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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is a summary of the final fishery management plan (FMP) and environmental impact statement (EIS)
for U.S. West Coast fisheries for highly migratory species (HMS). The FMP and the EIS are combined into
one document which meets the requirements of various federal laws that apply 1o fishery management.
Hereafter in this summary, the document will be referred to as the “FMP.” This summary attempts to provide
a concise, easy-to-read overview of the FMP. {t describes the purpose and need for an FMP, and includes
a brief description of the species and fisheries o be managed, the issues and problems that need to be
resolved, and the altemative management actions considered, including the preferred altemative.

in addition to the FMP, draft regulations implementing the FMP and a Regulatory Impact Review/Regulatory
Flexihility Analysis have been prepared and are appended io the FMP.

Fishery Management Process

This FMP was developed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council, one of 8 regionat councils in the U.S.
charged with developing fishery management plans for marine fisheries. The Pacific Council’s management
area includes the ocean waters off the States of Washington, Oregon and Califomia, beyond 3 miles and
out to 200 miles from shore. This is a portion of the area known as the “exclusive economic zone™ (EEZ)
of the U.S. Councils make recommendations to the National Marine Fishenes Service (NMFS) (in the
Department of Commerce of the federal govemment), which approves and implements the councils’ FMPs
by adopting federal regulations to govemn fishing activities. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act is the federal law which authorizes this process. Under this Act, highly migratory
species of fish are managed by the councils in the Pacific Ocean area: the Westem Pacific Regional Fishery
Management Council (Hawaii and the U.S. Pacific Islands), the North Pacific Fishery Management Council
(Alaska), and the Pacific Fishery Management Council.

This documnent is a “framework” FMP, which includes some fixed elements and a process for implementing
or changing reguilations without amending the FMP. Ongoing management of highly migratory species, and
the need to address new issues that anise, make it impossible to foresee and address all regulatory issues
in the initial FMP. Some framework adjustments can be impiemented more quickly than FMP amendments,
allowing for more timely management response. Changes to any of the fixed elements in the FMP require
an FMP amendment. The framework procedures are described in Chapter 8 of the FMP.

The FMP also specifies and analyzes the proposed initial management measures that need to be
impiemented when the FMP is implemented. The initial measures will be implemented through a proposed
and final rule-making. They may be modified in the future, or new regulations may be implemented, using
the framework procedures in the FMP. The initial measures are intended to be the minimum necessary to
manage these fisheries at the outset.

Need for the FMP

The Council process provides a means to involve all interested parties in the development of conservation
and management measures needed to address problems in highly migratory species fisheries. A federal
FMP provides a vehicle to resolve any inconsistencies in state regulations and address interstate
management issues that may arise. An FMP also serves as a mechanism to cooperate with other councils
to achieve consistent management of U.S. fisheries in the Pacific Ocean. Federal measures impacting these
fisheries which arise from several different federal laws can be addressed in one forum, and related
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regulations can be reviewed together. An FMP assures that issues of national and intemational concern are
addressed, and it provides a foundation for improving knowledge of the species and fisheries involved.
Finally, this process may be useful in detenmining how recommendations of intemational bodies should be
applied to domestic fisheries of the West Coast. (See FMP section 1.5)

Species to be Included

Highly migratory species of fish are those which move great distances in the ocean to feed or reproduce.
Their distribution is determined by such factors as ocean temperature and availability of food. They tend
to occur within the waters of several nations, and beyond those waters on the high seas. Sometimes these
species also are labeled as “petagic,” living free from the bottom, or “oceanic,” inhabiting the open sea. The
Magnuson-Stevens Act defines highly migratory species astuna species, marlins, oceanic sharks, sailfishes
and swordfish. The United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea defines highly migratory species more
broadly to include such groups as pemfrets, sauries, dorado and cetaceans in addition to those defined in
the Act. Other types of finfish are simply defined as "fish” in the Act, and may also be regulated under the
FMP.

Since these species are distributed throughout large areas of the Pacific and are fished by many nations and
gear types, unilateral fishery management by the United States will not be sufficient to ensure iong term
sustainability of harvests.

The FMP includes several altematives for species to be inciuded in the management unit. Public opinion
on this matter covers a wide range. Some prefer to include a relatively short list of commercial target
species in West Coast fisheries for highly migratory species, while others support a long list of all species
harvested by these fisheries. The Council assumes that species placed in the management unit would be
candidates for active management; that is, the fisheries for these species may need to be regulated under
federa! regulations impiementing this FMP,

The following is the Council’s preferred list of species to be included in the management unit initially (see
the species illustrations following this summary):

Proposed Management Unit

north Pacific albacore  common thresher  striped marlin dorado
vellowfin pelagic thresher swordfish

bigeye bigeye thresher

skipjack shortfin mako

northern bluefin blue

In addition to the above species, other species of fish are inciuded in
the FMP for purposes of monitoring. These may be minor species . ]
which are caught and landed, or they may be discarded at sea | Proposed Prohibited Species
(bycatch). The Council recommends that these species be monitored | £reat white shark

to the extent possibie to track trends on a consistent and routine basis. | megamouth shark

(See FMP section 3.1). basking shark

Pacific halibut

The FMP also proposes to designate some species of fish as | Pacific salmon

prohibited in HMS fisheries because of their special status. These
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species, if intercepted, must be released immediately, uniess other provisions for their disposition are
established. Proposed prohibited species include great white shark, megamouth shark, basking shark,
Pacific halibut and Pacific satmon. Also, the Council proposes to prohibit the sale of striped mariin.

Fisheries to be Managed

The FMP proposestoinclude a number of commercial and recreational fisheries for highly migratory species
of the West Coast. Commercial fisheries include surface hook and line, drift gilinet, harpoon, pelagic
iongline, and purse seine. Recreational fisheries include various private boat and charter boat fisheries
targeting different species. For more information on the
fisheries, see FMP Chapter 2.

Commercial Fisheries

Surface Hook and Line

This commercial fishery harvests albacore tuna usuaily
by trolling jigs, although some troll vessels stop and fish
with live bait on occasion. Vessels from Washington,
Oregon and California are involved, and the fishery is
important to all three West Coast states, This fishery operates both inside and outside of the U.S. EEZ and
provides nearly all of the U.S. albacore landings. Much of the catch of albacore is sold to tuna canners.
Albacore tuna is the only tuna that is labeled as “white meat tuna.,” An increasing amount of albacore is
being processed and marketed as frozen loins or steaks. A small amount of the catch is sold directly to the
public from vessels home ported on the West Coast. Some West Coast vessels tranship at sea or deliver

to Hawaii or American Samoa. Landings during
..... the last 20 years have varied annually from

LEADING HMS IN THE COMMERCIAL CATCH about 1,600 mt to over 14,000 mt, and the
Landings in West Coast ports in 1999, all gears number of vessels participating also has varied,
(From inside and beyond the U_S. zone) peaking at more than 2,000 in the mid 1970's.

In 1999, 775 troll vessels landed albacore.
__ There is no limit on participation in this fishery.
o s Lanihes i) - Currently there are no time or area closures for

albacore fishing, and there are no gear
Albacore 9,746 restrictions. Under a treaty with Canada,
Skipjack 3,759 albacore vessels from Canada may fish in U.S.
waters and land in U.S. ports, and U.S. vessels
Swordfish 2,018 may fish in Canadian waters, within certain

limits (see FMP section 1.6.2).

Yellowfin 1,353
Source: Pacific Fishery Information Network

There aiso is a U.S. fleet of 8-10 vessels based
in San Diego participating in a live bait fishery
using poie-and-line gear, which harvests
yellowfin, skipjack and bigeye tunas primarily in

the eastern tropical Pacific.
Drift Gillnet

A gillnet is a panel of netting suspended vericaily in the water by floats along the top and weights along the
bottom, to entangle fish that swim into it. Drift gillnet gear is anchored to a vesse! and drifts with the current.
This commercial fishery harvests primarily swordfish and common thresher shark and occurs largely off
Califomia with a smail segment off Oregon. The California fishery operates primarily outside state waters
to about 150 miles offshore. This gear is not legal in Washington. The fishery also lands smaller quantities
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of pelagic and bigeye thresher sharks, shortfin mako shark and blue shark. The fishery occurs largely from
August through December, and most of the catch enters the fresh fish market. Since 1994, swordfish
landings have ranged between 600 and 900 mti per vear, and thresher shark landings have varied between
200 and 400 mt. There were around 70 active vessels in 1999.

This fishery is regulated heavily. The State of California limits entry into this fishery and has adopled gear
restrictions and time and area closures, including a minimum stretched mesh size of 14 inches The Stale
of Oregon has adopled similar restrictions. To minimize interaction with manne mammals, the federal
govemment imposes additional restrictions on the drift gilinet fishery. In addition, new measures to protect
sea turtles were implemented in August 2001.

In Califomia, there is a small-mesh dnift gillet fishery which targets white seabass, barracuda and yeliowtail.
These vesseils also land HMS incidentally inciuding thresher, mako and blue sharks and albacore, bluefin,
yellowfin and skipjack tunas. A few vessels have targeted thresher shark and tunas opportunistically, when
available, but little is known about the directed harvest of highly migratory species in this fishery. In the tate
1990's, vessels using small-mesh (3.5-8.5 inches) drift gilinets started targeting albacore and bluefin tuna
off southem and central Califomia. The industry estimates that there are aboul 8-10 vessels that
occasionally use small-mesh gear when albacore and bluefin tuna are available. in 2001, 4 vessels that
were documented as using small-mesh drift gilinets landed between 1.0 and 15.0 mt of albacore and 0.0 to
3.0 mt of bluefin tuna. Under California law, it is illegal 1o land swordfish with stretched mesh less than 14
inches. This is a limited entry fishery. Califomia vesseis that participate in the small-mesh fishery need a
General Gill/Trammel Net permit and must fill out gilinet logbooks. In 2002, NMFS began deploying
observers to collect information on this fishery.

Harpoon

This fishery targets swordfish using a hand-held harpoon. Some vessels work in conjunction with an airpiane
to spot swordfish basking at the surface. The modem harpoon fishery off Califomia began in the early 1900's
and was the primary gear for swordfish untit the 1980's when the drift gitlinet fishery started. Many harpoon
vessels converted to drift gilinet gear or obtained permits to use both types of gear. Only a handful of
vessels continues to participate in this fishery. Harpoon landings of swordfish were 80 mt in 1999. This
fishery typically begins in May and ends in December, with fishing concentrated in the Southem California
Bight. Harpoon is not defined as legal gear in Washington.

Pelagic Longliine

Pelagic longline gear consists of a main line that is deployed horizontally, which is not siationary nor
anchored, and to which short lines with baited hooks are atiached. This gear is fished in the water column
as apposed to botiom longline gear used for groundfish and other species. The gear is fished at various
depths and at different times of day depending on the target species. Longliners based both on the West
Coast and in Hawaii target swordfish and tunas on the high seas. Califomia prohibits pelagic longline gear
inside 200 miles, but longliners currently fish beyond 200 miles and land in California ports. In 1999,
longliners landed about 1,300 mt of swordfish and about 200 mt of tunas in West Coast ports. Washington
also prohibits this gear. Oregon allows the harvest of swordfish and blue shark outside 25 miles under a
developmental fishery permit, however no landings have occurred under the permits.

Purse Seine

A purse seine is an encircling net that is closed by means of a purse line threaded through rings on the
bottorn of the net. Purse seine gear is fegal in California and Oregon, but not in Washington. “Coastal’
purse seiners are the smaller vessels (less than 400-short ton (st) carrying capacity) that fish relatively close
to shore off Califomia. These vessels primarily harvest coastal pelagic species (anchovy, sardine,
mackerel), but also fish for northem bluefin and other tunas when these species enter West Coast waters
during May through October. “Large” seiners are those that are greater than 400 st in carrying capacity.
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Cumrently, the NMFS monitors 33 “large” seiners and 3 “coastal” seiners. During 2000, the inter-American
Tropical Tuna Commission {ATTC) reported that 5 U.S. “coastal” seiners made tuna landings.

Pursuant 1o the Tuna Conventions Act of 1950, NMFS promuigates regulations to implement
recommendations of the IATTC. For 2000, the IATTC reports that the U.S. tuna fleet of 11 seiners and 8
baitboats harvested a preliminary estimate of 18,123 mt or 3.3% of the total catch, of which 13,450 mt or
2.5% of total landings were unloaded in the U.S.

Pursuant to the South Pacific Tuna Act of 1988, NMFS aiso promulgates regulations to implement the South
Pacific Tuna Treaty. Currently, about 30 “large” U.S. seiners operate within treaty waters located within the
western and south Pacific Ocean. Some of the “large” seiners have moved their operations to or from the
eastemn Pacific Ocean. No “coastal” seiners opetate in the westem or south Pacific Ocean.

Recreational Fisheries

The recreationa) fisheries for highly migratory species off the West Coast of the U.S. and northern Mexico
consist of private vessels and charter vessels
targeting essentially all of the species in the
management unit. Charier vessels are also known

as commercial passenger fishing vessels (CPFV) LEADING HMS IN THE SPORT CATCH
and are in the business of providing a platform for Estimated West Coast Catches in 1999
anglers to fish. The most common geartype is rod _ Private and Charter

and reel, which may be used with artificial lures, (From inside and beyond the U.S. zone)

live bait or dead bait. The tropical tunas, bilifish
and sharks becormne available off southem
Califomia as those species move seasonally o e el
northward from Mexico. Albacore move into the Albacore 180,000 1,746
coastal waters of the West Coast from offshore
and are taken off all three West Coast states. In Yellowfin 17,000 105
1999, the coast-wide catch of albacore was about
180,000 fish, the most abundant highly migratory Thresher 1,500 18
species in the catch. Numerous angler trips are shark

made from private and charter vessels in pursuit
of highly migratory species.

In southern California, there are a number of distinct sport fishing “communities” which target tunas and
dorado, bilifish, and sharks. The estimated number of private boats in southem California fishing for these
species ranges from 4,000 to 6,000. A considerable number of trips are made to Mexican waters.

Status of Fish Stocks

Stock status refers to the condition or health of the species {or stock) in the management unit. Status is
usually determined by estimating the abundance (or biomass) of the stock throughout its range and
comparing the estimate of abundance with an adopted acceptable level of abundance. As required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act, the FMP establishes a level of abundance below which a stock is defined as being
in an “overfished” condition. Anotherway to look at status is to estimate the levet or rate of fishing on a stock
and compare this level to an adopted acceptable level. The FMP also defines a fishing level above which
“overfishing” is occumming. If overfishing occurs for a long enough period, the stock will become overfished.
If overfishing is occurring, fishing levels must be reduced. Stocks that are overfished must be rebuilt to
certain biomass levels within a certain time period, as required by the Act.

Application of the rebuilding requirement in the context of international fisheries in the eastem Pacific is a
special problem. U.S. fisheries for highly migratory species in the Pacific Ocean, and West Coast fisheries
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in particular, harvest a small fraction of the total catch taken by al! nations involved. In most cases, effective
conservation will require intemational action. The IATTC conducts most of the stock assessments that would
be used to determine if any management unit species is overfished, but the IATTC does not use a specific
control rule for determining if a stock is overfished
and when remedial action should begin. Therefore,
the critena in the FMP will be used. However, only
through intermational cooperation in the IATTC
arena can measures be implemented that would
result in rebuilding of any overfished stock in the
eastem Pacific. While the United States must o1
develop a rebuilding plan, the United States will for albacore.:
need to work with the IATTC and its member
countries to implement such a plan. Unilateral
action to control fishing by U.S. vessels could be
useful, however, to help protect vuinerable species in certain life stages or to prevent local depietion (see
section 8.2).

