientific 
information concerning the status of the bocaccio stock and endorses its use by the Council in setting 
2003 harvest levels.  At this time bocaccio appears to be a very unproductive stock, which makes it 
extremely difficult to develop a rebuilding plan that will tolerate errors in the biological estimates, fishery 
management, or interactions with other fisheries (i.e., bycatch).  These difficulties highlight the importance 
of developing sensible and robust procedures for updating rebuilding plans for overfished stocks, an issue 
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covered under Council agenda item C.7 (Amendment 16, Process and Standards for Developing 
Rebuilding Plans).  The 
 
 
SSC concluded that the proposed OY is technically sound, given the minimal surplus production of the 
bocaccio stock.  However, the SSC notes that a new stock assessment will be conducted next year and 
further investigation of the stock-recruitment relationship and the appropriate natural mortality rate would 
be very useful. 
 
Sablefish 
 
The SSC notes that an OY of 5,000 mt, as recommended by the Ad Hoc Allocation Committee (Exhibit 
C.3.f), is consistent with the SSC’s recommendation in June that a precautionary adjustment for this stock 
is warranted.  To reiterate from that statement, the likelihood profile of the slope survey catchability 
coefficient was determined to be very flat, which creates substantial uncertainty with respect to total stock 
biomass.  Therefore, the medium and high OY’s (7,359 mt and 8,091 mt) are relatively risk-prone, and 
caution should be exercised when setting the 2003 harvest level. 
 
Pacific Whiting 
 
In June the SSC supported the recommendation of the 2002 whiting STAR Panel against adopting 2003 
projections from the stock assessment model until a new assessment is conducted.  This 
recommendation is consistent with the low OY option presented in Table 1 of the Ad Hoc Allocation 
Committee Report (Exhibit C.3.f), (i.e., 129,600 mt). 
 
 
PFMC 
09/10/02 
 



Exhibit C.2.i 
Supplemental Council Adopted Final 2003 Specification Proposals 

September 2002 
 

REVISED TABLE 2.1-1.  Acceptable biological catches (ABCs) and total catch optimum yield (OY) alternatives (mt) for 
2003 for the West Coast under the Council-proposed alternatives.  (Overfished stocks in CAPS). 

 
Stock 

2002 ABCs/OYs 2003 ABCs and OY Alternatives 
 
 

No 
Action 

OY 

 

ABC ABC 
Low 
OY 

Medium 
OY High OY 

Alloc. 
Cm. OY 

Council 
OY 

LINGCOD 745 577 841 555 651 725 651 651 
Pacific Cod 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 
PACIFIC WHITING 
(C t id ) 

166,000 129,600 188,000 129,60
0 

148,200 173,600 148,200 148,200 

Sablefish      
    North of Conception 4,644 4,367 8,209 4,477 7,455 8,187 5,000 6,500 
    Conception INPFC 

 
333 229 441 233 323 346 249 294 

PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH 640 350 689 311 377 496 377 377 

Shortbelly Rockfish 13,900 13,900 13,900 13,900 13,900 

WIDOW ROCKFISH 3,727 856 3,871 656 832 916 832 832 
CANARY ROCKFISH      
    (50% Comm.-50% 
R ) 

228 93 256 30 41 45 41 411 
    (80% Comm.-20% 
R ) 

  309 38 52 57   
    (20% Comm.-80% 
R ) 

  218 20 34 37   
Chilipepper Rockfish 2,700 2,000 2,700 2,000 2,000 
BOCACCIO2 122 100 198 0 5.8 ≤20 ≤20 ≤20 
Splitnose Rockfish 615 461 615 461 461 
Yellowtail Rockfish 3,146 3,146 3,146 3,146 3,146 
Shortspine Thornyhead 1,004 955 1,004 955 955 
Longspine Thornyhead 2,461 2,461 2,461 2,461 2,461 
    S. of Pt. Conception 390 195 390 195 195 
COWCOD (S. Concep) 5 2.4 5 2.4 2.4 
    N. Concep & Monterey 19 2.4 19 2.4 2.4 
DARKBLOTCHED 187 168 205 100  184 205 172 172 
YELLOWEYE3 27 13.5 52 2.1 13.5 27 22 22 
Minor Rockfish North 4,795 3,115 4,795 3,115 3,115 
Minor Rockfish South      
  Alternative 1         
    Near-Shore:        452 
      Shallow Near-Shore 
 

       105 
      CA Scorpionfish 
 

       85 
      Deeper Near-Shore        262 
   Shelf 

 
       714 

    Slope 
(R i i Oth ) 

       639 
   Total 
 

3,506 2,015 3,506 2,015 1,805 
           Alternative 2         
    Near-Shore:        541 
      Shallow Near-Shore 
 

       105 
      CA Scorpionfish 
 

       85 
      Deeper Near-Shore        351 
   Shelf 

 
       714 

    Slope 
(R i i Oth ) 

       639 
   Total 
3 506 3,506 2,015 3,506 2,015 1,894 

                                            
1The canary rockfish OY is subject to change dependent upon final council adoption of commercial:recreational catch 

sharing. 

2The medium and high OYs are not supported by a revised rebuilding analysis (MacCall and He 2002) that is scheduled 
for SSC review at the September Council meeting.  The Medium OY alternative is based on the June 2002 version of the rebuilding 
analysis.  The High OY and Alloc. Cm.-Preferred OY alternatives are based on a recent decision by NOAA Fisheries that bocaccio 
do not conform to National Standard Guidelines; the harvest limit specified is estimated to achieve rebuilding beyond TMAX and is 
supported by Magnuson-Stevens Act objectives. 

3The High OY and Alloc. Cm.-Preferred OY alternatives are based on a new rebuilding analysis (Methot et al. 2002) that is 
scheduled for SSC review at the September Council meeting. 



REVISED TABLE 2.1-1.  Acceptable biological catches (ABCs) and total catch optimum yield (OY) alternatives (mt) for 
2003 for the West Coast under the Council-proposed alternatives.  (Overfished stocks in CAPS). 

 
Stock 

2002 ABCs/OYs 2003 ABCs and OY Alternatives 
 
 

No 
Action 

OY 

 

ABC ABC 
Low 
OY 

Medium 
OY High OY 

Alloc. 
Cm. OY 

Council 
OY 

(CONTINUED) 
  Remaining Rockfish 
N th 

2,727  2,727      
      Black 1,115  1,115      
      Bocaccio 318  318      
      Chilipepper - Eureka 32  32      
      Redstripe 576  576      
      Sharpchin 307  307      
      Silvergrey 38  38      
      Splitnose 242  242      
      Yellowmouth 99  99      
  Remaining Rockfish 
S th 

854  854      
      Bank 350  350      
      Blackgill 343  343      
      Sharpchin 45  45      
      Yellowtail 116  116      
  Other Rockfish North 2,068  2,068      
     South 2,652  2,652      
Dover Sole 8,510 7,440 8,510 7,440 7,440 
English Sole 3,100  3,100      
Petrale Sole 2,762  2,762      
Arrowtooth Flounder 5,800  5,800      
Other Flatfish 7,700  7,700      
Other Fish 14,700  14,700      

 
 
PFMC 
09/12/02 

 



























 Exhibit C.2 
 Situation Summary 
 September 2002 
 
 
 FINAL HARVEST LEVELS AND OTHER SPECIFICATIONS FOR 2003 
 
Situation:  Each year the Council recommends harvest specifications for the upcoming year.  The fishery 
management plan (FMP) requires the Council to establish reference points for each major species or 
species complex:  an acceptable biological catch (ABC), a total catch optimum yield (OY), and an 
overfishing threshold.  Additionally, OYs for some species are allocated between the open access, limited 
entry, tribal, and recreational fisheries.  The Council adopted a preliminary range of groundfish harvest 
levels (OYs) for consideration and analysis at the June meeting (Table 2-1 on page T 2-1, Exhibit C.3, 
Attachment 1).  The Initial Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial 
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis For Proposed Groundfish Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield 
Specifications and Management Measures For The 2003 Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery (Annual 
Specifications EIS; Exhibit C.3, Attachment 1) provides analyses of the potential consequences of 
management measures estimated to conform to this range of harvest levels.  These harvest levels will 
determine the types of management measures available for Council consideration in 2003.  The Council 
is tasked with adopting final recommendations for 2003 groundfish harvest levels at this September 
meeting. 
 
The Council reviewed and adopted new stock assessments and rebuilding analyses for bocaccio and  
canary rockfish, as well as a new expedited stock assessment for sablefish at the June 2002 meeting.  
These analyses provided the scientific basis for the range of harvest levels considered for these species 
and adopted in June.  Since then, a revised bocaccio rebuilding analysis (Exhibit C.2.b, Bocaccio 
Rebuilding Analysis) was developed according to the Scientific and Statistical Committee's (SSC's) 
recommendations and to comport with one of the bocaccio harvest alternatives requested by the Council 
in June.  The revised bocaccio rebuilding analysis indicates that no fishing mortality can be considered for 
the southern bocaccio stock south of Cape Mendocino in 2003 and still comply with a rebuilding target of 
B40% (proxy for BMSY) within the maximum allowable time frame (TMAX). 
 
In June 2002 the Council also reviewed a new rebuilding analysis and the 2001 stock assessment for 
yelloweye rockfish (Wallace 2002).  Wallace (2002) only assessed the portion of the stock in northern 
California and Oregon.  The SSC recommended incorporation of Washington catch and age data in any 
new yelloweye stock assessment and rebuilding analysis given evidence of relatively high densities in 
waters off Washington.  Upon the advice from Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and NOAA 
Fisheries scientists, a new yelloweye assessment conforming to the SSC's recommendation could be 
developed and reviewed by a Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Panel this summer, the Council 
recommended this action.  The new yelloweye stock assessment (Exhibit C.2.c, Supplemental Yelloweye 
Stock Assessment), STAR Panel report (Exhibit C.2.d, Supplemental Yelloweye STAR Panel Report), 
and rebuilding analysis (Exhibit C.2.c, Supplemental Yelloweye Rebuilding Analysis) are provided for 
Council consideration of an appropriate level of harvest for yelloweye in 2003. 
 
Council Action: 
 
1. Adopt final 2003 groundfish harvest specification proposals. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. The Initial Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory 

Flexibility Analysis For Proposed Groundfish Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield 
Specifications and Management Measures For The 2003 Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery (Exhibit 
C.3, Attachment 1). 

