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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 and
developments relevant to groundfish fisheries. Specific items for discussion include an update on 2003
regulations, a briefing on recent negotiations with Canada concerning whiting allocation and management,
an update on changes to the 2003 Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Process, and other issues of interest
to the Council.
Council Task:
1. Discussion.
Reference Materials: None
Aqenda Order:
a. Regulatory Matters
b. Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Schedule Changes
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
d. Public Comment
e. Council Discussion
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REPORT ON THE BYCATCH WORKSHOP AND OBSERVER DATA UPDATE
Situation: On Monday April 7, a joint session of the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC), Groundfish
Management Team (GMT), and Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) is scheduled to discuss the January
Bycatch Workshop and to provide an update on the use of observer data collected since September 2001.
The session is designed to facilitate attendance by Council members and the public, so as to save
presentation time during the Council session.
Bvcatch Workshop
The Bycatch Workshop was held in Seattle January 27-29,2003. The primary purpose of the workshop was
to review the methodology that has been used in the past to estimate
bycatch and to consider how new
observer data will be incorporated to improve future estimates of fishing mortality and bycatch.
The workshop panel consisted of ten members, two from each of the following Council advisory bodies:
SSC
Economics Subcommittee (Dr. Mike Dalton ,Chair and Ms. Cindy Thomson), SSC Groundfish Subcommittee
(Mr. Tom Jagielo and Dr. Martin Dorn), GAP (Mr. Rod Moore and Mr. Marion
Larkin), GMT (Mr. Brian Culver
and Dr. Alec MacCall); and two independent reviewers (Ms. Cynthia Jones and Mr. David Agnew).
A final report was issued by the Bycatch Workshop Panel on February 19, 2003. A copy of this report is
provided as Exhibit E.2, Attachment 1.
Observer Data Update
A preliminary report and summary analysis of the observer program data was released in January 2003, and
will be made available for the April 7 joint session. The report is also available on the Northwest Fisheries
Science Center website at: chttp://www.nwfsc.noaa.aov/fram/Observer/datareport.htm>.
During the April 7 joint session, the Northwest Fisheries Science Center will provide a report on the issues and
schedule for incorporating data from the West Coast Groundfish Observer Program into fishery management
decision making. A status report as of the Briefing Book deadline is provided as Exhibit E.2, Attachment 2.
During the Council session, Dr. Elizabeth Clarke will give a brief summary of the expected schedule
subsequent to the April Council meeting.
Council Task:
1. Discussion about implications of the
Bycatch Workshop results and the schedule for
incorporating data from the observer program.
Reference Materials:
1.
2.

Final Report Council Bycatch Model Review Workshop (Exhibit E.2, Attachment 1).
Observer Data Analysis Status Report March 2003, NWFSC (Exhibit E.2, Attachment 2).

Aqenda Order:
Ed Waters
Elizabeth Clarke

a. Agendum Overview
b. NMFS Report
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
d. Public Comment
e. Council Discussion
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FINAL REPORT
PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
BYCATCH MODEL REVIEW WORKSHOP
January 27-29, 2003
Review Panel Members
SSC Economics Subcommittee:
Dr. Michael Dalton - California State University, Monterey Bay (chair)
Ms. Cindy Thomson - NMFS Southwest Fisheries Science Center, Santa Cruz
SSC Groundfish Subcommittee:
Dr. Martin Dorn - NMFS Alaska Fisheries Science Center, Seattle
Mr. Tom Jagielo - Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
External Reviewers:
Mr. David Agnew - Imperial College, London, United Kingdom
Ms. Cynthia Jones - Old Dominion University, Norfolk, Virginia
Groundfish Management Team:
Mr. Brian Culver - Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Dr. Alec MacCall - NMFS Southwest Fisheries Science Center, Santa Cruz
Groundfish Advisory Panel:
Mr. Marion Larkin - Groundfish trawl representative
Mr. Rod Moore - Processor representative
Overview
The Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) first adopted trip limits for the groundfish fishery in the
early 1980s. These regulations were intended to slow the rate of harvest of individual species, thereby
supporting a year-round fishery while ensuring that harvest of each species did not exceed its optimum
yield (OY). As trip limits declined, the Council gradually replaced them with cumulative landings limits
(i.e., vessel landings limits per time period rather than per trip) that were intended to discourage discards
while giving vessels more operational flexibility than they had under trip limits. Currently, the temporal
duration of cumulative limits is two months. Because cumulative limits apply to landings and not catch,
fishing can continue for other species once the limit for a particular species is reached. However,
unintended bycatch can occur while fishing for these other species. Catch in excess of limits cannot be
legally retained and is assumed to be discarded.
For purposes of this report, bycatch is defined to include all fish taken on a trip other than landings
(retention) of target species. Thus bycatch includes discard of target species, as well as landings and
discard of non-target species. The groundfish trawl bycatch model focuses on a particular subset of
bycatch, that is, bycatch (landings + discard) of non-target (in this case, overfished) groundfish species.
The bycatch model was developed in 2001 by the Council’s Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to
project the effect of 2002 target species bimonthly limits on trawl bycatch of overfished species (i.e.,
lingcod, Pacific ocean perch, canary, darkblotched, widow and bocaccio rockfish). In 2003, in addition to
bimonthly limits, the Council also implemented highly restrictive depth-based fishery closures to ensure
bycatch of overfished species did not exceed their OYs. In order to facilitate the Council’s consideration
of management alternatives, the GMT modified the bycatch model used in 2002 to evaluate the combined
effects of depth-based closures and bimonthly limits.
At their November 2002 meeting, the Council agreed to a recommendation from the Scientific and
Statistical Committee (SSC) that a workshop be convened to review the bycatch model. The Council
assigned responsibility for technical aspects of the workshop to the SSC; the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) Northwest Fisheries Science Center (NWFSC) agreed to be responsible for meeting
logistics. Terms of Reference for the workshop, including a draft agenda, are contained in Attachment 1
of this report.
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The panel convened on January 27-29, 2003 at the NWFSC in Seattle, Washington. Prior to the
meeting, Dr. Jim Hastie provided the panel with documentation on the bycatch model (Hastie, undated).
The panel appreciates the thoroughness with which Dr. Hastie’s document addressed the requirements of
the terms of reference.
The panel also received other papers (Pikitch, Erickson and Wallace, 1988; Methot, Helser and Hastie,
2000; Wallace and Methot 2002; Gillis, Pikitch and Peterman, 1995; Babcock and Pikitch 2000) that
provide information on previous efforts to collect and analyze data pertaining to groundfish trawl bycatch
on the West Coast. Highlights of these papers are as follows:
·

Pikitch et al. (1988) conducted the first comprehensive analysis of bycatch and discard in the West
Coast groundfish trawl fishery. Their analysis is based on data from a voluntary at-sea observer
program (hereafter referred to as the Pikitch study) conducted aboard commercial groundfish trawl
vessels operating from Newport, Astoria, and Coos Bay, Oregon from June 1985 through December
1987. The analysis distinguishes major fishing strategies by gear, target species, and depth of
fishing and provides estimates of discard rates by strategy and species for species managed by
Council trip limits. Results of the analysis show a significant relationship between discard rates and
trip limits.

·

Methot et al. (2000) analyze discard of target species in the West Coast Dover
sole/thornyhead/trawl-caught sablefish complex (DTS) bottom trawl fishery. Their analysis is the first
to use data from the Enhanced Data Collection Program (EDCP), a voluntary observer program
initiated by the Oregon Trawl Commission and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife in
conjunction with NMFS and other partners. The EDCP was conducted from Crescent City, California
to Bellingham, Washington over the period November 1995 through December 1998. The analysis
treats each trip in the EDCP data as a random draw without considering any vessel specific effects.
Discard of DTS for each trawl trip landing DTS is estimated as a function of the remaining amount of
the vessel’s cumulative limit.

·

Wallace and Methot (2002) analyze halibut bycatch in the West Coast bottom trawl groundfish fishery.
The analysis uses data from the EDCP, combined with logbook data on trawl effort and fishticket data
for Oregon and Washington from the Pacific Coast Fisheries Information Network (PacFIN). Bycatch
rates are estimated as a function of tow hours, instead of target strategy as done by Pikitch et al.
(1998).

·

Gillis et al. (1995) use optimal foraging theory to develop a dynamic model of discard due to
high-grading, whereby fishermen discard marketable but lower-valued fish to leave space for more
valuable fish that may be caught before the end of a trip. High-grading is distinct from discard
associated with regulatory landings limits, the primary cause of discard in the West Coast groundfish
fishery. This analysis applies dynamic programming methods to simulate discard of high, low, and
medium valued classes of sablefish as a function of seasonal trip limits and availability. The analysis
is based on data from the Oregon trawl fishery collected in the Pikitch study.

·

Babcock and Pikitch (2000) extend the dynamic programming approach of Gillis et al. (1995) to
include other fishing strategies and consider discard from all sources. The data come from a mesh
size study involving voluntary observers aboard Oregon and Washington groundfish trawlers during
1988-1990. Results simulate discard of various species including sablefish, widow and yellowtail
rockfish as a function of trip limits.

Groundfish Trawl Bycatch Model and Its Use in the Council Management Process
The general approach of the groundfish trawl bycatch model involves construction of an annual baseline
participation pattern (landings by target species, target fishery, bimonthly period, management area, and
depth) for individual groundfish trawl vessels. A set of algorithms is used to predict how the baseline
pattern of individual vessels would be constrained by proposed management measures (closed areas,
bimonthly limits). Aggregate effects are then predicted by summing the effects of the management
measures across individual vessels. In order to understand specifically how groundfish trawl bycatch is
estimated, it is important to understand both the details of the bycatch model and the manner in which it is
utilized in the management process.
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Step 1 - Defining the Baseline
Participation by individual vessels in specific target fisheries and time periods can vary widely from one
year to the next, depending on species abundance and regulatory and market conditions in nongroundfish
(e.g., shrimp) as well as groundfish fisheries. To ensure the baseline captures the possibility of extensive
fishery participation within target fisheries and time periods and reflects recent fishery conditions, multiple
years of fishticket data (1999-2001) are used to define the baseline, with greater weight given to data from
more recent years (Hastie, Table 6). The baseline is defined on a vessel-by-vessel basis, with each trip
made by each vessel assigned to a bimonthly period and management area. Each trip is also assigned
to a target fishery based on explicit criteria (Hastie, Table 1). For each vessel, bimonthly period and
management area, the landings distribution of each target species among target fisheries is also
estimated.
To reflect the effect of the depth-based closures considered in 2003, the baseline defined in the 2002
version of the model was augmented to include information on the depth distribution of landings.
Specifically, 1999 logbook data are used to estimate the relative depth distribution of each target species
taken by each vessel in each bimonthly period and management area. The absolute level of landings
associated with each depth stratum is then estimated by multiplying baseline landings for each vessel,
target species, period, and area by the relative depth distribution of landings for the same vessel, target
species, period, and area.
Step 2 - Predicting Redistribution of Harvest Associated with Depth-based Closures
For each depth-based closure scenario evaluated, an ad hoc effort redistribution formula (Hastie, Table 9)
is used to predict the extent to which harvest taken at proposed closed depths would be redistributed to
depths remaining open. Specifically, for each vessel, bimonthly period and management area, landings
of each target species during the baseline period are summed across those depth strata that would
remain open to fishing in 2003, and the percentage of the vessel’s total baseline landings accounted for by
these open depths is calculated. This percentage is entered into the redistribution formula to predict
landings after the closure in the absence of a bimonthly limit constraint. Actual landings of each target
species by each vessel in each period and area are then estimated by constraining the landings level
predicted by the redistribution formula from exceeding the bimonthly limit for the species. Total landings
of each target species after the closure are then estimated by summing appropriately across vessels,
periods, and areas.
Step 3 - Selecting Bycatch Rates
For each overfished species and target fishery, the bycatch rate is calculated as the poundage of the
overfished species caught (landings + discard) in the target fishery divided by the poundage of all target
species landed in the same fishery. Bycatch rates are estimated on a target fishery basis to avoid the
double counting that would occur if they were estimated on a target species basis.
For the area north of Cape Mendocino, a range of bycatch rates for each overfished species is derived for
each bimonthly period/target fishery stratum, using data from the 1999 logbooks and the Pikitch and
EDCP studies (Hastie, Table 3a). For the area south of Cape Mendocino, the 1999 logbooks are used to
1/
derive bycatch rates in each of the same strata (Hastie, Table 3b). For the northern management area,
the GMT devises a range of bycatch rates for Council consideration, by evaluating the Table 3a rates in
terms of factors such as sample size and the timeliness of the data source from which each rate was
derived (the Pikitch rates being the most outdated, the logbook rates the most current) (Hastie, Table 4a).
For the southern area, the range (Hastie, Table 4b) is calculated as
50% of the rates contained in
Table 3b.
The rates used in the bycatch model are selected by the Council (Hastie, Tables 12a, and 12b), based on
the ranges provided in Hastie’s Tables 4a and 4b and additional information from the GMT regarding the
historical performance of the rates in predicting retained bycatch. In this regard, the GMT gave special
consideration to bocaccio. Specifically, given that bocaccio harvest in the first four months of 2002
1/ Coverage of the area south of Cape Mendocino by the Pikitch and EDCP surveys was too limited to
allow use of these data sources to estimate bycatch rates in the southern area.
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exceeded model projections by 350% (Hastie, Table 7), the GMT increased the raw logbook bycatch rates
for bocaccio by factors of 3.9 to 9.0 for depths less than 80 fathoms and by a factor of 2.0 for depths
greater than 150 fathoms. These upward adjustments are intended to improve model performance with
regard to bocaccio bycatch.
Bycatch rates for each overfished species in each target fishery, bimonthly period, management area, and
depth are calculated from the 1999 logbooks based on the start position of the tow. These rates are
calibrated to the Council-approved bycatch rates, by multiplying each logbook rate by the ratio of the
corresponding Council-approved rate to the (all depths) logbook rate. These calibrated rates are then
compared with information from the NMFS trawl survey regarding the depth distribution of bycatch
species. In cases where a positive bycatch rate is estimated for a depth at which a particular bycatch
species is not found (according to trawl survey data), the rate is set to zero. This latter procedure is
intended to help correct for possible erroneous inferences in the logbooks regarding depth of harvest
associated with the fact that the start depth of the tow reported in the logbook database is not necessarily
the depth at which the fish are caught.
Step 4 - Predicting Bycatch Levels
Landings of each target species within each target fishery are estimated for each vessel, bimonthly period,
and management area by multiplying the projected landings of each target species by each vessel in each
period and area after the closure (derived in step 2) by the baseline landings distribution of target species
among target fisheries for the same vessel, period, and area (derived in step 1). Landings of all target
species within each target fishery are derived for each vessel, period, and area by summing appropriately
across species. Bycatch of each overfished species is estimated by multiplying total target species
landings projected for each vessel in each target fishery, bimonthly period, and management area after
the depth-based closures by the appropriate bycatch rate (derived in step 3). Total bycatch of each
species is then estimated by summing appropriately across vessels, fisheries, periods, and areas.
Step 5 - Model Evaluation and Iteration
If either (i) projected landings of any target species (derived in step 2) exceeds the trawl landed OY for that
species or (ii) projected bycatch of any overfished species (derived in step 4) exceeds the trawl bycatch OY
for that species, target species bimonthly limits and/or depth closures are adjusted, and the model is rerun.
Model iterations continue until all regulatory conditions are met. This iterative process is manual rather
than automated.
Comments on Technical Merits and/or Deficiencies of the Bycatch Model
The bycatch model explicitly links groundfish policy instruments (bimonthly limits and depth closures) to the
intended regulatory objective (ensuring that estimated bycatch of each overfished species does not exceed
OY). The model is complex, reflecting the complexity of trawl regulations and fishing behavior. The
detailed stratification of fishing activity - by vessel, bimonthly period, management area, target species,
target fishery, and depth - reflects the demands that are placed on the model. The panel does not know if
available data can support the level of stratification used in the model.
The effort redistribution formula used in the model is ad hoc. Furthermore, it will not be possible to assess
the predictive ability of the redistribution formula even when 2003 logbook data become available, as the
formula-generated harvest estimates are subject to bimonthly limit constraints before being converted into
actual harvest projections. Use of the redistribution formula was prompted by recognition of the limited
usefulness of recent historical data for predicting 2003 fishing activity, given the unprecedented
depth-based closures implemented in that year. The formula is expected to be phased out, as fishticket
and logbook data for 2003 and beyond become available.
The bycatch rates used in the model are selected by the Council from a range of rates derived from
logbook, Pikitch, and EDCP data. Factors such as sample size, currency of the data used to estimate
each rate, and historical performance of the rates in predicting retained bycatch are considered in the final
selection of bycatch rates. These are all appropriate factors to consider. The manner in which the bycatch
rates are selected is ad hoc and constrained by the limitations of existing data. It is not possible for the
panel to directly evaluate the accuracy of the bycatch rates.
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The model is deterministic (as opposed to stochastic) and does not include any explicit consideration of
risk. Moreover, it is not possible for the panel to evaluate whether the model implicitly reflects any
particular attitude toward risk. For instance, while the effort redistribution formula takes a "middle ground"
in terms of assuming partial (rather than 0% or 100%) redistribution of effort from closed to open areas, it is
not possible to know whether assuming a "middle ground" is risk neutral relative to the extent of the effort
shift actually occurring as a result of the closures. A risk averse strategy would be to assume 100%
redistribution of effort. The need to validate this and other model assumptions has not yet received any
attention.
With regard to overall model performance, preliminary data from January through April 2002 suggest that
the ability of the model to predict target species landings varies widely by species (Hastie, Table 7). The
percent deviation between actual and projected landings ranges from –14% to +36%, with the notable
exception of widow and yellowtail rockfish. The large deviations indicated for widow and yellowtail rockfish
(-97% and -75% respectively) are due to the fact the 2002 bimonthly limits for these species were so low as
to discourage targeted fishing. This result suggests the model is better suited to projecting landings
associated with marginal changes in bimonthly limits than changes significant enough to affect the targeting
behavior of the fleet.
A comparison of actual and projected cumulative landings of target species in 2002 (Hastie, Table 8)
shows annual deviations ranging from -9% to +39%, suggesting a tendency for bimonthly deviations to
even out over the course of the year. According to Dr. Hastie, actual landings of target species (even
longspines, for which the model underestimates actual landings by 39%) were consistently lower than their
respective OYs in 2002. This result is due largely to the effect of bycatch constraints on target fishery
activity. The effect of errors in target species landings projections on bycatch estimates is difficult to
evaluate and varies by species, depending on the extent to which each target species contributes to total
landings in each target fishery and the bycatch rates associated with each fishery.
Hastie’s Table 7 also provides a comparison of model projections of bycatch with bycatch estimates. The
panel notes it is not possible to meaningfully evaluate the model’s ability to predict total bycatch, as the
bycatch estimates reported in the table combine "real world" data on bycatch landings with ad hoc
assumptions regarding bycatch discard. Even the "real world" portion of bycatch cannot be compared
against model projections, as model results cannot be disaggregated to distinguish between landings and
discard of bycatch species.
The model should not be considered the only (or the best) modeling approach to estimating and monitoring
bycatch. However, it is a reasonable approach, given the data and time constraints present at the time of
model development and the unprecedented nature of the depth-based closures that the model attempts to
address. Due to the uncertainties surrounding the model and the bycatch rate assumptions, it is critical
the model be validated against results from the early months of the 2003 fishery before being utilized in the
2004 management cycle. The lack of attention to methods of validating model assumptions and data must
also be addressed with some urgency. Over the longer term, the panel recommends that an effort-based
model be developed that explicitly considers the separate effects of changes in effort and catch per unit of
effort (CPUE) on bycatch. As a first step, it is important the data requirements of such a model be
identified and addressed.
Comments on Technical Merits and/or Deficiencies of the Data
The bycatch model relies heavily on trawl logbook data. Trawl logbooks provide detailed tow-by-tow data
that allow identification of the mix of fishing strategies pursued on a trip. Logbooks also provide depth
data needed to evaluate effects of the depth-based closures implemented by the Council in 2003.
Relative to other available historical sources of bycatch data (i.e., the Pikitch and EDCP studies), logbook
data are collected on an ongoing annual basis and provide larger sample sizes and broader geographic
coverage.
The logbooks also have their limitations. For instance, the logbook program is administered by the three
states within their respective boundaries, and each state uses different procedures to adjust the hailed
5