’W_est Coast I-Iarvest Commd to Total

Notwithstanding the limited effects that unilateral action coulid have in terms of stock conservation and
rebuilding, this FMP proposes status determination criteria to be used to assess whether any stock is
overfished under the terms of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. These would be in piace until an intemational
organization establishes stalus determination criteria for the stock invoived. Chapier 3 presents information
and analysis to support the control rules proposed for assessing whether a stock is overfished, or being
subjected to overfishing such that it is approaching an overfished condition, and whether a rebuilding plan
needs to be developed for any overfished stock.

As required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act, HMS will be managed to achieve optimum yield (OY). The FMP
proposes that OY equals maximum sustainable yield (MSY) for albacore, yellowfin, bigeye, and skipjack
tunas; swordfish; and dorado. OY would equal 0.75 MSY for bluefin tuna, striped marlin, and the five shark
species in the management unit, as explained in the species summaries below.

Stock assessment is the activity of determining the status of a stock. Many sources of information are used
in assessments, and various methods and models are used to analyze this information and provide estimates
of abundance. The major species in the management unit are assessed regularly by the IATTC or other
organizations, such as the Interim Scientific Commitiee for Tuna and Tuna-like Species of the North Pacific
(ISC). For most marine fish species, inctuding highly migratory species, there is a substantial amount of
uncertainty in the estimates of abundance. Knowiedge is incompiete, requiring fishery scientists to make
assumptions and interpretations. The stock status information in the FMP must be viewed with this in mind.

See FMP section 3.3 for more detail on status of stocks.
North Pacific Albacore Tuna

There are assumed 1o be two stocks of albacore in the Pacific, roughly divided at the equator. U.S. vessels
fish on both stocks, but for purposes of this FMP, the discussion will be limited to the north Pacific stock.
Stock status of albacore is reviewed at one to two-year intervals by the North Pacific Albacore Workshop
(members: United States, Japan, Canada, Taiwan). Presently the albacore stock is healthy and not being
overfished. Stock and calches are increasing. No quotas are contemplated, and no regional harvest
guideline is recommended for the present 16% regional take of stock-wide production.

Eastern Pacific Yellowfin Tuna
The yetlowfin tuna stock appears to be below but near that for producing MSY, with fishing mortality higher

than recommended in this FMP, but it is being actively managed by the IATTC to obtain long-term MSY.
Recruitment in the late 1990s was higher than average, supporting harvest levels in 2000-2002 above the
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estimated MSY without apparent harm to the stock. The IATTC has aciively managed the fisheries to
conserve yellowfin with quotas around 250,000 mt to 300,000 mt per year in its regulatory area. For 2002,
the IATTC agreed to close all tuna purse seine fisheries in the eastern Pacific for the month of December
with the intent of limiting fishing mortality on yellowfin and other tuna taken by purse seine gear. This action
exempts longline, baitboat and sport fisheries. As a member nation, the U.S. must abide by this closure.
In view of the small share (about 1%) of total eastemn Pacific yellowfin catch made by West Coast fishers,
the productivity of the stock, and the apparent effectiveness of IATTC management, no regiona! harvest
guideline is recommended.

Bigeye Tuna

The bigeye tuna stock in the eastem Pacific appears to be near the level that produces MSY. MSY is
estimated at 79,000 mt, which is in the range of recent catches. However, there is concern over increased
fishing on juveniles since the advent of the expanded fishery targeting tuna by sets on floating objects.
Fishing mortality appears to be above the MSY level, reflecting apparently high recruitment in the mid to late
1990s and resulting better fishing. The IATTC assesses the status of bigeye annually and has adopted both
quotas (40,000 mt in 1999 for the purse seine fisheries) and restrictions on floating object sets to control the
catch of juvenile bigeye. As a member nation, the U.S. abides by these restrictions. in view of the small
share of total bigeye catch made by West Coasi fishers { < 1%), the productivity of the stock, and the
apparent effectiveness of IATTC management, no regional harvest guideline is recommended at this time.

Skipjack Tuna

The skipjack tuna stock in the eastermn Pacific is assessed annually by the IATTC and appears to be very
productive though somewhat more variable than the yellowfin and bigeye stocks in recruitment and
availability to the fisheries. No upper limit to the catches is evident, and no MSY estimate has been derived
for the stock. There is no indication that recent high harvests have in any way harmed the stock. In view
of the smail share (about 3%) of the total harvest made by West Coast fishers, the productivity of the stock
and the apparent effectiveness of IATTC management, no regional harvest guideline is recommended at
this time.

Northern Bluefin Tuna

The north Pacific bluefin tuna stock appears to be distributed in and spawn mainly in the westem Pacific,
though substantial fisheries occur in the eastem Pacific. Catches have decreased since the late 1950's but
appear to be recovering. The IATTC reviews the status of the stock occasionally. Evidence of overfishing
or persisting decline in the stock is lacking. Wesl Coast fishers account for about 10% of the total catch from
the stock, harvesting mainly juveniles that migrate iregularly to the eastem Pacific. OY is recommended
to be set at 75% of MSY, because bluefin tuna are the least productive and have the most restricted
spawning among the tunas. [ts populations status also is probiematic because there are no indexes reliably
reflecting overall stock abundance. in view of the general distribution of the stock in the western Pacific, the
limited impact that West Coast fisheries would have on the spawning stock, and the lack of intemational
agreement on the need to control fishing mortality, no regional harvest guideiine is recommended at this
time.

Common Thresher Shark

For alt sharks in the management unit, the FMP proposes that OY be set at 75% of MSY, because these
species have low productivities and are vulnerable to overfishing.

The common thresher occurs throughout the tropical and temperate Pacific but is not managed
internationally and there are no quotas. It is more abundant near coasts, and there appears to be aregional
stock off southem California and Baja Califomia, judging by how that population declined after fishing began
off California in the early 1980s (plus fishing off Mexico) and results of tagging experiments. With the time
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and area restrictions in place since 1990, the population now appears to be in recovery, which should
continue as long as present catch levels do not increase. A new regional harvest guideline of 340 mt is
recommended.

Pelagic Thresher and Bigeye Thresher Sharks

Pelagic and bigeye thresher shark populations occur throughout the tropicat and temperate Pacific but are
not managed internationally, and there are no quotas. They are thought to be more vulnerable to overfishing
than the common thresher shark. Littte is known of their abundance and stock structure. Considering their
minor importance in West Coast catches, no harvest guidelines are recommended at this time.

Shortfin Mako Shark

The shortfin mako occurs throughout the tropical and temperate Pacific but is not managed intemationaily,
and there are no quotas. It is widely distributed in pelagic waters, and the population fished off the West
Coasit is likely part of a stock that extends considerably to the south and west. West Coast fisheries take
mainly juveniles, of unknown proportion to the overall stock. Clear effects of exploitation have not been
shown, and the local stock tentatively is assumed to be not overfished. Recognizing the importance of
protecting critical life stages of sharks, a harvest guideline of 150 mt is recommended, pending better
information, especially from the fisheries off Mexico.

Blue Shark

Blue shark, the most oceanic of the sharks in the management unit, occurs throughout the Pacific from
tropical to temperate seas. It is not aclively managed intemationally and there are no quotas. Recent
studies indicate the species, which may comprise a single Pacific-wide stock, is abundant and healthy, in
spite of being incidentally fished by high-seas longline fleets for over 50 years. MSY for the north Pacific
stock tentatively is estimated to be about 120,000 mt. No harvest guideline is recommended at this time.

Swordfish

Swordfish are widely distributed in the Pacific and may comprise one or more stocks, Inthe eastem Pacific,
stock status is reviewed reguiarly by the IATTC. No quotas have been set, and no MSY has been estimated.
Recent U.S. and IATTC assessments indicate the eastem Pacific stock is heaithy with respect to fishing
mortality and biomass levels, noting also the assessment uncertainties and the need for careful monitoring
in the intermational fisheries. In view of the stock’s apparent health in the eastermn Pacific and the relatively
smalt catch fraction taken by West Coast fishers (12%), no regional harvest guideline is recommended at
this time.

Striped Mariin

The status of striped marlin is reviewed by the IATTC as well as the ISC. There are several hypotheses for
the stock structure, and the stock assessment results vary significantly depending on the structure
assumption adopted. If there is a single stock, then the eastern Pacific stock appears heaithy and not
overfished (the position taken in this FMP). [f there are separate north and south Pacific stocks, the north
Pacific stock may be below the level for MSY. CY is recommended to be set at 75% of MSY, because of
catch and stock structure uncertainties. There are no intemational quotas or management measures to
control fishing mortality on this species. Since commercial harvest of this species is presently prohibited
{which woulid be maintained by this FMP) and a voluntary “catch-and-reiease” program for the recreationai
fishery is recommended for this species, and in the absence of agreement on stock assessment and stock
structure oron any international agreement to controi fishing, no regional harvest guideline is recommended.
However, additional research into stock structure and associated assessments is strongly recommended.

HMS FMP ES-8 August 2003



Dorado

The dorado (dolphinfish) is a fast-growing, widespread species of tropical seas that occurs seasonally in the
Southem California Bight. Regional populations are not regularly reviewed by international organizations,
and presently there is no management and no quotas. The population is presumed to be heaithy.
Considenng that West Coast fishers are accessing only the northem fringe of an extensive regional
population, a population that should be able to rebound quickly from exploitation even if significantly
reduced, and that its West Coast fishing is primarnily recreational, no harvest guideline is recommended at
this time.

Primary Issues
Jurisdictional Issues

Management of highly migratory species fisheries
Is complicated by the wide-ranging behavior of the

stocks and the many jurisdictions which are
involved. (See the map following this summary.) MANAGEMENT ENTITIES AND AGREEMENTS
The fish are distributed throughout the Pacific . . . .
Ocean, and they are harvested by vessels from ¢ States: Washington, Oregon,_ Ca.hforma’ Hawaii,
the U.S. and many other nations. Fisheries based AlaSka.’ and US Island Tcmtqms .

in West Coast ports harvest highly migratory | ¢ Councils: Pacific, Western Pacific, North Pacific
species in U.S. waters off the West Coast, on the | # Foreign nations: many o

high seas, and inside the waters of other nations. | ¢ International Organizations and Obligations:
Effective management of the stocks throughout * Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission
their ranges requires international cooperation. » Central/Western Pacific Convention (not in
Effective management of U_S. fisheries requires force)

cooperation among the states and fishery = South Pacific Tuna Treaty

management councils and regulation of U.S. = U.S./Canada Albacore Treaty

fisheries both inside the exclusive economic zone

and outside the zone on the high seas.

This FMP covers West Coast-based fisheries for highly migratory species. Highly migratory species
fisheries that are hased in Hawaii and the island territories are managed by the Western Pacific Regional
Fishery Management Council pursuant to its fishery management plan for pelagic fisheries. The North
Pacific Council currently does not have an FMP for
highly migratory species. Coordination among councils
is necessary to assure consistent management of
fisheries from all council areas that harvest stocks in

Federal regulations resulting from this FMP are

intended to apply to all vessels fishing for these
spectes in the U.S. exclusive economic zone off
the West Coast, regardless of the vessel’s origin
or port of landing. The regulations also will
apply to U.S. vessels harvesting these species
that fish beyond the U.S. zone and land in West
Coast ports.

Pacific Ocean.

common.

The Tuna Conventions Act of 1950 provides limited
federal authority to reguilate activities of U.S. fishing
vessels in the eastem Pacific. Under this authority,
NMFS promulgates regulations to implement
recommendations of the IATTC that have been
approved by the U.S. Depariment of State (DOS). The
IATTC is an intemational body that makes
recommendations for conservation measures (such as

quotas, gear restnctions, closed areas, and bycatch avoidance measures) for tuna fisheries in the eastern

This FMP provides a mechanism that could be used to impiement or supplement

recommendations of the IATTC or other intemational fishery management bodies, particularly for U.S.
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fisheries based on the West Coast. For example, if a U.S. quota or allocation for a species were adopted
by an international body, the Counci! could use the FMP to decide how to distribute that quota or allocation
among competing U.S. vessels. Exaclly how or whether this FMP will be used to implement
recommendations of intemational bodies depends on the legisiation authorizing actions and agreement
among the Council, DOS, and NMFS,

U.S. Unilateral Action

For most management unit species in this FMP, U.S. harvest by West Coast-based vessels represents a
small fraction of total fishing mortality out of the overall range of the species, and any unilateral action, such
as a reduction in the U.S, West Coast harvest or effort, would not likely have a significant biological effect
on the stock. However, U.S. law requires unitateral action when overfishing is determined. Furthermore,
unilateral management of U.S. vessels may also be appropriate under some circumstances apart from
overfishing. This is particularly true for vulnerable stocks, defined, in pari, as stocks that will require more
than ten years to recover from depietion (see Chapter 3, section 3.2.3). Circumstances where unilateral
management may be appropriate, not necessarily because of stock overfishing, inciude, but are not limited
to. the foilowing situations:

+ Where a stock is regionally distributed, and a significant portion of the regional distribution is subject to
harvest by U.S. West Coast fisheries;

+ Where U.S. laws mandate that a species be protected in both United States’ and intemational waters;
or

4 Where unilateral action is needed to address domestic issues such as local depletion, protection for
essential fish habitat in United States’ waters, bycatch reduction, catch allocations, or conflicts among
user groups.

Bycatch

Bycatch of fish occurs in nearly all fisheries, although the magnitude of bycatch is not known in many cases.
Bycatch is a major concem in the drift gilinet, pelagic longline and large-vessel purse seine fisheries for
highly migratory species. Chapter 5 describes the
extent of bycatch, recommends standardized
bycatch reporting methodology, and reviews
measures to minimize bycatch and bycatch
mortality in commercial and recreational fisheries.
At-sea observer programs are proposed for most
HMS fisheries to document bycatch and protecied
species takes. In the recreational fishery, a
voluntary catch and release program is proposed
in which released fish would not be considered
bycatch. Also, the FMP contains specific
proposed actions designed to minimize bycatchin
pelagic longline and drift gilinet fisheries (see
section 8.5).

Protected Species

Marine mammals, seabirds and sea turtles are intercepted by some fisheries for highly migratory species.
Various U.S. laws protect these animals, and regulations have been impiemented to minimize interceptions.
These laws include the Marine Mammal Protection Act, Endangered Species Act and Migratory Bird Treaty
Act. A benefit of the FMP is that these regulations can be incorporated into the Council fishery management
process so that all federal regulations impacting this fishery are addressed in one process. In fisheries where
protected species takes are already being addressed, as by the Pacific Offshore Cetacean Take Reduction
Team for the drift gilinet fishery, any recommendations and supporting analyses would be provided by NMFS
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to the Council for consideration. The Council would make recommendations as it deems appropriate to
NMFS, which will make final decisions on whether to proceed with rule-making under the Marine Mammal
Protection Act or Magnuson-Stevens Act, as appropriate. Chapter 6 describes current interactions of highly
migratory species fisheries with protected species. The FMP authorizes the Council to adopt measures to
reduce interactions with protected species, and it also contains specific proposed measures for drift gilinet
and longline fisheries, most of which have already been implemented pursuant to other applicable laws
described above (see section 8.5).