2. Bocaccio Rebuilding Analysis for 2002 (final revised version), (Exhibit C.2.b, Bocaccio Rebuilding 
Analysis). 

3. Status of yelloweye rockfish off the U.S. West Coast in 2001 (Exhibit C.2.c, Supplemental Yelloweye 
Stock Assessment). 

4. Yelloweye rockfish rebuilding analysis (Exhibit C.2.c, Supplemental Yelloweye Rebuilding Analysis).  
5. Yelloweye rockfish STAR Panel meeting report (Exhibit C.2.d, Supplemental Yelloweye STAR Panel 

Report). 
 



Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview John DeVore 
b. Bocaccio Rebuilding Analysis Alec MacCall 
c. Yelloweye Rockfish Stock Assessment Rick Methot 
d. STAR Panel Report for Yelloweye Rockfish 
e. Groundfish Management Team (GMT) Report Jim Hastie 
f. Proposed Treaty Indian Harvest Levels Jim Harp 
g. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
h. Public Comment 
i. Council Action:  Adopt Final 2003 Specification Proposals 
 
 

 
 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 
08/20/02 
 
 













































































 Exhibit C.3.e  
 Supplemental Enforcement Consultants Report 
 September, 2002 
 

Vessels Monitoring Systems (VMS) -  
Issues, Questions and Requirements 

 
 
 
A work group from the Enforcement Consultants (EC) met on July 16, 
2002 in Portland, OR. Representatives from USCG, NMFS, WDFW, 
OSP and PFMC staff discussed a vessel monitoring system (VMS) 
program. 
 
Steve Springer from NMFS enforcement advised that Office of Law 
Enforcement (OLE) -Northwest Region has identified VMS as their 
number one priority for the next fiscal year. They are working with the 
intent of having a system in place by the second quarter of the federal 
fiscal year (Jan.-Mar. 2003).  NMFS OLE has ordered the equipment 
for a monitoring system that is capable of monitoring up to 10,000 
vessels. They have been authorized to hire a VMS program manager 
to set up and run the system.   
 
Information provided by OLE shows that there are three (3) systems 
available. The prices range from $1800.00 to $5800.00 depending on 
the needs. The mid-range unit may need the addition of some type of 
computer, which raises the cost if a vessel is not already equipped 
with a PC.  The EC is considering, as a starting point, recommending 
requiring VMS on all limited entry permit vessels, which is 
approximately 400 –500 boats.   As the EC working group carefully 
considered each requirement in the NMFS OLE issue paper, it 
became clear that the INMARSAT-C is the system that best meets 
our requirements based upon its flexibility to add a message terminal 
or a PC.  With this capability, vessels can provide notice or 
declarations when transiting the restricted area, changing from one 
fishery to another, and transmitting catch data in real, or near-real 
time.  It also enables OLE to send messages to the vessel, which 
may prove very useful for special notifications of openings, closings, 
warnings of encroachments near or into restricted areas, etc.  The 
cost of the unit is $2500, and a computer required for two-way 
communication, would raise the costs to approximately $5000 ($2500 
for the transmitter, $500 for installation and $2000 for a PC).  500 
vessels at a cost of $5000.00 dollars each places start up costs at 
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 Supplemental Enforcement Consultants Report 
 September, 2002 
 
approximately $2.5 million dollars.  To require a similar system on all 
limited entry and open access vessels would cost approximately $7.5 
million dollars assuming there are approximately 1000 open access 
vessels requiring VMS.   
 
 
Questions and Responses from the Supplemental EC report 
June 2002.  
 
 
1. Which fisheries and gear types will need VMS? 

 

Initially we recommend VMS implementation focus on the limited entry trawl and fixed 

gear fleet.  Once up and running, the Council may wish to include all vessels 

capable of taking groundfish, either directly or incidentally.  

 

 

2. How many vessels are in each fishery? 

 

Information from Permit office: 

Coastwise 

LE Trawl total  231 

LE Fixed   172 

Open Access   1413 

 

There was some discussion about if this really represented all the commercial vessels. 

The EC was unsure if all Salmon vessels or exempted fisheries vessels would be 

included in these numbers. 

 

3.  What are the sizes?  

 

Trawl  45’ to 90’ in length 
Fixed  25’ to 90” 

Open  19’ to 50’ 

 

This question was asked to determine configuration and project whether adequate 

electrical systems would be present on the vessels.  It appears that a vast 

majority of the fleet will be able to accommodate the power and 

superstructure needs of the VMS hardware. 
 

4. Electrical power capabilities of the vessels? 

 

Varied, most will have some kind of generator capacities or batteries. 



 

5. How will restricted areas be defined? 

 

Current regulations and proposed regulations do not define these areas as “traditional” restricted 

areas; instead they rely on a zone management system based on gear type.  However the 

zones proposed for VMS will be described using latitude and longitude. 

 

VMS is most often used in other parts of the nation to exclude fishers from 

entering specific areas. Under the proposal being considered here, VMS will 

be used for zone management.   Two-way communication and messaging 

capability will be necessary for vessels to declare their intention when 

entering a restricted zone, leaving a restricted zone or returning to port, etc. 
 

6. If the closure is continuous along the entire west coast, how can we use VMS to 

monitor transiting through restricted areas? 

 

Can VMS be used or is it exact enough for minimum speeds while transiting? Do 

we need transit lanes? Can we use a declaration from the boat they are 

transiting? 

 

This discussion evolved around creating a declaration process transmitted through 

VMS.  Operators would notify OLE through the VMS that they were leaving 

on a trip and what gear they intended to use.   Areas/Zones would be 

identified where the fishing was to occur. The operator could also advise 

OLE when he was transiting through a prohibited area.  Upon reaching the 

fishing area he would notify that he was now fishing.  After fishing, the 

operator could then send a message that he would again be transiting 

through a restricted area. 

 

Through this declaration process vessels would be free to switch gear types and 

fisheries from one trip to the next.  We discussed having gear codes and 

zone codes to limit the amount of time required in making declarations. 
 

7. Will there be season openings and closings? 

 

See above discussion.  It was also mentioned that restricted periods to all fishing 

has the potential for reducing enforcement costs.  

 

 
8. How much consideration should be given to VMS requirements in other Pacific 

Ocean fisheries? 

 

Will these other systems work for us, what are their capabilities? Are the Alaska 

and the pelagic longline systems the same? 



 

 

First we have to design a system to meet our needs.  Then we could look at these 

other systems to see if they might work for us. However, if we were limited 

by a certain system’s capabilities we may be forced to look at different 

management measures [ex. Restricted areas/no transit zones]  
 

9. What will the requirements be regarding leaving the power and VMS unit on while 

vessels are in port? 

 

There are many things to be considered in answering this question. If we have a 

system that with messaging capability and requires a declaration, then the 

system could be turned off when at port or perhaps when participating in a 

fishery which does not require VMS or in other non- fishing activities.   This 

issue and related questions require further analysis.  We would request a rule 

making it a violation for any vessel to fish in a VMS-required fishery 

without an operating VMS.   Fishing without an operating system would be 

a separate offense and a major penalty would be applied.  By allowing 

systems to be turned off the operating costs of the system would be less.  
 

10.     What is the reporting intervals i.e. 30 min., 1 hour, 2 hours, 4 hours, 12, 24, etc? 

 
The EC working group agreed that 1-hour reporting intervals appear 
adequate.  If more frequent polling is required, that request can 
quickly be accommodated through a computer command made at the 
base terminal if using the INMARSAT C transceiver.  This polling 
feature is not available with the Argos system. 
 
11.       How much lag time is acceptable? 

 
All systems are acceptable.  However, the INMARSAT C system, with 
only a 5 to 10 minute lag time, is clearly the best.  If enforcement 
resources were available to respond to an apparent infraction in near 
real time, this system may be the best choice.  
 
12.       Is random polling a requirement? 

 
The EC working group considered polling to be an important 
requirement.  The Argos system does not allow for polling.  The other 
systems provide random polling through a computer command 
initiated at the Monitoring Workstation.  This feature allows the VMS 
manager or technician at the Monitoring Workstation to remotely 



 

increase the position reporting intervals on individual vessels or 
groups of vessels as they near restricted areas or for other reasons. 
 

13.  Do we want to establish buffer zones around the restricted areas and 

initiate more frequent polling (like every 15 minutes) as vessels approach 

a restricted area (2 miles, 1 mile, several hundred yards)? 

 
Buffers are not necessary, see polling answers above. 
 
14.   Costs of transmitting position reports varies from one system to     

another, ranging from $1.00 per day to $5.00 per day.  Over 
time, this can be a considerable financial burden. 
 

Requiring special message reporting will increase the costs to slightly 
over $1.00 per day for the INMARSAT system and would not affect 
the cost of   $5.00 a day charged by Argos.  The lower INMARSAT 
cost of $1 per day will off set the initial cost of the Argos system in 
approximately 2-4 years, depending on the cost of a messaging 
terminal or PC and the increased cost of special messages. 
 
15.       How much consideration should we give, up front, to those costs? 

 
The costs of a VMS program may be small or insignificant if the 
alternative is a complete closure of the fishery.  
 
16.      The position data generally comes from the GPS and is accurate     

to within about 50 meters. If GPS malfunctions on an 
ARGOS 

 system, the standard Doppler positioning capabilities will 
initiate 

 and is accurate only to about 300 meters. Boatracs is also 
only 

 accurate to about 300 meters. Is the backup capability 
ARGOS 

 provides important? 
 
The systems being proposed have a very reliable track record.  The 
initial experiences EC members have had working with Council 
committees, state representatives and industry members to convert 
fathom curves to straight lines indicate there are many areas off the 
west coast where unlawful fishing incursions into the restricted areas 
could occur over very short distances, with potentially devastating 



 

impacts to the resource.  Therefore, the EC recommends a system 
that uses and relies on the accuracy of GPS. 
 
 
17.        Do we want course and speed calculated through the transceivers      

GPS or the base station?  The base station is simpler but less 
accurate. 

 
The base station is acceptable. 
 
 
18.        Will the Council or NMFS require electronic logbooks now or in 

  the future? 
 
The Science Center is interested in exploring combining electronic 
logbook reporting with VMS in the future.  If large-scale reporting of 
catch data over the VMS is anticipated, it becomes a requirement to 
consider when selecting a VMS.   This issue is currently being 
researched and evaluated. 
  