weights reported in the logbooks. The logbooks provide information on retained bycatch, but not discards.
While the logbooks include fields for the start and end location of tows, only the start location is entered into
the database. Some inaccuracy in catch location can be expected, regardless of whether catch is
characterized in terms of start or end location of the tow. It is not clear to the panel whether vessel
operators would be able to provide more accurate information regarding location of catch on a tow-by-tow
basis, although it was noted that operators who use net-mounted transducers know where the majority of
their fish are caught.
The bycatch model relies on 1999-2001 fishticket data to characterize baseline trawl fishing activity by
vessel, target species, target fishery, bimonthly period, and management area. While fishtickets are a
useful source of information on target fishery, logbooks would be a more discriminating source of
information, as the tow-by-tow data contained in the logbooks would allow the assignment of multiple target
strategies to a single trip. Dr. Hastie indicates the use of logbooks to evaluate target strategy is a high
priority for further model development.
The bycatch model relies on 1999 logbook data to estimate the depth distribution of landings. The use of
more recent years of logbook data would be better suited for ensuring the bycatch model captures recent
behavior of the fleet with regard to depth of landings.
Data from the 1999 logbooks, the 1995-1998 EDCP study and the 1985-1987 Pikitch study were used to
establish an initial range of bycatch rates for further consideration by the GMT and Council. The use of
pre-2000 data as a starting point for determining appropriate bycatch rates for the current fishery is
problematic, given the significant changes that have occurred in terms of regulations (reduced cumulative
limits, small footrope restriction) and the types of fishing opportunities and incentives faced by the fleet.
The use of 1999 logbook data to estimate bycatch rates is necessitated by the fact that 1999 is the most
recent year in which cumulative limits were sufficiently high to allow estimation of bycatch rates. However,
unlike the EDCP and Pikitch data, which include information on both landings and discards, it is significant
to note that only landings (not discards) are reported in the logbooks. The magnitude of the introduced
error and its effect on logbook-derived bycatch rates is unknown.
Integrating Model and Data from Observer Program
The West Coast Groundfish Observer Program is intended to collect data on discards, not retained catch.
Although the observer program was not originally designed to provide input to the bycatch model (which did
not exist at the time the program was initiated), observer data will be an important input into the bycatch
model as they become available.
Since the objective of the observer program is to provide data on discarded catch only, reconstruction of
bycatch rates by target fishery requires information on retained catch. Retained catch is available from
(1) observer-recorded hailed weights, (2) fishtickets, (3) unadjusted logbook data, and (4)
fishticket-adjusted logbook data. Adjusted logbook data are the preferred source of information on
retained catch.
Evaluation of the number of observed tows, trips, and vessels in 2001 and 2002 (Appendix C) indicates
relatively sparse coverage in many model strata. In some cases the lack of coverage may be attributed to
little or no fishing effort in the stratum. Reliance on observer data to estimate bycatch rates will require a
strategy for combining data across strata when sample sizes are inadequate to support an estimate for an
individual stratum.
A number of opportunities exist for collapsing target fishery and season strata to increase the sample size
within strata, including (1) eliminating the arrowtooth target strategy, (2) combining periods 1 and 6 for the
petrale sole target, and (3) combining several periods to estimate bycatch for the DTS target in the winter
season. Given the limited targeting opportunities under the current management system, another
alternative is to dispense with target fishery strata entirely and collapse the model to deep and shallow
water strata in the north and south.
With regard to the specific issue of seasonal aggregation, the panel suggests the following approaches:
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·

Combining data across all periods and estimating an annual bycatch rate.

·

Combining data from adjacent periods as needed.

·

Applying the seasonal pattern of bycatch in the 1999 logbook data to the annual rate.

Although each of these alternatives has some merit, the panel is reluctant to recommend a preferred
method without seeing a comparison of the seasonal bycatch patterns that are produced by each method.
The panel recommends a comparison of this type be conducted, based on a minimum sample size of two
vessels and 10 tows per stratum.
As a follow-up to this workshop, the panel recommends the SSC do the following: (1) review the sampling
protocol used in the observer program, (2) evaluate how to best integrate the observer data into the
bycatch model, and (3) provide advice regarding the issue of small observer sample sizes in the context of
the stratification used in the bycatch model. One task specific to (3) would be to review the comparison of
seasonal bycatch patterns associated with the three alternative approaches identified above for obtaining
bycatch rates for strata without sufficient observer data. Dr. Hastie has agreed to perform this comparison
for the SSC.
As more observer data become available, consideration should be given to whether data from only the
most recent year should be used, or whether data from previous years should also be used. There is a
tradeoff between increasing the sample size (and precision) of bycatch rate estimates by including more
years of data versus the potential of estimating bycatch rates that do not reflect current conditions. If
multiple years of data are needed to obtain sufficiently precise bycatch rates, a weighting scheme with
more weight on the most recent data should be considered, such as a running average or an exponentially
weighted average.
Recommendations for Bycatch Estimation in 2003 and Beyond
Inseason Management in 2003
For inseason management in 2003, the panel recommends the current model be used, with potential
adjustment of historical vessel landings and/or bycatch rates to bring the projected inseason landings into
agreement with fishticket and observer data. Any adjustment of model bycatch rates should be presented
to the SSC for review and comment, along with a comparison of model-projected inseason landings with
actual landings of target species and all bycatch species managed under rebuilding plans.
2004 and Beyond
1. As soon as feasible, the panel recommends the bycatch rates currently used in the model be replaced
with rates from the observer program, in accordance with guidance provided by the SSC. Since the
observer program is intended to provide estimates of discarded catch only, reconstruction of bycatch
rates by target fishery will also require information on retained catch. The panel recommends state
agencies give high priority to making 2002 fishticket-adjusted logbook data available by April of 2003,
so bycatch rates can be estimated for the 2004 management cycle using the 2002 observer data in
combination with the best available estimates of retained catch. Timely availability of adjusted logbook
data will continue to be important in future years.
2. The bycatch model currently defines the baseline level of fishing trips and assigns landings of target
species to a target fishery on the basis of 1999-2001 fishticket data. The panel recommends target
fishery assignments be based on the most recent years of logbook data, as the tow-by-tow data
contained in the logbooks provide greater discrimination than the fishtickets in terms of allowing for
multiple target strategies on a single trip.
3. The bycatch model currently relies on 1999 logbook data to estimate the depth distribution of landings.
The panel recommends the three most recent years of available logbook data be used to estimate
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depth distribution. The depth distribution should be updated each year with the most currently
available logbook data.
4. Until logbook data for 2003 (the first year of the depth-related closures) become available, it will be
necessary to continue relying on the effort redistribution formula, in combination with pre-2003 logbook
data, to project fishery participation and depth distribution of harvest. The effort distribution formula is
ad hoc and cannot be independently validated. Even if the formula provides a reasonable depiction of
effort redistribution between 2002 and 2003, the formula is likely to become more outdated the longer it
is used, as fishermen displaced from closed areas become more adept at operating in open areas.
The panel notes that 2003 logbook data (because they represent actual behavior after the depth-based
closures) will likely provide a much better basis for predicting future bycatch than an untestable
redistribution formula. The potential repercussions of delay in receipt of 2003 logbook data may be
exacerbated by the shift to multi-year management of the groundfish fishery. Specifically, unless the
2003 logbook data become available early enough in 2004 to affect Council deliberations for the
2005-2006 management cycle, the Council’s ability to take advantage of information contained in the
2003 data would be limited to inseason adjustments until the 2007-2008 management cycle. The
panel recommends fishticket-adjusted logbooks for 2003 be made available by April of 2004 to allow
information pertaining to fishing behavior after the Council’s depth-based closures to be incorporated
into the bycatch model in time for the 2005-2006 management cycle. Timely receipt of logbook data
(as well as fishticket data) is both an immediate and ongoing need.
5. The bycatch model is an empirical model with critical ad hoc assumptions. The only possible test of the
model is how well the model predicts what actually occurs. Once the changes to the bycatch model
recommended by this panel for the 2004 management cycle are made (e.g., use of 1999-2001 logbook
data to assign harvest to target fisheries and estimate the depth distribution of harvest, use of
fishticket-adjusted observer data rather than 1999 logbook data to estimate bycatch rates), the model
should be run with the depth closures and cumulative limits in effect in 2003. Model results should be
compared with actual harvest levels from the early months of 2003 and correction factors applied, as
appropriate, to calibrate the model for 2004.
6. The choice of bycatch rates is a technical, not a policy, decision. This decision should be made by the
GMT, in consultation with the GAP, and subject to the approval of the SSC.
Other Research and Data Recommendations
1. The three states use different procedures for adjusting hailed weights in the trawl logbooks. These
adjustment procedures should be evaluated in terms of their comparability and potentially differential
effects on bycatch estimation results.
2. The effort redistribution formula used in the bycatch model is actually a catch redistribution formula that
reflects the combined effects of changes in effort and CPUE. The validity of the formula cannot be
tested. As suggested above, dynamic optimization models and discrete choice models are potentially
useful frameworks for evaluating the effects of depth-based area closures; such models are based on
testable hypotheses and can be used to distinguish the separate effects of closures on effort and
CPUE. Explicit consideration of effort effects will make the model more transparent in terms of fleet
behavior assumptions and thus facilitate the ability of the industry to make concrete suggestions for
model improvement. Explicit consideration of CPUE effects will allow the effect of changes in stock
abundance and environmental factors to be reflected in the model. The panel recommends that
suitable optimization models be devised, and the data needed to estimate such models be collected, so
1/
model development can proceed.
3. Uncertainty in the bycatch rates obtained from the observer program should be evaluated using
bootstrap variance estimates. In order for this type of analysis to be feasible, it will be necessary to
eliminate the ad hoc features of the current bycatch model and recast the model into an automated
2/ Babcock and Pikitch (2000) and the papers presented at the October 2002 NMFS Social Science
Workshop in Silver Spring, Maryland may provide a useful starting point for model development.
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framework. Dealing with uncertainty should be an important consideration in future development of
the bycatch model.
4. Optimization models may be useful for identifying and evaluating a broad range of management
alternatives for consideration by the Council. For instance, such models may facilitate evaluation of
alternative combinations of depth-based closures and bimonthly limits relative to Council objectives.
While no single model outcome or single objective is expected to be the deciding factor in setting
regulations, models of this type may enhance the ability of the Council to identify a broad range of
regulatory options and anticipate the effects of these options in a more systematic and transparent
manner. The panel recommends development of such models as a long term research goal.
5. While the focus of this panel has been on evaluation and improvement of bycatch estimates for the
limited entry trawl fleet, it is important to note that trawlers account for a minor portion of the harvest of
some overfished species (e.g., bocaccio, lingcod). The panel recommends a technical review of
procedures and data currently used to account for total catch by recreational, fixed gear, and open
access sectors of the groundfish fishery be undertaken in the near future, and solutions be devised to
address whatever deficiencies may exist in such procedures and data.
6. Some modification of existing recreational sampling procedures and design of new procedures will be
occurring as a result of the ongoing reorganization of Recreational Fishery Information Network
(RecFIN). The panel recommends that all recreational fishery sampling protocols be designed to
produce statistically valid estimates of total catch, and sound procedures be devised to ensure
appropriate calibration in transitioning from current to future data collection and estimation methods.
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ATTACHMENT 1
Terms of Reference for the January Bycatch Workshop
December 5, 2002
Introduction
In 2001, the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) filed a lawsuit against the U.S. Secretary of
Commerce that successfully challenged the adequacy of the bycatch rates used by the Pacific Fishery
Management Council (Council) in setting annual specifications for the groundfish fishery in 2001. The
Council's Groundfish Management Team (GMT) subsequently developed and documented a bycatch
model that was intended to enhance the transparency and accuracy of its bycatch estimation methods.
The details of this new model were discussed at a September 25, 2001 GMT meeting attended by other
interested parties - including representatives from the NRDC and the Council’s Scientific and Statistical
Committee (SSC). This model was used to set annual specifications for the 2002 fishery.
Partway through the 2002 season, amid concerns regarding premature attainment of the bocaccio OY and
to ensure the OY for darkblotched rockfish would not be exceeded prior to the end of the season, the
Council imposed inseason adjustment measures on the groundfish fishery in the form of depth-based area
closures. Area closures of this type will continue to be a key element of groundfish fishery management in
2003 and beyond. In order to improve its ability to conduct preseason evaluation of the effects of such
closures on bycatch and discards, the GMT incorporated a number of new features into the 2002 bycatch
model - including calibration of bycatch rates to depth strata and a behavioral response formula that
predicts the redistribution of trawl effort and catch associated with area closures. At the Council's
September 2002 meeting, the SSC noted the briefing it had received regarding this revised bycatch model
was only the first step toward a comprehensive evaluation of the type of bycatch estimation methodology
that will be required in conjunction with the depth-based area closures being utilized by the Council. The
SSC offered to organize a bycatch model review panel that would, (1) review the methodological aspects of
the bycatch model and (2) make recommendations regarding how new observer data being gathered by
the NMFS Northwest Fisheries Science Center (NWFSC) would be incorporated into the bycatch model.
A panel will convene during January 27-29, 2003 in Seattle, Washington to be briefed on the nature and
status of the new observer data, to formally review all elements of the bycatch model, and to recommend
an approach for incorporating the new observer data (as the data become available) into the bycatch
model. The panel will include two members each from the SSC Economics Subcommittee, the SSC
Groundfish Subcommittee, the GMT, the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP), and independent experts.
The chair of the SSC Economics Subcommittee will chair the panel. The NWFSC, Fishery Regulation
Assessment Model (FRAM) Division will be responsible for the overall logistics of the meeting and for
obtaining the services of the independent experts as panel members. Dr. Ed Waters will be the primary
Council staff contact for the panel.
Terms of Reference for the Bycatch Model Review Panel
1. Briefly review existing literature and methodologies for estimating bycatch rates and discards,
including the use of observer data. Methodologies reviewed should include, at least, the study by
Pikitch et al. (1988), and previous work based on the Enhanced Data Collection Project (EDCP) and
trawl logbook data. Summaries of these approaches and documentation of how these approaches
have been used for management should be made available to all panel members by Friday January
17, 2003.
2. Review documentation, code, and results for the bycatch model. Complete documentation of the
bycatch model should be available to all panel members by Friday January 17, 2003. The
documentation should contain the following:
(a) An introductory section that briefly reviews past work. Review of past work should include an
overview of the 2001 version of the bycatch model, how it was used for management, and a table
that compares results of its predictions for 2002 with observed data for the 2002 season.
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(b) A data section that thoroughly describes all sources of data used in the bycatch model, for example
fishticket and logbook data.
(c) A section on model structure that clearly identifies and describes all of the model's assumptions,
including behavioral assumptions such as those pertaining to effort shifts. The section on model
structure should clearly describe how the data are stratified for purposes of the model, and identify
how target strategies are associated with individual tows in model runs.
(d) A results section that presents baseline results of the model, including estimates of bycatch rates
and discards, in a tabular format, that facilitates comparison with results from other analyses.
(e) A section on sensitivity analysis of the bycatch model that presents results with variations and
perturbations in model inputs from baseline levels. At a minimum, the sensitivity analysis should
include at least two variations from baseline levels for bycatch rates in particular strata and the
parameter values used in the power function that determines shifts in fishing effort. A clear
rationale for the particular scenarios should be provided.
(f) A discussion section that summarizes results, including a qualitative discussion of uncertainty that
relates explicitly to the sensitivity analysis, and an outline of next steps to be taken with the bycatch
model, including a proposal for incorporating the observer data.
(g) A references section that lists citations for all relevant literature.
(h) An appendix to the model documentation that contains a thoroughly commented printout of the
model code.
(i) A second appendix that describes all input data files, including field descriptions for the records in
each of the files, and contains sample printouts with the format for each of the input data files.
(j) A third appendix that describes model outputs, including descriptions of each field in all output files,
and contains sample printouts with the format of each output file.
3. Review status of NMFS West Coast observer data and coverage. The observer data is
anticipated to be work in progress at the time of the workshop, and final results are not expected. A
progress report on the observer data should be available to all panel members by Monday January 27,
2003. The report should include the following elements:
(a) A description of how the observer data are collected, descriptions of fields in the observer data, the
strata sampled, and summary statistics for each of the fields and strata in the data;.
(b) Maps delineating the exact geographical area covered by the observer data overlaid with maps of
the areas closed by the Council's 2003 management specifications.
(c) Problems encountered while compiling the observer data, with any suggestions for avoiding these
problems in the future.
(d) A schedule for next steps including the anticipated date for completing work with the observer data
and when the data will be available for the bycatch model.
4. Review proposals for incorporating observer data into the 2003 bycatch model. Alternative
proposals for incorporating the observer data into the bycatch model should be considered and
discussed.
5. Provide a report for the Council. A comprehensive report that clearly documents the findings and
recommendations of the review panel and describes research and data needs will be made available to
the Council, SSC, GMT, GAP, and other advisory bodies following the workshop. The rapporteurs and
workshop chair will have primary responsibility for writing the report. A draft of the report should be
prepared before the end of the workshop on January 29, so that all panelists will have an opportunity to
comment before adjourning.
Because a major focus of the panel will be the behavioral response of the fleet to area-based regulations,
and because the GMT and GAP representatives have significant expertise in this area, the GMT and GAP
representatives will be co-equal voting members of the panel. The opinions and views of all panelists will
be weighted equally in the determination of final outcomes. The panel will be responsible for determining
whether the terms above are met by (i) the bycatch model document, and (ii) the progress report on the
observer data. The panel should strive to reach consensus on these items and a recommended approach
for using the bycatch model with the observer data. If the panel cannot reach consensus for any reason,
the nature of the disagreement must be described in the panel's report.
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These Terms of Reference concern technical aspects of the bycatch model, the observer data, and use of
the observer data with the bycatch model. The panel will strive for a risk-neutral approach in its report and
deliberations. A reasonable range of uncertainty should be reflected in the bycatch model documentation
and the report prepared by the panel. Recommendations and requests to the presenters and other
participants at the panel meeting for additional or revised analyses must be clear, explicit, and in writing. A
written summary of discussion on significant technical points and lists of all panel recommendations and
requests are required in the panel report. The report should be completed, at least in draft form, prior to
the end of the meeting. The chair and rapporteurs are responsible for carrying out any follow-up work to
complete the panel’s report.
Draft Agenda
Monday January 27
10:00-10:15
Welcome, introductions, and logistics
10:15-10:30
Review terms of reference, approve agenda, assign rapporteurs
10:30-12:00
Presentations on existing methodologies for estimating bycatch rates and
discards
12:00-1:00
Lunch
1:00-3:00
Presentation of bycatch model
3:00-4:30
Discussion of bycatch model and methodologies
4:30-5:00
Instructions to model authors regarding overnight model runs
5:00-5:30
Review of rapporteur notes on bycatch model
Tuesday January 28
8:00-9:00
Review revisions and discussion of bycatch model
9:00-11:00
Draft report on bycatch model
11:00-12:00
Presentation of observer data
12:00-1:00
Lunch
1:00-2:00
Discussion of observer data
2:00-3:00
Presentation of proposal for incorporating observer data into bycatch
model
3:00-4:30
Discussion of proposal for incorporating observer data into bycatch model
4:30-5:00
Review of rapporteur notes on observer data and proposal
Wednesday January 29
8:00-10:00
Review revisions and discussion
10:00-11:00
Draft report on observer data
11:00-12:00
Draft report on proposal for incorporating observer data into bycatch
model
12:00-1:00
Lunch
1:00-3:30
Review reports
3:30-4:30
Summarize research and data needs and finalize reports
4:30
Adjourn
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Exhibit E.2
Attachment 2
April 2003