Essential Fish Habitat

The FMP identifies and describes essential fish habitat (EFH) for highly migratory species as required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act. The proposed descriptions are found in section 4.6 and Appendix A. The Act also
requires that adverse effects of fishing and non-fishing activities be minimized to the extent practicable. At
this time, the FMP concludes that there is no evidence that HMS fishing practices or gear are causing
identifiable adverse effects on HMS EFH, or that other fishing practices are causing such effects. Therefore,
no further action is recommended at this time. With regard to non-fishing activities, federal action agencies
must consult with NMFS regarding any of their actions authorized, funded or undertaken or proposed to be
authorized, funded or underiaken, that may adversely affect EFH. Research is needed to identify specific
habitat areas of particular concem, such as shark pupping grounds, key migratory routes, feeding areas, and
areas of concentration of large adult females. The FMP authorizes changes to the identification and
description of habitat, and the identification of habitat areas of particular concem, as new information is
collected. The FMP also authorizes the adoption of management measures to minimize adverse effects on
habitat from fishing, if there is evidence that a fishing activity is having an identifiable adverse effect.

Shark Conservation

Sharks tend to be vulnerable to overfishing because of their biology and life history, and there is concem
that local depletion of shark stocks can occur. Precautionary measures to conserve sharks have been taken
by the West Coast states. A new federal law (the Shark Finning Prohibition Act) prohibits the practice of
“finning” sharks, which is removing and landing the fins without the carcass. The final rule implementing
this Act was effective in March 2002 (50 CFR Part 600 Subpart M). The FMP does not address finning. The
FMP would establish regional harvest guidelines for common thresher and shortfin mako sharks of 340 mt
and 150 mt, respeciively. As data become avaiiablie on the status of other locally-distributed or regional
stocks, additional harvest guidelines may be considered in the future. A harvest guideline is a catch level
that, if reached, calls for a review rather than a closure of the fishery.

Relationship of FMP to State Regulations

State regulations for HMS in Washington, Oregon, and Califomia vary from state to state. For example,
Washington and California prohibit the use of pelagic longiines, but Oregon allows longlining with a special
permit. Califomia allows drift-netting, but Washington does not, and Oregon allows drift-netting for swordfish
but not for thresher shark. The FMP contains federal measures for HMS fisheries which would provide a
region-wide management regime applicable to all vessels landing in West Coast ports.

State regulations not superseded by the initial federal regulations will continue to remain in effect until such
time as the Council determines they should be supplanted by federal regulations. The Council has reviewed
these state regulations and determined that they are consistent with the FMP. Some of the state regulations
are inconsistent from state to state, but these inconsistencies do not pose management probiems that require
immediate federal aclion,

Data Collection and Monitoring

Fishery data collection and reporting requirements are inconsistent and inadequate, at the state and federal
levels, for commercial and recreational fisheries for highly migratory species. The FMP describes research
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and data needed for effective management, and includes a requirement for federal logbooks for all
commercial and charter fisheries. The FMP also proposes to require federal permits for all commercial and
charter fisheries for highly migratory species, which would help to improve data collection and management
of these fisheries.

The FMP proposes a standardized reporting methodology to assess the amount and type of bycatch
occurring in HMS fisheries, which includes a proposed requirement for at-sea observer programs for some
fisheries. in addition to maintaining the current observer program in the drift gilinet fishery, new programs
would be required for the longline, small purse seine, surface hook-and-iine, and charter fisheries, Also, an
automated vessel monitoring system would be required for the longline fishery.

Limited Access

Some individuals from the surface hook-and-line fishery expressed concem to the Council that a limited
entry program may be necessary to control excess capacity. In response to this concem, the Council
adopted a control date of March 9, 2000 in the event that a limited entry program may be needed in the near
future. This date was announced in the Federal Register as an advance notice to the pubiic that a limited
entry program may be adopted, and that any new entrants in the fishery afterthe control date may not qualify
for a permit. The announcement appilies to all commercial and charter fisheries for highly migratory species.
Control dates are established to minimize the rush of new entrants in a fishery that often occurs when limited
entry is being considered. The FMP does not include a program at this time, but an amendment to the FMP
could be developed sometime in the near future to establish a program.

Issues in Specific Fisheries

In addition to the general issues described in the previous section, there are specific issues associated with
some of the separate fisheries for highly migratory species based on the West Coast.

Surface Hook and Line

Under provisions of the U.S./Canada Albacore Treaty, albacore vessels from each country are authorized
to fish in waters of the other country. Recently, U.S. fishers have become concerned about the sharply
increased levels of Canadian fishing effort in U.S. waters since 1998 and the lack of a mechanism to control
the extent of fishing in each other's EEZ. In addition, there has not been a systematic program for
monitoring the parties’ respective catch and effort. Meetings of the two nations were held to discuss these
and other issues, and agreement was reached in Apni 2002. The agreement specifies athree-year regime
for reducing effort by U.S. and Canadian trolt albacore fishing vessels' activities in each other's waters.

Some U.S. albacore vessels based on the West Coast fish inside the EEZ as well as on the high seas, while
other, usually smaller vessels stay in U.S. waters. There is a need to make sure that all vessels fish under
the same regulations and reporting requirements, regardiess of where they operate. Measures in this FMP
will apply to West Coast albacore troll vessels on the high seas if they land in West Coast ports.

During development of the FMP, fishery representatives urged that the State of California’s “far offshore
fishery declaration” be eliminated. This declaration requirement calls for fishers who operate on the high
seas to file a declaration to that effect and to return to port before beginning a trip with fishing in the EEZ or
in state waters. This creates a hardship particularly for the surface hook-and-line fleet fishing for albacore.
In September 2002, a bill was signed by the govemor of Califomia that exempis albacore troll vessels from
declaration requirements. The law became effective January 2003.

Drift Gilinet

There is a limited entry program in place in California for this fishery. The Council could “defer” to the State
of Califomia on this matier, which would leave the current State program in place, or it could adopt a federal
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version of the State program. The Council is proposing to defer 1o the State in order to focus on the
regulations that are most needed initially when the FMP is implemented.

Bycatch of fish and interception of protected species are issues in this fishery. There is a substantial amount
of information on bycatch inthe West Coast drifi gilinet fishery collected by at-sea observers required as part
of a program to reduce take of marine mammals. Federal regulations currently are in effect to minimize
marine mammal interactions, and new regulations to protect sea turties were put in place in August 2001.
These reguiations are necessary to fulfill requirements of other federal laws, namely the Marine Mammal
Protection Act and the Endangered Species Act. The FMP proposes measures for the drift gillnet fisheries
o reduce bycatch and interactions with protected species.

There also is a small, relatively new fishery off California using small-mesh drift gilinet gear to target tunas.
This fishery has not been monitored like the large-mesh fishery for swordfish and shark, and there is concem
about impact on targeted species as well as the extent of bycatch and protecied species interactions. The
FMP proposes 1o require a minimum mesh size of 14 inches for drift gilinet gear. This would prohibit the
practice of targeting on highly migratory species with mesh size less than 14 inches, which is the current
mesh size limitation for the swordfish/shark drift gilinet fishery.

Longline

Cne of the most controversial issues associated with this FMP is the potential use of pelagic longlines inside
200 miles off Califomnia. The State of California currently prohibits this gear inside 200 miles, but longiiners
may fish outside 200 miles and land in Califomia poris. Some drifi gillnetters have proposed a limited
longline fishery in the zone 1o target tunas and swordfish, with effort and area restrictions. The intent is 1o
evaluate fongline gear as an alternative gear type to reduce bycatch, or bycatch mortality in the drift gillnet
fishery. Recreational fishing interests are opposed to such a fishery, and the environmental community has
major concemns. Unfortunately, there is littie information for estimating impacts of a longiine fishery in the
EEZ. The preferred aliernative in the FMP is to prohibit pelagic longlining in the West Coast EEZ.

With respeci 1o longlining on the high seas, the major concern is consistency with regulations affecting
longliners based in Hawaii. Large areas of the north Pacific have been closed to longline fishing by vessels
targeting swordfish with a Westem Pacific longline permit in order to protect turlles, In addition, restrictions
have been implemenied to minimize interaciions with albatrosses. Vessels without a Westem Pacific permit,
including those based on the West Coast or landing in West Coast porls, are not constrained by these
regulations. The FMP proposes that West Coast-based longline vessels fishing on the high seas be subject
to the conservation and management measures applied to westem Pacific longline vessels to control sea
turtle and seabird interactions, except that east of 150° W longitude swordfish targeting would be allowed.

Recreational Fisheries

There are major gaps in data on catch, effort and economics of West Coast recreational fisheries for highly
migratory species, and the FMP includes recommendations for research and data collection that would fill
these gaps. Current reporting requirerments, license provisions and bag limits in the three West Coast states
are different. The need for bag limits to reduce waste, the level of such limits, and whether federal bag limits
are required, are issues, The Council proposes 1o defer to the states on most measures, because the states
are in the best position to address local recreational issues. The FMP includes a proposal to implement a
voluntary catch-and-release program. The program is designed to promote the handling and release of fish
in a manner that minimizes the risk of incidental monrtality, encourages the live release of small fish, and
discourages waste. Released fish would not be considered bycatch under this proposal.

Management Goals and Objectives

These management goais and objectives apply to ali seciors and are not listed in order of priority:
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10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

185.

16.

17.

18.

Promote and actively contribute to international efforts for the long-term conservation and sustainable
use of highly migratory species fisheries that are utilized by West Coasi-based fishers, while recognizing
these fishery resources contribute to the food supply, economy, and health of the nation.

Provide a long-term, stable supply of high-quality, locally caught fish 10 the public.

Whenever practicable, minimize economic waste and adverse impacts on fishing communities when
adopting conservation and management measures.

Provide viable and diverse commercial fisheries and recreational fishing opportunity for highly migratory
species based in ports in the area of the Pacific Council’s jurisdiction, and give due consideration for
traditional participants in the fishenes.

implement harvest strategies which achieve optimum yield for long-term sustainable harvest levels.

Provide foundation to support the UJ.S. State Department in cooperative intemational management of
highly migratory species fisheries.

Promote inter-regional collaboration in management of fisheries for species which occur in the Pacific
Council's managed area and other councils’ areas.

Minimize conflicts among federal and state regulations for highly migratory species fisheries.

Minimize bycatch and avoid discard and implement measures to adequately account for total bycatch
and discard mortalities.

Prevent overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks, working with intemational organizations as necessary.
Acquire biological information and develop a long-term research program.

Promote effective monitoring and enforcement.

Minimize gear conflicts.

Maintain, restore, or enhance the current quantity and productive capacity of habitats to increase fishery
productivity for the benefit of the resource and commerciat and recreational fisheries for highly migratory
species.

Establish procedures to facilitate rapid implementation of future management actions, as necessary.
Promote outreach and education efforts to inforrn the general public about how West Coast highly
migratory species fisheries are managed and the importance of these fisheries to fishers, local fishing

communities, and consumers,

Ensure that regulations are consistent with applicable laws and regulations to conserve and restore
protected species.

Allocate harvest fairly and equitably among commercial, recreational and charter fisheries for HMS, if
allocation becomes necessary.

Framework Management

This framework FMP includes some fixed elements, and it provides for the implementation and adjustment
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of flexible management measures, within the scope and crileria established by the FMP and implementing
regulations, without the need for amending the FMP (see Chapter 8, section 8.3.4). Framework regulatory
changes may be implemented more quickly than FMP amendments, atlowing for more timely management
response. FMP amendments are required when changing fixed elements of the FMP or for major or
controversial actions which are outside the scope of the originai FMP. Fixed elements include:

Management objectives;

Species in the management unit;

Controt rules;

Framework procedures for changing management measures; and
Management cycle.

ooodo

New measures or changes to measures may be implemented for one or more fisheries for highly migratory
species in the Pacific Council area through the framework procedures, if new information demonstrates that
there are biological, social, or economic concems in a fishery that need to be resolved through such
regulatory action. Anaiyses of biotogical, ecologicat, social, and economic impacts wiil be considered when
a particular change is proposed. As a result, time required to take aclion will vary depending on the type of
action, its impacts on the fisheries, resources, and environment, as well as review of these impacts by
interested parties. Actions must also satisfy lega! requirements of other appiicable laws, e.g., the
Administrative Procedure Act, National Environmental Policy Act, Regulatory Flexibility Act, and Executive
Order 12866.

The Council proposes to establish a biennial management cycle, i.e. management actions would be formally
considered every other year. However, it is anticipated that action could be taken whenever a resource
conservation issue is identified. Under the preferred biennial cycle, the Highly Migralory Species
Management Team would conduct ongoing reviews of the fisheries and status of stocks and prepare an
annual Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation document, which would be presented to the Council at its
September meeting. Proposed and final actions would occur every other year at the September and
November meetings, respectively. The regulatory/statistical year would be Aprit 1 to March 31.

In addition to various provisions of the FMP outlined above, the Council is proposing a set of initial
management measures which should be implemented when the FMP is implemented. These measures are
not fixed elements of the FMP, and may be changed using the framework adjustment procedures of the FMP
described above. if adopted and implemented as federal regulations, these measures would remain in effect
until changed. Slate regulations not superceded by the initial federal reguiations will continue to remain in
effect untii such time as the Councit determines that it is necessary to adopt federat reguiations. The
altermatives for these measures are described in the next section.

Alternatives including the Proposed Action
The altematives considered and analyzed in the FMP are summarized in the following matrix. For a
complete description of the altematives, refer to Chapter 8. in each case, altemative 1 is the no-action

alternative, and altemative 2 is the Council’s preferred alternative.

The effects of the altematives are described in Chapter 9.
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SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES IN THE HMS FMP

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 " Alternative 3 Alternative 4 _Alternative & Alternative 6 Alternative 7
_ _ No Action Preferred T
FMP or ho FMP FMP not adopted. FMP adopted, with proposed
(Ch 8, Sec 8.0, Regulation continues compenents as specified in
B.5.7,Ch 9, Sec under existing state and preferred afternatives below.
8.1) federat authorities.
Species in Managed species are not | Albacore, yellowfin, skipjack, Same as alternative Same as aflernative Same as alternative 2, Same as alternative

management unit
(Ch 3, Sec 3.1.1)

defined.

higeye, and north Pacific biuefin
tunas; swordfish; striped martin;
common thresher, bigeye
thresher, pelagic thresher,
shortfin mako, and blue sharks;

2, but dorado not
included.

2, but dorado, bigeye
thresher and pelagic
thresher sharks not
included.

but sixgill shark
included.

2, but all sharks
deleted.

and dorado (dolphinfish)
Control rule A control rule is not Adopt defautt MSY (or MSY
(Ch 3, Sec 3.2} established. proxy) control rute, but use an
OY target for vulnerable
species set initially at 0.7SMSY.
Framework No framework Adopt framework procedures Adopt framework
procedures procedures; alt changes for changing conservation and procedures as in 2,
(Ch 8, Sec 8.3.4) would be made via FMP management measures, with but without the point-
amendment process. the point-of-concern of- concem
mechanism. mechanism.