 
19.      If a vessel required to have a VMS is allowed to change fisheries,  

either to another fishery where VMS is required or one 
where it is 
not, what is the notification procedure? Can this 
notification be made by VMS? 

 
Messaging capabilities, two-way communication and declaration 
would allow this activity to occur over the VMS. 
 
20.       Do we foresee a need for sensor data i.e. water temperature, 

depth, air temperature, engine temp, engine rpm, etc.? 
Some of 

these capabilities are “off the shelf” and some if truly 
important 

enough could be developed given the time, money and 
resources. 
 
We did not identify any at this time. INMARSAT is the only system 
that allows for addition of sensors. 
 
21.        Different systems have different coverage capabilities.  



 

 
INMARSAT and Argos are essentially global systems.  Boatracs uses 
satellites positioned over the U.S. with a “footprint” of the continental 
U.S. out to about the 200-mile EEZ.  For seamounts beyond the EEZ, 
vessels fishing in the Bering Sea, Gulf of Alaska and high seas of the 
North Pacific beyond 200 miles, there is no coverage with Boatracs.  
More discussion may be needed on this question.  Coverage is 
needed from the US/Canada border to Mexico, but coverage may 
need to extend beyond 200 miles.  Issues involving the highly 
migratory fishery, the Seattle-based Alaska fleet and the need to 
monitor the far offshore fishery that transits the EEZ and lands in U.S. 
ports needs to be evaluated. 
 
The rest of the questions we did go over at this meeting, most are not 
critical to the system but were designed to encourage further thought 
about what we wanted in the future, or some advantages that may be 
gained by having VMS. 
 
Value Added Services 
 
22.   Email?   

23. Internet access? 

24.  News services? 
25.      Communications with owner, family, parts and supplies, shipyards, 

          etc? 
 
COSTS 
 
26.        Who pays?  

27.   The transceivers? 

28.        Communications? 

29.        Installation? 

30.        Maintenance? 

31.        Replacement? 

32.        Sensors? 

33.        Hardware and software for electronic log books? 
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Tuesday, August 27, 2002  10:00 A.M. 
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Dr. Martin Dorn, National Marine Fisheries Service Alaska Fisheries Science Center, SSC 
Dr. Han-Lin Lai, National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Fisheries Science Center, SSC 
Dr. Michael Dalton, California State University, Monterey Bay, SSC 
Dr. Jim Hastie, National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Fisheries Science Center, GMT 
Mr. Brian Culver, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, GMT 
Ms. Michele Robinson, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, GMT  
Mr. Mark Saelens, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, GMT 
Mr. Tom Barnes, California Department of Fish and Game, GMT 
Mr. Dave Thomas, California Department of Fish and Game, GMT  
Mr. Rob Jones, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission, GMT 
Ms. Becky Renko, National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Region, GMT  
Dr. Alec MacCall, National Marine Fisheries Service Southwest Fisheries Science Center, GMT 
Dr. Kevin Piner, National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Fisheries Science Center, GMT 
 
Others present: 
Dr. Rick Methot, National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Fisheries Science Center 
Mr. Rod Moore, West Coast Seafood Processors Association, GAP 
Ms. Yvonne deReynier, National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Region 
Mr. Jim Glock, National Marine Fisheries Service 
Mr. Don Bodenmiller, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Ms. Laura Deach, Washington limited entry fixed gear 
Mr. Steve Bodnar, Coos Bay Trawlers Association 
Mr. Brian Petersen, Shrimp Producer's Marketing Cooperative 
Mr. Dan Waldeck, Pacific Fishery Management Council staff 
Mr. John DeVore, Pacific Fishery Management Council staff 
 
 
A. Call to Order 
 
Dr. Ralston explained the new accelerated science process for groundfish assessments this year.  He 
briefed the group on what was done this summer and how it will drive the Council process this 
September.  The SSC will formally endorse the science used for 2003 groundfish management at the 
September meeting.  Mr. Culver agreed that this meeting will be useful to guide the Council process in 
September.  
  
B. Review and Approve Agenda 
 
The agenda was approved without change. 
 
C. Overview of the New Yelloweye Stock Assessment and Rebuilding Analysis  



 
1. Overview of the new yelloweye stock assessment 

 
Dr. Methot gave an overview of the new yelloweye stock assessment.  The time series of yelloweye catch 
from 1955-2001 is fraught with uncertainty.  California catches only include northern California although 
the assessment is coastwide.  The catch decline is even sharper than management constraints alone can 
account for in the trend.  What about uncertainty of historical foreign catch composition?  A sensitivity 
analysis where the assumed foreign yelloweye catch was 2x or 3x larger made little difference in the 
trend.  Washington also had a lesser catch and presumably catch rate than the other areas, although 
there is a sense that densities are higher in Washington waters.  High catch years in the series are also 
non-coincident among areas (i.e., high line catch in S. CA line fisheries in 1981, N. CA trawl catch in 
1982, and OR trawl catch in 1983).  Some math errors were found in the catch series table. 
 
A GLM delta method of estimating CPUE in the CPFV data in CA from the proportion of zero tows and 
the CPUE of positive tows were key indices in determining abundance in CA.   Depth was the most 
informative variable correlated to CA CPUE.  The MRFSS data series was not used in the 2002 
assessment.  How did the exclusion of MRFSS data affect the 2002 outcome relative to the 2001 
assessment result?  This sensitivity analysis was not done but could be done prior to the September 
Council meeting.  These data were not particularly noisy since there are a lot of data points; however, 
there are few samples of yelloweye in the dataset. 
 
What was the CA sample data?  The data recorded is the amount of time anglers fish on CPFV trips and 
landings made during these trips.  The result showed an increasing number of zero yelloweye trips with 
an increasing CPUE for positive yelloweye trips.  This is due to a trend of anglers spending less time on 
the water.  The mean CPUE is therefore affected by the change in how this fishery operates.  The CPFV 
logbook data did not record discards.  The assertion has been that yelloweye are so highly valued that 
discarding is minimal. 
 
Oregon CPUE was not analyzed with the GLM delta method since the digitized dataset was aggregated.  
This is the same problem identified for the 2001 black rockfish assessment.  It may not be possible to get 
this information from Oregon port sampling in the future.  How did OR data get incorporated in the 
assessment?  A CV of 0.2 was assumed and the aggregated data was input.  
 
The NMFS bottom trawl survey wasn't used since yelloweye tend to reside in non-trawlable habitat.  
There are no occurrences of yelloweye in the survey south of 37 30' N. lat., although some yelloweye 
appear in catches further south.  The trawl survey shows the highest densities off Cape Flattery and on 
Heceta Bank.  Canada survey catches of yelloweye are higher than in U.S. waters.  Genetic information 
suggests there is no stock difference of yelloweye within their distribution.  The U.S. West Coast is clearly 
on the southern end of the range.  The new submersible survey is looking for yelloweye in areas 
previously designated as untrawlable.  It will take some time to fold in submersible observations with trawl 
survey information.  There is also a desire to look at a habitat-based trawl survey model.  This will be 
further refined in the near future. 
 
Scrutiny of Washington fishery samples showed some very low incidences of yelloweye in the samples 
(i.e., only 7 yelloweye sampled in 1983).  This dataset was therefore extremely noisy.  Overall size 
selectivity and trend information was derived by blending sampling data from multiple years.  Recruitment 
variability is not shown in these data due to blending of samples across years.  Otherwise, the data would 
have to be thrown out due to small sample sizes.  Age composition data was used in this assessment 
while last year's assessment used only size composition data.  On Table 8 of the assessment there is a 
series of WA commercial data that combines trawl and line catches and a separate series for line gears in 
2000 and 2001.  The line catches changed in 2000.  The limit decreased in 2000 and more fishers 
targeted the more valuable yelloweye.  The assessment therefore stratified this fishery starting in 2000. 
 
Similar growth rates were observed in all areas (except Bowie Seamount, where larger yelloweye are 
found) and by gender.  There were differences in size selectivities of gears fished in different West Coast 
fisheries.  Gear selectivities were parameterized in the model by varying the time series of gear-area 
strata.  Shifts occurred in WA recreational and OR commercial fisheries.  The fit for increasing mortality is 
poorer than for varying gear selectivities.  How were the time series in the selectivities decided?  This was 
done by visual examination.  A continuous function would be more difficult for the model to resolve. 
 
Natural mortalities, based on longevities, range between 0.038 and 0.053.  Catch curve analysis range 
more due to low sample sizes.  A natural mortality estimate of 0.045 was modeled which is in the range of 
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estimates from both analyses.   
 
How to model ageing errors was an issue raised by the STAR Panel.  This will be an issue to resolve in 
future assessments.  Percent agreement among readers is a methodology that needs to be improved.  
Another difference from the 2001 assessment is an assumption of dome-shaped recruitment and time-
varying fishery selectivity.  Age varying natural mortality was not evident by looking at the profiles of log-
likelihood on natural mortality for the most affected area-gear strata.  The full range of steepness can be 
gotten just by tweaking natural mortality.  A recruitment trend is indistinguishable from varying natural 
mortality.  The steepness parameter tracks the recruitment trend.  Spawning biomass depletion is not 
sensitive to the natural mortality of younger fish. 
 
The recruitment trend in the new assessment did not change appreciably from last year's assessment.  
The size data signaled recruitment variation as well as age data.  A penalty imposed on recruitments that 
varied much from the spawner-recruit line smoothed the data and decreased emphasis on the nominal 
variation.  A sensitivity analysis was done to show compensation emphasis and de-emphasis.  Scenarios 
with high vs. low virgin recruitment and low vs. high steepness did not affect recruitment estimates in the 
middle of the time series but did have an effect at the end of the time series.  Recruitment trends were 
different looking at specific areas in the 1980s (similar in 1970s and 1990s).   
 
When these data were combined they showed a remarkably similar trend.  Ideally, the assessment would 
be stratified by these area differences, but the data is too sparse to stratify.  A coastwide management 
structure could lead to localized depletion in some areas where there are fewer fish yet higher fishing 
effort.  Distributing the catch should occur along the lines of the distribution of exploitable biomass.  Could 
the individual area biomass estimates be used to draw management lines?  This is problematic in that 
some area strata have extremely sparse data available to have much confidence in these area-specific 
biomass estimates.  Could the NMFS trawl survey data be used to draw management lines?  The 
distribution of trawlable habitats is different among areas.  For instance, there is much more untrawlable 
habitat in Washington where yelloweye densities are highest.  Therefore, using trawl survey data in a 
quantifiable analysis is problematic. 
 