OBSERVER DATA ANALYSIS STATUS REPORT
MARCH 2003, NWFSC
MATCHING LOGBOOKS AND FISH TICKETS WITH OBSERVER DATA
The primary goal of the observer program is to estimate discard as accurately as possible.
In order to develop information on total catch, the amount of retained catch must be
known as well. Our plan is to use logbook and/or fish tickets for an estimate of retained
catch. The observers do record a measure of retained catch. In most cases this reflects
the boat’s hail weight. These numbers must be reconciled with the fish ticket
information by much the same process as the states now use to adjust logbook data.
Status of matching observer data with logbooks
The simplest way to get retained catch on a tow-by-tow basis would be to use the
adjusted logbooks that the states produce. Unfortunately, all the state logbooks will not
be available until at least the end of March. After they become available, we expect there
to be a considerable amount of work involved in matching observed tows to the
appropriate logbook records, and defining protocols that will be used where matches are
not possible. Before modeling of management options for 2004 can begin, these bycatch
rates must be available.
Status of matching observer data with fish tickets
In order to start the bycatch modeling before the logbook information is available we are
attempting to use the fish tickets (in lieu of logbooks) with observer data to make
calculations of total catch. In order to do so we must match fish tickets with the
appropriate observed trip. The matching has proven to be complicated and as of the
middle of March is partially completed. We subjected the data to a two-stage evaluation.
First, we matched each observed trip to landings records with the same fish ticket
numbers recorded by the observer. Next, we compared the retained tonnage recorded by
the observer with the associated fish ticket tonnage in four broad species categories: all
groundfish except whiting, all DTS, all flatfish, and all Sebastes species. The percentage
difference between the fish ticket tonnage and the observer tonnage was calculated in
each of these categories. In cases where both the fish ticket and observer amounts were
less than 0.2 mt within a category, the percentage difference between the values was
ignored (i.e. set to zero). For 237 of the 619 observer trips reviewed, this percentage
difference was no greater than 10% in every category. These were viewed as good
matches and subsequently adjusted using the fish ticket/logbook ratio. In another 133
cases, the percentage difference fell to between 10% and 20%. All of these were
reviewed manually and determined to be good matches and subsequently adjusted
according to the fishticket/logbook ratio. The remaining 249 trips were then reviewed
manually with respect to the above general poundage categories. Of this group, 224 were
felt to be good matches, leaving a total of 25 trips (4% of the total) that require additional
research to determine whether a match with the fish ticket data is possible. Because of
the limited total number of observed trips, it is important to find matches in as many of
these cases as possible.
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PROGRESS ON OTHER RELATED ANALYSES
Several analyses must be completed before the observer information can be used in the
existing bycatch management model.
Analyses to look at how representative the observer data are
It is important to know if the observed trips accurately represent the catches and fishing
patterns of the entire fleet. Based on a preliminary matching of fish tickets and observer
records, a comparison of observed and unobserved trips was developed. This comparison
focuses on three types of concerns regarding the representativeness of the data. One
involves average landings per trip and per vessel-period between observed and
unobserved vessels, at several levels of geographic stratification. Another focuses on
differences in each vessel's average landings when observed and when unobserved. And
the third involves the percentages of grouped-species landings associated with observed
and unobserved vessels, within subregions of the coast. These results are still undergoing
internal review and are likely to be revised as the matching of observer and fishticket data
improves.
Develop database that includes only trips that target groundfish.
The bycatch management model only uses information from fishing trips that target
groundfish. Therefore, the data were examined to remove non-groundfish trips.
Procedures were developed for removing tows from the analytical data set where retained
non-groundfish poundage exceeds retained groundfish poundage. Due to tows with a
high percentage of CA halibut, there will be roughly 60% fewer groundfish tows from the
area south of 40°10' and shallower than 60 fm than reflected in the preliminary counts
presented at the bycatch workshop. The information from the trips which target
California halibut will be analyzed separately in the future.
Examination of stratification schemes for use of observer data in bycatch management
model
Based on a preliminary matching of fish tickets and observer records, variances for
bycatch ratios under some alternative post-stratifications of the data were calculated and
summarized for discussion with the SSC at the March Council meeting. With the level of
stratification used for modeling the 2003 fishery, the variances were high in many
instances. Reducing the number of strata in the bycatch management model reduces the
variances of the bycatch rate estimates.
CONTINUING DATA ANALYSES
At our presentation to the Council in April the result of the analyses described above will
be updated and a summary of results of additional analyses will be presented.
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Exhibit E.2.c
Supplemental GAP Report
April 2003

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
REPORT ON THE BYCATCH WORKSHOP AND OBSERVER DATA UPDATE
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met jointly with the Scientific and Statistical Committee and the
Groundfish Management Team to review the results of the bycatch workshop and the data analysis
conducted by the NMFS Northwest Fisheries Science Center on some of the results of the Pacific
groundfish observer program. While the GAP had no comments on the workshop report, it does have
several comments on the data analysis and the revised bycatch model developed as a result of that
analysis.
First, the GAP is deeply concerned that - in spite of assurances to the contrary - NMFS continues to
release piecemeal data from the observer program. To date, only trawl observer data has been released
(and initially released unfiltered, prompting at least one sensational newspaper article which mis-used the
data to reach erroneous conclusions), even though 20% of the coverage has been on limited entry fixed
gear and open access vessels. Bycatch assumptions are being used by the Council to establish
management measures, yet we have no way of knowing whether these assumptions are correct. NMFS
needs to provide the Council with the full range of data.
Second, the data being used to supplement the observer data and establish bycatch projections is wholly
inadequate. Part of the bycatch model continues to be based on 1999 logbook data, which - given the
change in management - is completely useless as an indicator of fleet behavior. The bycatch model
continues to rely on hindcasting that is nearly prehistoric, since it lacks updated logbook and fishticket
information.
Third, the model tries to estimate the presumably positive effects in terms of bycatch reduction of the
significant area closures and other management measures imposed on both commercial and recreational
fishermen, but cannot do so, because it lacks up-to-date information. As a result, the fisheries are still
being managed by old assumptions using old data. Even the bycatch workshop noted that the data are
incomplete and need further analysis.
Fourth, some members of the GAP raised questions with using data that comes from a brand new system
that may still have problem areas, especially in the area of species identification. Several examples were
given where mis-identification problems have occurred. The GAP recognizes that observer reports are
available to vessel operators; unfortunately, obtaining those reports has occasionally been difficult. The
GAP suggests that the NMFS observer program instruct the observers to make clear to the vessel
operator that the report is available, or perhaps to automatically give a copy to the operator.
Fifth, even the existing bycatch model can overestimate bycatch impacts. Last year, significant changes
in management were imposed in order to avoid over harvest of darkblotched rockfish. However, in
hindsight, keeping the prior management regulations in place would have led to total catch levels that
were the same as originally projected.
Last, the GAP believes there is an urgent need to use real-time data. We need to investigate the use of
data collection methods such as card swipes and electronic logbooks to get that data available to
managers. While raw observer data should not be the basis for all management changes, inferences can
be developed from that data that can be used to ground truth model projections.
The GAP appreciates the tremendous amount of work Dr. Jim Hastie and others at the Northwest
Fisheries Science Center have put into developing the bycatch model. However, the majority of the GAP
strongly believes it is premature to use the model projections we have, to date, as a means of establishing
inseason management recommendations. The GAP urges Dr. Hastie and his colleagues to continue
refining the model, so more complete information can be provided to the Council later this year.
A minority of the GAP believes the revised model and the data used to develop it represent the best
scientific information available and - since it was judged acceptable - needs to be used for inseason
management at this time.
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Exhibit E.2.c
Supplemental GMT Report
April 2003

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
THE BYCATCH MODEL WORKSHOP AND OBSERVER DATA UPDATE
The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) received a presentation of the review panel report on the
bycatch model and the estimated bycatch rates from the first year of the groundfish observer program.
The GMT concurs with the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) in its endorsement of the bycatch
review panel recommendations, including the replacement of the bycatch rates currently used in the model
with the rates from the observer program as soon as feasible.
The GMT also notes that while the current focus on observer data is its incorporation into the bycatch
model for eight overfished species, the observer program was implemented to provide a fleetwide
standardized reporting methodology for bycatch. As final discard estimates become available from the
program, the information should be used to adjust landed catches to account for total mortality for the full
suite of species.
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Exhibit E.2.c
Supplemental SAS Report
April 2003

SALMON ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON
REPORT ON THE BYCATCH WORKSHOP AND OBSERVER DATA UPDATE
The Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) would like the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) to give
appropriate pre-issue notice when there is an issue having salmon management implications.
The SAS recognizes the complexities of dealing with incidental harvest from other Council-managed
fisheries. In light of that, the SAS would respectfully request that whenever the GAP deals with issues
that could potentially affect salmon management, they ensure SAS notification and participation.
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Exhibit E.2.c
Supplemental SSC Report
April 2003

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
REPORT ON THE BYCATCH WORKSHOP AND OBSERVER DATA UPDATE
Dr. Michael Dalton (panel chair) presented the review panel report on the bycatch model. The Scientific
and Statistical Committee (SSC) commends the review panel for a thorough and careful review of the
bycatch model and data inputs. The panel report includes a number of recommendations for improving
the bycatch model. These include both short-term recommendations for 2003 and 2004 and longer term
recommendations for model development. The SSC fully endorses the panel recommendations. A key
panel recommendation was that "as soon as feasible, the bycatch rates currently used in the model be
replaced with rates from the observer program, in accordance with guidance by the SSC."
Dr. Jim Hastie presented observer estimates of bycatch rates from the first year of the observer program
(bi-monthly periods 5 and 6 of 2001 and bi-monthly periods 1 through 4 of 2002). To estimate bycatch
rates, hail weights of retained catch were adjusted by fishtickets. Adjusted logbook data are not yet
available to estimate retained catch. To calculate bycatch rates for use in the bycatch model, observer
data can potentially be post-stratified by target fishery, period, area, and depth zone. Dr. Hastie
presented tables of bycatch ratios (total bycatch/total landings) for various levels of stratification. As
expected, there is a clear tradeoff between the level of stratification and precision of the estimated
bycatch ratio. Lower coefficients of variation (CV) are obtained when fewer strata are used.
The SSC considers the example of a four-cell stratification (north-south, shallow-deep) as just one of
several possible stratifications of the observer bycatch data. It is important to have a good stratification
scheme, one which takes into account both the tradeoff between the number of strata and precision of the
bycatch estimates and the utility of the model to evaluate complex management alternatives. Formal
model selection criteria, such as AIC (Akaike Information Criterion), may be one possible approach to
determine the appropriate level of stratification.
Comparison of bycatch projections for 2003 between observer-based bycatch rates and bycatch rates
used previously indicates higher catch projections (in some cases much higher) for all overfished
groundfish stocks with the exception of widow rockfish.
Bycatch projections using observer bycatch rates with alternative stratifications indicate sensitivity to the
level of stratification, particularly whether or not a target fishery strata is defined. The SSC notes that with
only a year of observer sampling available, the data are too sparse to support fully stratified bycatch
estimates (i.e., by target fishery, bi-monthly period, area, and depth zone), particularly in the southern
area. Additional work is needed to (1) characterize uncertainty in bycatch projections, and (2) further
evaluate the sensitivity of bycatch projections to alternative levels of stratification.
The SSC considers the bycatch rates based on observer data to be the best available scientific data for
use in the bycatch model. Notwithstanding the unresolved issues regarding stratification, the SSC
recommends bycatch rates based on observer data be used for evaluating management alternatives for
2004 and for inseason management in 2003. The SSC urges the Council to move quickly to use the new
bycatch rates for inseason management, as delay could severely restrict the range of potential
management alternatives later in the year. For this meeting, the SSC recommends the Groundfish
Management Team omit the target fishery strata and consider only bycatch rates stratified by area, depth
zone, and perhaps season. Target fisheries were defined on the basis of historical fishing patterns, and
there is little evidence these targeting strategies still exist under the current management policies.
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Exhibit E.3
Situation Summary
April 2003

STATUS OF GROUNDFISH FISHERIES AND CONSIDERATION OF INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS
Situation: In the current groundfish management program, the Council sets annual harvest targets (optimum
yield [OYj levels) and individual vessel landing limits for specified periods, with the understanding these vessel
landing limits will likely need to be adjusted periodically through the year in order to attain, but not exceed, the
OYs. The initial vessel landing limits are based on predicted participation rates, estimates of how successful
participants will be at attaining their limits for each period, and comparisons with previous years. The
Groundfish Management Team (GMT) tracks landings data throughout the year and periodically makes
projections based on all the information available. The GMT presents these landings data and projections to
the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP), and they discuss adjustments that may be necessary and
beneficial.
In 2003, the Council adopted depth-based area closures as a strategy to allow fishing opportunities with
dramatically lower OYs for overfished species than in previous years. This meeting will be the first opportunity
The
to verify the effectiveness of depth-based management in constraining total catch of overfished species.
GMT will review landings to date and other typical information in comparison to preseason expectations.
Additionally, there may be consideration for using data obtained from the first year of the NMFS West Coast
Observer Program. The original target date for use of observer data in groundfish fishery management
decision-making was June 2003. However, at the time of the printing of the briefing book materials, it was
unclear whether observer data will be ready for use in evaluating the 2003 groundfish fisheries at this meeting.
There will be a joint session between the GAP, the GMT, and the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC)
on the SSC Bycatch Workshop and the observer data on Monday April 7; the Council is scheduled to consider
the status of the observer information under agenda item E.2 immediately preceding this agenda item.
inseason
The Council is to consider advice from the GMT, GAP, SSC, and the public on recommended
adjustments to the groundfish fishery and adopt tentative changes as necessary. Review of the tentative
changes and final adoption of inseason adjustments to 2003 groundfish management measures is scheduled
for Thursday, April 10 under agenda item E.8.
Council Action:
1.

Consider and adopt tentative inseason adjustments, if necessary.

Reference Materials:
1.

Public comments received by March 21, 2003 (Exhibit E.3d, Public Comment).

Aoenda Order:
a. Agendum Overview
b. GMT Report
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
d. Public Comment
e. Council Action: Consider and Adopt lnseason Adjustments, if Necessary
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Exhibit E.3.c
Supplemental EC Report
April 2003

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON
STATUS OF GROUNDFISH FISHERIES AND CONSIDERATION OF INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS
With the implemenation of depth-based management, coupled with current trip limit and B Platoon
strategies, a level of complexity has been built into enforcement that the Enforcement Consultants (EC)
would like the Council to consider. As currently configured, B Platton fishing periods and Rockfish
Conservation Areas (RCAs) are staggered by two weeks. For enforcement, this meant that when the
RCA lines shifted on March 1st, instead of enforcing six lines determined by 862 waypoints defining RCAs
coastwide, we had for two weeks the responsibility of enforcing12 lines as determined by 1,724 waypoints
defining RCAs coastwide. This situation will occur each time the lines shift throughout the year.
The EC fully understands the reasons for the B Platoon system and is not asking that B Platoon be
scrapped. Rather, the EC would like to see RCA areas enforced independent of the B Platoon system.
We request one set of lines regardless of platoon. If this proposal was adopted, the two week shifted
opportunity incurred by B Platoon vessels in the spring would be made up in November when the B
Platoon vessels would actually incur a benefit. However, we also recognize that with more than one line
change during the management year, this benefit may not be realized.
This modification would greatly benefit enforcement efforts and take one step towards simplifying an
extremely complex regulatory regime.