Management cycle
{Ch 8, Sec 8.3.5)

No cycle established.
Annual SAFE document
presented to Council, but
no fixed schedule for
addressing management
issues,

Establish biennial cycle with
regulatory/ statistical year of
April 1 thru March 31.

Establish biennial
cycle with regulatory/
statistical year of
January 1 thru
December 31.

Establish biennial
cycle with regulatory/
statistical year of
October 1 thru
September 30.

Establish annual cycle
with regutatory and
statistical fishing year
April 1 through March
3.

Establish multi-year
cycle. Simitar to
biennial cycle,
except actions
would be
considered every 3
or more years.

Legal gear
{Ch 8, Sec 8.4.1)

Legal gears are nol
specified.

Legal commercial gears are
harpoon, surface hook and line,
drift gillnet, purse seine, and
pelagic longline. Drift gillnets
must be minimum stretched
mesh size of 14 inches.

Legal recreational gears are rod
and reel, spear, and hook and
line.

As in alternative 2,
except pelagic
longline gear would
not be legal gear for
vessels landing in
U.S. West Coast
ports.
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Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 - Alternative 4 . Alternative § Alternative € Alternative 7
No Action Preferred :
incidental catch Landings of HMS could Small-mesh drift gilinet and Do not allow landings
allowance be made using any gear setnet: 10 fish of each HMS of HMS by other
(Ch 8, Sec 8.4.2) autherized by individual per landing, except no gears. Al landings
states' regulatory swordfish. of HMS taken with
requirements. non-HMS gears
Botiom longline: 3 HMS sharks | would be prohibited.
in fotal per landing or 20% of
total fandings by weight of HMS
sharks, whichever is greater by
weight.
Trawl, pot and all other gear:
maximum of 1% of total weight
per landing for alt HMS shark
species combined or 2 HMS
sharks, whichever is greater.
Essential fish EFH of HMS would not Adopt species and stage- Adopt broad Adopt designations
habitat be designated and specific designations for designation to apply for individual species
{Ch 4, Sec 4.3; Ch described in FMP. individuat management unit to ail species: ali in the surface waters
8 Sec 8.4.3) species as described in section | surface waters of the | of the ocean in the
4.8 ocean In the EEZ EEZ down to 1000m,
down to 1000m. but restrict EFH
areas to documented
capture locations.
Bycatch and catch- | Mo bycatch and/or catch- | Provides for fishery-by-fishery As in alternative 2 As in alternative 2
and-release and-release programs review of measures to reduce but does not but establish a catch-
programs would be implemented bycatch and bycatch mortality; authorize a catch- and-release program
{Ch35; Ch 8, Sec under the FMP. establishes framework for and-release program | for striped marlin
8.4.4) implementing bycaich for recreational anly.
reduction; adopts measures to fisheries. All HMS
minimize byeatch in pelagic caught and released
longline and drift gillnet by anglers would be
fisheries (section 8.5); and considered bycatch.
adopts formal voluntary “catch-
and-release” program for HMS
recreational fisheries.
Fishery observer The FMP would not Authorize NMFS to require that | Authorize NMFS to
autharity contain authority to vessels carry observers when require that vessels

(Ch B, Sec 8.45)

establish observer
programs for HMS
fisheries.

directed by the NMFS Regional
Administrator, and mandates
obgerver programs initially for
the fongline, surface hook-and-
line, small purse seine, and

carry observers when
directed to do so by
the NMF S Regional
Administrator, but do
not mandate any new

CPFV fisheries, with NMFS to cbserver programs.
complete initial observer
sampling plans within six
months of FMP implementation.
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Alternative 1
'No Action

Alternative 2
Preferred

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 8§

Alternative 8

Alternative 7

Protected species
{Ch 8, Sec 8.4.6)

Adopt no measures to
minimize interactions
with protected species
under the FMP. Such
measures would
continue to be
implemented by NMFS
under other processes.

Adopt framework authorization
for protected species
conservation measures and
implement initial measures for
drift gilinet and pelagic longline
fisheries {sec 8.5).

Prohibited species
(Ch8, Sec 84.7)

Prohibitions on retention
of certain species would
not be incorporated into
the FMP

Prohibit retention of great white,
basking and megamouth
sharks; Pacific halibut; and
Pacific saimon.

Guotas or harvest
guidelines
(Ch 8, Sec 8.4.8)

Establish no harvest
guidelines or quotas for
any HMS.

Establish harvest guidelines for
selected shark species and
authorize establishment or
modification of quotas or
harvest guidelines under
framework provisions. The
initiat harvest guidelines are:
common thresher shark, 340 mt
and shortfin mako shark, 150
mt.

Establish quotas or
harvest guidelines for
additional species.

Allocation
(Ch 8, Sec 8.4.9)

The FMP would not
establish quota
allocations of HMS to
different fisheries or
fishery sectors.

The FMP would not establish
allocations initially, except to
prohibit sale of striped marlin,
but authorizes allocation using
framework procedures.

The FMP would
make specific initial
allocations among
fisheries or fishing
sectors.

Treaty Indian
fishing rights
(Ch 8, Sec 8.4.10)

Establish no specific
measures of procedures,
either in the FMP or in
the initial implementing
regulations, for
accommeodating treaty
indian fishing rights,

Authorize adoption of measures
and procedures to
accommaodate treaty fishing
rights in the initial implementing
regulations for the FMP, and
authorize future revisions
through regulatory changes.

inciude specific
provisions in the
FMP describing the
measures and
procedures for
accommodating
treaty fishing rights.

Exempted fishing
permits
(Ch 8, Sec 8.4.12)

The FMP would not
specify any general or
specific EFP process for
any HMS fishery. NMFS
regulations at 50 CFR
§600.745 would be
available to issue EFPs.

The FMP would require that
applicants submit an initial EFP
plan, following a specific
Council-supplied EFP protocol,
for Councif review and action
prior to format apptication to
NMEFS.
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Alternative 1 Altemnative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative & _Alternative Alternative 7
: ‘No Action .. - Preferred g :
Drift gilinet Regulatary authority Endorses or adopts in FMP alf Endorses or adopts Endorses or adopts As in Alternative 8, but | As in Alternative 8, As in Alternative B,

(Ch 8, SecB85.1) would confinue under federal conservation and only existing federal all federal substitutes the but additionally drift | but also drift
existing state and federal | management measures in place | (MMPA, ESA) drift conservation and time/area closures of gilinets could not be | gillnets could not
authorities. under MMPA and ESA, adopts { gilinet regulations. management the Biologicat Opinion used to take be used to take

all stste regulations for measures in place on issuance of the swordfish and swordfish and
swordfish/shark drift gitinet under MMPA and 101(a)(S)(E) permit sharks in any sharks in any EEZ
fishing under Magnuson- ESA, and adopts under the MMPA for exclusive economic | waters north of 45°
Stevens authority except limited state regulations the current turtle zone (EEZ) waters N iatitude year
entry programs; modifies an OR under MSFCMA canservation closed leas than 1000 fm round.
closure inside 1000 fm to be in authority, but also areas now in place off Oregon and
effect year round; closes EEZ includes and (see section 8.5.1). Washington. Alternative 8:
waters off WA to alt DGN federalizes the Like Alternative 2,
fishers; and includes two states’ limited entry but does not
current turtle protection programs. modify any
closures. existing Oregon
area closures.
Longlining inside Regulatory authotity Establishes a generat Prohibits longlining Authorizes limited Prohibits longlining

the U.S. West wouid continue under prohibition on the use of pelagic | by indefinite entry pelagic longline | with the potential for
Coast EEZ existing stste and federal | longline gear in the EEZ. moratoriutn, with the | fishery fortunas and | re-evaluation by the
(Chsg, Sec8.52) authorities. potential for re- swordfish with effort Council faollowing
evaluation by the and area restrictions, | completion of a tuna-
Council following to evaluate longline swordfish-bycatch
compiletion of a gear as an alternative | research experiment
bycetch reduction to drift gillnet gear to carried out under a
research program reduce bycatch or qualified EFP to
with pre-established bycatch mortality and | determine if longline
strict protocols. Must | protected species gear can be fished in
prove negligible interactions. ways that produce
impact on protected bycatch end protected
and bycatch species. species interaction
fevels that are
significantly less than
by drift gilinets.
Longlining cutside Regulatory authority Al restrictions applied to All restrictions
the EEZ would continue under Hawaii-based longline vessels applied to Hawail-
(Ch 8, 5ec 85.2) existing stete and federal | also would apply to West based longfine
authorities. Coast-based vessels when vessels would apply
fishing west of 150° W o West Coast-based
longitude. East of that line only | vessels,
selected restrictions would
apply in order o allow swordfish
targeting. These restrictions
controf sea turtle and seabird
interactions and monitor the
fishery.
Purse seine Regulatory authority Opens the entire EEZ to purse Closes the area Closes the EEZ off

{Ch 8, Sec 8.5.3) would continue under

seine fishing.

within the EEZ north

Washington to purse

existing state and federal of 45° N latitude. seine fishing, but
authorities. allows it off Oregon
and California.
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Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative § Afternative € Alternative 7
No Action Preferred
Prohibit sale Sale of striped marlin Prohibit the sale of striped
{Ch8, Sec 85.4) would not be prohibited mariin by vessels under PFMC
by FMP, but would jurisdiction.
continue to be prohibited
by the State of California.
Commercial fishing Require no new federal Require a federal permit be Require one federal Require federal
permits permits. Existing state obtained by the owner of each permit for HMS vessel permit for
(Ch 8, Sec 8.5.5) and federal permit individual vesse! intended to be | vessels covering all selected fisheries.
requirements apply. used in commercial fishing for HMS fisheries.
HMS, with a specific
endorsement for each gear
type.
Recreational fishing | Reguire no new federal Require a federal permit for Require federal Require federal
permits permite for recreational CPFVs that fish for HMS, but permit for all CPFVs permit for all
(Ch 8, Sec 8.5.5) vessels, private or CPFV. | existing state permit or license that fish for HMS; a recreational fishing
could meet this requirement. state permit could vessels {private and
not be used to meet CPFV; that fish for
this requirement. HMS.
Reporting No new federal Regquire all commercial and Limit new federal
requirements requirements for CPFV vessels to maintain and reporting
(Ch 8, Sec8.5.8) reporting. submit logbooks to NMF S, requirements to
commercial vessels
not already required
fo report under
existing federal laws.
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Skipjack Tuna
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Northern Bluefin Tuna
Thunnus orientalis
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Common Thresher Shark
Alopias vulpinus

Pelagic Thresher Shark
Alopias pelagicus
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DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

(as used in this fishery management plan)

Biomass
The estimated amount, by weight, of a HMS population. The term biomass means total biomass
{age one and above) unless stated otherwise.

Bycatch
Fish that are harvested in a fishery, but are not sold or kept for personal use and includes economic
discards and regulatory discards. 3Such term does not include fish released alive under a
recreational catch-and-release fishery management program.

California Bight
The region of concave coastline off southern California between the headland at Point Conception
and the U.S. Mexican border, and encompassing various islands, shallow banks, basins and
troughs extending from the coast roughly 200 km offshore.

Commercial fishing
Fishing in which the fish harvested, either in whole or in part, are intended to enter commerce
through saie, barter, or trade.

Council
The Pacific Fishery Management Council, including its HMSMT, HM3AS, S3C, and any other
committee estabiished by the Council.

Epipelagic
The vertical habitat within the upper water column from the surface to depths generally not
exceeding approximately 200 m (0-109 fm), i.e. above the mesopelagic zone.

Essential fish habitat
Those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to
maturity.

Exclusive economic zone
The zone established by Presidential Proclamation 5030, 3 CFR part 22, dated March 10, 1983,
and is that area adjacent to the United States which, except where modified to accommodate
international boundaries, encompasses all waters from the seaward boundary of each of the coastal
states to a line on which each peoint is 200 nautical miles (370.40 km) from the baseline from which
the territorial sea of the United States is measured. Off the West Coast states, the EEZ is the area
between 3 and 200 miles offshore.

Far offshore
All waters beyond the EEZ of the United States and beyond any foreign nation's EEZ, to the extent
that such EEZ is recognized by the United States.

Fishery Management Area
The EEZ off the coasts of Washington, Oregon, and California between three and 200 nautical
miles offshore, bounded in the north by the Provisional International Boundary between the United
States and Canada, and bounded in the south by the international Boundary between the United
States and Mexico.

Fishing:
(1) the catching, taking, or harvesting of fish;
{2) the attempted catching, taking, or harvesting of fish;
{3) any other activity which can reasonably be expected to resuit in the cafching, taking, or
harvesting of fish; or
(4) any operations at sea in support of, or in preparation for, any activity described above.
This term does not include any activity by a vessel conducting authorized scientific research.
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Gear conflict
Any incident at sea involving one or more fishing vessels: {1) In which on fishing vessel or its gear
comes into contact with another vessel or the gear of another vessel; and {2} That results in the
loss of, or damage to a fishing vessel, fishing gear or catch.

Harvest guideline
A numerical harvest level or range of levels that is a general objective and is not a quota.
Attainment of a harvest guideline does not require a management response, but it does prompt
review of the fishery.

Harvesting vesse!
A vessel involved in the attempt or actual catching, taking or harvesting of fish, or any activity that
can reasonably be expected to result in the catching, taking or harvesting of fish.

Highly Migratory Species
Species managed under the HMS FMP, specifically:

Tunas:
North Pacific Albacore (Thunnus alalunga)
Yekowfin tuna {Thunnus albacares)
Bigeye tuna (Thunnus obesus)
Skipjack tuna (Katsuwonus pelamis)
Northern biuefin tuna {Thunnus thynnus)
Sharks:

Common thresher shark (Alopias vulpinus)
Pelagic thresher shark (Alopias pelagicus)
Bigeye thresher shark (Alopias superciliosus)
Shortfin mako shark (Isurus oxyrinchus)
Blue shark (Prionace glauca)

Bilifish/Swordfish:
Striped mariin (Tetrapturus audax)
Swordfish (Xiphias gladius)

Other:
Dorado or Dolphinfish (Coryphaena hippurus)

Highly Migratory Species Advisory Subpanel (HMSAS)
The HMSAS is comprised of members of the fishing industry and public appointed by the Council
to review proposed actions for managing the highly migratory species fisheries.

Highly Migrafory Species Fishery Management Plan {HMS FMP)
The Fishery Management Plan for the Washington, Cregon, and California Highly Migratory
Fisheries developed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council and approved by the Secretary
of Commerce, and as it may be subsequently amended.

Highly Migratory Species Management Team (HMSMT)
The individuals appointed by the Council io review, analyze, and develop managemeni measures
for the HMS fishery.

High seas
All waters beyond the EEZ of the United States and beyond any foreign nation’s EEZ, to the extent
that such EEZ is recognized by the United Staies (Note, this differs from the definition in the
Magnuson-Stevens Act which defines high seas as walers beyond the territorial sea).

Incidental catch or incidenial species
Species caught and retained while fishing for the primary purpose of catching a different species
{Note, this differs from bycatch which are discarded at sea).

incidenta! fake
The take of marine mammals, sea turtles, or sea birds during fishing operations.