There was some discussion of the differences in this year's vs, last year's assessment.  The inclusion of 
the Washington data, which was relatively flat, made some difference, but the changes in the treatment of 
CA CPFV catch data made a significant difference.  An assumption of dome-shaped selectivity made a 
difference as well.  It was suggested that a table be produced showing a step-by-step treatment of the 
input data for these assessments and how they affect the bottom line estimate of relative biomass.   
 

2. Yelloweye STAR Panel report 
 
Dr. Han-Lin Lai presented the yelloweye STAR Panel report.  The STAR Panel spent much time 
analyzing the CPUE data.  They investigated the model sensitivity to empirical observations.  The 
Washington sport CPUE data was modeled using the delta-GLM method with year, port, and months 
effects selected.  The Northern California CPFV data was treated with delta-GLM with year, port, and 
depth effects selected.  Nothing could be done with the aggregated Oregon CPUE data.  Apparently this 
can't be done because the port sampling did not differentiate individual rockfish species.  Since 2000, the 
species compositions were noted in samples.  Another aspect of the Oregon fishery is the general trend 
for fishers to move inshore which artificially lowered CPUE.  Trip by trip rockfish catch data is available 
which could be analyzed, but not at the species level. 
 
Further STAR Panel deliberations included the question of profiling on initial recruitment, sport 
catchability, sample sizes for size and age data, the possibility of high line catches before 1981, and 
using an area-specific vs. a coastwide model.  The STAR Panel strongly recommended a single sport 
catch sampling methodology coastwide.  The proportional relationship between CPUE and spawning 
stock size has yet to be proven.  The STAR Panel recommended a coastwide assessment. 
 
The assessment was approved by the STAR Panel for use in 2003 management. 
 

3. Overview of the new yelloweye rebuilding analysis 
 
The new yelloweye rebuilding analysis was presented by Dr. Methot.  Current spawning biomass is 24% 
of virgin.  Mean generation time equals 44 years and TMIN is 2027.  The probabilities of rebuilding by 
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TMAX between 50% and 80% predicts a 2003 OY of 27 mt to 24 mt, respectively.  The median time to 
rebuild at P=0.5 is 67 years and, at P=0.8, 55 years.  A steepness of 0.437 was used which comports 
with the sensitivity analyses done.  A lower steepness factor would be predicted with an underestimate of 
historical catch. 
 
There was much discussion of the implications of resampling recruits/spawner (as was done in the 
current analysis), resampling recruits, and the time series of these recruitments used to predict future 
recruitment.  These additional profiles could characterize the uncertainty in yelloweye rebuilding.  The 
B40% point on the spawner-recruit curve seemed like an objective break in the distribution for resampling 
recruits (or R/S).  The group decided to project recruitment assuming a range of steepness between 
0.350 and 0.700.  These runs will be done tonight and shared tomorrow. 
 
D. Overview of the Revised Bocaccio Rebuilding Analysis 
 

1. Overview of the revised bocaccio rebuilding analysis 
 
Dr. Alec MacCall explained the revised bocaccio rebuilding analysis.  The change in 2003 rebuilding OYs 
resulted from changes in the Punt rebuilding program that reflect the effects of 2000-2002 catches on 
rebuilding, given the initial conditions in 1999 when an overfished status was declared. 
 
There is no available 2003 harvest of bocaccio in the new rebuilding analysis.  The group was in general 
agreement that the revisions were reasonable. 
 

2. Overview of the bocaccio sustainability analysis 
 
The sustainability analysis indicates the probabilities of no further decline in biomass with a bocaccio 
harvest in 2003.  At zero fishing, there is a 50% probability of rebuilding by 2111 (infers a 10% probability 
of further decline even at F=0).  The other extreme: with a 79 mt harvest in 2003, there is a 50% 
probability of no further decline by 2102 (and 7% of the cases are rebuilt by TMAX (2109)).  This 
sustainability analysis may be used to determine a 2003 bocaccio harvest that won't drive the stock to 
further decline.  NOAA General Counsel is exploring the legal ramifications of a harvest larger than zero.  
Some OY is clearly needed for research and many low bycatch impact fishing opportunities. 
 
Scenarios were modeled where the 2002 year class is assumed to be as high as the 1999 year class and 
where the 1999 and 2002 year classes are twice as high as modeled in the assessment.  The first 
scenario indicated a 400 kg harvest could occur under rebuilding in 2003.  The second scenario indicates 
a harvest of 19 mt under rebuilding could be sustained.  It was noted that the second scenario where the 
1999 year class strength is twice is high is still not as high as the "weak" year class scenario considered 
in the 1999 rebuilding analysis. 
 
E. Overview of the Revised Groundfish Bycatch Model 
 
Dr. Jim Hastie presented an overview of the revised trawl bycatch model.  A key revision is the addition of 
depth strata.   Logbook data is limited for depth-based modeling since only the start depth of tows is 
recorded.  Tows may cut across many depth contours and cloud our understanding of bycatch rates by 
depth.  Another difficult suite of modeling assumptions is how the effort will shift as areas and depth 
zones are closed.  Some of the deeper water opportunities may not be available for smaller vessels that 
are not equipped to fish deep.  An ad hoc assumption of anticipated effort shifting was made which was 
discussed by the group.  Adjustments to the model will need to be made once depth-based restrictions 
are in place and effort shifts occur.  In the same vein, observer data will be included in future versions of 
the model.  The group discussed th mechanics of assumed effort shifts in the model.  It seemed 
reasonable to assume not all the catch that previously came from closed areas could be recouped.   
 
Wednesday, August 28, 2002  8:00 A.M. 
 
Members Present: 
Dr. Steve Ralston, National Marine Fisheries Service Southwest Fisheries Science Center, SSC 
Dr. Martin Dorn, National Marine Fisheries Service Alaska Fisheries Science Center, SSC 
Dr. Han-Lin Lai, National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Fisheries Science Center, SSC 
Dr. Michael Dalton, California State University, Monterey Bay, SSC 
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Dr. Jim Hastie, National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Fisheries Science Center, GMT 
Mr. Brian Culver, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, GMT 
Ms. Michele Robinson, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, GMT  
Mr. Mark Saelens, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, GMT 
Mr. Tom Barnes, California Department of Fish and Game, GMT 
Mr. Dave Thomas, California Department of Fish and Game, GMT  
Mr. Rob Jones, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission, GMT 
Ms. Becky Renko, National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Region, GMT  
Dr. Alec MacCall, National Marine Fisheries Service Southwest Fisheries Science Center, GMT 
Dr. Kevin Piner, National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Fisheries Science Center, GMT 
 
Others present: 
Dr. Rick Methot, National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Fisheries Science Center 
Mr. Bill Robinson, National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Region 
Mr. Rod Moore, West Coast Seafood Processors Association, GAP 
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Mr. Jim Glock, National Marine Fisheries Service 
Mr. Don Bodenmiller, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Mr. Tom Ghio, California limited entry fixed gear representative, GAP 
Ms. Laura Deach, Washington limited entry fixed gear 
Mr. Joe Easley, Oregon Trawl Commission 
Mr. Steve Bodnar, Coos Bay Trawlers Association 
Mr. Brian Petersen, Shrimp Producer's Marketing Cooperative 
Ms. Ky Russell, Institute for Fisheries Resources, Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen's Associations 
Dr. Kit Dahl, Pacific Fishery Management Council staff 
Mr. Dan Waldeck, Pacific Fishery Management Council staff 
Mr. John DeVore, Pacific Fishery Management Council staff 
 
E. Overview of the Revised Groundfish Bycatch Model (continued) 
 
Dr. Hastie continued his review of the revised trawl bycatch model.  An example output with a scenario of 
low darkblotched and sablefish OYs (pg. 6 of his handout) reveals the anticipated decrease in sablefish 
landings in 2003 based on effort shifts to deeper water. One problem encountered with modeling bycatch 
is underestimating landings of target species early in the year.  In this case, the associated bycatch is 
modeled to be higher, which leads to more severe fishery constraints later in the year. 
 
How many species' trip limits are modeled?  The DTS and flatfish species are the primary targets.  There 
are also trip limits for minor slope rockfish and yellowtail.  Trip limits are adjusted by seasonal period to 
attempt to maximize the target species catch within the bycatch constraints imposed for overfished 
species.  The current analytical approach has many different scenarios that mix and match the range of 
OYs for overfished species that the Council adopted for consideration.  The model does not optimize 
these trip limits; it is more of a computational tool.  Once a scenario is run and an overfished species OY 
is exceeded in the model, Dr. Hastie goes back to the model to adjust trip limits seasonally to force a 
reasonable result.  Does the model try to optimize opportunities - if one opportunity is not available during 
a period, does the model search for other reasonable opportunities?  The model is not that sophisticated, 
these are ad hoc decisions made by the modeler.  Modeled scenarios range from closing the shelf from 
50-250 fm coastwide to limited closures, especially in the north, to stay within overfished species' OYs.   
The key dynamic in the model is the ability to shift effort out of closed areas seasonally.  The group 
thought it reasonable to use the power function (table on pg. 2 of the handout), although some might 
quibble about the scalar used. 
 
What changes to the model are anticipated next year?  There will be an effort to incorporate observer 
data in the model.  Darkblotched and canary are expected to be the main constraining stocks in the north 
and bocaccio in the south.  What about yelloweye?  Dr. Hastie has not been able to model yelloweye 
since it has not been required for sorting and QSM until this year.  Yelloweye is also a minor component 
in the trawl catch of minor shelf rockfish (due to small footrope regulations), it is not believed to be a 
binding constraint for the trawl fishery.  If observer data suggests that darkblotched bycatch rates are 
lower than originally modeled, is the model adaptable for making that change?  Yes, the bycatch rates 
used are easily adjusted.  Seasonal depth restrictions are also easily adjusted. 
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There was some discussion of the criteria used to determine the target species in any given tow from the 
logbook record.  Dr. Hastie said the criteria can be changed to determine targets.  There is still some 
confounding data since trawl tows may be mixing or combining targets by trip.  Is this the best approach 
to use?  Could we alternatively predict trawl effort?  Yes, but this is much more complicated than 
estimating how trip limits are going to affect target opportunities and trawl effort.  A more conservative call 
early on how much effort might be shifted (i.e., 100% effort shift) risks not being able to approach target 
species' OYs for the year once the landings come in and the conservative assumption led to lower than 
projected landings.  There may not be an opportunity to harvest the OY given the seasonal bycatch 
implications. 
 