PFMC
04/09/03

Exhibit E.4
Situation Summary
April 2003

REVIEW OF THE PROCESS FOR SETTING 2004 GROUNDFISH SPECIFICATIONS
Situation: The Council began discussion of this year's process for setting 2004 groundfish annual
specifications and management measures last year while deliberating how to transition into a multi-year
management process. It was generally agreed that a three-meeting process where initial harvest
specifications and management measure alternatives would be decided in June, final harvest
specifications and a refinement of management measure alternatives would be decided in September,
and final management measures adopted in November would be preferred over a two-meeting process
that culminates in final decisions in September. However, in order to accommodate proper notice and
comment rulemaking under a three-meeting process, 2003 specifications and management measures
would need to be unchanged (rolled over) for the first four months of 2004; continuing status quo
regulations for January through April 2004 would require no additional notice and comment beyond that
achieved in 2003. In this case, new specifications and management measures would be implemented on
May 1, 2004 under a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) decision-making process that includes a
proper notice and comment period. The advantage to this strategy is a more thoughtful process for
deciding 2004 management measures and the ability for Council and NMFS staff to focus on other
initiatives this summer such as development of rebuilding plans.
The ability to roll over all existing 2003 specifications for the first four months of 2004 depends on the
Council's comfort in the ability of those management measures to prevent early optimum yield (OY)
attainment next year. Considerations for a Council decision on adopting a three- or two-meeting process
include, (1) the implications of applying results from the NMFS West Coast Groundfish Observer Program,
(2) the first assessment of the adequacy of 2003 management measures to prevent early OY attainment,
and (3) the implications of new stock assessments in 2003. While the Council will not know the results of
new stock assessments until June, there may be some indications from initial observer program results
and fishery landings to date in 2003 that could be considered for this decision. In the event of a
two-meeting process with significantly changed specifications for 2004, a separate environmental
assessment will be required for another emergency rule for the period January through February 2004.
A final option for Council consideration is a three-meeting process with somewhat changed specifications
that would require an emergency rule for the four-month period January through April 2004.
Related agendums that are relevant to a Council decision on the process for setting 2004 groundfish
specifications are E.2, Report on the Bycatch Workshop and Observer Data Update, E.3, Status of
Groundfish Fisheries and Consideration of Inseason Adjustments, and E.5, Groundfish Fishery
Management Plan (FMP) Amendment 16 - Rebuilding Plans.
Council Action:
1. Adopt a three-meeting process or a two-meeting process for development of 2004 groundfish
specifications.
Reference Materials: None.
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Agendum Overview
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Action: Adopt a Three-Meeting Process or a Two-Meeting Process
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Exhibit E.4.b
Supplemental GAP Report
April 2003

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
REVIEW OF THE PROCESS FOR SETTING 2004 GROUNDFISH SPECIFICATIONS
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) discussed the options available to the Council for setting 2004
groundfish specifications.
While the GAP has generally preferred developing specifications in a three-meeting process, the GAP is
aware of the funding and personnel limitations faced by NMFS. The GAP also recognizes that the
November meeting will already involve development of groundfish specifications for the 2005/2006 period.
The GAP, therefore, believes the Council has little choice other than to develop the 2004 specifications in
a two-meeting process, using the June and September meetings and emergency rulemaking procedures
to ensure the fishery begins on time in January 2004.
The GAP also notes, as it has in the past, that some of NMFS’ burden could be alleviated if it was willing
to utilize industry expertise when developing the final regulatory package. For example, there have been
several corrections needed in the published boundary lines for the Rockfish Conservation Area. Had
knowledgeable individuals in the industry been allowed to cross check the latitude/longitude points, some
of those corrections could have been avoided.
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E.4.b
Supplemental GMT Report
April 2003

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM COMMENTS ON
REVIEW OF THE PROCESS FOR SETTING 2004 GROUNDFISH SPECIFICATIONS
The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) reviewed the letter to the Council from NMFS Northwest
Region regarding the basis for the decision on whether setting the 2004 annual specifications could be a
two-, or three-meeting process. As described in the letter, implementing a three-meeting process would
depend upon whether the "January through April 2003 management measures were adequate for re-use
during January through April 2004 with few, if any changes."
Given the preview presented at this meeting on incorporating the information derived from the federal
observer program, the GMT feels it is unlikely the management measures currently in place will work for
the January through April 2004 fishery. Therefore, the GMT recommends a two-meeting process.
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Exhibit E.5
Situation Summary
April 2003

GROUNDFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN (FMP) AMENDMENT 16 - REBUILDING PLANS
Situation: There are nine overfished groundfish species on the west coast managed under Council interim
rebuilding measures adopted at previous meetings as either rebuilding plans or rebuilding strategies
foryet-tobe completed rebuilding plans. As a result of litigation, the Federal District Court for the Northern District of
California ruled in August 2001 that rebuilding plans for all nine species are required to be formally adopted
as either fishery management plan (FMP) amendments or regulatory amendments, not as the policy
documents the Council had adopted. Additionally, the court ruled that the process of adopting the framework
for rebuilding plans was inadequate under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This effectively
means there are no approved rebuilding plans in place at this time.
The Council decided in November 2001 that a FMP amendment package should be prepared to framework
the process and standards for incorporating rebuilding plans into the FMP or into regulations. Subsequently,
a draft amendment package (FMP Amendment 16) was prepared with a Process and Standards for Rebuilding
Plans section and elements of rebuilding plans for darkblotched rockfish, Pacific ocean perch (POP), lingcod,
and cowcod. This document was considered by Council in June 2002, and a motion was passed restructuring
the alternatives in the Process and Standards section. In November 2002 the Council chose preferred
alternatives for all process and standards issues, except a part of Issue 1: the form and required elements
of rebuilding plans. Although the Council recommended adopting rebuilding plan elements as regulations,
the Council did not decide which elements should be so adopted. The Council also provided guidance on
alternatives that should be analyzed in the individual species’ rebuilding plans as well as other analytical
elements.
Since the June 2002 meeting, a new organization for the Amendment 16 rebuilding plan package has been
developed and a slightly different process is proposed for incorporating rebuilding plan elements in
regulations. The first component, the Process and Standards for Rebuilding Plans, would now be analyzed
in an Environmental Assessment and be labeled as number 16-l of the amendment package (Attachment 2).
Four individual species’ rebuilding plans would be included in a second component, analyzed in a single draft
EIS as Amendment 16-2. The remaining rebuilding plans would be incorporated in one or more subsequent
EIS documents, all of which would be part of an Amendment 16 package. The numbering and organizational
approach for Amendment 16 drafts would then be:
l
l

.
.
.
l

.
.
l

l

Amendment 16-l : Process and Standards for Rebuilding Plans
Amendment 16-2, Part I: Introduction to Species Specific Groundfish Rebuilding Plans (not available at
this time)
Amendment 16-2, Part II: Darkblotched Rockfish Rebuilding Plan
Amendment 16-2, Part III: Pacific Ocean Perch Rebuilding Plan
Amendment 16-2, Part IV: Canary Rockfish Rebuilding Plan
Amendment 16-2, Part V: Lingcod Rebuilding Plan
Amendment 16-2, Part VI: Environmental Overview (not available at this time)
Amendment 16-2, Part VII: Combined and Cumulative Effects (not available at this time)
Amendment 16-3: Rebuilding Plans for Cowcod, Yelloweye Rockfish, and Widow Rockfish (tentatively
scheduled for first consideration at the November 2003 Council meeting)
Amendment 16-4: Rebuilding Plans for Boccoacio Rockfish and Pacific Whiting (tentatively scheduled
for first consideration at the November 2003 Council meeting or later)

The anticipated schedule for Council activity on Amendment components 16-l and 16-2 is a two-meeting
process, with approval of public review drafts at the April Council meeting, public review between the April and
June Council meetings, and final Council action at the June Council meeting. A more detailed
workplan
timeline for completing rebuilding plans is contained within a groundfish workplanning matrix shown in
Attachment 1.
The Council should consider the organization of the Amendment 16 package, the proposed
timeline for
completing rebuilding plans, and choose a preferred alternative for Issue 1 in the Process and Standards for
Rebuilding Plans EA.

Draft rebuilding plans for darkblotched rockfish, POP, lingcod, and canary
rockfish are presented to the
Council in Attachments 3-6 in this exhibit and are labeled Parts II-V of the Amendment 16-2 package. These
draft rebuilding plans are not currently ready for formal public review since they have incomplete or missing
elements (e.g., minimal or missing socioeconomic analyses). However, the Council is asked to consider
whether the rebuilding plan analyses and other content are appropriate and provide guidance on elements
It is recommended that the
that should be included in the public review draft of this amendment package.
darkblotched rockfish rebuilding plan (Attachment 3) be used as a template in these discussions.
Council staff has prepared two
PowerPoint presentations to use at the Council meeting to navigate
consideration of the Amendment 16 package and to bring a focus on the elements where the Council should
provide guidance.
Council Action:
1.

Adopt Amendment 16 Elements for Public Review.

Reference Materials:
1.
2.

3.
4.
5.
6.

Proposed Timeline for Completing Groundfish and Annual Specifications NEPA documents and
Rebuilding Plans (Exhibit E.5, Attachment 1).
Draft Amendment 16-1 to the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan; Process and
Standards for Rebuilding Plans; Including Environmental Assessment and Regulatory Analyses (Exhibit
E.5, Attachment 2).
Draft Amendment 16-2, Part II to the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan; Draft
Darkblotched Rockfish Rebuilding Plan (Exhibit E.5, Attachment 3).
Draft Amendment 16-2, Part III to the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan; Draft Pacific
Ocean Perch Rebuilding Plan (Exhibit E.5, Attachment 4).
Draft Amendment 16-2, Part IV to the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan; Draft Canary
Rockfish Rebuilding Plan (Exhibit E.5, Attachment 5).
Draft Amendment 16-2, Part V to the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan; Draft Lingcod
Rebuilding Plan (Exhibit E.5, Attachment 6).

Aaenda Order:
a. Process and Standards
b. Rebuilding Plans
i. Darkblotched Rockfish
ii. Pacific Ocean Perch
iii. Lingcod
iv. Canary Rockfish
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
d. Public Comment
e. Council Action: Adopt Amendment 16 Elements for Public Review
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Scoping;
Prelim.
Council action
(4/8-11)

Pub. Rev.
(5/5); DEIS w/
cum. effects
(5/28)

Final Council
action
(6/17-20)

Final Council
action
(6/17-20)

NMFS HQ
(7/14)

DEIS (8/20)

DEIS (8/20)

Aug

DEIS to
NMFS HQ
(9/8);
EPA (9/12);
NOA in FR
(9/19)

STAR (week
of 9/15)

Final Council
action
(9/9-12)

Council
actionfinal OYs,
refine prelim
mgt. spex
(9/9-12)

Sep

GMT
(10/14-17)

DEIS to
NMFS HQ
(10/14);
EPA (10/17);
NOA in FR
(10/24)

DEIS (10/14)

Oct

4/ Initial draft of alternatives and analyses.

3/ No proposed and final rule notice and comment period on Interim Regulations or Emergency Regulations for Jan-Feb 2004 (as in last two years).

2/ Roll over of 2003 spex for the first four months of 2004 assumes no NEPA analysis requirements.

1/ This schedule is contingent on: a) Council budget and staffing levels at full 2002 operational capabilities, and b) no litigation or fishery management emergencies that demand substantial Council staff workload.
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Prelim.
Council action
(11/4-7)

Pub.
com-ments
due (11/3)

Council
action- prelim.
spex (11/4-7)

ER EA to
NMFS HQ
(11/21) 3/

Final Council
action
(11/4-7)

Nov

FEIS to NMFS
HQ (12/5);
EPA (12/12);
NOA in FR
(12/19)

Pub.
com-ments
due (12/8)

Dec

The intent will be to follow the EIS#2 schedule if
possible. Otherwise, these RPs will follow an
April-June, 2004 Council meeting schedule.

Initial DEIS
wo/ cum.
effects anal.
(3/19) 4/

Pub. Rev.
(5/5);
Final draft in
Council
Meeting
Briefing Book
(5/28)

GMT
(7/21-25)

GMT
(7/21-25)

Jul

Amendment
16-4: EIS#3
boc, whiting
RPs

GMT (2/3-7)

Prelim.
Council action
(4/8-11)

Council
action- prelim.
spex
(6/17-20)

Council
action- prelim.
spex
(6/17-20); Roll
over decision

Jun

DEIS (10/15)
4/

Draft (DB)
(1/31)

Amendment
16-2: EIS#1
DB, POP,
lingcod, &
canary RPs

Council
Meeting
Briefing Book
(3/19)

GMT (5/5-9)

GMT (5/5-9)

May

2003

Amendment
16-3: EIS#2
cowcod, YE,
widow RPs

Draft (1/31)

Amendment
16-1: P&S EA

2005-06 spex

GMT (2/3-7)

Apr

STAR

Mar

2004 spex if
there is no 4
mo. rollover of
03 spex

Feb
STAR

Jan

2004 spex if
there is a 4
mo. rollover of
03 spex 2/

Product

1/

Work Planning Time Line for Groundfish Annual Specifications and Rebuilding Plans (as of February 2003)
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DEIS (April
Briefing Book
deadline) 4/

DEIS (Apr
Briefing Book
dead-line)

Pub.
com-ments
due (3/2);
FEIS to
NMFS HQ
(3/15); EPA
(3/19); NOA in
FR (3/26)

Mar

Final Council
action

Council
actionfinal OYs,
refine prelim
mgt. spex
(Apr Council
Meeting)

ROD (4/26)

Apr

DEIS (Jun
Briefing Book
deadline)

May

DEIS to
NMFS HQ
(6/14);
EPA (6/18);
NOA in FR
(6/25)

Final Council
action (Jun
Council
Meeting)

Jun

Jul

Pub.
com-ments
due (8/9);
FEIS to
NMFS HQ
(8/23); EPA
(8/27)

DEIS to
NMFS HQ
(8/9); EPA
(8/13); NOA in
FR (8/20)

Aug

The intent will be to follow the EIS#2 schedule if possible. Otherwise, these RPs will follow an April-June, 2004 Council meeting schedule.

GMT

ROD (2/27)

Feb

2004

NOA in FR
(9/3)

Sep

ROD (10/4)

Pub. comments due
(10/4); FEIS
to NMFS HQ
(10/18); EPA
(10/22); NOA
in FR (10/29)

Oct

ROD (11/29)

Nov

4/ Initial draft of alternatives and analyses.

3/ No proposed and final rule notice and comment period on Interim Regulations or Emergency Regulations for Jan-Feb 2004 (as in last two years).

2/ Roll over of 2003 spex for the first four months of 2004 assumes no NEPA analysis requirements.

1/ This schedule is contingent on: a) Council budget and staffing levels at full 2002 operational capabilities, and b) no litigation or fishery management emergencies that demand substantial Council staff workload.
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Work Planning Time Line for Groundfish Annual Specifications and Rebuilding Plans (as of February 2003)
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Exhibit E.5.c
Supplemental SSC Report
April 2003

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
GROUNDFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT 16 - REBUILDING PLANS
Dr. Kit Dahl provided an overview of Draft Amendment 16-1 to the groundfish fishery management plan
(FMP) (Exhibit E.5, Attachment 2) with emphasis on modifications that have been incorporated since the
last Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) review of the draft amendment (November 2002). The
SSC focused on three of the issues delineated in Section. 2.1 of the Draft Amendment, namely:
Issue 1: The form and required elements of rebuilding plans.
Issue 2: The process for periodically reviewing rebuilding plans.
Issue 3: Defining events or standards that would trigger revision of a rebuilding plan.
In previous statements (September 2002 and November 2002), the SSC has emphasized 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. The SSC recommended that the use of hard numbers in the rebuilding amendment
be minimized and that revisions to rebuilding plans be tied more closely to the stock assessment cycle.
In general, the preferred options in the current draft of the amendment are now closely aligned with the
SSC recommendations.
The remaining point that could be clarified is the specification of control rules in the FMP amendment. In
the current draft, it is not clear whether future harvest guidelines (for stocks under rebuilding) will be
based on constant-F strategies or whether, in some cases, constant catch strategies will be acceptable.
The SSC suggests that constant-F strategies be used in all cases, and this should be clearly stated in the
amendment.
Mr. John DeVore reviewed Draft Amendment 16-2, Parts I through V (Exhibit E.5, Attachments 3 through
7). The remaining sections of Amendment 16-2 – Environmental Review (Part VI) and Combined and
Cumulative Effects (Part VII) – were not available for SSC review. However, Mr. DeVore provided a
status report on Part VII. The subsequent SSC discussion focused primarily on the newly incorporated
"mixed stock exception" option (MSE) that will be incorporated into the draft amendment and, in
particular, the Part VII "cumulative effects analysis" that will support it. Under the MSE option, bocaccio,
canary, yelloweye, and widow rockfish rebuilding plans would be exempted from the usual rebuilding
guidelines (e.g., there would be no requirement for rebuilding to BMSY within TMAX years). Prior to
consideration of the MSE option, the SSC recommends:
1. Clearly defined criteria should be established for species to be exempted.
2. Widow rockfish should be removed from the candidate list unless future harvest of widow constrains
the catch of other species.
3. The "cumulative effects analysis" should include the full suite of biological effects and economic
benefits under the MSE option. As currently envisioned, stock size changes for groundfish stocks
that are not in the overfished category are not incorporated into the analysis. Benefit tradeoffs, such
as in exvessel revenue, are likely to be dominated by the non-overfished stocks.
These recommendations are of utmost importance should the Council desire to use the MSE option as its
preferred option in finalizing the amendment at the June 2003 Council meeting. Further, the Council
should note that the SSC will not be able to review the "cumulative effects analysis" prior to the June
Council meeting.
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Exhibit E.5.e
Supplemental Motion for Agenda Item E.5. (Bill Robinson)
April 2003

In addition to the FMP amendatory language proposed in Appendix A to Draft Amendment 16-1
(Attachment 2 for E.5.,) the following amendatory language is moved:
In Section 2.1, “Goals and Objectives for Managing the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery,”
Goal #1 would be amended to read as follows –
“Goal 1 – Conservation. Prevent overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks by managing for
appropriate harvest levels and prevent any net loss of the habitat of living marine resources.”
Also in Section 2.1, Objective #3 would be amended to read as follows –
“Objective 3. For species or species groups which are below the level necessary to produce
maximum sustainable yield (MSY) that are overfished, consider rebuilding the stock to the
MSY level and, if necessary, develop a plan to rebuild the stock to the MSY level.”
In Section 4.5.3.4, “Implementation of Actions Required Under the Rebuilding Plan,” insert the
following sentence at the beginning of the first paragraph to read as follows –
“Approved rebuilding plans will be fully implemented such that harvest levels, management
measures and other groundfish regulations are all consistent with those rebuilding plans.”