Locat depletion
Occurs when localized caiches are in excess of replacement from iocal and external sources of
production {via net immigration}. Local depletion can occur independently of the status of the
overall stock. The local depletion of abundance can be greater than stock-wide decreases.
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Maximum sustainable yield
The largest long-term average catch or yield that can be taken from a stock or stock complex under

prevailing ecological and environmental conditions.

Mesopelagic
The vertical habitat within the mid-depth ocean water column, from depths between 200 and
1000 m (109-547 fm) i.e., below the epipelagic zone.

Neritic
inhabiting coastal waters primarily over he continental shelf; generally over bottom depths equal
to or less than 183 m (100 fm) deep.

Oceanic
Inhabiting the open sea, ranging beyond continental and insular shelves, beyond the neritic zone.

Optimum yield (OY)
The amount of fish that will provide the greatest overall benefit to the Nation, particularly with
respect to food production and recreational opportunities, and, taking into account the protection
of marine ecosystems; that is prescribed on the basis of the MSY from the fishery, as reduced by
any relevant economic, social, or ecological factor; and, in the case of an overfished fishery,
provides for rebuilding to a tevel consistent with producing the MSY in such fishery.

Overfished
Stock or stock compiex whose size is sufficiently small that a change in management practices is
required in order to achieve an appropriate level and rate of rebuilding.

Overfishing
To fish at a rate or level that jeopardizes the capacity of a stock or stock complex to produce MSY
on a continuing basis.

Owner of a vessel or vessel owner
A person identified as the current owner in the Certificate of Documentation (CG-1270) issued by
the U.S. Coast Guard for a documented vessel, or in a registration certificate issued by a state or
the U.S. Coast Guard for an undocumented vessel.

Pan-Pacific
Throughout the entire Pacific region.

Pelagic
Inhabiting the water column as opposed to being associated with the sea floor; generally occurring
anywhere from the surface to 1000 meters (547 fm). (See also epipelagic and mesopelagic)
Person

Any individual, corporation, partnership, association or other entity (whether or not organized or
existing under the laws of any state), and any federal, state, or local government, or any entity of
any such government that is eligible to own a documented vessel under the terms of 46 U.S.C.
12102(a).

Processing or to process
The preparation or packaging of HMS to render the fish suitable for human consumption, pet food,
industrial uses or long-term storage, but does not mean heading and gutting unless there is
additional preparation,

Prohibited species
Those species and species groups whose retention is prohibited uniess authorized by other
applicable law (for exampie, to aliow for examination by an authorized observer or to return tagged
fish as specified by the tagging agency).

Quota
A specified numerical harvest objective for a single species of HMS, the attainment {or expected
attainment) of which causes the complete closure of the fishery for that species.

Recreational fishing
Fishing with authorized recreational fishing gear for personal use only, and not for sale.

Regional Administrator
The Administrator, Southwest Region, NMFS, or designee.
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Sustainable Fisheries Division {SFD)
The Assistant Regional Administrator for Sustainable Fisheries, Southwest Region, NMFS, or a

designee.
Take
The term is used with respect to protected species (marine mammals, sea turtles, and seabirds),
is defined by the applicable statute (Marine Mammal Protection Act, Endangered Species Act, or
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act }, and its implementing regulations.
HMS FMP Xii

August 2003



ACRONYMS

ABC
AIDCP
ATCA
BO
CalCOFI
CDFG
CEQ
CFGC
CFR
Council
CPFD
CPFV
CPS
CPUE
CWP
CYRA
CZMA
DAH
DAP
DEIS
DGN
DML
DOS
EA
EEZ
EFH
EFL
EIS
EFP
ESA
EsSU
EPOTFA
ETP
EFPO
FAQO
FAD
FEAM
FFA
FL
FMP
FY
Gis
HAPC
HMS
HMSAS
HMS FMP
HMSMT
HSFCA

HMS FMP

aliowable biological catch

Agreement on the International Dolphin Conservation Program

Atlantic Tunas Convention Act
Biological Opinicon

California Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations

California Department of Fish and Game
Council on Environmentai Quality
California Fish and Game Commission
Code of Federal Regulations

Pacific Fishery Management Council
catch per fishing day

commercial passenger fishing vessel
coastal pelagic species

catch per unit of effort

central-western Pacific

Commission (IATTC) yeliowfin regulatory area
Coastal Zone Management Act
domestic annual harvest

domestic annual processing

draft environmental impact statement
drift gillnet

dolphin mortality limit

U.S. Department of State

environmental assessment

exclusive economic zone

essential fish habitat

eye-to-fork length

environmental impact statement
exempted fishing permit

Endangered Species Act

evolutionarily significant unit

Eastern Pacific Ocean Tuna Fishing Agreement
eastern tropical Pacific

eastern Pacific Ocean

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

fish aggregating devices

Fishery Economic Assessment Model

{South Pacific} Forum Fishery Agency

fork length

fishery management plan

fiscal year

geographic information system

hahitat area of particular concern

highly migratory species

Highty Migratory Species Advisory Subpanel
Highly Migratory Species Fishery Management Plan
Highly Migratory Species Management Team
High Seas Fishing Compliance Act
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IATTC
ICCAT
iDCPA
IPOA

ISC

ITQ

IUCN

JFL

JVP

LOS
Magnuson-
Stevens Act
MBTA
MFMT
MHLC

MMC
MMPA
MRFSS
MSFCMA
MSST
MSY
MUS
NAICS
NEPA
NMFS
NNB
NOAA
NPDES
NPFMC
NPOA
NPTZ
NS
NWI
ODFW
OoMB
oy
PacFIN
PBR
PFMC
PGR
POCTRP
POCTRT
POF!
PRA
PRBO
PSMFC
RA
RecFIN
RIR
RFA
RPA
SAC
SAFE

HMS FMP

Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission

International Convention for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas

International Dolphin Conservation Program Act

International Plan of Action

Interim Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-like Species in the North Pacific
individual transferable quota

World Conservation Union

jaw-to-fork iength

joint venture processing

Law of the Sea

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
Migratory Bird Treaty Act

maxirmum fishing mortality threshoid

Multi-Lateral High Level Conference for Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory
Species of the Cenfral and Western Pacific
Marine Mammal Commission

Marine Mammal Protection Act

marine recreational fisheries statistics survey
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
maximurn stock size threshold

maximurn sustainable yield

management unit species

North American industry Classification System
National Environmental Policy Act

National Marine Fisheries Service

net national benefits

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
national pollutant discharge elimination system
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
National Plan of Action

North Pacific transition zone

National Standards (of the Magnuson-Stevens Act)
National Wetlands Inventory

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Office of Management and Budget

optimum yield

Pacific Fisheries information Network

potential biological removal

Pacific Fishery Management Council

population growth rate

Pacific Offshore Cetacean Take Reduction Plan
Pacific Offshore Cetacean Take Reduction Team
Pacific Oceanic Fishery investigations

Paperwork Reduction Act

Point Reyes Bird Observatory

Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission
Regional Administrator (of NMFS)

Recreational Fisheries Information Network
Regulatory Impact Review

Regulatory Flexibitity Act

reasonable and prudent alternative

Sportfishing Association of California

stock assessment and fishery evaluation
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SCB
SCTB
sSDC
SFA
SIC
SPC
SPTT
SSC
SST
SWFSsC
TALFF
TRP
TRT
UNIA

UscaG
USFWS
VMS
WCBA
WDFW
WPRFMC
YPR
ZMRG

HMS FMP

Southern California Bight

Standing Committee on Tuna and Billfish

status determination criteria

Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (amendment to the Magnuson-Stevens Act)
Standard Industrial Classification

Secretariat of the Pacific Community

South Pacific Tuna Treaty

Scientific and Statistical Committee

sea surface temperature

Southwest Fisheries Science Center (NMFS)

total allowable level of foreign fishing

(Pacific Offshore Cetacean) Take Reduction Plan
{Pacific Offshore Cetacean) Take Reduction Team
United Nations Implementing Agreement on the Conservation and Management of Straddling
Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks

U.S. Coast Guard

J.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

vessel monitoring system

Westport Charter Boat Association

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Western Pacific Regional Fishery Management Council
yield per recruit

zero mortality rate goal
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CONVERSION TABLE

Multiply

millimeters {mm)
centimeters (cm)
meters (m)
meters (m)
kilometers (km)
kilometers (km)

milfigrams (mg)
grams (g)
kilograms (kg)
metric ton (mt)
metric ton (mt)

Celsius degrees (°C)

inches (in)

inches (in)

feet (ft)

fathoms (fm)
statute miles (mi)
nautical miles (nm)

ounces (0z)
ounces (0z)
pounds (ib)
pounds (ib)
short tons (t)

Fahrenheit degrees (°F)

Metric o U.S. Customary

By

0.03837
0.3937
3.281
0.5468
0.6214
0.5386

0.00003527
0.03527
2.205
2,204.6
1.102

1.8(°C) + 32

U.S. Customary to Metric

2540
2.54
0.3048
1.829
1.609
1.852

28350.0
28.35
0.4536
0.00045
0.9072

0.5556 (°F-32)

To Obtain

inches (in)

inches (in)
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This documentis a combined Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Fishery Management Plan (FMP)
for Highly Migratory Species (HMS) developed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council which meets the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act or MSFCMA), 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq., and other applicable law.
The Magnuson-Stevens Act is administered by the U.S. Department of Commerce through its subagencies,
the National Oceanic and Atmospherc Administration (NOAA) and the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS), based on recommendations made by regional fishery management councils.

The FMP includes important species of tunas, billifish and sharks which are harvested by West Coast HMS
fisheries. A complete list of species in the management unit is provided in Section 3.1.1.

The FMP is intended to ensure conservation and promote the achievement of optimum yieid of HMS
throughout their ranges, both within and beyond the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), to the extent
practicable. Effective conservation and management in most cases will require concerted U.S. and
international action. The FMP may serve as a vehicle for fulfilling the West Coast portion of U.S. obligations
under international conservation agreements, if domestic U.S. implementing legisiation authorizes its use.

This document is a “framework” plan, which includes some fixed elements and a process for implementing
or changing regulations without amending the plan (flexible measures). Ongoing management of highly
migratory species, and the need to address new issues that arise, make itimpossible to foresee and address
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all reguiatory issues in the initial plan. Some framework adjustments can be impiemented more quickly than
plan amendments, allowing for more timely management respense. Changes to any of the fixed elements
in the plan require a plan amendment. The framework procedures are described in Chapter 8.

This document also specifies and analyzes the initial management measures that need to be implemented
whenthe planisimplemented, pursuant to the framework proceduresinthe plan. |f adopted, these measures
would become federal regulations affecting one or more fisheries for highly migratory species. They may be
modified in the future, or new regulations may be implemented, using the framework adjustment procedures
in the pian.

1.1 Format and Content of the EIS/FMP

This document includes the required contents of an EIS and an FMP in a combined format, therefore it differs
somewhat from the format recommended by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) for an EIS. The
following table is presented to he!p the reader find the required EIS components.

CEQ Format HMS EIS/FMP
Cover sheet

Executive summary
Table of contents

Cover sheet
Summary
Table of contents

Purpose of and need for action
Alternatives including proposed action
Affected environment

Environmental consequences

Chapter 1 (section 1.5)
Chapter 8

Chapters 2, 3, 4,5, and 6
Chapter 9

List of preparers

List of agencies, organizations and persons
to whom copies of the statement are sent Chapter 1 (section 1.10)

Index Index

Appendices Appendices

Chapter 1 (section 1.8)

This introductory chapter (Chapter 1) describes the complexity of HMS management, the history of the FMP,
and explains why an FMP is needed. Chapter 2 describes the domestic fisheries for HMS and the economic
and social characteristics of the fisheries and the fishing communities. Chapter 3 includes the speciestobe
managed by the FMP, the status of these species, and the definition of overfishing. Chapter 4 describes and
identifies essential fish habitat (EFH) for HMS, describes threats to EFH, and recommends measures to
protect EFH. Chapter 5 addresses bycatch of fish in HMS fisheries, and Chapter 6 deals with interactions of
HMS fishing gears with protected species. Chapter 7 describes current management programs, including
fishery monitoring programs. Chapter 8 presents the management alternatives including the preferred
afternatives. The environmental consequences of the alternatives are presented in Chapter 9. Chapter 10
describesthe relationship of the EIS/FMP to other applicable laws and executive orders. Appendicesinciude
the foliowing:

Appendix A - Life History Accounts and Essential Fish Habitat Descriptions

Appendix B - Comparison of State Regulations

Appendix C - California Fish and Game Code 2000 - Drift Gillnet Shark and Swordfish Fishery
Appendix D - Current State and Federal Logbook Formats

Appendix E - Threatened and Endangered Species in the Area of HMS Fisheries

Appendix F - Costs Involved in Managing Pacific Coast HMS

Appendix G - Comments on the DE!S and Responses

Appendix H - Regulatory impact Review and Initial Reguiatory Flexibility Analysis

Appendix | - Draft Regulations
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1.2 Application of Federal Authority

The management unit in this FMP consists of highly migratory species and their associated fisheries which
occur within the West Coast EEZ and on the high seas with the catch being landed on the West Coast. This
is consistent with National Standard three of the MSFCMA, which requires that “To the extent practicable, an
individual stock of fish shall be managed as a unit throughout its range, and interrelated stocks of fish shall
be managed as a unit or in close coordination.” It also is consistent with Section 102 of the Act which states
that, “The United States shall cooperate directly or through appropnate international organizations with those
nations involved in fisheries for highly migratory species with a view to ensuring conservation and shall
promote the achievement of optimum yield of such species throughout their range, both within and beyond
the exclusive economic zone.”

This FMP applies to all U.S. vessels that fish for management unit species within the EEZ off California,
Oregon or Washington. This FMP also applies to U.S. vessels that fish for management unit species on the
high seas (seaward of the EEZ) and {and their fish in California, Oregon or Washington. However, pelagic
longline vessels that are registered for use under a Western Pacific lengline limited entry permit and fish on
the high seas and land their fish in California, Oregon and Washington will continue to be subject to the
requirements for vessel monitoring system units, observer coverage, Western Pacific longline logbook forms,
seabird avoidance gear, time and area closures, gear restrictions, and other measures at 50 CFR 660 Subpart
C. U.S. vesselsthat fish with longfine gear for management unit species on the high seas and land their catch
solely in western Pacific ports (Hawaii, American Samoa, Guam, Northern Mariana Islands) likewise are
subject to the western Pacific regulations at 50 CFR 660 Subpart C.

The FMP does not apply to U.S. vessels that fish for management unit species on the high seas and land into
a non-U.S. port. However, those vessels are subject to the requirements of the High Seas Fishing
Compliance Act (HSFCA, 16 U.S.C. 5501 et seq.), including permit and reporting requirements.

U.S. vessels that fish for tuna and associated species in the eastern tropical Pacific Ocean aiso may be
subject to management measures under the Tuna Conventions Act (16 U.S.C. 951 et seq.) which
implemented the agreement that established the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission. There also is
the potential for regulations to be promulgated in the future pursuant to otherinternational arrangements such
asthe U.S.-Canada Albacore Treaty. Section 1.6 provides more information about the relationship of fishery
management under this FMP with fishery management under international arrangements.

The application of federal authority as described above promotes the achievement of many of the
objectives of the FMP (section 8.2), including:

*  ensure or contribute to international cooperation in the long-term conservation and sustainable use
of highly migratory fish stocks that are caught by West Coast-based fishers.