Further questions of how depth and seasonal periods are used to manage bycatch revealed that there 
are many pathways to attain target species' OYs without exceeding overfished species' OYs.  The page 
11 example was used to illustrate how this is done to reduce, in this example, lingcod bycatch.  Most 
often the GMT meets with the GAP to propose a solution.  In some cases, changing target species trip 
limits in a period may be better than changing the depth zone where fishing can occur (and vice versa).   
 
Does the model assume the same participation in 2003 as in 2002?  Actually, the model assumes the 
same vessel participation as in 1999.  Is it more likely that vessels that didn't attain trip limits in 1999 will 
drop out than more successful vessels?  The danger is that the model might underestimate participation 
early in the year.  Dr. Hastie did make some ad hoc changes in vessel participation based on actual 
participation in 2002 relative to what the model estimated.  How did the model behave in 2002?  The 
model came within 3-4% of DTS landings, but was 10-15% off on sablefish.  The model was judged to be 
useful for 2002 management.  It is difficult to predict effort shifts when trip limits are adjusted.  Depth-
based restrictions will be helpful in 2003.  There is more flexibility in recommending risk-averse 
management measures by avoiding overfished species' depth zones. 
 
C. Overview of the New Yelloweye Stock Assessment and Rebuilding Analysis (continued)  
 
Dr. Methot came back to review suggested yelloweye model runs suggested by the group yesterday 
(Table 1).  Model runs that varied the spawner/recruit curve steepness factor (0.35-0.70; ~a 70% 
confidence interval).  With a steepness of 0.35 the OYs go down to 14 mt (P=0.8) to 17 mt (P=0.5).  With 
a steepness of 0.70, the OYs go up to 54 mt (P=0.8) to 59 mt (P=0.5).  If the recruits/spawner resampled 
are from the 1989-1999 period, the OYs go down (16-18 mt at P= 0.8 and 0.5, respectively).  If recruits 
are resampled from the same period the OYs go up (28-33 mt at P= 0.8 and 0.5, respectively). 
 
An experimental model run used a "hockey stick" spawner recruit curve to model the central tendency of 
recruitments.  This approach has been used in other contexts and is as reasonable as the Beverton-Holt 
spawner recruit curve used in the draft rebuilding analysis.  The rebuilding result is similar to 
recruit/spawner results noted above.  Low steepness provides about the same result as resampling 
recruits/spawner.  These results are reassuring in that there are intermediate results from the extremes 
originally modeled.  Another expectation is that, even with a low steepness of 0.35, the status quo (13.5 
mt) is about TMID under this state of nature.  The dynamic nature of our understanding of these states of 
nature obviates the need for the SSC to determine how rebuilding parameters are incorporated into the 
FMP (or in regulations).  The SSC has previously gone on record saying parameters should be 
incorporated in as flexible a way as possible since new assessments typically bring dramatic changes in 
our understanding of stock status and productivity. 
 
What information is needed to declare a stock rebuilt?  If a new assessment indicates that the stock has 
achieved BMSY, then the stock is declared rebuilt.  Paying attention to the uncertainty of the assessment 
is important as well.  Also determining an appropriate FMSY harvest rate would be needed to declare a 
stock officially rebuilt and on a sustainable management footing. 
 
  
TABLE 1.  Yelloweye rockfish rebuilding results. 
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Prob to rebuild by Tmax: 50% 60% 70% 80% 100% 

 baseline; S/R steepness = 0.437 

Fishing Rate 0.0173 0.0167 0.0161 0.0153 0 

2003 OY (mt) 27 26 25 24 0 

Median Year to Rebuild 2070 2067 2062 2058 2026 

 steep=0.35 

Fishing Rate 0.0108 0.0103 0.0097 0.0091 0 

2003 OY (mt) 17 16 15 14 0 

Median Year to Rebuild 2078 2074 2070 2065 2034 

 steep=0.70 

Fishing Rate 0.0337 0.0328 0.0321 0.0312 0 

2003 OY (mt) 59 57 56 54 0 

Median Year to Rebuild 2060 2055 2052 2048 2016 

 resamp R/S in 89-99 

Fishing Rate 0.0115 0.0112 0.0108 0.0104 0 

2003 OY (mt) 18 18 17 16 0 

Median Year to Rebuild 2076 2073 2070 2067 2032 

 resamp R in 89-99 

Fishing Rate 0.0208 0.0200 0.0191 0.0180 0 

2003 OY (mt) 33 31 30 28 0 

Median Year to Rebuild 2066 2059 2054 2048 2022 

 
 
D. Overview of the Revised Bocaccio Rebuilding Analysis (continued) 
 
Mr. Robinson was asked to comment on the legal ramifications of the bocaccio rebuilding and 
sustainability analyses.  This has been the subject of intense discussion in NOAA Fisheries.  One 
underlying uncertainty is whether future recruitment of bocaccio is more driven by environmental factors 
or spawning stock size.  That aside, the National Standard Guidelines (NSGs) never contemplated a 
situation where rebuilding would pre-empt all sources of potential fishing mortality.  The fact that the stock 
cannot be rebuilt within TMAX was also not contemplated.  Therefore, the judgement is that the NSGs are 
inadequate in this case.  NOAA Fisheries therefore went to the MSA for guidance.  The biology of the 
stock and the needs of fishing communities argues against a zero fishing mortality scenario.  What criteria 
should be used to determine a level of incidental fishing mortality?  NOAA Fisheries feels the appropriate 
criteria are consistency with the MSA, a high probability of not driving the stock to extinction or into further 
decline, not jeopardize future rebuilding, and not drive the stock to be listed under the ESA.  The bocaccio 
sustainability analysis will be the guide for this decision.  The guidance is to adopt a 2003 OY as close to 
0 as possible and no greater than 20 mt.  The uncertainty in accounting for bocaccio bycatch needs to be 
taken into account.  Whatever management regime is recommended by the Council, the Council, NOAA 
Fisheries, and the states need to have adequate observer coverage.  Incidental catch needs to account 
for all sources of mortality including research catch.  NOAA Fisheries is not invoking a Mixed Stock 
Exception. 
 
How will the recreational fishery be managed?  Mr. Robinson thought that MRFSS needs to be 
redesigned to meet our management needs.  NOAA Fisheries is reviewing this regional recommendation.  
Another management approach is to make more conservative management decisions for fisheries that 
are poorly monitored.  This could focus attention on the need to redesign programs such as MRFSS. 
 
Another need is to overhaul the FMP to consider options like prohibiting legal gears in closed areas or in 
how closed areas are defined.  These are examples of FMP considerations. 
 
The question of the state of nature driving bocaccio recruitment was raised.  There has clearly been an 
environmental regime shift, but there is no clear evidence that environmental factors drive bocaccio 
recruitment.  We really do not know what environmental factors may be correlated with good bocaccio 
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recruitment. 
 
What is specified as the bocaccio rebuilding period?  In this case it is greater than TMAX.  The SSC 
rebuilding guidelines simply are not applicable to bocaccio. 
 
F. Management Options and Recommendations 
 

1. Recommended harvest levels for yelloweye 
 
The rebuilding analysis for yelloweye is similar to the canary model.  However, there is less data for 
yelloweye and more serial autocorrelation which is problematic.  However, the SSC views the base model 
result in the rebuilding analysis as a good risk-neutral harvest level.  The modeled results presented 
today in Table 1 may provide a reasonable range of harvest for 2003.  The base model OY at P=0.5 (27 
mt) may not be an upper range since a more risk-averse harvest level than one that rebuilds by TMAX at 
P=0.5 can be accomplished without too much added constraint to fisheries.  Perhaps a 14-22 mt range is 
reasonable.  The lower end of this range (14 mt) conforms to a rebuilding P of 0.8 with a more pessimistic 
steepness (0.35; Table 1) and the upper end (27 mt) conforms to a 50% rebuilding trajectory in the base 
case in the new rebuilding analysis. 
 

2. Recommended harvest levels for bocaccio 
 
The GMT recommends a range of 0 to less than 20 mt for bocaccio in light of Mr. Robinson's guidance.  
Managing for this range will require coordination of all affected management regimes.  California is 
recommending to the California Fish and Game Commission that state managed fisheries would 
automatically be managed in accordance with federal regulations. 
 
G.  Other? 

 
Dr. Methot asked if the NWFSC should provide anything more for Pacific whiting.  The Council did specify 
a range of harvest levels based on the assessment decision table.  The SSC accepted the assessment 
but rejected the rebuilding analysis.  Is a new rebuilding analysis needed at this time?  One is needed to 
meet the 1 year deadline for adopting a rebuilding plan.  The NWFSC needs to consider the timing of the 
whiting assessment review and international process to allow time for developing a rebuilding plan. 
 
The GMT briefly discussed the ABC/OY table that Dr. Hastie updated for the upcoming Allocation 
Committee meeting.  There was consensus on the range of yelloweye and bocaccio OYs represented in 
agendum F. above.  The 13.5 mt status quo harvest level would be the low end of the yelloweye range 
recommended by the GMT.  The yelloweye ABC calculated using a proxy F50% rate is 52 mt.  Should a 
calculated FMSY rate (F57% for yelloweye) be used instead of the proxy rate to calculate the ABC?  This 
should be resolved after the new assessment and rebuilding analysis are formally adopted at the 
September Council meeting.  The previously-used area-specific harvest guidelines for yelloweye do not 
conform with the structure of the new assessment and rebuilding analysis. 
 
ADJOURN 
 
 
PFMC 
08/28/02 
 







Exhibit C.3.g 
Supplemental SSC Report 

September 2002 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
2003 GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT MEASURES:  TENTATIVE ADOPTION FOR ANALYSIS 

 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) discussed the methodology proposed by Dr. Jim Hastie to estimate 
projected bycatch rates and discards of overfished groundfish species for the upcoming 2003 fishing year.  The basic 
approach is the same as that used for the 2002 fishing year – i.e., for each targeting strategy, bycatch rates of the 
overfished species are estimated, then discards are calculated, on a vessel basis, as the amount that bycatch exceeds 
available landings limits for each species.  However, for the 2003 fishing year, the approach was extended to allow 
for depth-based closed areas, (e.g., restricting fishing at depths of 100 fm to 250 fm and other possible depth ranges. 
 