In Section 6.5.1.2, “Observers,” the first sentence of the second paragraph of this section would
be revised to read as follows –
6.5.1.2 Observers
***
“The Regional Administrator may will implement an observer program through a
Council-approved federal regulatory framework. Details of how observer coverage will be
distributed across the West Coast groundfish fleet will be described in an observer coverage plan.
NMFS will publish an announcement of the authorization of the observer program and
description of the observer coverage plan in the Federal Register.”
***

Exhibit E.6
Situation Summary
April 2003

VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM
Situation: The Council approved the formation of an Ad Hoc Vessel Monitoring System (VMS)
Committee to be comprised of limited entry groundfish representatives from the three West Coast states,
the Enforcement Consultants (EC), and the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) chair. The Ad Hoc
VMS Committee met for the first time at the Council office in Portland, Oregon on October 11, 2002 and
drafted a range of alternatives for VMS implementation. The Council identified a preferred alternative at
the October 28-November, 2002 meeting and recommended that NMFS, in consultation with the Ad Hoc
VMS Committee, prepare a proposed rule for a pilot VMS program for implementation at some point in
2003.
The Ad Hoc VMS Committee reconvened at the Council office in Portland, Oregon on December 18, 2002
to review the Council recommendations, consider the content and language of the NMFS draft proposed
rule, and discuss costs, performance, and features of VMS equipment.
A draft proposed rule and a draft Environmental Assessment (EA) are being prepared by NMFS, but have
not been completed to the point of being released for public review and comment at the time of the
Briefing Book preparation. It had been intended that the open public comment period for the proposed
rule would coincide with the April Pacific Council meeting.
Since the draft proposed rule and supporting EA is not available for advance Council review at this time,
NMFS will provide a progress update on its preparation status under this agendum.
Regardless of the status of a draft proposed rule and draft EA, a joint session of the GAP and EC on VMS
is scheduled for Sunday, April 6, 2003 at 1:30 p.m. to discuss VMS issues in general and the results of the
December 18, 2002 Ad Hoc VMS Committee meeting.
Council Action:
1. Consider the next steps in the VMS implementation process
Reference Materials:
1. Draft Summary Meeting Minutes of the Ad Hoc VMS Committee, December 18, 2002 (Exhibit E.6,
Attachment 1).
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Agendum Overview
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Action: Consider the Next Steps in the VMS Implementation Process
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Exhibit E.6
Attachment 1
April 2003

SUMMARY MEETING MINUTES

Ad Hoc Vessel Monitoring Committee
Pacific Fishery Management Council
West Conference Room
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97220-1384
December 18, 2002

Wednesday, December 18 - 8:30 A.M.
A. Call to Order
1. Introductions
Members Present:
LTJG Gregg Casad, Enforcement Consultants, United States Coast Guard
CAPT Mike Cenci, Enforcement Consultants, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
LT Dave Cleary, Enforcement Consultants, Oregon State Police
Mr. Brian Corrigan, Enforcement Consultants, United States Coast Guard
Mr. Tom Ghio, Groundfish Advisory Subpanel, California Fixed Gear Representative
LT Jorge Gross, Enforcement Consultants, California Department of Fish and Game
Mr. Don Hansen, Vice Chair, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Marion Larkin, Groundfish Advisory Subpanel, Washington Trawl Representative
Mr. Dayna Mathews, Enforcement Consultants, National Marine Fisheries Service
Mr. Rod Moore, Groundfish Advisory Subpanel Chair
Ms. Becky Renko, National Marine Fisheries Service, Northwest Region
Mr. Kelly Smotherman, Groundfish Advisory Subpanel, Oregon Trawl Representative
Mr. Steve Springer, National Marine Fisheries Service, Law Enforcement
On conference call:
Mr. Brett Schneider, Enforcement Consultants, National Marine Fisheries Service
Others present:
Mr. Mike Burner, Council Staff Officer, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Ms. Eileen Cooney, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, General Council
Mr. Joe Easley, Oregon Trawl Commission; Astoria, Oregon
Mr. Bud Fleming, F/V Lucky Strike, Limited Entry Trawler; Sequim, Washington
Ms. Lucia Hendriks, Newport Dory Fleet; Newport Beach, California
Mr. Alan Hightower, Limited Entry Trawler; Port Townsend, Washington
Mr. Steve Joner, Makah Tribe
Mr. Steve Kupillas, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife; Newport, Oregon
Mr. Ken Lawrenson, Marine Safety Office, United States Coast Guard
Ms. Katie McHugh, Environmental Defense; Oakland, California
Dr. Don McIsaac, Executive Director, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Niel Moeller, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, General Council
Ms. Vicki Nomura, National Marine Fisheries Service, Fisheries Enforcement
Ms. Dana Potts, North American Collection and Location by Satellite (NACLS), Largo, Maryland
On conference call:
Mr. Paul Ortiz, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, General Council

A. Call to Order (continued)
2. Approval of Agenda
3. Committee’s Charge
Dr. Don McIsaac welcomed the group and expressed the Council’s appreciation for the work of the
Ad Hoc VMS Committee. Foreseeing continued VMS Committee activity into 2003, he requested
that the members formally appoint a chairperson. Steve Springer was elected chair by voice vote.
The Committee decided to conduct the meeting in an open format with questions and comments
from all attendees taken readily throughout the agenda.
B. Review of Council Recommendations from the November Council Meeting (9:00 A.M.)
Mr. Mike Burner provided the following summary of Council action from the November meeting in
Foster City California on October 31, 2002.
The Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) adopted the following motion relative to
the implementation of a Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) plan at the November 2002
council meeting. The Council recommends that NMFS, in consultation with the Ad Hoc
VMS Committee, prepare a proposed rule for a pilot VMS program for implementation at
some point in 2003.
The proposed rule should include:
Monitoring System and Declaration Requirements: The basic VMS transceiver and
mobile communication system would be required equipment.
A declaration for legal fishing incursions into Groundfish Conservation Areas (GCA) would
be required for all federal groundfish limited entry, exempted trawl, and tribal trawl vessels;
open-access line-gear would not be subject to the declaration requirements. Declarations
would be required prior to leaving port and would remain in effect until the vessel changes
its intent with another declaration.
Coverage: Federal groundfish limited entry vessels that actively fish on the West Coast are
required to carry an operating VMS unit.
Expenditures: The council recommends that NMFS fully fund all VMS requirements, or,
if that is not possible, any vessels which have incurred VMS expenses be eligible for
reimbursement as federal funding becomes available.
Gear Type: Only one groundfish gear type can be onboard when fishing in a GCA and no
active fishing inconsistent with the regulations of the GCA may occur on the trip.
Gear Stowage : When transiting a GCA, trawl gear must remain below deck or covered on
the deck of a vessel, or the net must be disconnected from the trawl doors and the trawl
doors hung on their stanchions.
Note: The motion did not specify a recommended date, subsequent to final rule making
completion, that VMS equipment would be required to be on-board vessels and enforcement
of the regulation provisions would begin.
2

It was noted that the Council recommendations are broad in scope and leave some issues to be
resolved. In particular, several questions were raised regarding the declaration process, specific
definitions were requested for phrases such as ‘actively fish’, and a need was identified for
discussion on the rationale behind which vessels will be required to carry VMS units. It was
stressed that the Council requested that NMFS, in conjunction with this Committee, resolve the
details of implementation of this pilot VMS program and prepare a proposed rule for public review.
C. Review and Discuss Proposed Rules and Draft Environmental Assessment
Ms. Becky Renko prepared and provided for the group a draft proposed rule for review. The
associated Environmental Assessment/ Regulatory Impact Statement/ Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis (EA) is nearly complete and rough drafts were made available to anyone in attendance by
request. Reviewers of the EA were asked to send their comments to Ms. Renko at a later date.
The group decided in the interest of time to first discuss questions and comments by major issue
followed by a “page by page” review of the proposed rule to address specific details. These minutes
capture the issues and questions raised during these discussions by major topic but, they do not
attempt to record every suggested change to the language of the proposed rule. Those changes
were recorded by Ms. Renko and will be reflected in the next draft of the rule.
Declaration Requirements
1. Generally, the goal is a declaration from any vessel whose activity in a GCA cannot otherwise
be readily distinguished from illegal activity. For example, a limited entry midwater trawl vessel
legally fishing in a GCA where bottom trawling is prohibited could appear from the air to be a
trawl vessel fishing illegally. Likewise, a limited entry fixed gear vessel legally fishing for crab
in a GCA where groundfish directed fixed gear is prohibited would be difficult to distinguish from
an illegal vessel. These so called ‘look alike’ scenarios are the primary focus of the declaration
program.
2. Declarations, like the GCA’s, will need to be gear specific. A trawl vessel will be required to
declare the one type of trawl gear to be used on the trip as well as the trawl restricted GCA
where the legal incursion is intended to occur. Similarly, a limited entry fixed gear vessel will be
required to declare if it intends to legally use fixed gear in a GCA area with fixed gear restrictions.
3. Vessels only transiting a GCA would not need to declare that intent so long as their activity
appears (either visually or by plotted positions reported by satellite) to be consistent with
transiting. Additionally, there are specific gear stowage regulations for transiting vessels (see
Gear Requirements, page 4).
4. Declarations must be made prior to leaving port and vessels will be required to retain a
confirmation report. While the declaration is in place, the vessel may have only the declared
type of gear onboard and may not engage in any fishing activity that is inconsistent with the
regulations for the declared GCA. Declarations would be required prior to leaving port and would
remain in effect until the vessel changes its intent with another declaration.
5. The proposed rule will need to specify the approved methods for making a declaration (i.e. VMS
transmission, facsimile, telephone, email).
6. The gear categories for the declaration report in the proposed rule need to be revisited.
Principally, there was confusion about whether crab gear is considered open access gear.
Open access gear usually refers to groundfish directed gear and does not include crab pots.
New categories may be required to incorporate the variety of fisheries that many limited entry
vessels participate in.
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7. The proposed rule needs to specify exactly what information is required on a declaration report.
Oregon and Washington implemented declaration systems at the end of 2002 and could help
by relating what worked well and what did not.
Coverage
1. There was a discussion about which vessels would be required to carry VMS units. NMFS and
the Committee members representing enforcement interests expressed a strong desire to
follow the recommendation of the Council. The federal groundfish limited entry fleet is of a
manageable size for the first year of VMS implementation and lands a substantial portion of the
annual groundfish harvest.
2. Several participants had questions about the open access fleet not being required to carry VMS
units. Open access vessels are often fishing in the same fisheries and areas as the limited entry
vessels which are required to carry VMS. The West Coast groundfish fishery will be far and
away the most complicated implementation of VMS in the nation and needs to be phased in.
The Council and the states are currently working on ways to address issues of
overcapitalization in the open access sector and VMS coverage will likely expand into this sector
in the future.
3. The dory fleet from Newport Beach, California has requested an exemption from a VMS
requirement primarily due to their limited range of activity and the complications of carrying a
VMS unit on the relatively small and open boats. At this time, NMFS is interested in exploring
ways to make VMS work for dory fishers rather than excluding them (see Downtime, Page 5).
Expenditures
1. Federal funding of VMS requirements have not been identified.
2. Dr. William Hogarth, Assistant Administrator for Fisheries at the National Marine Fisheries
Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA Fisheries), has spoken in
favor of federal funding of this program.
3. VMS has been cited as an important tool in the defense of U.S. coasts under Homeland
Security.
4. Capacity reduction is being considered for these fleets and some vessels will be required to
install VMS units just prior to leaving the fishery, a waste of resources.
Gear Requirements
1. There needs to be some clarification of the gear requirements under the 2003 management
measures. The current understanding from NMFS is that only one type of trawl gear can be
onboard during any single fishing trip. NMFS and Council staff will review the Groundfish
Management Team (GMT) recommendations and Council deliberations for clarification.
Previous groundfish regulations allowed more than one type of trawl gear on board but restricted
vessels to the lowest trip limit consistent with the fear carried. The GAP representatives on the
Committee recommended that this police be continued.
2. The declaration requirements for legal incursion into otherwise restricted GCA’s for the declared
gear type require there be only one type of trawl gear onboard.
3. When transiting a GCA, trawl gear must remain below deck or covered on the deck of a vessel,
or the net must be disconnected from the trawl doors and the trawl doors hung on their
stanchions.
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Drifting Into or Overnight Drifting within GCA’s
1. Questions were raised about vessels that may drift into a GCA while operators are working their
gear. Will vessel operators be required to remain on the legal side of a management line at all
times or can they drift across while working the gear?
2. Similarly, vessels may enter the trawl restricted GCA’s to overnight. If gear is disconnected or
stowed as per gear regulations for transiting is the vessel in violation if it spends the night?
Drifting in the zone is not transiting the zone. Can we address this with a separate declaration
for night activity? (see number 4 below).
3. It was suggested that VMS may not be able to accommodate many fishing behaviors, traditions,
or customs. Fishers may be required to alter more than gear operations such as finding safe
anchorages in areas outside of GCA’s or adjusting tows or sets so that the vessel is assured
of staying in legal waters as the gear is worked.
4. A definition for ‘transiting’ such as a required speed or a minimum time in a GCA was
discussed. How could enforcement officials handle a vessel that seemed to linger or overnight
in a GCA? One of three ways: 1) Dispatch a plane or vessel to investigate, 2) flag the VMS track
for further investigation, or 3) modify the declaration system so that the vessel could notify NMFS
of their intention. Could we establish a hotline or a two-way VMS notification of intent to
overnight in closed area? Some felt that the transit regulations were not intended to include
overnight drifting and the idea of a declaration system for overnight activity would be too
cumbersome and complicated to operate and enforce.
5. The group agreed on establishing a mechanism for informing NMFS of unforeseen problems
which may lead to a vessel being in a GCA. An example provided by fishers in the group was
debris caught in the net that forces a vessel to drift while the net is freed. NOAA could provide
a phone recording system that allows fishers to notify of trouble. In more dire circumstances,
the VMS position data and the notification system could add a measure of safety.
Downtime
1. Does the unit need to be on at all times, can operator turn it on and off? The enforcement
community, being burdened with the responsibility of ensuring the integrity of GCA’s, was in
favor of VMS operation 365 days a year (see Reporting Requirements, below).
2. Vessel operators were interested in minimizing reporting costs by identifying periods when the
vessel is not engaged in the groundfish fisheries such as trailer transit, prolonged fishing for
non-groundfish species, or dry dock.
3. The dory fleets do not have constant power source and boats are often transported by trailer.
Do we need new provisions for dory fleets to turn off the unit? Enforcement felt that the relatively
low power requirements of VMS units could allow dory vessels to operate VMS 365 days a year
unless that vessel was to be removed from the water for a long period of time.
4. The group agreed that the proposed rule should include language that allows vessel owners to
notify NMFS of long term periods of inactivity for repairs or storage.
Definitions
1. ‘Actively Fish’ - Participation in any fishery out to 200 nautical miles off Washington, Oregon, and
California (WOC)?
2. Need specific gear definitions, what is ‘open access’ gear (non-trawl groundfish gear)? Is crab
or salmon gear open access gear? (No?) These definitions likely already exist and can be cited
or repeated.
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3. ‘Trip’ - generally considered vessel activity from port to port and is defined in groundfish
regulations at 50 CFR 660.302 as “the period of time between landings when fishing is
conducted”.
4. Is setting gear same as fishing? For example, if a vessel sets crab gear for another vessel on
the way out to participate in a groundfish fishery is that vessel considered to be crab fishing?
5. ‘Transit’ - does this need to be defined in the proposed rule? Without a definition of ‘transit’ can
a trawl vessel remain in the GCA indefinitely so long as the gear is properly stowed or
disconnected?
Reporting Requirements
1. Frequency of position reporting has not been determined. Hourly reporting has been used for
estimates of transmission costs but units have been tested and can report more frequently.
There may also be a need for a less frequent report which confirms no movement of a vessel
at port.
2. What is the rationale for requiring 365 days a year reporting for a vessel that is actively fishing
in the WOC for only part of the year? The enforcement community, being burdened with the
responsibility of ensuring the integrity of GCA’s, was in favor of VMS operation 365 days a year.
3. Vessels will need to notify NMFS upon activation of a new VMS transceiver and get a
confirmation of proper function. Reactivation of a unit after service will require the same
notification and confirmation procedure.
4. Currently, limited entry vessels that spend a large portion of the year in Alaska but return to fish
within 200 nm of WOC will need to keep their VMS operating 365 days a year. There are
examples from less complicated VMS programs where vessels that leave the fishery for long
periods can get a waiver from the VMS requirement. This has not been established for this
program.
5. Unlike any other fishery in the nation, the majority of vessels WOC participate in several
fisheries and when they are engaged in non-groundfish fisheries the transmission costs are
wasted.
6. Will the system be monitored in real time (24/7)? Yes, the system will be operating in real time
but there may not be personnel staffing the equipment 24/7.
VMS Units and Equipment
1. Will there be a range of units to choose from? Yes, however, if federal funding is identified and
NMFS funds the purchase of VMS transceiver units, NMFS would likely select a lower cost unit
and contract with that vendor for a bulk price (see VMS Equipment and the Type-Approval
Process, page 7)
2. Will there be an alarm that signals the operator that the unit is no longer functioning properly?
Some units signal that unit is in sleep mode and then signals that power is off and the unit is
operating on backup battery. If a VMS unit did not have an alarm and the vessel operator was
unaware or malfunction, an ensuing investigation may discover why the unit failed; tampering,
mechanical failure, vessel trouble or emergency. In other VMS programs, the USCG
investigates lost signals as a safety issue.
3. Is sleep mode considered operating? Yes, and the power supply to the unit should be
maintained.
4. Who is responsible for repairs and are they reliable? What does vessel do while unit is
repaired, are replacement units available? NMFS needs to address this issue. In some other
programs temporary units are provided during repairs. At this time, vessel operators are
responsible for the cost of repairs.
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5. Accuracy of units was reported by some attendees with experience with VMS as only being
accurate within 100 meters which may not be adequate. Any unit approved for use will need to
meet all of the national VMS standards including accuracy.
Confidentiality
1. Is data collected used for only enforcement or will data be used for other purposes such as
fishery management? Yet to be determined. Will access to VMS data operate like PACFIN
where a board decides how information is applied/shared? Currently, in other VMS programs,
information is kept within enforcement. There are plans in WOC to share the information with
USCG and the states. There may also be a desire to share the info with biologists/managers
but that would not likely occur without confirming this intent with the Council and industry
representatives. There were strong objections raised by the GAP representatives and public
participants over allowing any information sharing beyond the confidentiality limits imposed by
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA). It was
requested that language be included in the proposed rule requiring vessel owners/operators
consent for use of data beyond enforcement. That type of language could not be committed to
but perhaps the rule could include the language from the MSFCMA concerning confidentiality as
requested by the GAP.
Enforcement
1. Will vessels be immediately ticketed if a vessel track is suspect or will an investigation occur
first? An investigation would ensue.
2. Will VMS alone verify a violation or will visual confirmation be required? There are complexities
for WOC groundfish fisheries that do not exist in other VMS programs around the nation. No
other programs have declaration provisions for fishing activities in otherwise restricted areas.
Ticketing issues need to be addressed.
3. Who’s responsibility is the VMS requirement, the vessel operator or owner? Installation appears
to be the responsibility of the owner. Operation of vessel and VMS is the responsibility of owner
or operator. What about those who lease permits? Need to specify that owners of permitted
vessels need to install units rather than permit owners. NMFS will look to other examples of
fishery enforcement for who is responsible for fishery regulation infractions, operators, owners,
or both.
4. Equitable enforcement of VMS requirements is desired. State vs federal or state by state
enforcement of the same regulations can vary thereby creating unfair situations.
5. Timeliness of enforcement activity was also a concern. If there is an infraction, how long until
the vessel operator is notified of a possible infraction or failure of the system? As a means to
avoid long periods of time between identification of a possible problem and notification of the
vessel, NMFS will strive to recommend that the national VMS steering group require two-way
communication when they renew national VMS standards. NMFS will strive to minimize delays
in notifying vessels of possible infractions. Shoreside contact information (i.e. fish plants, home
ports) may help if a vessel cannot be directly contacted. Additionally, the vessel would likely be
met upon return to port.
D. Results from Recent Vessel Tracking Trials
Mr. Steve Springer reported the preliminary results of recently conducted trials of two VMS
transceiver units aboard the NOAA research vessel Miller Freeman during a training mission from
Seattle to San Diego and back. Both units utilize geostationary INMARSAT satellites for
transmission of position reports. One unit was an INMARSAT-D+ system now manufactured by
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Japan Radio Corporation (JRC) and the other was an INMARSAT-C system manufactured by
Thrane and Thrane. Several operating parameters were tested including varied time intervals
between position reports. The trial was successful and both units performed as expected. The
INMARSAT-C system is capable of a wide-range of programmable settings and would allow twoway email communication if a computer is added to the system. The cost of this unit, not including
the computer, is roughly $1,800. INMARSAT-D+ system is less expensive at approximately $800
but, the unit is less flexible in its programmability and allows only ship to shore position report
transmission. Both units have internal differential Global Positioning Systems (GPS) and sleep
modes with communication costs around $0.04 per transmission or $1.00 per day with hourly
reporting. NMFS is preparing a report of the trial results.
E. VMS Equipment and the Type-Approval Process
Mr. Steve Springer reported on the method and time line of the type-approval process to identify
VMS units which meet NMFS standards and manufactures that can produce enough reliable units
to meet the needs of the fleet. The first step is to get the NMFS VMS standards and type-approval
forms published in the Federal Register and out to manufactures. This is expected to happen in
mid-January, 2003. Vendors and manufactures are then given time to report, among other things,
the specifications and capabilities of their respective VMS units. If their units meet the NMFS VMS
standards, NMFS requests transceiver units for 90 day trials aboard vessels. A list of approved
vendors/units which meet the requirements and pass the trials are ultimately provided to vessel
operators/owners. If federal funding is identified and NMFS funds the purchase of VMS transceiver
units, NMFS would likely select a lower cost unit and contract with that vendor for a bulk price. If
vessel operators/owners are required to fund the VMS units they would have a variety of units to
choose from but bulk pricing would not be feasible unless vessel owners made an arrangement to
buy in bulk.
Units in the trial will likely be a mix of technologies currently being used in other fisheries and some
that are new. Most of the systems on the market are “plug and play” making installation quick and
easy. Concern was raised about equipment warranties and reliability. Mr. Springer was uncertain
wether the type-approval process will require a minimal warranty. However, the type-approval forms
will request information regarding warranties and he stated that, in his experience, manufactures
have stood behind their equipment. Ms. Dana Potts of NACLS reported that their ARGOS systems
have a one year warranty, cost around $2,000, are similar to INMARSAT units in size. Additionally,
there are a variety of software packages for shoreside and onboard systems. Transmission costs
are $5.00 per day and use is unlimited. There is a two-day backup battery if power is lost. The
transceiver unit goes to sleep after 10 hours of no vessel movement and can transmit a
confirmation of no movement at preprogrammed intervals. Ms. Potts provided brochures on the
ARGOS system.
F. Next Steps in the Process/Future Meetings
Ms. Renko will revise the proposed rule and EA per discussions at this meeting. EA will be available
in early January. The proposed rule is scheduled to be published in the Federal Register in early
February with the public comment period running into April. There was discussion of holding
another Ad Hoc VMS Committee meeting before the April Council meeting. It was decided that Ad
Hoc VMS Committee members already planning to attend the March Council meeting on nongroundfish business will get together to assess progress. Under this scenario, implementation of
the pilot VMS program is not likely before July or August.
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It was requested that the issue of sharing data between federal and state enforcement agencies be
resolved quickly. The state enforcement programs in the WOC are concerned about this issue and,
they desire guaranteed full access to VMS information relative to vessels fishing off of their shores.
The Ad Hoc VMS Committee will likely meet at least once more in late 2003 to assess the
performance of the 2003 pilot VMS program and to discuss future VMS programs.
ADJOURN
PFMC
3/21/2003
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Exhibit E.6.b
Supplemental EC Report
April 2003