= promote inter-regional collaboration in management of fishenes for species which occurin the Pacific
Council’s managed area and other Councils’ areas.

» promote effective monitoring and enforcement.
« establish procedures to facilitate rapid implementation of future management actions, as necessary.

= ensure that fisheries are in compliance with laws and regulations to conserve and restore species
listed pursuant to the ESA, MMPA and MBTA.

This application of authonity is appropriate for the following reasons:
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1. Toensure consistent application of conservation and management measures applying to U.S. fishers
on the high seas under other FMPs (e.g., Hawaii longline restrictions);

2. To implement measures adopted by international management organizations in which the U.S.
participates; if authorized by domestic U.S. implementing legislation;

3. To promote consistent and coordinated data collection and management throughout the range of
HMS; and

4. To promote cooperative and reinforcing management of U.S. HMS fisheries throughout the Pacific
such that vessels cannot avoid conservation requirements simply by relocating their operations.

1.3 Complexity of HMS Management

The management of highly migratory species presents formidable challenges, particularly inthe Pacific area.
There are numerous species of tuna, billfish, oceanic sharks and others which range throughout vast areas
of the Pacific Ocean. Knowledge of stock distribution and status is limited. There is a moderate amount of
information for the commercially important tunas, lesser amounts for swordfish and other bilifishes, and scant
information for sharks and other highly migratory fishes. Regular and comprehensive stock assessments are
needed for certain species. These species are harvested by numerous coastal and distant-water fishing
nations throughout the Pacific. Chapter 2 (section 2.6) documents 36 nations harvesting HMS inthe Pacific.
United States fisheries harvest HMS in the EEZ of the U.S., in the zones of other nations and on the high
seas.

Conservation of HMS is contingent on effective international management institutions and measures. There
is hosingie, pan-Pacificinstitution that manages all HMS throughout their ranges. The Inter-American Tropical
Tuna Commission (JATTC) adopts conservation measures for yellowfin and bigeye tunas in the eastern Pacific
Qcean. Member nations, including the U.S., are obligated to implement these measures for their national
fisheries. OnSeptember 5, 2000, the Convention on Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory Fish
Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean was adopted. The Convention, which is subject to
ratification, establishes a Commission that would adopt management measures for HMS throughout their
ranges. Both of these commissions affect West Coast-based HMS fisheries. Section 1.6 describes these
international institutions in more detail.

In 1981, the United States and Canada signed the Treaty on Pacific Coast Albacore Tuna Vessels and Port
Privileges, which permits fishing v essels of each nation to fish for albacore tuna in waters of the other nation
beyond 12 miles. Recently, U.S. albacore fishermen became concerned about the increased effort by
Canadian vessels in U.S. waters and the lack of information on the amount of albacore taken by Canadian
vessels. The U.S. and Canada have agreed to Treaty changes to resolve these issues. See section 1.6.2
for more information on this issue.

Within the U.S., HMS fishery management in the Pacific area is the responsibility of three regional fishery
management councils, the Western Pacific Regional Fishery Management Council WPRFMC), North Pacific
Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) and PFMC, and the adjacent states. Some form of coordination
among councils is required because fishers from the different council areas are harv esting the same stocks
of HMS, and in some cases are fishing in the same areas, but landing in different locations. This is
complicated by the fact that the council regions have different fishery tradifions in addition to different
management objectives, measures and concerns. The WPRFMC manages HMS fisheries pursuant to the
FMP for the Pelagic Fisheries of the Western Pacific Region. The NPFMC does not manage HMS, except
that sharks, including some migratory species, are included in the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish FMP and Bering
Sea and Aleutian Isiands Groundfish FMP. Currently, the NPFMC is not contemplating development of an
FMP for HMS fishenies in their management area. However, the Pacific Council intends to keep the NPFMC
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informed of its proposed actions. Procedures for coordination with the WPRFMC and NPFMC are described
in Chapter 8, section 8.3.4.2. This process ensures that WPRFMC and NPFMC are informed of and provided
opportunity to comment on Pacific Council management actions affecting fisheries in their respective
management areas, and it promotes consistent management of HMS fisheries.

Until now, there has been no FMP for West Coast-based fisheries for HMS. The fisheries have been
managed by the States of Washington, Oregon and California, although some federal laws also apply.
Federal statutes include the High Seas Fishing Compliance Act, Tuna Conventions Act, Marine Mammal
Protection Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Endangered Species Act. The fack of a single FMP covering
allU.S. vessels in the Pacific creates a situation where U.S. vessels fishing on the high seas may be subject
to different reguilations, depending on where they start their trip or where they land. This could create
inequities and frustrate achievement of management goals. [n addition, foreign vessels and U.S. vessels may
be subject to different regulations.

Within the U.S. West Coast-based fisheries, HMS are harvested by five major commercial gear groups and
various recreational fisheries. The commercial gearsinclude surface hook and fine, pelagic drift gilinet, pelagic
longline, purse seine and harpoon, and are used in the EEZ, in state waters and on the high seas. Anglers
pursue HMS from commercial passenger fishing vessels as well as private boats. There are sport fisheries
targeting albacore, mixed tunas and dorado, billfish, and sharks. Currently there are no quotas or allocations
among gear groups, however user conflicts have arisen, particularly in California, where state regulations
prohibit longlining within 200 miles and control time and area for the drift gillnet fishery.

Representatives of the drift gillnet fishery have proposed a limited tongline fishery in the EEZ to target tunas
and swordfish. Longliners currently may tand HMS in California if the fish are harvested outside 200 miles.
The proposers’ intent is to evaluate longline gear as an alternative to drift gilinet gear to reduce bycatch or
bycatch mortality, and determine if a longline fishery is an economically viable substitute for drift gilinet gear.
The recreational community, particularly in southern California, is concerned about the status and availabiiity
oftunas, billfish and sharks and the impacts of the commercial fisheries on the recreational fisheries forthese
species. Anglers oppose a longline fishery in the EEZ off California targeting tunas and swordfish. They are
concemed aboutincreased fishing mortality and commercial effortin general and increased bycatch of striped
marlin, sharks and other species.

In addition, a growing conservation community is concerned aboutthe management of HMS, including sharks,
which are particularly vulnerable to overexploitation. This community also is concerned about increasing
bycatch and bycatch mortality of HMS and other fish, and protected species. Longiine and drift gilinet gears
targeting HMS also capture protected species such as marine mammals, seabirds and turtles. There is
substantial information on the catch and bycatch of fish and the capture of protected species in the West
Coast diift gilinet fishery, which has been observed since 1990 under the auspices of the Marine Mammai
Protection Act. This fishery is subject to a Take Reduction Plan, and more restrictive gear measures have
been in effect since 1997 to reduce the take of marine mammals.

1.4 History of the Fishery Management Plan

The Pacific Council was createdin 1976 pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Act, and began to develop FMPs
for all of the major fisheries in its area of authority, including a draft FMP for bilifish (including swordfish) and
oceanic sharks (PFMC 1981). Atthat time, tunas were not included in the Magnuson-Stevens Act and thus
could not be managed by councils. The draft billfish FMP and several others were not adopted by the Council,
because it became clear that federal management of all West Coast fisheries was not necessary nor cost-
effective. With limited resources, the Council decided to concentrate its efforts on those which required federal
management, such as salmon and groundfish. In the case of billfish and oceanic sharks, the Council
concluded that effective stock conservation required international management efforts and that there was little
the Council could accomplish. The fishery management probtems were primarily in California, and the State
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was addressing these problems,

In 1990, the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC) adopted an interjurisdictional fishery
management plan for thresher shark (PSMFC 1990) pursuant to the Interjurisdictional Fisheries Act, 16 U.S.C.
4101 et seq. The fishery for thresher shark began off California in 1977. Thresher sharks are harvested in
drift gillnets in California along with swordfish and mako sharks. Incidental catches of thresher shark also
occur in set gilinet fisheries. Drift gillnet fisheries for thresher shark began off the coasts of Oregon and
Washington in 1983 under experimental fishing permits. This permit fishery in Oregon and Washington
continued through 1988, when it was terminated due to bycatch of marine mamrnals and leatherback turtles,
declining interest in the fishery and concerns about the abundance of thresher shark. The PSMFC plan
established a management panel comprised of one member each from the states of Washington, Oregon and
California, which makes management recommendations to the state agencies. The plan proposed an annual
coastwide thresher shark harvest guideline of 750,000 pounds (340 mt dw) and discouraged catches of
juvenile sharks. No quotas were established but states did agree to this harvest guideline, which since 1991
has never been approached. There have been no additional management actions since the plan was adopted.

in December 1994, the Western Pacific Council requested that the Secretary of Commerce designate it as
the single council responsibie for management of domestic pelagic fisheries in the Pacific.’ This request was
based on a paper developed by the Western Pacific Council which evaluated several alternatives, inciuding
status quo, cootdinated data collection, a joint FMP, Secretarial management, and single council designation
(WPRFMC 1994). The Western Pacific Council argued that one FMP was necessary to “ensure the ability
to monitor and manage the fisheries throughout their range, to the extent practicable, in a consistent and
efficient manner.” The initial focus of the comprehensive FMP would be to address data gaps and
inconsistencies. The Council concluded that the single designation alternative was most efficient and effective.
The Council already had an FMP fortunas and other large pelagic fishes, which could be amended toinclude
fisheriesin the other two councit areas. The Western Pacific Council did not favor a joint FMP because of the
reguirement that all councils must approve all measures and the need for joint meetings, and it felt that
Secretarial management was undesirable because it removed regional control over management. Under the
Western Pacific proposal, the North Pacific and P acific Councils would make management recommendations
for fishenes in their areas and submit them to the Western Pacific Councii, which would take final action on
all measures for approval by the Secretary of Commerce.

The Western Pacific Council consulted the Pacific and North Pacific Councils on the proposal for single
council designation. The Pacific Council opposed this approach. At that time, the Pacific Council was not
convinced of the need to alter management arrangements for HMS, and was concerned that the decision
process might be neither convenient for, norinthe best interest of, fishery interests on the West Coast. Since
the principal issue at the time was the need for coordinated and comprehensive data coliection, the Pacific
Council recommended that data collection gaps be documented and filled.

In July 1996, after receiving input from the affected councils and industry groups, the NMFS concluded that
single council designation was not necessary at that time to achieve effective management under the
Magnuson-Stevens Act or to support the Department of State in carrying out U.S. obligations. With regard
to data needs, NMF S stated that recent international agreements and implementing domestic legisiation (High
Seas Fishing Compliance Act, 16 U.S.C. 5501 et seq.) provided authority for NMFS to require U.S. vessels
fishing for HMS to report their fishing activities. The Western Pacific Council continued to maintain that a
comprehensive FMP with single council designation was necessary, and the issue was raised again at the

' Under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, for fisheries under the authority of more than one council,
the Secretary of Commerce may designate one council to prepare the pian or may require the pian be
prepared jointly by the concerned councils. In the latter case, the plan must be approved by a majority of
the voting members of each council.
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Council Chairs’ meeting in June 1997. As a resuit of this discussion, the Director of NMFS asked the
Southwest Regional Administrator to work with the three Pacific area councils to develop a recommendation
on how to proceed.

Atthe September 1997 Pacific Council meeting, the Southwest Region of NMF S presented a paper outlining
options for Pacific Councilinvolvement in HMS management. Options included no action, the Western Pacific
proposal, Secretarial management, a joint FMP and a separate West Coast FMP. The paper summarized
numerous activities at the national and international levels affecting HMS fisheries based on the West Coast.
NMFS argued that the regional counciis should play an active role in planning U.S. participation in future
internationally managed HMS fisheries, and that the Pacific Council has unique capabilities for reaching the
diverse fishing industry of the West Coast and involving them in the development of management policy. At
that meeting, the Pacific Council established an HMS Policy Committee to address HMS issues and
coordinate with the other councils. At the November 1997 meeting, the Council appointed a representative
to attend meetings of the IATTC and MHLC and recommended establishment of an inter-councii coordinating
committee. [n June 1998, the Counci} appointed members o a West Coast HMS Advisory Subpane!
comprised of representatives of constituent groups.

in September 1998, representatives of the three Pacific area councils and NMFS metto discuss collaboration
in HMS management. The NMFS Southwest Region presented a “straw man” approach for coordinated
management. The objectives of this approach were:

» to achieve effective conservation and management of HMS fishenes throughout the EEZ and adjacent
waters to the extent practicable consistent with the Magnuson-Stevens Act and other applicable law,
including international agreements;

» toensure comprehensive collection of comparable and compatible data throughout the range of U.S. HWS
fishenies;

= to ensure the ability to take action on a timely basis as the need arises; and

= {o ensure that those who would be affected by management have ampie notice of prospective action and
opportunity to advise the decision makers about their interests and needs.

Under this approach, the existing Western Pacific Councii FMP would serve as the foundation for the
comprehensive plan. It would be amended to include, among other things, framework management
procedures for the Pacific Council. Each council would manage its respective fisheries independently, except
when an action might affect the other council. In the latter case, both councils would vote. If there were
disagreement, the councils would ask the Regional Administrator of NMFS {o mediate the issue.

The Western Pacific Council did not support the collaborative approach proposed by NMFS, because it
believedthat joint actions would increase the work load, increase costs, delay implementation of regulations,
and weaken the authority of the Western Pacific Council.

In June 1999, the Pacific Council voted to begin development of an FMP for HMS fisheries. The Council
preferred that some form of comprehensive FMP be developed with all three councils involved and wrote the
othertwo councils inviting their participation. While the Council recognized the difficuities associated with joint
FMPs, it was optimistic that framework procedures and operational mechanisms could be developed to aliow
eitherindependent or joint council actions as necessary and appropriate to achieve FMP objectives. While
the North Pacific Council ex pressed support for a joint FMP, the Western Pacific Council stated that itwas not
inclined to participate at that time. The Pacific Council decided to begin development of a separate FMP for
West Coast-based HMS fisheries, holding open the alternative of a comprehensive FMP in the future should
the Western Pacific decide to participate.
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in March 2001, NMFS wrote the Council to provide updated information on recent domestic HMS fishery
management issues that had a bearing on the development of the FMP. NMFS Regional Administrator
Rebecca Lent stated:

“When the decision was made to develop the FMP, there was no clear and pressing need for
consideration of management measures that would immediately gointo effect. It was envisioned that the
FMP could include some reporting requirements and perhaps some changes in permit requirements, and
itwould almost certainly establish framework procedures forimplementing regulations in the future if new
information or conditions warranted it. The FMP also could conceivably incorporate under Magnuson-
Stevens Act authority a vanety of reguiations currently in effect under other Federal law or State laws and
regulations. However, the legal and programmatic environment for the FMP changed substantially as a
result of the following factors:

“1. Drft Gillnet Fishery Management - This fishery has been managed under a mix of State laws
(timefarea closures, limited entry, mesh size, iogbooks) and Federal regulations (net depth, pingers,
observers) under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. As a result of a new Section 7 consultation under
the Endangered Species Act {(ESA), NMFS is requiring that new restrictions be imposed on the fishery
by August 2001. NMFS will promuigate these regulations by that time under the authority of the ESA.
However, | would urge the Council to be sure that the draft FMP, when cleared for public review and
comment, include an alternative under which the drift gilinet fishery would be managed through the FMP
rather than under the anticipated mix of State laws and regulations and Federal regulations under the
MMPA and ESA. Consolidating the management program under a single authority should greatly simplify
the ability of fishers and managers to adjust to changing conditions in the future,

“In addition, the changes being required under the ESA will likely make it very difficult for some fishers
to maintain profitable operations. This adds to the feeling on the fleet’s part that there shouid be some
form of relief, and a proposal has been made to allow the vessels to fish with longline gear subject to a
variety of restrictions, possibly including an experimental fishery process. This is a very contentious
proposal, but the dnift net fleet owners definitely want the Council to address it in the FMP process. |
would strongly encourage that the plan include a full evaluation of the pros and cons of allowing longline
fishing in the EEZ so that the final decision can be based on that evaluation.