Dr. Hastie reported that the basic approach worked well for the 2002 Dover sole/thornyhead/trawl-caught sablefish 
complex (DTS) fishery.  However, the incorporation of critical depth data from logbook records for the 2003 analysis 
introduces considerable uncertainty.   Bottom trawl tows are often lengthy (5 hours or more) and cover a 
considerable depth range.  However, for each tow, only a single depth is often recorded in logbooks, and 
consequently, it is difficult to estimate the depth from which any individual animal is taken.   Observer data – 
scheduled to become available in late 2002 – should provide some validation of logbook data, but are unlikely to 
provide a good understanding of depth-specific distribution.  While the first year of observer data will not become 
available in time for establishing the Council’s 2003 management measures, they should be useful for inseason 
adjustments during the 2003 fishing year. 
 
The discard estimation methodology also assumes that baseline trawl activity in 2003 will be similar to the 1999-2001 
level of activity, relies on an ad hoc formula to predict how effort will be redistributed to open areas, and assumes that 
catch per unit of effort (CPUE) will remain the same after effort redistribution.  Recognizing that  (1) the GMT 
analysis is only the first part of a necessary, more comprehensive evaluation and (2) a full SSC review was not 
possible given the urgency of the work and its immediate application in the 2003 management measures process, the 
SSC considers the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) analysis to be a reasonable way to proceed for the coming 
year. 
 
The area closures being considered for 2003 are unprecedented.  Effort shifts to the nearshore and slope areas may 
result in undue pressure in open areas with consequent crowding and safety concerns.  A full SSC review of the 2003 
environmental impact statement (EIS) was not possible as that document is still a work in progress.  It is important the 
socioeconomics as well as environmental effects of the options be analyzed before the document is distributed for 
public comment. 
 
The SSC looks forward to working with the GMT on further improvements of the methods and refinements in the data 
analysis.  The Council may wish to sponsor a bycatch workshop to fully review the methodology and address other 
outstanding issues.  The SSC’s Economics Subcommittee (with support from the SSC Groundfish Subcommittee) is 
willing to organize such a workshop. 
 
 
PFMC 
09/10/02 

















Exhibit C.3.i 
Supplemental CDFG Report 3 

September 2002 
 
 

SUMMARY OF RECENT ACTIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION 
REGARDING FEDERAL GROUNDFISH REGULATIONS1/ 

 
1. At a recent meeting, the California Fish and Game Commission (CFGC) concurred with the California 

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) regarding 2003 rockfish and lingcod regulations for 
presentation to the Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council).  Also, we selected Option 2 for 
shallow nearshore rockfish.  The list of recommendations has been handed out and provided to the 
Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP). 

 
2. Spot Prawn - Accepted CDFG recommendation for emergency action to reduce bocaccio impacts in 

the trawl fishery and took action to close the fishery for the rest of the season, through October 31, 
2002.  We expect the closure to be effective by the end of this week.  We had previously directed 
CDFG to file notice of a suite of management options for the fishery to be implemented before the 
opening of the 2003 season.  Permanent fishery closure will likely be seriously considered. 

 
3. Fishery Observers - Accepted CDFG recommendation for emergency action to require cooperation 

with federal and state fishery observers as a condition of permitting under CFGC regulations.  This 
affects charterboats as well as shrimp, prawn, sea cucumber trawl vessels; it does not affect trawl or 
line fisheries for California halibut or white seabass.  We expect these regulations will be permanently 
adopted before expiration of the emergency portion. 

 
4. Nearshore Fishery Management Plan - We adopted the plan at out late August meeting and will 

consider certifying the environmental document and implementing regulations at our October 
meeting.  We have asked CDFG to provide additional implementing regulations at that meeting, along 
with a plan to defer management of nearshore rockfish to California beginning in 2004.  Delegation of 
authority of nearshore rockfish to California is on your agenda for discussion on Thursday.  We urge 
you to expedite the delegation process if at all possible. 

 
 
PFMC 
09/10/02 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
1/ Prepared by Mr. Robert Treanor for presentation fo the Council on September 10, 2002. 
 

















Exhibit C.3.i 
Supplemental ODFW Report 2 

September 2002 
 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Recommendations for 2003 Oregon Groundfish Fisheries 
 

Recreational Fisheries 

 

Groundfish 

 

Open January through December.  Ten marine fish bag limit, which excludes salmon, tuna, surfperch, 

sanddab, and bait fish (herring, anchovy smelt and sardine).  In addition, sublimits of 2 lingcod at a 24-

inch minimum length, 1 canary, 1 yelloweye, and the first Pacific halibut 32-inches or longer when open 

(see catch sharing plan).  Minimum length limit of 16-inches for cabezon.  Both Oregon recreational and 

commercial nearshore fisheries will be managed under harvest guidelines equal to 2000 landings.  Four 

nearshore fish categories will be managed:  (1) black and blue rockfish, (2) other nearshore rockfish, (3) 

cabezon, and (4) greenling species. 

 

Consider if necessary: 

1. Minimum length limit of 15 inches for cabezon consistent with California size limit. 

2. Non-retention of yelloweye rockfish if Pacific halibut is aboard vessel during all-depth halibut 

fishery. 

3. Either closure period outside of 27-fathom line or a period of non-retention of canary rockfish. 

 

Salmon 

 

ODFW is not recommending any changes to the Oregon recreational salmon fishery relative to 

Groundfish management. 

 

Commercial Fisheries  

 

Groundfish (LE and OA) 

 

1. Implement depth closures for the trawl fishery seasonally to protect canary rockfish. 

2. Close fixed gear fishery inside a line approximating 100 fathoms to provide protection for 

yelloweye rockfish. 

3. Allow midwater trawl fishery for yellowtail and widow rockfish subject to time/area restrictions. 

4. Allow midwater trawl fishery for whiting subject to time/area restrictions. 

 

Halibut  

 

Close directed halibut fishery in the area inside 100 fathoms. 

 

Salmon Troll 

 

ODFW is not recommending any changes to the Oregon commercial salmon fishery relative to 

groundfish management. 



Exhibit C.3.i 
Supplemental WDFW Report 

September 2002 
  

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
PREFERRED GROUNDFISH OPTIONS FOR 2003 

 
Recreational Fisheries 
 
Bottomfish 
 
A recreational groundfish bag limit of 15 groundfish, including rockfish and lingcod, open year-round 
(except lingcod).  The following sublimits apply: 10 aggregate rockfish which includes a sublimit of 2 
canary and no retention of yelloweye rockfish; 2 lingcod with 24-inch minimum size limit, lingcod season 
open Mar 16-Oct 15.   
 
Halibut 
 
Will propose changes to Halibut Catch Sharing plan to be approved for public review, including: 
 Allow recreational halibut fishing inside “hotspot” in North Coast subarea 
 Modify closed Yelloweye Conservation Area (“L” shaped area) 
 Allow flexibility to open North Coast subarea on a date between May 1-15 

 
Close recreational halibut fishery outside of a line approximating 25 fathoms–latitude/longitude waypoints 
to be defined–by subarea, if the yelloweye rockfish catch projected for that subarea is approached or 
exceeded. 
 
Salmon 
 
WDFW is not recommending any changes to the Washington recreational salmon fishery relative to 
groundfish management. 
 
 
Commercial Fisheries 
 
Commercial Groundfish (LE & OA) 
 
 Implement depth closures for the trawl fishery seasonally to protect canary rockfish. 
 Close fixed gear fishery inside a line approximating 100 fathoms to provide protection for 

yelloweye. 
 Allow midwater trawl fishery for yellowtail and widow rockfish subject to time/area restrictions. 
 Allow midwater trawl fishery for whiting subject to time/area restrictions. 

 
Halibut Retention in Sablefish Fishery North of Pt. Chehalis 
 
Allow halibut retention in sablefish fishery North of Pt. Chehalis, subject to a landing ratio.  Fixed gear 
sablefish fishery would be closed inside a line approximating 100 fms to protect yelloweye rockfish. 
 
Halibut South of Pt. Chehalis 
 
Close directed halibut fishery in the area inside 100 fathoms. 
 
Pink Shrimp Fishery 
 
Require excluders in the pink shrimp fishery. 
 
Salmon Troll 
 
Gear modifications (e.g., prohibit placement of any hook within 4 fathoms (24') of the weight used on each 
mainline deployed). 
 

























































































































































































































































Exhibit C.3.v 
Supplemental EC Report 

September 2002 
 
 

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON 
2003 GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT MEASURES 

 
Based on the new information received from the U.S. Coast Guard this week regarding the diversion of 
the primary first quarter, fiscal year 2003 medium endurance cutter from its fisheries enforcement mission 
to homeland security, the Enforcement Consultants (EC) remains concerned about its ability to enforce 
the depth-based management measures in the exclusive economic zone off the Pacific Northwest.  The 
uncertainty of at-sea enforcement presence requires the EC, with Council support and understanding, to 
continue exploring alternative enforcement strategies which support depth-based management.   
 
Additionally, the Council needs to be conservative in its evaluation and adoption of fishery options which 
complicate the basic depth-based fishing regimes to the extent that it compromises existing enforcement 
capability.  The following are examples of options which, if implemented on vessels authorized to fish 
inside the restricted zone or seaward of the western boundary (where an on-the-water enforcement 
presence will may be unpredictable), may help reduce the risk of further overfishing to stressed 
groundfish species: 
 
· A federal declaration system for consistence across all three states, or the continuation of the state 

systems being proposed for period 6 in 2002  for vessels allowed to fish in the restricted area.  
Expand this declaration system in 2003 for vessels allowed to fish in the restricted area and seaward 
of the western boundary of the restricted area.   

 
· An experimental fishing permit (or regulation) that allows fishing in the restricted area or seaward of 

the western boundary of the restricted area only with a vessel monitoring system (VMS) unit or an 
observer. 

 
· Expanded observer coverage (50% or more). 
 
· Close the fishery.  
 
In preparation for the November Council meeting, the EC recommend creating an Ad Hoc VMS 
Committee composed of: 
 
· One (1) limited entry fixed gear representative from each state. 
 
· One (1) limited entry trawl gear representative from each state. 
 
· The Chairman of the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP), for a total of seven (7) GAP participants 

to work with the EC. 
 