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON
VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM
The Enforcement Consultants (EC) met jointly with the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel to discuss the
current status of the Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) program and implementing regulations. A number
of issues were discussed that need to be addressed in writing by the EC.
The EC reviewed the letter from the Newport Dory Fleet. They expressed concerns regarding the need
for small, durable VMS units, mobility and storage of the dory fleet while not fishing, and the cost and
maintenance of the VMS units. NOAA Fisheries Enforcement reported that it recognizes and
understands the unique equipment requirements of the dory fleet and believes it has identified a VMS unit
which will fulfill these unique requirements. They are in the process of purchasing several units and look
forward to working with the dory fleet on a test/demonstration project.
The GAP identified several issues which, if seriously considered and implemented by the Council, would
virtually eliminate the ability of VMS and enforcement programs to act in concert to protect the integrity of
the mainstay of the West Coast groundfish conservation – the Rockfish Conservation Areas (RCAs). The
first issue involves identifying numerous activities which would involve vessels operating inside the
conservation area with gear in the water due to currents, wind, breakdowns and safety, or drifting in areas
at night at speeds that, due to wind and currents, would appear to VMS program officials to resemble
fishing patterns and signatures. The EC recalls that in November the Council directed NOAA Fisheries
and the Ad Hoc VMS Committee to draft a rule which would prohibit incursions into the RCA by vessels
carrying trawl gear with one exception– to allow transiting the RCA in order to access the outer fishing
areas lying west of the RCA. The proposed rule as currently drafted satisfies this requirement, and the
EC does not wish to see additional exceptions considered regarding prohibitions on incursions into the
RCA with trawl gear on board.
The second issue raised by the GAP suggests that limited entry vessels, currently required to have VMS
units operate continuously, should be able to turn units on and off while fishing in the conservation areas,
depending on the fishery. The EC believes that requiring VMS equipped vessels to keep their VMS units
operational while engaged in West Coast fisheries maximizes the efficiency of the equipment and provides
the best opportunity to prove that depth-based management is enforceable by demonstrating the
whereabouts of vessels engaged in West Coast fisheries. We anticipate the VMS program will expand in
future years. Implementing strategies that expand VMS and strive to minimize the need to send
enforcement resources to sea are needed now. Suggestions that promote the ability of the West Coast
fishing fleet to operate inside Conservation Areas while turning VMS units on and off on a large-scale adds
more complexity to an already overly complex regulatory scheme making enforcement nearly impossible.
Therefore, the EC does not support the GAP’s position that requiring VMS equipped vessels to maintain
their units in an "on" status while engaged in West Coast fisheries is a waste of resources. To the
contrary, the EC believes requiring VMS units to remain "on" maximizes the benefits and enforcement
efficiencies gained from the VMS program by minimizing the number of at-sea responses to suspected
unauthorized incursions into the RCA.
A final issue involves extending the public comment period on the proposed regulations from 30 to 60
days. When depth-based management measures were being considered in 2002, the Council noted the
importance of implementing VMS as early as possible in 2003. At the time, NOAA Fisheries reviewed
the regulatory timelines and estimated a VMS system could be in place as early as June of 2003. The
current estimate for final regulations and the required cooling off period puts full implementation of VMS off
to early September. Extending the comment period another 30 days delays the program to October.
Acting on reports of information of unlawful fishing inside the Conservation Area under the cover of
darkness, NOAA Fisheries and the U.S. Coast Guard put together an operation using a Jayhawk
Helicopter with special night time surveillance equipment. The first flight proved our sources were correct
-- the integrity of these closed areas is being compromised. This situation can only be addressed by
implementing VMS as soon as possible.
PFMC
04/09/03

Exhibit E.6.b
Supplemental GAP Report
April 2003

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met jointly with the Enforcement Consultants to discuss the
proposed rule on a Vessel Monitoring System (VMS). Unfortunately, the proposed rule has not yet been
published, so the comments here are based on the report from the Ad Hoc VMS Committee, an old draft
of the proposed rule, and the current thinking of enforcement personnel on how VMS would operate.
According to the schedule provided by NMFS, the proposed rule will be published in April and will have a
30- day comment period; the final rule will be published in June with a 60-day cooling off period, making
the VMS requirement go into effect on September 1, 2003. The GAP strongly recommends the Council
request NMFS to modify this schedule by extending the comment period to 60 days. This would allow the
GAP, other advisory bodies, the Council, and the public to have the proposed rule in order to provide
comments at the June meeting. It would also provide for an additional education effort at the September
meeting, which is usually well attended by those who will be required to install VMS units. The GAP
recommends that NMFS use the additional time to test and certify additional VMS unit types for use in the
groundfish fishery.
The GAP identified a number of issues which need to be resolved and which are related here in no order
of priority:
Cost and payment: The GAP’s initial support for VMS was conditioned on the costs of the system including VMS units and transmission costs - being borne by NMFS. The Council also endorsed having
the system funded by the federal government; yet, at this point, no funds have been identified to cover
those costs. The GAP is troubled by the fact that some of the wealthier fisheries, such as those in
Alaska, have their VMS systems paid for, while the Pacific groundfish fishery will have to pay for its
system themselves.
Drifting: As presently contemplated, a vessel which is not fishing or actively transiting the Rockfish
Conservation Area (RCA) would be considered a violator. Members of the GAP and the public expressed
concerns as to how this will affect vessels which are retrieving gear moved into the RCA by currents;
vessels which suffer a temporary breakdown; and vessels which utilize the RCA for safety purposes to
avoid commercial vessel traffic. The GAP believes that some accommodation should be made for
nonfishing presence in the RCA.
Requiring an operable VMS unit when not engaged in the groundfish fishery: Many limited entry vessels
also hold permits for, or engage in fishing in, nongroundfish fisheries including crab, shrimp, albacore, and
salmon. Current proposals would establish a declaration system if those vessels are legally fishing in the
RCA, yet would require those vessels to keep their VMS units operating and transmitting location
information. The GAP believes this is discriminatory and a waste of resources, as it allows nongroundfish
vessels engaged in identical activity to operate without a VMS unit, while limited entry vessels must
maintain one.
The VMS system was recommended as a method for tracking vessels actively engaged in the groundfish
fishery. Many view it as having devolved to a system designed to engage in electronic monitoring of
certain vessels no matter what they are doing. Legitimate enforcement to monitor closed areas is one
thing; Orwellian electronic surveillance is quite another, especially when the industry has to pay for the
dubious privilege of being surveyed.
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Exhibit E.6.b
Supplemental GMT Report
April 2003

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM
At its February meeting, the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) was briefed by Ms. Becky Renko on
the status of the proposed rule for implementing a vessel monitoring system (VMS). The VMS system
will be used for tracking vessels under the depth-based management regime as adopted for 2003.
GMT members were provided with a copy of the draft proposed rule and were asked to provide comment.
The GMT offers the following comments and recommendations regarding the use of VMS in managing
the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery.
VMS systems produce accurate and timely information of vessel fishing locations over large geographical
areas. These data can be used to better understand individual vessel and fishing fleet distribution.
Accurate and timely data on fishing fleet distribution are needed to assess how fishing effort shifts as a
result of new management measures and for assessing the effectiveness of closed areas. The GMT
recommends that VMS data be available to federal and possibly state managers and scientists to
improve their understanding of the fishery. If necessary, the data could be aggregated and/or
disassociated from a vessel’s identification code to protect confidentiality.
The requirements for a declaration system, where skippers must declare their intent to fish in a
conservation area with an allowed gear, are also contained in the draft proposed rule. The GMT was
updated on the development of a telephone call-in system that will be used to submit federal declaration
reports. The GMT believes that declaration reports will aid enforcement in monitoring compliance with
the depth-based restrictions and supports the development of a federal declaration reporting system.

PFMC
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Exhibit E.7
Situation Summary
April 2003

STANDARDS AND CRITERIA FOR APPROVING EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS
Situation: Exempted fishing permits (EFPs) allow fishing activities that would otherwise be prohibited (Section
7.0 of the Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP), Exhibit E.7, Attachment 1). As an example, EFPs
provide a process for testing innovative fishing gears and strategies to substantiate methods for prosecuting
sustainable and risk-averse fishing opportunities. The Council has signaled its intent to make greater use of
EFPs in the newgroundfish management regime of depth restrictions and widespread area closures to reduce
harvest of overfished species. However, there are potential drawbacks to significant EFP proliferation. Low
optimum yields (OYs) for overfished species force hard allocation decisions between allowing immediate
fleetwide fishing opportunities in directed and incidental groundfish fisheries versus the longer term potential
benefits ascribed to gaining new information from EFPs. Additionally, concerns were expressed about the
need to manage the EFP approval process in a more timely manner and based on more explicit scientific
criteria. For these reasons, the Council is tasking the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) with
recommending standards and criteria for approving EFPs.
The GMT has provided a rough draft of a Council Operating Procedure (COP) that prescribes a set schedule
and other protocols for Council consideration in approving EFP applications (Exhibit E.7, Attachment 2).
However, there are several unresolved issues in this draft. Further, the GMT has not discussed scientific
criteria for evaluating EFPs based on their potential for influencing long-term sustainable management
strategies.
It is anticipated the GMT will provide the Council with a supplemental statement at the April meeting with
discussion points for further consideration.
The attachments provided in this agendum are not GMT
recommendations; they are designed to stimulate further discussion on these points.
The Council task at this point should be to consider the general scope and primary elements of the GMT’s
initial draft for a COP dealing with EFP applications and provide guidance
on outstanding issues. The Council
should also discuss the process for completing the development of this COP.

Council Action:
1.

Provide guidance on developing criteria and scientific standards for approving EFPs

Reference Materials:
1.
2.

Section 7.0 of the Groundfish FMP (Exhibit E.7, Attachment 1).
Draft Council Operating Procedure: Protocol for Council Consideration of Exempted Fishing Permits
(EFPs) for Pacific Coast Groundfish Fisheries (Exhibit E.7, Attachment 2).