“2. Hawaii Longline Fishery Restrictions - As a result of court actions, a number of restrictive regulations
have been promulgated for the Hawaii-based longline fishery. In addition, NMF S prepared and distributed
for public comment and hearings a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DE1S) that reviewed the history
and performance of that fishery and analyzed several alternatives for management of the fishery. 1
believe the Council has received a copy of that DEIS. While final action has not yet been taken, the
preferred alternative would further constrain the fishery, including prohibiting a fishing strategy thattargets
swordfish and setting time/area closures for the fishery. NMFS alsois completing a Section 7 consultation
to determine if the fishery jeopardizes the continued existence of any species of sea turtle and if
conditions should be set for the fishery to ensure that there will be no jeopardy and to mitigate or reduce
the potential for interactions. NMFS recognizes that longline fishing in the EEZ, or on the high seas
seaward of the EEZ, off the West Coast might not have the exact same impacts on fish and protected
species as longlining out of Hawaii. However, NMFS aiso believes it would be inappropriate to allow
fishing by vessels out of the West Coast in times and areas that would be closed to vessels out of Hawaii
or using strategies that would not be available to Hawaii-based vessels until further information is
available to indicate that the impacts wouid be different. At the least, the draft FMP shouid include an
alternative that would establish the same measures for West Coast-based longliners as for Hawaii-based
longliners. This alsowould include provisions to minimize interactions with seabirds and to authorize the
Regional Administrator to require that observer accommodations be made and to require the use of
automated vessel monitoring system units at vessel expense.
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“3. U.S.-Canada Albacore Treaty - During the scoping process for the FMP, there was sufficient force of
recommendations from the public that the Councit established a contro! date for possible use in setting
up a limited entry program in the future. Most of the interest came frorn the troll albacore fishery which
is concemned that further restrictions in other fishenes (especially groundfish) might result in vessels
shifting into the albacore fishery, possibly adversely affecting present participants and exacerbating
marketing problems that have sometimes occurred when catches are too high and markets are flooded
with landings. Also of concern was that additional effort could result in lower catch rates for historic
participants. A more recent concern, however, is that there has been a dramatic increase in the
participation of Canadian vesselsin U.S. waters under the Treaty, so much so that the Western Fishboat
Owners Association has promoted suspension of the Treaty uniess the Canadians agree to some limit
on their vessels’ fishing in U.S. waters. We have now scheduled a negotiating session with Canadian
authorities April 10-11, 2001, in Seattle, to discuss changes in Annex A to the Treaty under which there
would be a process for annually determining fleet or fishing limits and to discuss potential limits in 2001.

“In discussing the matter with NOAA General Counsel and industry, we have identified a broader issue.
That is, there is no statute to implement the Albacore Treaty; thus there is no statute authorizing NMFS
{or anyone eise} to issue regulations to carry outthe Treaty. Before we can propose legislation, however,
we need to consider and agree on how the FMP and Treaty interrelate. We need to consider what kinds
of measures would best be handled by different agencies and through different procedures. We will be
discussing with industry and General Counsel the manner in which different possible future fishery
management measures might be carried out under the FMP or under the Albacore Treaty, or even under
laws implementing other future international management agreements {e.g., IATTC). For example, if
there were a total allowable catch of notth Pacific albacore with an allocation to the U.S., the internal
allocation between sectors could be done through the Council as with Pacific halibut; or it could be done
by the Secretary of Commerce in consultation with the Counci! and the member States.”

The consequence of these conditions or actions is that the Council needed to address immediate HMS fishery
management regulation issuesratherthan to prepare only a framework plan. The Council agreed thatit might
not be sufficient to simply leave in place existing state or federal regulations {(under other authonties) or simply
defer to state regulations.

1.5 Purpose and Need for FMP

West Coast-based fisheries for HWS currently are managed by the States of Washington, Oregon and
Caiifornia, exceptthat federal regulations have been implemented in specific instances (see section7.2). So
far, the states have been able to resolve local management problems without the need for regional
management measures and may continue to do so with or without an FMP. But the momentum is building
for international management of Pacific HMS under the auspices of the IATTC and the new Commission in
the Western and Central Pacific. Ata minimum, there will be a need to implement, inthe U.S. EEZ and on
the high seas, management measures that may be adopted by these international bodies. With an FMP, the
Pacific Council is prepared to become involved in how these measures are applied to domestic fisheries. The
councils are well equipped to work with the fishery constituents in their areas to develop domestic policy. in
addition, an FMP provides a mechanism for the Pacific Councit to obtain public comment and provide advice
to NMFS and the Department of State for effective representation of West Coast interests in international
negotiations and decision-making affecting those interests.

The fisheries for HMS, with the exception of the swordfish drift gilinet fishery in California, are among the few
remaining open access fisheries on the West Coast. However, some in the fishing industry are concerned
that problems in other fisheries will result in increased parsticipation in HMS fisheries with negative impacts.
In response to this concern, the Pacific Council adopted a controf date of March 9, 2000 for commerciat and
charter fisheries for HMS, in anticipation that a limited access program may be needed in the near future.

This date was announced in the Federal Register as an advance notice to the public that a limited entry
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program may be adopted, and that any new entrants in the fishery after the control date may not qualify for
a permit. Control dates are established to minimize the rush of new entrants in a fishery that often occurs
when limited entry is being considered. If the Council decides that it is necessary, the implementation of a
limited access program will be facilitated by an FMP.

Once in place, an FMP provides a mechanism to address any interstate managementissues or conflicts that
may arise, such as those addressed by the interjurisdictional plan for thresher sharks. An FMP is backed by
federal regulation and enforcement, whereas interstate plans are not binding on the states. Currently, there
are inconsistencies in the regulations promulgated by Washington, Oregon and California. For example,
Washington and California prohibit the use of pelagic longlines, but Oregon allows longlining with a special
permit. California allows drift gilinetting, but Washington does not, and Oregon allows drift gillnetting for
swordfish, but not forthresher shark. These differences create the potential for management problems, which
the FMP could resolve. These inconsistencies generally have not created management problems which
require immediate federal action. This situation could change.

Currently, one of the most controversial HMS issues is the use of petagic longlines inside 200 miles off
California. This gear currently is not allowed inside 200 miles off California, but longliners may fish outside
200 miles and !and in California ports. Some drift gilinetters have proposed a limited longline fishery in the
zone to target tunas and swordfish, with effort and area restrictions. The intent is to evatuate longline gear
as an alternative gear type to reduce bycatch, or bycatch morality, and to reduce protected species
interactions. Recreational fishing interests are opposed to such a fishery, and the environmental community
has major concerns.

With respect to longlining on the high seas, the major concern is consistency with regulations affecting
longliners based in Hawaii. Large areas of the north Pacific have been closed to longline fishing targeting
swordfish by vessels with a Western Pacific longline permit in order to protect turtles, Vessels without a
Western Pacific permit, including those landing in West Coast ports, are not constrained by these regulations.
This inconsistency needs to be addressed. The initial federal regulations need to address such issues as
where and to what extent longline fishing will be allowed.

An FMP provides the vehicle to address issues of regional, national and international concern. The
conservation community has raised concerns about the status of HMS, essential fish habitat, and bycatch of
fish and capture of protected speciesin HMS fisheries. international and U.S. policiesreftectthese concerns.
The 1995 Agreement on Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish
Stocks provides that nations will cooperate in regional management bodies to establish and ensure
compliance with conservation measures for HMS. The 1993 Agreement to Promote Compliance with
International Conservation and Management Measures by Fishing Vessels on the High Seas, adopted by the
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAQ), requires nations to maintain a registry of
authorized vessels fishing on the high seas and ensure that such vessels are marked for identification and
that they report sufficient information on their fishing activities. The High Seas Fishing Compliance Actis the
domestic legislation enacted in 1995 to implement the FAO Agreement. The FAQ also was the forum for the
negotiation of a non-binding “Code of Responsible Conduct of Fisheries” which establishes principles for
national and international fishery management. The final text of this code was negotiated in September 1995
and the NMFS has completed animplementation plan for the U.S. In 1999, the FAQ adopted an International
Plan of Action for the Conservation and Management of Sharks, which encourages nations to assess the
status of shark stocks within their EEZs and those fished on the high seas. The U.S. has developed a
National Plan of Action for conservation and management, and an FMP can help by focusing research and
data collection efforts to support the National Plan. Within the U.S., the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires
councils to describe and identify essential fish habitat, minimize to the extent practicable adverse effects on
habitat caused by fishing, and identify other actions to encourage conservation and enhancement of habitat.
The Act requires that conservation and management measures, to the extent practicable, minimize bycatch
and to the extent that bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of such bycatch. Finally, the Marine
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Mammal! Protection Act, Endangered Species Act and Migratory Bird Treaty Act provide protections for special
resources. An FMP serves as a mechanism to address these critical issues in an open process and with the
advice of all concerned.

An FMP provides a basis to increase federal investment in research, data collection and stock assessments
for Pacific HMS. Knowledge of stock status is quite limited for many species. Increased funding is necessary
to make sure that overfishing is prevented and that sustainable yields are provided for the ong term. An FMP
also can help to make sure that fishery data gaps and inconsistencies for HMS are addressed.

An FMP provides a mechanism for collaboration with the other Pacific area councils to achieve more
consistent management of fisheries which harvest stocks in common, In particular, there is 2 need to ensure
that some or all restrictions on Hawaii-based longliners to protect turtles and birds aiso apply to West Coast-
based longliners. Also, the councils and the NMFS science centers in both regions shouid work together in
the preparation of stock assessment and fishery evaluation (SAFE) reports on a regular basis. The counciis
should receive consistent scientific advice concerning the status of stocks which vessels from the different
council areas harvest in common.

1.6 Management Context

1.6.1 Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission ({ATTC)

The U.S.is a member of the |ATTC, which was established in 1950. Pursuant to the Tuna Conventions Act,
NMFS promulgates regulations to carry out IATTC recommendations that have been approved by the
Department of State. NMFS has implemented procedural regulations by which to announce IATTC quotas
and associated management measures (e.g., incidentaj catch allowances when directed fishery quotas have
been reached). Other IATTC recommendations take longer to implement through full rule-making procedures,
including provision for a public hearing, underthe Tuna Conventions Act. While the IATTC Conventiondoes
not specify the geographic boundaries of the eastern Pacific Ocean, under regulations at 50 CFR Part 300,
Subpart C, NMFS has defined the “Convention Area” to consist of the waters bounded by the coast of the
Americas, the 40° N and 40° S paraliels, and the 150" W meridian.

Historically, the IATTC focused almost exclusively on tropical tuna species (and especially yellowfin tuna)
takenin purse seine, baitboat and longline fisheries. Stock assessments are conducted regularly on tropical
tunas and occasionally on albacore and northern biuefin tuna and striped marlin. The species underiATTC
purview include all HMS in the Convention Area, and the scope of interest of the IATTC has expanded in
recent years to inctude conservation measures to address additional species (e.g., bigeye tuna), fieet capacity
(with focus on the purse seine sector), bycatch concerns in purse seine and longline sectors, the use of fish
aggregating devices, and compliance.

In the past several years, NMFS has finalized reguiations to carry out IATTC recommendations of special
interest to this FMP. First, a regulation was implemented to coliect vessel information for a regional register
of all vessels that have harvested HMS in the |ATTC Convention Area. The vessel register is intended to
assist the IATTC in monitoring the intemational fisheries and supporting efforts to enhance compliance with
IATTC conservation measures. The register will likely also prove very useful to the Council in its monitoring
of West Coast-hased HMS fisheries.

Second, a regulation was implemented to carry out a pilot bycatch reduction program. Under this program,
purse seine vessels are required to retain and land ail tuna brought on board the vessel, while releasing safely
to the extent practicabie all non-tuna species brought on board and taking special measures to minimize harm
to any sea turties caught in the purse seine. This approach was undertaken to deal with bycatch concerns.
It is hoped that the full retention requirement will encourage the development of gear or techniques that will
reduce the amount of low-value tuna (especially smali yellowfin and bigeye tuna) brought on board so that the
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vessels will not be economically disadvantaged by the full retention program. This pilot program is to run
through 2004, at which point IATTC will evaluate the effects and effectiveness of the program.

The regulations currently implementing this convention also require that U.S. purse seine vessel operators
maintain logbooks of catch and effort and to make them available to U.S. enforcement and fishery officials for
inspection. IfIATTC logbooks are maintained and submittedto IATTC, then the federal reporling requirement
is met.

In addition, at its 2002 meeting, the IATTC went one step further and adopted a recommendation to use the
vessel register as the authoritative source of identified purse seine vessels qualified to fish for tuna in the
Convention Area in the future. NMFS will be required to promulgate regulations to implement this measure
if the Depariment of State approves it.

The IATTC Conventionis not entirely consistentwith the Magnuson-Stevens Act. The Convention establishes
a simple goal of achieving maximum sustainable yields from the tuna stocks and not optimum yield from the
complex of HMS species in the Convention Area. It is only in the Convention Area that regulations to
implement IATTC recommendations generally apply; NMFS has not attempted to apply IATTC
recommendations beyond these waters. Further, the Tuna Conventions Act does not provide authority to
manage U.S. fisheries for tuna in the Convention Area except as called for by IATTC recommendations
approved by the Depariment of State. However, the IATTC and FMFP management programs can suppori
each other. in the future, the FMP could provide a mechanism to implement cerfain measures agreed to by
the IATTC or to ensure that regulations adopted to apply in the Convention Area are complemented if
necessary and approprate by regulations to apply to U.S. vessels fishing the same stocks in waters beyond
the Convention Area. The Councit HWS management process also can serve to help in formulating or
evaluating management recommendations that the U.S. delegation (headed by the Department of State) can
take to the IATTC for consideration or possibly to comment formally on IATTC proposals and actions. Any
permits and data reporting required by this FMP can aid the U.S. in being responsive to IATTC requests for
information. Conversely, data collected or reported under the Tuna Conventions Act can be provided to
supportimplementation of this FMP. Itis noted that the Department of State is restructuring its general public
advisory committee, and there may be some overlapping interests in both that committee and the Council's
HMS advisory subpanel or Council membership.

The international Dolphin Conservation Program Act {IDCPA) was established in 1992 by the Agreement on
the Conservation of Dolphins and was revised and extended in 1999 by the Agreement on the International
Dolphin Conservation Program. The IATTC provides the secretanat for the Program. The objectives of the
Program are: 1) to progressively reduce incidental dolphin morialities in the purse-seine fisheries in the
Agreement Area to levels approaching zero, by setting annual limits; 2) to seek ecologically sound means of
harvesting targe yellowfin tuna not in association with dolphins; and 3) to ensure the long term sustainability
of tuna and other species and to avoid, reduce and minimize bycatch and discards of juvenile tunas and non-
target species. The bycatch provisions referred to above are consistent with the IDCPA.