This ad hoc committee will meet once in person prior to the November meeting and as necessary by 
conference call to develop a draft regulatory package for final adoption at the November Council meeting. 
 
 
PFMC 
09/13/02 
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 Exhibit C.3.v 
 Supplemental GAP Report 
 September 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
2003 GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT MEASURES 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) has spent several days considering groundfish management 
measures.  During that time, we have met with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT), received 
guidance from the Council, and listened to presentations from the California Department of Fish and 
Game, the Enforcement Consultants, and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.  There has been 
substantial participation by the public and these comments reflect a wide variety of views. 
 
Our comments are in two parts: a discussion of trip limits and other normal management measures based 
on information from the GMT and state agencies, followed by comments on specific issues that are under 
consideration by the Council. 
 
TRIP LIMITS AND NORMAL MANAGEMENT MEASURES 
The GAP supports the trip limits presented by the GMT as reflected on Tables **** (Exhibit ****).  The 
GAP understands that, as more data on bycatch is available from the observer program and other 
sources later in the year, these limits are subject to change through the in-season management process.  
We expect the Council and NMFS to be as reactive to good news - i.e., data that shows less than 
expected bycatch - as they have been to bad news.  We recognize why the limits are low - or non-existent 
- in many cases, but we expect the Council and NMFS to recognize that there will be a significant 
economic impact on local communities on the west coast.  The Council has already received testimony 
on the economic and social affects being experienced under existing harvest levels.  We can only expect 
it to get worse. 
 
The GAP does need clarification on the yellowtail allowance in landings with flatfish.  Fishermen have 
reported different interpretations used by enforcement in determining which situation - yellowtail as 
bycatch or yellowtail harvested as a target - applies.  A clear interpretation for both fishermen and 
enforcement would be helpful. 
 
The GAP also supports the State recreational options as presented in Exhibit C.3.i, Supplemental WDFW 
Report (as modified); Exhibit C.3.w, Supplemental ODFW Report; and Exhibit C.3.w, Supplemental 
CDFG Report 2. 
SPECIFIC ISSUES 
“CAPPING” FISHERIES - Both the California Department of Fish and Game and the Oregon Department 
of Fish and Wildlife presented proposals to “cap” nearshore fisheries at certain levels.  Although the 
management proposals made at the Council meeting in June indicated a possibility of fisheries being 
capped, concern has been expressed that overall caps are being accompanied by allocation proposals.  
Council procedure and the Pacific groundfish FMP provide that allocation issues must be handled in a 3 
meeting process.  As a point of procedure, the GAP notes that the 3 meeting requirement is not being 
met. 
 
VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM - While the GAP recognizes that VMS may be a good tool in certain 
situations, there are still several questions that remain unanswered.  In that regard the GAP suggests the 
following: 
1. Enforcement should establish an advisory committee of knowledgeable and representative 

vessel operators to help design and implement the system. 

2. Before full implementation occurs, Enforcement should establish a pilot program to weed out 

potential problems. 

3. Equipment manufacturers should be invited to meet with fishermen, as there are many 

technical questions which cannot be answered by Enforcement. 

4. When implementing a program, Enforcement needs to maintain flexibility, recognizing the 

wide diversity of vessels and the constantly changing management system. 

5. As has been done in other areas of the country, VMS equipment should be provided by the 



 
 2 

government without cost. 

 

SABLEFISH PERMIT STACKING - The GAP held a brief discussion on the issue of increasing 

to 6 the number of permits that can be stacked by a fixed gear sablefish vessel.  Proponents 

pointed to efficiency and economy as benefits that would accrue as a result of increased stacking.  

Others questioned whether sufficient data was available to determine the impacts, both on 

vessels that stack permits and those that don’t. 

Because there was only limited attendance at the GAP during this discussion and views appear 

evenly divided, the GAP neither endorses nor opposes a regulatory amendment on sablefish 

permit stacking at this time. 

 

CALIFORNIA ROCKFISH CONSERVATION AREA - The GAP spent several hours in 

discussion of the CRCA paper that was provided by the California Department of Fish and 

Game.  The GAP unanimously opposes the proposal as presented. 

The GAP notes that the CRCA has a double standard on bocaccio savings.  Under two 

exemptions, gear use is prohibited when bocaccio impact levels are reached, while under another 

set of exemptions fisheries can continue even though bocaccio impacts are exceeded.  The 

proposal contemplates a trigger mechanism for revising catch levels, but that mechanism appears 

inconsistent with rebuilding requirements. 

The GAP was greatly concerned about the process used to develop and bring forward this 

proposal.  The CRCA has impacts on fishermen from other states, yet they had no opportunity to 

participate in its design.  Even California fishermen had no real opportunity to be deeply 

involved in the process.  This proposal should have been made in June and the public given full 

opportunity to comment. 

Finally, the GAP notes that the Council has already taken action to promote conservation in the 

waters off California and sees no reason to push through a new proposal at this time. 

 

TRAWL LIMITS IN CALIFORNIA - This issue is being raised as a separate topic as it surfaced 

early this afternoon.  The GAP had a discussion with Mr. Bill Robinson on the subject of 

reducing or eliminating the trawl fishery inside of 50 fathoms south of Cape Mendocino.  It is 

our understanding that NMFS does not intend to raise the issue at this meeting and that no 

direction has come from NMFS headquarters to eliminate trawling in this area. 

 

The GAP notes that eliminating trawling as suggested would be a case of guilty until proven 

innocent.  There is no data to indicate that trawl impacts are exceptional, and the scarcity of data 

which has been noted as an item of concern applies equally to all fisheries.  Indeed, it even 

applies to NMFS stock assessments.  If we are to take no action when data is scarce, then we 

probably need to start shutting fisheries down now along the entire coast. 

 

Further, if the intent were to use a limited EFP system to gather data before allowing a fishery, 

how would NMFS choose the vessels?  How would NMFS determine the different effects among 

the 9 ports where trawlers deliver in this area, and apply that data in a rational manner? 

 

The GAP strongly opposes any action to remove the trawl fishery from inside the 50 fathom 

zone south of Cape Mendocino. 

 

 

 

 

 









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Exhibit C.5.b 
Supplemental WDFW Report 

September 2002 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) 
Exempted Fishery Permit (EFP) Proposals for 2003 

 
Longline Dogfish 
 
 Objective - To measure bycatch rates for yelloweye and canary rockfish and estimate all groundfish 

discards in the targeted longline dogfish fishery 
 3 vessels for 3-4 months 
 100% observer coverage funded by State Disaster Relief funds 
 Mandatory rockfish retention; rockfish above trip limits forfeited to the State 
 Bycatch caps of 100 lbs each of yelloweye and canary rockfish per vessel, per month, with a 

cumulative cap of 1 mt of each species for the EFP 
 Estimated landings: 

Dogfish - 700,000 lbs 
Yelloweye RF - 1 mt 
Canary RF - 1 mt 

 
Trawl Arrowtooth Flounder/Petrale 
 
 Objective - To measure bycatch rates for canary rockfish in the targeted arrowtooth flounder/petrale 

sole trawl fishery with gear modifications 
 6-7 vessels for 4 months  
 100% observer coverage funded by participating vessels 
 Mandatory rockfish retention; rockfish above trip limits forfeited to the State 
 Bycatch caps of a portion of the current canary rockfish trip limit, per month, with a cumulative cap of 

1 mt of canary for the EFP 
 Estimated landings: 

Arrowtooth flounder - 455 mt 
Petrale - 36 mt 
Canary RF - 1 mt 

 
Midwater Trawl Yellowtail Rockfish 
 
 Objective  - To measure bycatch rates for canary and widow rockfish in the targeted midwater 

yellowtail rockfish fishery 
 15 vessels for 2 months 
 100% observer coverage funded by participating vessels 
 Mandatory rockfish retention; rockfish above trip limits forfeited to the State 
 Bycatch caps of a portion of the current canary rockfish trip limit, per month, with a cumulative cap of 

1 mt of canary for the EFP 
 Estimated landings: 

Yellowtail RF - 100 mt 
Widow RF - 12 mt 
Canary RF - 1 mt 

 
Midwater Trawl Pollock 
 
 Objective - To measure bycatch rates for whiting and rockfish in the targeted midwater pollock 

fishery and to allow pollock fishers to land unsorted catches which may include groundfish species 
that would otherwise be prohibited (e.g., whiting and rockfish) 

 3 vessels for 3-4 months 
 Observer coverage funded by participating vessels 
 Mandatory rockfish and whiting retention; groundfish above trip limits forfeited to the State 
 No bycatch allowance for canary rockfish; bycatch cumulative cap of 1 mt of widow for the EFP 
 Estimated landings: 

Pollock - 9,000 mt 
Whiting - 50 mt 
Yellowtail RF - 200 lbs 



Exhibit C.5.c 
Revised Supplemental GMT Report 

September 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM COMMENTS ON  
PROPOSED EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS UPDATE AND NEW PROPOSALS 

 
The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) reviewed seven requests for exempted fishing permits (EFPs) 
during 2003.  These requests varied from nearly complete draft applications for new permits to 
conceptual proposals for extensions of existing 2002 permits, and some new permits for 2003.  Three 
guiding principles were established early on in the review of these proposals.  First, if all of these EFPs 
were approved there would likely not be enough remaining OY (after establishing expected catches for 
2003 fisheries and bycatch) of overfished species to accommodated implementation of all of these 
permits.  Second, the permits should be prioritized with approval given first to those permits that are most 
likely to result in a positive long-term change in gear or management rules.  Finally, all permits should be 
reviewed for the possibility of conducting a successful project under a somewhat lower cap for overfished 
species. 
 
Details of these applications are given in supplemental C.5 reports from WDFW, ODFW, and CDFG.  A 
summary of the maximum anticipated bycatch (imposed as a cap on the permit) is provided in the 
attached table.  These catches were assembled from the applications and/or discussion of the permits by 
state GMT members.  No additional set asides for anticipated bycatch of overfished species were 
identified.  The GMT supports implementing EFPs that meet the above objectives and can be 
accommodated under the harvest levels for overfished species. 
 