Aaenda Order:
a. Agendum Overview
b. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
c. Public Comment
d. Council Action:Adopt a Criteria and Standards for Approving EFPs
PFMC
03/26/03
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Exhibit E.7
Attachment 1
April 2003
7.0 EXPERIMENTAL FISHERIES
Among the objectives of this FMP is to provide for the orderly development of the domestic groundfish
fisheries, including promotion of new domestic fisheries, or otherwise contribute to effective management
of the stock. In order to accomplish this objective, it is desirable to permit limited domestic experimental
fishing (recreational or commercial) for groundfish species covered by this plan. This provision is
intended to promote increased utilization of underutilized species, realize the expansion potential of the
domestic groundfish fishery, and increase the harvest efficiency of the fishery consistent with the MSA and
the management goals of this FMP. Experimental fishing will be conducted under exempted fishing
permits (EFPs) issued under Section 303(b)(1) of the MSA.
The Regional Director may authorize, for limited experimental purposes, the direct or incidental harvest of
groundfish managed under this FMP which would otherwise be prohibited. No experimental fishing may
be conducted unless authorized by an EFP issued by the Regional Director to the participating vessel in
accordance with the criteria and procedures specified in this section. EFPs will be issued without charge.
An applicant for an EFP need not be the owner or operator of the vessel(s) for which the EFP is
requested. Nothing in this section is intended to inhibit the authority of the Council or any other fishery
management entity from requesting that the Regional Director consider issuance of EFPs for a particular
experiment in advance of the Regional Director's receipt of applications for EFPs to participate in that
experiment.
Criteria and procedures for the issuance of EFPs are:
1. Applicants must submit a completed application in writing to the Regional Director at least 60 days
prior to the proposed effective date of the permit. The application must include, but is not limited to,
the following information:
a. The date of the application;
b. The applicant's name, mailing address, and telephone number;
c. A statement of the purposes and goals of the experiment for which an EFP is needed, including a
general description of the arrangements for disposition of all species harvested under the EFP;
d. Valid justification for why issuance of the EFP is warranted;
e. A statement of whether the proposed experimental fishing has broader significance than the
applicant's individual goals;
f. For each vessel to be covered by the EFP:
(1) vessel name;
(2) name, address, and telephone number of owner and master;
(3) Coast Guard documentation, state license, or registration number;
(4) home port;
(5) length of vessel;
(6) net tonnage;
(7) gross tonnage;
g. A description of the species (target and incidental) to be harvested under the EFP and the
amount(s) of such harvest necessary to conduct the experiment;
h. For each vessel covered by the EFP, the approximate time(s) and place(s) fishing will take place,
and the type, size and amount of gear to be used; and
i. The signature of the applicant.
The Regional Director may request from an applicant additional information necessary to make the
determinations required under this section.
2. The Regional Director will review each application and will make a preliminary determination whether
or not the application contains all of the required information and constitutes a valid experimental
program appropriate for further consideration. If the Regional Director finds any application does not
warrant further consideration, he shall notify both the applicant and the Council in writing of the
reasons for his decision. If the Regional Director determines any application warrants further
consideration, he will publish a notice of receipt of the application in the Federal Register with a brief
description of the proposal, and will give interested persons an opportunity to comment. The notice
1

may establish a cutoff date for receipt of additional applications to participate in the same or a similar
experiment.
The Regional Director also will forward copies of the application to the Pacific Fishery Management
Council, the United States Coast Guard, and the fishery management agencies of Oregon, Washington,
California, and Idaho, accompanied by the following information:
a. The current utilization of domestic annual harvesting and processing capacity (including existing
experimental harvesting, if any) of the target and incidental species;
b. A citation of the regulation or regulations which, absent the EFP, would prohibit the proposed
activity; and
c. Biological information relevant to the proposal.
3. At a Council meeting following receipt of a complete application, the Regional Director may choose to
consult with the Council and the directors of the state fishery management agencies concerning the
permit application. The Council shall notify the applicant in advance of the meeting, if any, at which
the application will be considered and invite the applicant to appear in support of the application if the
applicant desires.
4. As soon as practicable after receiving responses from the agencies identified above, or after
consultation, if any, in paragraph 3 above, the Regional Director shall notify the applicant in writing of
his decision to grant or deny the EFP, and, if denied, the reasons for the denial. Grounds to deny
issuance of an EFP include, but are not limited to, the following:
a. The applicant has failed to disclose material information required, or has made false statements
as to any material fact, in connection with his application; or
b. According to the best scientific information available, the harvest to be conducted under the permit
would detrimentally affect any species of fish in a significant way; or
c. Issuance of the EFP would inequitably allocate fishing privileges among domestic fishermen or
would have economic allocation as its sole purpose; or
d. Activities to be conducted under the EFP would be inconsistent with the intent of this section or
the management objectives of this FMP; or
e. The activity proposed under the EFP could create a significant enforcement problem.
5. If the permit is granted, the Regional Director will publish a notice in the Federal Register describing
the experimental fishing to be conducted under the EFP. The Regional Director may attach terms
and conditions to the EFP consistent with the purpose of the experiment, including, but not limited to:
a. The maximum amount of each species which can be harvested and landed during the term of the
EFP, including trip limitations, where appropriate;
b. The number, size, names, and identification numbers of the vessels authorized to conduct fishing
activities under the EFP;
c. The time(s) and place(s) where experimental fishing may be conducted;
d. The type, size, and amount of gear which may be used by each vessel operated under the EFP;
e. The condition that observers be allowed aboard vessels operated under an EFP;
f. Reasonable data reporting requirements;
g. Such other conditions as may be necessary to assure compliance with the purposes of the EFP
consistent with the objectives of this FMP; and,
h. provisions for public release of data obtained under the EFP.
6. Failure of a permittee to comply with the terms and conditions of an EFP shall be grounds for
revocation, suspension, or modification of the EFP with respect to all vessels conducting activities
under that EFP. Any action taken to revoke, suspend, or modify an EFP shall be governed by 50
C.F.R. Part 621, Subpart D.
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Exhibit E.7
Supplemental Attachment 3
April 2003
PROPOSED COUNCIL PROCESS FOR CONSIDERATION OF
EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS
Year 1
June
·
Preliminary exempted fishing permit (EFP) concepts for Year 2
September
·
Draft EFP applications for Year 2
·
EFP Application review by Groundfish Management Team (GMT), Groundfish Advisory Subpanel
(GAP), and Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC)
·
Proposals from individuals or non-government agencies must be presented to GMT in writing
at least 2 weeks prior to September Council meeting; proposals from federal or state
agencies may be presented at the September Council meeting
·
Council consider approving for public review
·
Release of EFP OY "set aside"
November
·
Final EFP Applications for Year 2
·
Only those EFP applications that were considered in September may be considered in
November; applications received after the September Council meeting for the following
calendar year will not be considered
·
EFP Application review (if revised) by GMT, GAP, and SSC
·
Council consider recommending approval to NMFS
Year 2
·
Process and schedule same as Year 1 for EFP proposals for Year 3
Year 3
June
·
Preliminary report on EFP from Year 2 to GMT for consideration
·
Preliminary EFP concepts for Year 4
September
·
Final report on EFP from Year 2 to GMT, SSC, and Council
·
Draft EFP applications for Year 4
·
EFP application review by GMT, GAP, and SSC
·
Proposals from individuals or non-government agencies must be presented to GMT in writing
at least 2 weeks prior to September Council meeting; proposals from federal or state
agencies may be presented at the Sept Council mtg
·
Council consider approving for public review
·
Release of EFP optimum yield (OY) "set aside"
November
·
Final EFP applications for Year 4
·
Only those EFP applications that were considered in September may be considered in
November; applications received after the September Council meeting for the following
calendar year will not be considered
·
EFP application review (if revised) by GMT, GAP, and SSC
·
Council consider recommending approval to NMFS
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Exhibit E.7
Supplemental GMT Report
April 2003
GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
STANDARDS AND CRITERIA FOR APPROVING EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS
In response to the Council’s request, the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) developed a draft Council
Operating Procedure that describes the standards and criteria for approving exempted fishing permits
(Exhibit E.7., Supplemental Revised Attachment 2). These proposed standards and criteria are
consistent with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, the Council’s West
Coast groundfish fishery management plan, and draft National Marine Fisheries Service standards and
protocols. The proposed standards and criteria include the following:
Definition of exempted fishing permits (EFPs) and purposes for their use
Description of the contents of a completed EFP application
Review and approval process involving consideration of EFPs at the GMT, Scientific and Statistical
Committee (SSC), and Council levels
Suggested prioritization criteria for EFP applications
List of questions the GMT will consider in reviewing EFP applications, including an evaluation of
scientific data collection methods
Other considerations regarding fishery-related violations of potential EFP participants
Requirements for a preliminary report of the results and the data collected (including catch data)
presented to the GMT at the June Council meeting following the implementation of the EFP, and a
final written report that documents the data collection methodology and the results of the EFP to the
Council and its advisory bodies in September
The GMT is recommending a proposed process and timeline for EFP review and consideration by the
Council that consists of an annual two-meeting process at the September and November Council
meetings (Exhibit E.7, Supplemental Attachment 3). The approach would include setting aside a portion of
the optimum yields (OYs) for rebuilding species of concern as part of setting the acceptable biological
catches (ABCs) and OYs in June; in the absence of EFP applications that meet the standards and criteria
sufficient to take the portion of the OYs that have been set aside, there would be a release of those set
asides back to the scheduled groundfish fisheries in September.
The GMT requests that the SSC also review EFP applications to evaluate the proposed data collection
methodology to determine whether it is adequate to measure achievement of the EFP objectives.
The GMT recommends that the Council approve the draft Council Operating Procedure for the standards
and criteria for approving EFPs, as revised, as well as the proposed process and timeline.
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Exhibit E.7
Supplemental Revised Attachment 2
April 2003

COUNCIL OPERATING PROCEDURE:
PROTOCOL FOR COUNCIL CONSIDERATION OF EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS (EFPs)
FOR PACIFIC COAST GROUNDFISH FISHERIES
DEFINITION
An exempted fishing permit (EFP) is a federal permit, issued by the National Marine Fisheries Service,
which authorizes a vessel to engage in an activity that is otherwise prohibited by the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act or other fishery regulations for the purpose of collecting
limited experimental data. EFPs can be issued to federal or state agencies, marine fish commissions, or
other entities, including individuals. An EFP applicant need not be the owner or operator of the vessel(s)
for the EFP is requested [NMFS Report, April 2002].
PURPOSE
The specific objectives of a proposed exempted fishery may vary. The Pacific Fishery Management
Council’s fishery management plan (FMP) for West Coast groundfish stocks provides for EFPs to promote
increased utilization of underutilized species, realize the expansion potential of the domestic groundfish
fishery, and increase the harvest efficiency of the fishery consistent with the Magnuson-Stevens Act and
the management goals of the FMP [PFMC West Coast Groundfish FMP, August 1990]. However, EFPs
are commonly used to explore ways to reduce effort on depressed stocks, encourage innovation and
efficiency in the fisheries, provide access to constrained stocks while directly measuring the bycatch
associated with those fishing strategies, and to evaluate current and proposed management measures
[GMT report, October 2002].
PROTOCOL
Submission
The Pacific Fishery Management Council and its advisory bodies (Groundfish Management Team [GMT]
and Scientific and Statistical Committee [SSC]) should review EFP proposals prior to issuance; the GMT
and SSC may provide comment on methodology and relevance to management data needs and make
recommendations to the Council accordingly. The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel and the public may
also comment on EFP proposals [NMFS Report, April 2002]. Completed applications for EFPs from
individuals or non-government agencies for Council consideration must be received by the Council for
review, at least two weeks prior to the September Council meeting. Applications for EFPs from federal or
state agencies must meet the briefing book deadline for the September Council meeting.
Proposal Contents
EFP proposals must contain sufficient information for the Council to determine:
·
·
·

There is adequate justification for an exemption to the regulations;
The potential impacts of the exempted activity have been adequately identified; and
The exempted activity would be expected to provide information useful to management and use of
groundfish fishery resources. [GMT report, October 2002]

Therefore, applicants must submit a completed application in writing that includes, but is not limited to, the
following information:
·
·
·
·

Date of application
Applicant’s names, mailing addresses, and telephone numbers
A statement of the purpose and goals of the experiment for which an EFP is needed, including a
general description of the arrangements for the disposition of all species harvested under the EFP
Valid justification explaining why issuance of an EFP is warranted
1

·
·
·

·
·
·
·

A statement of whether the proposed experimental fishing has broader significance than the
applicant’s individual goals
Number of vessels covered under the EFP
A description of the species (target and incidental) to be harvested under the EFP and the amount(s)
of such harvest necessary to conduct the experiment; this description should include harvest
estimates of overfished species
A description of a mechanism, such as at-sea fishery monitoring, to ensure that the harvest limits for
targeted and incidental species are not exceeded and are accurately accounted for
A description of the proposed data collection and analysis methodology
For each vessel covered by the EFP, the approximate time(s) and place(s) fishing will take place, and
the type, size, and amount of gear to be used
The signature of the applicant [PFMC West Coast Groundfish FMP, August 1990]

NOTE: The GMT, SSC, and/or Council may request additional information necessary for their
consideration.
Review and Approval
The GMT and SSC will review EFP proposals in September and make recommendations to the Council
for action; the Council will consider those proposals for preliminary action. Final action on EFPs will occur
at the November Council meeting. Only those EFP applications that were considered in September may
be considered in November; EFP applications received after the September Council meeting for the
following calendar year will not be considered.
EFP proposals must contain a mechanism, such as at-sea fishery monitoring, to ensure that the harvest
limits for targeted and incidental species are not exceeded and are accurately accounted for. Also, EFP
proposals must include a description of the proposed data collection and analysis methodology used to
measure whether the EFP objectives will be met.
The Council will give priority consideration to those EFP applications that:
·
Emphasize resource conservation and management with a focus on bycatch reduction
·
Encourage full retention of fishery mortalities
·
Involve data collection on fisheries stocks and/or habitat
·
Encourage innovative gear modifications and/or development [GMT report, October 2002]
In its review, the GMT review will consider the following questions:
·
Is the application complete?
·
Is the EFP proposal consistent with the goals and objectives of the West Coast Groundfish FMP?
·
Does the EFP account for fishery mortalities, by species?
·
Are the harvest estimates of overfished species within the amounts set aside for EFP activities?
·
Does the EFP meet one or more of the Council’s priorities listed above?
·
Is the EFP proposal compatible with the federal observer program effort?
·
What infrastructure is in place to monitor, process data, and administer the EFP?
·
How will achievement of the EFP objectives be measured?
·
What is the funding source for at-sea monitoring?
·
Has there been coordination with appropriate state and federal enforcement staff?
Other considerations:
·
Potential EFP participants (fishers and processors) who have violated past EFP provisions, have been
convicted of a state or federal gross misdemeanor or felony of commercial fishery regulations within
the last three years and/or for which there are documented fish receiving tickets that indicate
misreported or under-reported groundfish landings may not be eligible to participate in EFPs. [GMT
report, October 2002]
Report Contents
The EFP applicant must present
(including catch data) to the GMT
on the results of the EFP and the
the September Council meeting.

a preliminary report on the results of the EFP and the data collected
at the June Council meeting of the following year. A final written report
data collected must be presented to the GMT, SSC, and the Council at
This final report should include a summary of the work completed, an
2

analysis of the data collected, and conclusions and/or recommendations. Timely presentation of results
is required to determine whether future EFPs will be recommended.
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Exhibit E.7.b
Supplemental EC Report
April 2003

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON
STANDARDS AND CRITERIA FOR APPROVING EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS
The Enforcement Consultants (EC) propose the following changes to the draft Operating Procedures
portion of the Standards and Criteria for Approving Exempted Fishing Permits (EFPs), Exhibit E.7,
Attachment 2.
As it relates to Page 2, Review and Approval – Other considerations, change the wording to reflect:
EFP candidates or participants may be denied future related fishing opportunities under the following
circumstances:
If the applicant/participant (fisher/processor) has violated past EFP provisions; or has been convicted of a
crime related to commercial fishing regulations punishable by a maximum penalty range exceeding
$1,000 within the last three years; or within the last three years assessed a civil penalty related to
violations of commercial fishing regulations in an amount greater than $5,000; or, has been convicted of
any violation involving the falsification of fish receiving tickets including, but not limited to, mis-reporting or
under-reporting of groundfish. Documented fish receiving tickets indicating mis-reporting or underreporting of groundfish will not qualify for consideration when fish reporting documents are used as part of
the qualifying criteria for EFP’s.
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Exhibit E.7.b
Supplemental GAP Statement
April 2003

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
STANDARDS AND CRITERIA FOR APPROVING EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met jointly with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to
discuss the criteria they developed for evaluating exempted fishing permit (EFP) proposals and the
process to be used for allocating fish to EFP programs.
In general, the GAP found the GMT’s recommendations acceptable, with one exception. On page 2 of
the GMT’s Draft Council Operating Procedures (Supplemental Revised Attachment 2, Exhibit E.7) under
"Other considerations," the GMT recommends that EFP applications be evaluated on the basis of
enforcement concerns including "documented fish receiving tickets that indicate misreported or
under-reported groundfish landings." In other words, an EFP applicant could be denied, because there
was an unresolved dispute over two fishtickets - an event which is fairly common and which is usually
resolved without any violation or serious penalty. The GAP believes this particular criterion is excessive
and unnecessary. We understand that the Enforcement Consultants are developing alternative language,
which ties potential denial of an EFP applicant to significant violations for which a severe civil or criminal
penalty has been imposed after proper adjudication. This is a more reasonable approach that the GAP
could endorse.
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Exhibit E.7.b
Supplemental SSC Report
April 2003

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
STANDARDS AND CRITERIA FOR APPROVING EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS
The Council’s groundfish fishery management plan (FMP) provides for the issuance of exempted fishing
permits (EFPs) by NMFS to promote the increased use of underutilized species, to realize the expansion
potential of the domestic groundfish fishery, and to increase the harvest efficiency of the fishery consistent
with the Magnuson-Stevens Act and the goals of the groundfish FMP. The Groundfish Management
Team (GMT) has developed a draft set of protocols for EFP applications that is being considered for
adoption as part of the Council’s Operating Procedures (Exhibit E.7, Supplemental Revised Attachment 2,
April 2003). Previously, the SSC had indicated a willingness to assist the GMT in evaluating scientific
issues associated with EFP applications (Exhibit G.6.c, Supplemental SSC Report, November 2002).
The SSC discussed how it could be of greatest assistance to the GMT in evaluating EFP applications,
considering that many submissions are designed to address a policy or management objective, and have
little or no identifiable scientific purpose. Following that discussion the SSC concluded the following:
1. All EFP applications should first be evaluated by the GMT for consistency with the goals and
objectives of the groundfish FMP and the Council’s strategic plan for groundfish.
2. When a proposal is submitted that includes a significant scientific component that would benefit from
SSC review, the GMT can refer the application to the SSC’s groundfish subcommittee for comment.
3. In such instances, the groundfish subcommittee will evaluate the scientific merits of the application
and will specifically evaluate the application’s (a) problem statement, (b) data collection methodology,
(c) proposed analytical and statistical treatment of the data, and (d) the generality of the inferences
that could be drawn by the study.
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Exhibit E.8
Situation Summary
April 2003
FINAL ACTION ON GROUNDFISH INSEASON MANAGEMENT
Situation: Tentative adjustments to the 2003 groundfish management measures will be adopted as necessary
by the Council under agenda item E.3 on Wednesday, April 9. These tentative adjustment will be reviewed
by the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) and the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP). The Council is
to consider advice from the GMT, the GAP, and the public on additional recommended changes and adopt
final inseason adjustments to the 2003 groundfish management measures as necessary.
Council Action:
1.

Consider and adopt final inseason adjustments, if necessary.

Reference Materials:
1.

Supplemental reports may be provided by the GMT and the GAP.