The GMT is forwarding the following list for Council consideration: 
 
· Oregon Selective Flatfish Trawl 
· Washington Dogfish Longline Permit 
· Washington Pollock Midwater Trawl 
· Washington Arrowtooth Flounder Bottom Trawl 
· Washington Yellowtail Midwater Trawl 
· California Nearshore Flatfish Trawl 
· California Hook-and-Line 
 
As noted in the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel statement, Oregon industry expressed interest in 
participating under similar arrowtooth flounder bottom trawl, and midwater yellowtail permits; however, 
expected bycatch for an Oregon permit was not calculated. 
 

 
Anticipated EFP bycatch caps 
 
EFP 

 
bocaccio 

 
canary 

 
cowcod 

 
darkblotched 

 
widow 

 
yelloweye 

 
CA: NS FF trawl 

 
1.6 

 
1.5 

 
1.5 

 
NA 

 
NA 

 
1.5 

 
CA: NS H&L 

 
NA 

 
1 

 
NA 

 
NA 

 
NA 

 
? 

 
OR: selective FF trawl 

 
NA 

 
4 

 
NA 

 
3.1 

 
1 

 
1.7 

 
WA: AT trawl  

 
NA 

 
1 

 
NA 

 
3 

 
NA 

 
0 

 
WA: MW YT trawl 

 
NA 

 
1 

 
NA 

 
0 

 
12 

 
0 

 
WA: dogfish LL 

 
NA 

 
1 

 
NA 

 
0 

 
0 

 
1 

 
WA: pollock 

 
NA 

 
0 

 
NA 

 
0 

 
1 

 
0 

 
Total 

 
1.6 

 
9.5 

 
1.5 

 
6.1 

 
14 

 
>4.2 

 
 



Exhibit C.5.c 
Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS:  UPDATE AND NEW PROPOSALS 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) briefly discussed exempted fishing permit (EFP) applications 
being reviewed by the Council. 
 
The GAP supports the EFPs submitted by California (shelf flatfish using small footrope trawl); Oregon (cut 
back headrope); and Washington (arrowtooth and midwater trawl pollock). 
 
The EFP for arrowtooth should be expanded to Oregon as soon as possible. 
 
The GAP supports the concepts of EFPs for fixed gear dogfish and midwater yellowtail, but would like to 
see some additional information before commenting further. 
 
The Gap also believes that the  Council needs to prioritize EFPs in some fashion.  One suggested way is 
to determine the economic benefit that would derive from the EFPs, as measured against the “cost” in 
bycatch used 
 
The GAP is also very concerned about the length of time and the bureaucratic hurdles involved in 
processing EFP applications at both the state and federal levels.  The GAP received testimony from 
several individuals on approval "horror stories." 
 
 
PFMC 
09/12/02 
 











 Exhibit C.6.c 
 Supplemental GAP Report 
 September 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
GROUNDFISH PROGRAMMATIC AND ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 

FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS 
 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with Mr. Jim Glock, who provided an update of progress 
on environmental impact statements (EISs) for the Pacific groundfish fishery management plan (FMP). 
 
The GAP recommends the Council reconvene the Ad Hoc Groundfish FMP EIS Oversight Committee to 
assist Mr. Glock and Mr. Steve Copps with their work on scoping and revision of alternatives.  As before, 
the GAP will recommend one of its members to be appointed to the Committee. 
 
 
PFMC 
09/11/02 
 





Exhibit C.7.b 
Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
AMENDMENT 16 - REBUILDING PLANS 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) received an update on Amendment 16 to the Pacific 
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan from Mr. Jim Seger of the Council staff. 
 
The GAP has previously provided extensive comments on the draft of Amendment 16 and will not repeat 
most of them here.  However, the GAP will emphasize the need to allow rebuilding plans to be as flexible 
as possible.  As seen with the problems we are having establishing optimum yields for rebuilding species 
for the 2003 season, flexibility is a virtue, not a vice. 
 
 
PFMC 
09/11/02 
 



Exhibit C.7.b 
Supplemental SSC Report 

September 2002 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
UPDATE ON AMENDMENT 16 – REBUILDING PLANS 

 
Mr. Kit Dahl updated the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) on the current status of Amendment 
16, which incorporates rebuilding plans into the groundfish fishery management plan (FMP).  Three 
options addressing "The Form and Required Elements of Rebuilding Plans" were advanced from the June 
Council meeting (options 1a, 1b, and 1c).  Options 1b and 1c are inflexible as to accommodating new 
science or new data and may require significant administrative effort to implement, because they require 
numerical values for specified rebuilding parameters.  The SSC emphasizes that the Council should 
expect numerical details of rebuilding plans (e.g., BMSY or B0) to change over time – whether due to 
improved estimates of these parameters from updated stock assessments, the development of new 
models, or due to technical errors that were not discovered in the previous stock assessment review.  For 
example, the recent changes to the estimate of the 1999 year class for bocaccio and the biomass 
estimate for yelloweye rockfish have led to changes to virtually all of the biological rebuilding parameters.  
The use of hard numbers in the rebuilding amendment should be minimized in order to avoid the need to 
repeatedly amend the FMP with each stock assessment cycle.  The SSC suggests that consideration be 
given to specifying only the formulae or algorithms for the biological parameters that govern the rebuilding 
process in the FMP amendment. 
 
 
PFMC 
09/12/02 
 









Exhibit C.8.c 
Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2002 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
STOCK ASSESSMENT PRIORITIES FOR 2003 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with Dr. Richard Methot of the Northwest Fisheries 
Science Center (NWFSC) to review proposals for 2003 stock assessments.  The GAP also had a lengthy 
discussion with Dr.  Methot on survey methodology. 
 
The GAP agrees with the NWFSC proposal to conduct full assessments on Pacific whiting, lingcod, 
bocaccio rockfish, cabezon, and black rockfish in 2003.  The GAP also generally agrees with the proposal 
to conduct abbreviated assessments on Pacific ocean perch, darkblotched rockfish, cowcod, and 
yellowtail rockfish.  However, the GAP believes that given the large number of abbreviated assessments 
that are being combined, at least one outside reviewer should participate in the review panel.  As usual, 
the GAP expects one of its representatives and a representative of the Groundfish Management Team 
will serve on the full and abbreviated review panels as advisors. 
 
The GAP strongly disagrees with the proposal that widow rockfish be treated under the abbreviated 
assessment procedure and instead recommends it be treated to a full review.  The GAP notes that 
several of the data sets and indices that were used for past widow rockfish assessments will no longer be 
available due to substantial changes in management, such as the conscious effort of the whiting fleet to 
avoid widow rockfish.  Given the need to more closely examine other data sets without the additional data 
being available, the GAP believes a full assessment and review is warranted. 
 
In regard to data sets in general, the GAP notes there appear to be state data collection and analysis 
efforts which have not been made known to assessment authors.  For example, several GAP members 
reported that extensive hook-and-line catch sampling has been conducted in California ports, but the data 
seems not to be available.  The GAP suggests the Council strongly recommend to the states that data be 
collected, analyzed, and distributed in a way that it can be useful to assessment authors.  Similarly, state 
and federal data collection efforts on other species, including salmon, should be coordinated with the 
groundfish research program to determine whether fisheries independent or environmental data can be 
collected to enhance our understanding of groundfish. 
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Exhibit C.8.c 
Supplemental SSC Report 

September 2002 
 
 

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

 
Dr. Rick Methot briefed the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) on the working list of species 
planned for stock assessment review in 2003.  The list is similar to that considered in June, with the 
omission of yelloweye rockfish, which was already fully reviewed in August 2002.  Species identified for 
full assessment include whiting, lingcod, bocaccio, cabezon, and black rockfish.  Updated assessments 
are planned for Pacific ocean perch (POP), darkblotched, widow, cowcod, and yellowtail rockfish.  Dr. 
Ralston commented that Dr. Xi He would be willing and able to conduct a full assessment of widow 
rockfish rather than an update.  Dr. Methot noted that lead authors have yet to be identified for the 
lingcod, cabezon, and cowcod assessments.  The cabezon assessment will be new, so the authors will 
need more lead time than other assessment teams if data are to be gathered and a new assessment 
model is to be developed. 
 
The current list of groundfish assessment candidates is an ambitious one, even given the opportunity for 
holding expedited reviews.  The longer list is a direct outcome of the multi-year management process, 
and may present challenges in finding an adequate number of assessment authors and independent 
experts for review.  In the event that assessment authors cannot be identified, the long-term management 
consequences of postponement should be considered.  
 
The SSC questions the practicality of holding four concurrent expedited reviews within a two-day panel.  
All assessments, full or expedited, can present unexpected problems and each review panel will be 
unique in composition and perspectives.  It may be wise to have contingency plans for assessments 
which cannot be resolved in the expedited review process. 

 
 

PFMC 
09/12/02 
 







 Exhibit C.8 
 Situation Summary 
 September 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 September to allow sufficient time for assessment authors to obtain relevant data for next 
year’s assessments.  Preliminary consideration of a list of proposed species and discussion of priorities 
occurred at the June Council meeting.  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: 
 
1. Discussion and guidance. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife letter from Mr. Phil Anderson to Dr. Donald McIsaac 

dated August 2, 2002 (Exhibit C.8, Attachment 1). 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview  John DeVore 
b. NMFS Northwest Fisheries Science Center Report Elizabeth Clarke 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comment 
e. Council Discussion 
 

 
 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). 
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Exhibit C.9.c 
Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
AMENDMENT 17 - MULTI-YEAR MANAGEMENT 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) received an update from Ms. Yvonne de Reynier on the status 
of Amendment 17 to the Pacific groundfish fishery management plan. 
 
The GAP has previously endorsed proposed Alternative 3 as the most reasonable alternative and 
continues to do so.  Since the GAP has provided more extensive comments at earlier meetings, they will 
not repeat them here. 
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Exhibit C.10.c 
Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2002 
 
 

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

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with California Department of Fish and Game staff to 
discuss current plans for delegation of nearshore management authority. 
 
As it has on several previous occasions, the GAP raised serious concerns about delegation of authority 
as has been proposed in the past.  These concerns include impacts on species (and fisheries for those 
species) present both within and outside of state waters; the lack of adequate financial and personnel 
resources to conduct the level of assessment and management needed, especially for species that might 
be declared overfished; the confusion that would result from having two different management systems 
apply to a single species of fish; how the state management process would interact with the state’s 
marine protected area process; and how public participation and allocation decisions would be handled. 
 
In short, the GAP recommends that no further effort be expended on delegation of nearshore 
management authority to California until these concerns have been met.  The GAP notes that it would 
have the same questions if delegation of authority were sought by other states. 
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