Agenda Order:
a. Agendum Overview
b. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
c. Public Comment
d. Council Action: Consider and Adopt lnseason Adjustments, if Necessary
PFMC
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Exhibit E.8.b
Supplemental EC Report
April 2003

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON
FINAL ACTION ON GROUNDFISH INSEASON MANAGEMENT
The Enforcement Consultants (EC) reviewed the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) and GMT
statements related to inseason adjustments. The EC requests clarification of how management measures
relate to B Platoon vessels. In the case of B Platoon vessels, we understand that trip limits lag by two
weeks; however, confusion exists relative to how other management measures should be applied. One
example is a restriction based on fishing depth. We raised this issue with the GAP, and they requested
status quo until 2004.
The issue for the EC is that we would have to maintain two sets of lines for two weeks. Where these
vessels may have incurred benefits when a fishing area was further restricted, under the 200 fathom curve
scenario, they would actually lose opportunity.
The EC also understands that a change in depth regulation could occur mid-period, further confusing the
situation.
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Exhibit E.8.b
Supplemental GAP Report
April 2003

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
FINAL ACTION ON GROUNDFISH INSEASON MANAGEMENT
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met jointly with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to
discuss inseason adjustments to the groundfish specifications.
The GAP makes the following
recommendations:
AREA AND TRIP LIMIT ADJUSTMENTS
North of 4010': As soon as possible, but not earlier than May 1, 2003, move the western boundary of
the Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA) to a line approximating 200 fathoms and the eastern boundary of
the RCA to a line approximating 50 fathoms, as expressed by a series of straight lines connecting
waypoints identified by latitude and longitude coordinates.
Beginning May 1, 2003, (May 15, 2003 for “B” Platoon vessels) until the line change is accomplished, the
taking of Pacific groundfish by bottom trawls on limited entry vessels east of the 250 fathom line will be
prohibited.
Beginning May 1, 2003 (May 15, 2003 for “B” Platoon vessels): the following trip limits will apply for large
footrope limited entry trawl:
Dover sole - 31,000 lbs / 2 mos
Sablefish - 10,000 lbs / 2 mos
Longspine thornyheads - 14,000 lbs / 2 mos
Shortspine thornyheads - 2,800 lbs / 2 mos
Arrowtooth flounder - 200,000 lbs / 2 mos
Beginning at the time that the 50 fathom line is established, the following trip limits will apply for small
footrope limited entry trawl:
Dover sole - 12,500 lbs / 2 mos
Sablefish - 3,000 lbs / 2 mos
Other flatfish - 20,000 lbs / 2 mos, no more than 10,000 lbs of which may be petrale sole
Arrowtooth flounder - 5,000 lbs / 2 mos
Beginning May 1, 2003, (May 15, 2003 for “B” platoon vessels) if small footrope gear is used at any time
during the limit period, a vessel will be retricted to the small footrope limits during the entire cumulative
period.
South of 4010': As soon as possible, but not earlier than May 1, 2003, the western boundary of the
RCA as it applies to fishing with bottom trawls will be a line approximating 200 fathoms, as expressed by a
series of straight lines connecting way points identified by latitude and longitude coordinates.
During the periods of May 1 to June 30, 2003, and September 1 to October 31, 2003, (and the appropriate
corresponding times for “B” Platoon vessels) the sublimit of petrale sole as a component of the other
flatfish limit is increased to no more than 20,000 lbs / 2 mos
During the period July 1 to August 31, 2003, the taking of Pacific groundfish by bottom trawls on limited
entry vessels east of this line will be prohibited.
During the period July 1 to August 31, (July 15 to August 15, 2003 for “B” Platoon vessels) the following
limited entry trawl trip limits will apply:
Dover sole - 35,000 lbs / 2 mos
Sablefish - 12,000 lbs / 2 mos
Longspine thornyheads - 16,000 lbs / 2 mos
Shortspine thornyheads - 3,000 lbs / 2mos
The GAP wants to make clear this recommendation is being made only because we have no choice. The
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Council’s decision to require use of the revised bycatch model leads to no flexibility. The results of
adopting this proposal will be felt by fishermen and processors who have already made fishing plans for
this season, who are already gearing up for May, and who will suddenly be shut down with two week’s
notice. To further complicate matters, the lack of harvest in May of this year will mean the bycatch model
has less data to use next year, so this could, in effect, wind up as a permanent closure.
We are now at the point where we are managing real people’s lives with computer projections based on
“virtual” fish. That is something that should not be allowed to happen.
SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH
The GAP recommends the Council direct NMFS to defer their planned southern California bocaccio
hook-and- line survey scheduled for this year.
The GAP believes the approximately 1 metric ton of bocaccio set aside for cooperative research in
southern California would be better utilized to help maintain fishing opportunities for both recreational and
commercial fisheries for the remainder of the 2003 season.
Getting better data on bocaccio biomass is of paramount importance. However, a southern survey which
anticipates taking only 1 metric ton of fish is totally inadequate considering the species distribution from
the shore out to 150 fathoms.
When more fish becomes available, the southern bocaccio survey work should be given the highest
priority.
OTHER MEASURES
During its discussion of inseason adjustments, the GAP considered several other proposals presented by
GAP members, other Council advisory bodies, and members of the public. The GAP’s recommendations
are as follows:
Retention of rockfish by salmon troll vessels - Beginning May 1, 2003, north of 4010', salmon troll
vessels may retain 1 lb of yellowtail rockfish for every 2 lbs of salmon landed, with a cumulative limit of
200 lbs / month, both within and outside of the RCA. Retention of other groundfish species will be
governed by groundfish open access cumulative limits and season and area restrictions.
The special provision for salmon troll vessels to retain yellowtail rockfish was made several years ago, but
was inadvertently dropped when the 2003 annual specifications were published. The GAP agreed it
should be continued, with the monthly cumulative limit reduced to match the groundfish open access limit.
Representatives of the salmon troll fishery requested that similar exemptions be made for lingcod and
other rockfish species. The GAP rejected the provision for lingcod since that species has been
designated as overfished and is subject to rebuilding constraints. The GAP agreed that other rockfish
could be incidentally taken, but retention be subject to the same rules governing other open access
fisheries. This will prevent early attainment of open access harvest goals and prevent any re-allocation of
other species from the open access fishery to the salmon troll fishery.
Minor corrections to RCA boundaries - several minor changes to RCA boundaries were discussed,
including changes proposed by the Fishing Vessel Owners Association and a member of the GAP. Since
some of these changes could result in bycatch impacts on species designated as overfished, the majority
of the GAP agreed to support only those changes that were recommended by the GMT.
Recreational fishing for southern slope rockfish - the GAP considered a letter received from a
recreational fishermen in California, requesting that recreational fishing for southern slope rockfish be
allowed. The GAP opposed the request, because it would constitute a new fishery with unknown impacts
on overfished species; would be extremely difficult to enforce; would go against the policy of providing
greater nearshore opportunities for recreational fishermen in exchange for greater slope opportunities for
commercial fishermen; could be detrimental to vessel safety; and could lead to additional incidental take of
shelf rockfish.
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Clarification of management line changes affecting “B” platoon vessels - The Enforcement
Consultants and the GAP discussed how “B” platoon vessels should be treated when inseason
adjustments are made to management line boundaries. The GAP notes that - for 2003 - vessels in the
“B” platoon have already made fishing plans based on being able to operate under existing management
lines during their entire cumulative period. Being forced to fish under new lines would be costly, and
vessels cannot transfer to the “A” platoon once the fishing year begins. Since there are only 22 vessels
registered under the “B” platoon and the Enforcement Consultants agreed they could - with some effort enforce differential lines, the GAP recommended that for the 2003 season “B” platoon vessels be allowed
to fish according to the management lines in existence at the start of their cumulative periods. For 2004,
the GAP will consider whether the “B” platoon option should be allowed to continue.
The GAP notes that the uncertainty of when line changes may occur in May causes a further problem.
The GAP suggests that - for the cumulative period beginning May 15, 2003 only - “B” Platoon vessels be
allowed to fish at whatever line is in effect for the “A” Platoon vessels.
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Exhibit E.8.b
Supplemental GMT Report
April 2003
GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS
The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) discussed various options for management measures for the trawl fishery, including
implementing a 50-fathom depth restriction north of 40°10' beginning in May. The GMT received a number of concerns from
industry relative to this restriction, including:
•
Summer is the primary molting period for Dungeness crab. Molting crab are extremely soft-shelled and are vulnerable to
trawl-induced mortality. Concentration of effort in the nearshore area could risk harm to the Dungeness crab resource.
Gear conflicts between the trawl and Dungeness crab fisheries would also be intensified.
•
The area inside of 50 fathoms is a nursery ground for a number of groundfish species. Concentrating the trawl fleet in this
area could result in unanticipated harmful effects on these juvenile fish.
•
While the canary bycatch rate inside of 50 fathoms is currently modeled upon catches of vessels historically used to fishing
in the nearshore area, forcing vessels unfamiliar to fishing in this area to do so might result in an increase in this canary
bycatch rate.
Additionally, the GMT notes that the states of California and Washington do not allow trawling inside of three miles, further
increasing the concentration of trawl effort inside 50 fathoms. However, the GMT believes that the regulations can differ among
states relative to the inshore opportunities.
The GMT also discussed other proposals for inseason adjustments and has the following recommendations:
Retention of Rockfish by Salmon Troll Vessels
The GMT concurs with the GAP recommendation regarding the retention of yellowtail rockfish in the salmon troll fishery, north of
40°10 only. When the GMT developed the estimated mortality of overfished rockfish species last fall (i.e., in the “ bycatch
scorecard”), there was a projected estimate of 1.6 mt of canary mortality for the salmon troll fishery. This estimate was viewed
as unavoidable mortality while the salmon troll fishery was targeting salmon within and outside the Rockfish Conservation Area
(RCA); therefore, the yellowtail retention allowance is not expected to result in increased impacts to canary rockfish.
Minor Corrections to RCA Boundaries
The GMT has reviewed the proposed changes to the coordinates for the fixed gear-RCA north of 40°10'. The GMT does not
recommend implementing these changes as the coordinates would result in moving the line into depths shallower than 100
fathoms which would likely result in increased impacts to yelloweye and canary rockfish.
Recreational Fishing for Southern Slope Rockfish
The GMT opposes the proposal for a southern slope recreational fishery, primarily because bycatch mortalities for overfished
rockfish that would result from this new fishery have not been accounted for.
Clarification of Management Line Changes for the “B” Platoon
The GMT again concurs with the GAP on this issue. It is our understanding that “B” Platoon vessels would be allowed to fish
th
under the regulations that were in place for “A” Platoon vessels in period 2, until May 15 . The calculated bycatch projections
for the trawl fleet in period 2 account for effort by the “B” Platoon vessels in the first two weeks of May.
EFPs
The GMT discussed the proposed exempted fishery permits (EFPs) that were approved by the Council for trawl north of
40°10'–specifically the Washington Trawl Arrowtooth EFP and the Oregon Selective Flatfish EFP. Both of these EFPs require
at-sea monitoring and are subject to EFP caps for overfished rockfish. The EFP caps previously captured in the bycatch
scorecard were based on projections with a smaller RCA. In both EFPs, all tows prosecuted within the trawl RCA are
considered “directed flatfish tows,” by default. As such, all canary rockfish caught within the RCA count against the EFP cap.
In order to conduct these EFPs, the states of Washington and Oregon are proposing increasing the canary EFP caps.
The overall amount of canary rockfish set aside for EFPs in 2003 by the Council was 6.5 mt. The estimated amount of canary
rockfish that is needed to conduct all of the Council-approved EFPs, including the new California nearshore flatfish EFP, is 8.5
mt. According to the GMT’s best estimate of canary mortalities in all fishing sectors, all of these EFPs can be accommodated
while staying within the canary rockfish OY of 44 mt without further restricting other fisheries. Therefore, the GMT recommends
that the Council increase the EFP set aside for canary rockfish from 6.5 mt to 8.5 mt. The GMT believes that the information
obtained through these EFPs will be valuable and could benefit the trawl fleet in the future.
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Estimated mortality (mt) of overfished West Coast groundfish species by fishery in 2003.
Fishery
POP
Whiting
Widow Yelloweye
Bocaccio 1/ Canary Cowcod Darkblotched Lingcod 7/
Limited Entry Groundfish
Trawl- Non-whiting 2/
9.1
8.5
107.5
73.8
97.6
1,800
1.8
1.5
Trawl- at-sea whiting 2a/
4.1
5.0
0.3
9.0
95,300
182.0
0.0
Trawl- shoreside whiting
0.5
1.5
0.2
0.2
50,900
30.0
Fixed Gear
0.1
0.5
0.1
20.0
1.0
Recreational Groundfish
WA
1.5
35.0
3.5
OR
9.3
105.0
4.0
3.7
CA (N)
0.5
195.0
1.0
0.1
CA (S)
5.0
2.7
20.0
0.0
0.4
Tribal
Midwater Trawl
0.0
0.9
0.0
0
45.0
0.0
1.1
Bottom Trawl
0.0
0.0
Troll
0.5
0.0
0.9
0.0
0.1
Fixed gear
0.7
0.0
3.4
0.0
0.0
3.0
Open Access
Groundfish directed
0.2
0.3
0.0
50.0
0.5
CA Halibut
0.5
0.1
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0
0.0
0.1
CA Gillnet 3/
0.5
CA Sheepshead 3/
CPS- wetfish 3/
0.5
CPS- squid 4/ 5/
Dungeness crab 3/
0.0
HMS 3/
0.0
0.0
0.0
Pacific Halibut 3/
0.0
0.0
0.0
UR
0.0
0
0.0
0.5
Pink shrimp
0.1
0.5
0.0
0.5
0.0
1
0.1
0.1
Ridgeback prawn
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0
0.0
0.0
Salmon troll
0.2
1.6
0.3
0.0
0.2
Sea Cucumber
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0
0.0
0.0
Spot Prawn (trawl)
Spot Prawn (trap)
Research: Based on two most recent NMFS trawl shelf and slope surveys with expanded estimates for south of Pt. Conception
2.0
1.0
1.6
3.0
3.0
200
1.5
0.6
EFPs: 6/
CA: NS FF trawl
0.5
0.5
0.2
0.5
3.1
13.0
1.0
1.2
OR: selective FF trawl
4.0
3.0
2.0
10.0
3.0
0.4
WA: AT trawl
3.0
WA: dogfish LL
0.5
0.0
0.4
0.0
0
0.0
2.0
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Estimated mortality (mt) of overfished West Coast groundfish species by fishery in 2003.
Fishery
Bocaccio 1/ Canary Cowcod Darkblotched Lingcod 7/
WA: pollock
0.5
0.4
0.0
EFP Subtotal
8.5
18.8
41.9
0.4
122.1
523.7
TOTAL
< 20
44.0
2.4
172.0
651.0
2003 OY

POP
0.4

Whiting
0

Widow
3.0

Yelloweye
0.4

120.2
377.0

148200
148200

272.4
832.0

19.8
22.0

Shaded cells represent either NA- Not applicable; TR- Trace amount (<0.01 mt); UR- Not reported in available data sources.
1/ South of 40°10' N. lat.
2/ Using observer data, all landings are results of modeling GMT Option 1
2a/ Calculated using five-year average (1998-2002); includes tribal at-sea whiting
3/ Mortality estimates are not hard numbers, based on their GMT's best professional judgement.
4/ Bycatch amounts by species unavailable, but bocaccio occurred in 0.1% of all port samples and other rockfish in another 0.1% of all port
5/ Expected landed catch only. Discard/total mortality estimates not available.
6/ The Council capped the 2003 canary rockfish set-aside for all the EFPs in combination at 6.5 mt to derive an expected total catch of 44 mt
of canary rockfish in 2003.
7/ Lingcod total reflects total catch, not mortality
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Exhibit E.9
Situation Summary
April 2003

STATUS OF THE GROUNDFISH ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Situation: The Council has been briefed on the NMFS decision to develop a Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (SEIS) that will analyze alternatives for designating essential fish habitat (EFH) and
minimizing the adverse effects of fishing on EFH. The NMFS project manager for the EFH SEIS will brief
a joint session of the Scientific and Statistical Committee, Habitat Committee, Groundfish Advisory
Subpanel, and Groundfish Management Team on Monday, April 7 regarding the status of the project and
the results of the Ad Hoc Groundfish Habitat Technical Review Committee workshop held in Seattle,
Washington on February 19-20, 2003.
He will also provide an abbreviated overview under this
agenda item.
Council Task:
1. Discuss and provide guidance to NMFS on further development of the Groundfish EFH SEIS.
Reference Materials:
1. Preliminary Recommendations of the Ad Hoc Groundfish Habitat Technical Review Committee
(Exhibit E.9, Attachment 1).
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
NMFS Report
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Discussion

PFMC
03/21/03

Z:\!PFMC\MEETING\1996-2011\2003\APRIL\GROUNDFISH\EX_E9_SITSUM EFH EIS.WPD

Kit Dahl
Steve Copps

Exhibit E.9
Attachment 1
April 2003

Preliminary Recommendations of the
ad hoc Groundfish Habitat Technical Review Committee
1. The committee unanimously endorses the bayesian approach to modeling EFH/HAPC and
adverse impacts but notes that a reasonable degree of caution is prudent at this point prior to the
models being made final. Conclusive recommendations for utilizing the models as the foundation
for policy decisions will be made after the committee reviews the final product.
2. The committee believes that the modeling process could proceed with the information that is
currently available. However, it would be extremely worthwhile to make improvements to the
data during the period of time it will take to fully develop and run the model. Specific
suggestions are provided below.
3. The committee recommends that the next meeting occur in mid-M ay to monitor progress and
review preliminary model runs.

Tasks
•
Complete risk assessment models (EFH/HAPC designation and adverse impacts).
•

Contract for interpretation of literature on fishing gear impacts to develop a “west coast
perspective.” The interpretation would provide a key input into the risk assessment.

•

Groundtruth fishing effort data. Compare observer data and input from fishermen with
results of Ecotrust fishing effort model.

•

Develop GIS layer of priority non-fishing activities for cumulative effects portion of risk
assessment model.

•

Develop GIS layer of priority invertebrate distribution by mining survey and other
relevant data.

•

Overlay benthic habitat GIS with data layer that indicates data quality.

•

Complete GIS data layer of baseline regulatory areas that are protective of habitat.

•

Build the NOS Habitat Suitability Index into the risk assessment models.

•

Complete EFH Appendix database.