1.8.2 U.S.-Canada Albacore Treaty

in 1981, the United States and Canada entered into a treaty regarding fishing for albacore tuna in the eastern
Pacific. Under the treaty, U.S. albacore vessels are authorized to fish for albacore in waters under the
junisdiction of Canada and more than 12 miles from the baseline from which the territorial sea is measured
and to use certain port facilities in Canada. Albacore may be landed in that port for sale, export, or
transshipment back to the U.S. Similarly, Canadian vessels are authonzed to fish in waters under U.S.
jurisdiction more than 12 miles from the baseline from which the territorial sea is measured and to use certain
U.S. ports to obtain supplies and other services. Albacore may be landed in those poris for sale, export, or
transshipment back to Canada. The parties annually exchange lists of vessels that may fish in the other
nation’s zone, though these lists are not binding (that is, a vessel on a list is not obliged to fish in the other
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nation’s waters). Logbooks of catch and effort are to be maintained, and the nations are to exchange data
on the fisheries. There is no legislation to implement the Treaty.

The implementation of the treaty has been sporadic. Vessel lists have been exchanged, but there have not
been regular exchanges of data, nor has there been an effective monitoring program to determine the level
of fishing by each nation’s vessels under the treaty. In recent years, there has been much more fishing by
Canadian vessels in U.S. waters than fishing by U.S. vessels in Canadian waters. In fact, in 2000, the level
of fishing by Canadian vessels and the consequent crowding on the grounds resulted in calls by some in the
U.S. trolfindustry to convene a meeting to discuss the treaty with Canadian officials. Such a meeting was held
in November 2000. There was agreement on a number of immediate steps, including a need for cooperative
efforts to establish a better data collection and exchange program and action to establish “check-in, check-out”
procedures so that the level of fishing in each zone by the vessels of the other nation can be monitored
effectively. There also was general agreement that future meetings would be necessary to consider
negotiation of amendments to the treaty to address the U.S. troil industry concerns as well as to ensure full
exchange of information about management problems and possible solutions. Both nations are developing
management programs for albacore fisheries and both parties recognize that effective albacore conservation
will require international cooperation, whether through the {ATTC, the MHLC, or some other mechanism.

There have since been three negotiating sessions (Aprii and June 2001 and Apnil 2002), and agreement was
reached at the last session on changesinthe Treaty. Under that agreement, limits on reciprocal fishing would
be implemented and there would be a gradual decrease over three years in the allowable foreign fishing by
vessels of one party in the waters of the other party. Specifically, beginning in 2003 (assuming that legislation
is enacted and regulations are implemented), there would be a three-year regime for reciprocally limiting effort
by U.S. and Canadian troll albacore fishing vessels’ activities in each other’s waters. Canadian effort would
be limited in terms of numbers of vessels; U.S. effort would be limited in terms of vessel months. This is
intended to provide relatively equal fishing opportunity. The limits would gradually be reduced over the 3-year
period, though the agreement provides some flexihility to carry over *unused” effort frorn one yearto the next.
The target for implementation is the 2003 season, pending (a) legisiation by Congress to authorize U.S.
regulations to limit the U.S. fishery and (b) NMFS rule-making for procedures to monitor entry and exit of
vessels against the limits each year so that, if a limit is reached, the fishery would be “closed” in a timely
manner.

The limits would be as follows:

Canadian boats in the U.S EEZ U.8. effort in Canadian EEZ
2003 170 vessels 680 vessel-months
2004 140 vessels 580 vessel-months
2005 125 vessels 500 vessel-months

After the third year, the Parties can extend the agreement for one year or more, but if no agreement is
reached, then a default of 75% of the third year would be implemented. Further meetings of the Parties and
industries willi be necessary to develop and impiement effective reporting and monitoring mechanisms to
ensure that fishing remains within the limits.

1.6.3 Central and Western Pacific Convention

The FMP could provide a mechanism for implementation of U.S. responsibilities under an international
agreement to conserve central and western Pacific HMS. The U.S. participated in negotiation of and signed
the new international agreement developed through the Multi-Lateral High Level Conference for Conservation
and Management of Tuna and Tuna-Like Species of the Central and Western Pacific (MHLC). This effortwas
undertaken to develop an international arrangement to achieve long term conservation and management of
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HMS in the central and western Pacific. The Convention is subject to ratification, acceptance or approval of
the signatories before it goes into effect. Some major participating nations have not yet signed the agreement.
While there are many specific points that the final agreement did not definitively resolve, it seems to be
recognized that overall catch limits will be necessary to guard against overfishing. |t alsois likely thatthe initial
focus will be on conservation of tropical tunas (skipiack, yellowfin, bigeye). While West Coast interests may
seem only peripherally involved, it should be noted that there will be a “northern panel” that may make
recommendations for management of such species as swordfish, albacore, and bluefin, all of which are of
interest to West Coast fisheries. It will be important for the MHLC arrangement to coordinate with the Inter-
American Tropical Tuna Commission on stocks that occur in waters of both entities’ purview. It is already
expected that scientists from both areas will frequently meet and will develop protocols for exchanging
information and coflaborating on stock and fishery assessmenis for shared stocks.

1.6.4 United Nations Agreements

The FMP may provide a mechanism for implementing U.S. responsibilities under the United Nations
Agreement on the Conservation and Management of Straddiing Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks
(known as the UNIA) under the Law of the Sea Treaty. The UNIA interprets the duty of nations to cooperate
in conservation and management of fishery resources. Measures adopted in the EEZ of a coastal state and
by any international arrangement for HMS in the region should be compatible. A coastal state should not
adopt measures that would undermine the effectiveness of regional measuresto achieve conservation of the
stocks. 1n the case of the Pacific Councii, for example, while the UNIA does not dictate how management of
HMS fisheriesin the U.S. EEZ should be carried out, the UNIA requires that EEZ management be compatible
with management under any international arrangement (such as the |ATTC, for species thatare under IATTC
conservation measures). The UNIA is now in force as the requisite number of nations has ratified it.

The U.S. also has participated in deliberations and decisions of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations (FAQ) that have implications for HWS management under the FMP. The Committee on
Fisheries of FAO has agreed to international plans of action dealfing with shark conservation, seabird
interactions with longline gear, and fishing capacity. Inturn, the United States has developed national plans
of action (NPOAs) to carry out the objectives of the international plans of action. The FMP can provide a
mechanism for considering and implementing specific actions that support these national plans of action. In
fact, the seabird avoidance measures proposed in this FMP are consistent with the seabird NPOA.

1.6.5 High Seas Fishing Compliance Act (HSFCA)

The FMP also may provide animplementing mechanism for the U.N. Agreement to Promote Compliance with
International Conservation and Management Measures by Fishing Vessels on the High Seas, which was
adopted by the U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization (FAQ) in November 1993. It establishes the
responsibility of each nation for the actions of vessels fishing under that nation’s flag on the high seas. The
agreement requires that vessels have specific authorization from their flag nation to participate in high seas
fishing. Further, nations must maintain a registry of authorized vessels, ensure that those vessels are marked
foridentification according to internationa!l standards, and ensure that they report sufficient information on their
fishing activities. The High Seas Fishing Compliance Act (HSFCA) is the domestic legislation enactedin 1995
to provide authority to the Secretary of Commerce to implement this FAQ Agreement.

NMFS has implemented regulations requiring U.S. vessel operators fishing on the high seas to maintain and
submit records of catch and effort on their high seas fishing activities. The reporting requirement would be
met if a vessel operator is reporting in compliance with regulations under another federal statute (e.g.,
MSFCMA requirements). Thus, longline vesssl operators fishing outside the EEZ, but based on the West
Coast, must maintain and fite the new federal logbook, and West Coast albacore troliers must maintain and
file a trolilogbook. NMFS provides the required forms or logbooks. Fishermen are not required to report catch
and effort within the EEZ under this requirement, although NMFS has asked that all activity be recorded. The
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FMP can supersede the HSFCA reporting requirements and thus provide a mechanism to harmonize eastern
and western Pacific fishery reporting and monitoring mechanisms.

1.6.6 Western Pacific Pelagics FMP

Initial FMP

The initial Western Pacific FMP was adopted in 1987 and included initial estimates of maximum sustainable
yield (MSY) for the stocks and set optimum yield (OY) for these fisheries in the EEZ. The regulations applied
to domestic and foreign fishing for billfishes, wahoo, mahimahi, and oceanic sharks. Among the onginal
regulations were a prohibition on drift gillnet fishing within the region’s EEZ and provisions for experimental
fishing permits. The FMP prohibited foreign longline vessels from fishing within certain areas of the EEZ.
Additional areas up to 150 nm from Guam and the main Hawaiian Islands and up to 100 nm from the
Northwestern Hawaiian Islands may be closed to foreign longline vessels if their fishing activity is causing
adverse impacts on domestic fishery performance, excessive waste of catch, excessive enforcement costs,
or adverse effects on stocks. No legal foreign longline fishing has occurred under the FMP.

The initial FMP defined optimum yield as the amount of each species in the management unit that will be
caught by domestic and foreign vessels fishing in the EEZ in accordance with the measures in the FMP. At
that time, the principal concern was regulation of the foreign longline fishery in the EEZ to ensure that foreign
catches of biflfish, mahimahi, wahoo, and oceanic sharks would not adversely affect domestic commercial and
recreational fishenes for these species.

The initial FMP specified domestic annual harvest and total allowable level of foreign fishing in non-numeric
terms, i.e. the amount of fish that could be caught while fishing in accordance with the management measures
inthe FMP. The FMP also addressed joint venture processing for billfish and other non-tuna species by stating
that practically all fish caught be vesselsin the EEZ are landed in a whole or dressed state without processing,
and processors handle whatever processing that is performed; thus, there is no aflowance for joint venture
processing.

Amendment 1

The FMP was first amended on 29 June 1991. Amendment 1 included: (a) a measurable definition of
recruitment overfishing for bilifishes, mahimahi, wahoo, and occean sharks; (b) a revised definition of OY; and
(c) arevised set of objectives to bring the FMP objectives into accord with the definitions of overfishing and
the revised definition of OY.

Amendment 2

The second amendment to the Western Pacific FMP, impiemented on 31 May 1891, made permanent several
regulations for domestic longline vessels first established by emergency interim rules. These regulations
require longline vessels to have federal permits and maintain federal fishing logbooks. The regulations also
authorized the placement of observers on longline vesselsintending to fish within 50-nm “study areas” around
certain areas in the Northwest Hawaiian Islands, to document the level of interaction with protected species.
The existing observer requirement was nullified by Amendment 3.

Amendment 3

The third amendment to the Western Pacific FMP, impiemented on 18 October 1991, made permanent
previous emergency actions to establish a protected species zone in the Northwest Hawaiian Isiands, in which
pelagic longline fishing is prohibited. The zone was created to protect endangered Hawaiian monk seals. This
action effectively abrogated the regulations for the placement of observersin the 50 nautical mile study areas
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created by Amendment 2. However, Amendment 3 includes framework provisions allowing the NMFS
Regional Administrator, in consultation with the Western Pacific Regional Fishery Management Council, to
modify conservation and management measures in response {o changesin the fishery or new information on
protected species. In September 1991, the Council requested the RA implement through this framewaork
procedure a mandatory observer program for the longline fishery throughout its range to collect more
information on longline-turtie interactions.

Amendment 4

The fourth amendment to the Western Pacific FMP, implemented on 16 October 1991, extended previous
emergency interim rules that were implemented to arrest the rapid growth of the Hawaii-based longiine fishery.
Amendment 4 established a moratorium on new participants from entering the Hawaii fishery for a total of
three years, including the six months of the emergency actions, with limited exceptions for persons who had
rmade certain financial commitments, and for participantsin the lobster fishery. A longline vessel fishing in the
Hawaii EEZ or using the EEZ with pelagic species on board, or landing pelagic fishing in Hawaii, must have
a limited entry permit. A one-time transfer of this limited entry permit was allowed during the three year
moratorium. The Council haited the ex pansion of the fishery to provide a period of stability during which data
could be collected and analyzed to assess the impacis of increased longiine effort. The moratorium expired
on 22 April 1994,

Amendment 5

The fifth amendment to the Western Pacific FMP, implemented on 4 March 1992, closed certain areas around
the main Hawaiian Islands and Guam to pelagic longline fishing. This action was intended to prevent gear
conflicts and vessel safety issues arising from interactions between longliners and smaller fishing boats.
Amendment S also provided a framework mechanism to modify the area closuresif newinformation indicates
that a change is necessary to meet the objectives of the FMP. A seasonal reduction in the size of the closure
was implemented on 6 October 1992.

Amendment 6

The sixth amendment to the Western Pacific FMP, effective 27 October 1992, was adopted inresponsetoan
amendment to the MSFCMA to include all tuna species as fish under U.S. management authority. Amendment
8 included tuna and related species of the genera Alfothunnus spp., Auxis spp., Euthynnus spp., Gymnosarda
spp., Katsuwonus spp., Scomber spp., and Thunnus spp. These genera contain all tuna species caughtin the
EEZ or by vessels based in the region. Amendment & also incorporated a definition of overfishing for tuna and
related species that is consistent with that developed for the other management unit species in Amendment
1. The regulations established by Amendment 6 extended all domestic longline restrictions (area closures,
no new fishingin the Hawaii EEZ, etc.) to prospective foreign longline vessels. Areas closed to longline fishing
were also closed to foreign purse seine and baitboats. Finally, Amendment 6 extended general foreign fishing
permit and observer requirements to all foreign pelagic fishing vessels, regardless of their gear type and target
species.

Amendment 7

Amendment 7 (January 1994) addressed the concerns regarding the impacts of longline fishing on fish
resources, other pelagic fisheries in Hawaii, and protected species. Swordfish is the only stock that the U.S.
longline fishery has the potential, if unregulated, to negatively impact on a stock-wide basis. Managing the
growth of the longline fleet that is permitted to land their catch in Hawaii was considered a prudent measure
to address stock conservation concerns, even though much larger distant-water fishing fleets from other
nations participate in the same fishery. In addition, Amendment 7 added several pelagic species caught by
the longline fishery, including moonfish or opah (Lampris sp.), pomfret (pelagic spp. of family Bramidae), and
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oilfish or waiu (family Gempylidae). Overfishing definitions for these species are also added.

Amendment 7 modified the Pelagics FMP by establishing a new limited entry plan for the longline fishery
based in Hawaii. The new program replaced a moratorium on new entry to the longline fishery. The limited
entry program and longline area ciosures address the concerns of catch competition among longliners and
commercial and recreational troll/handline fisheries. (The area closures required longline fishers to operate
aminimum of 50-75 miles from shore.) The limited entry program alsc helps retard takes of protected species
such as sea birds and turtles.

The specific provisions of the limited entry pregram are:

Persons eligibie for permits were initially those who were longline limited entry permit holders at the end
of the moratorium and {a) whose vesseis were used to make at least one landing in Hawaii of longline-
caught fish during the moratorium; or (b} whose vessels were smaller than 40 feet in length, or those
people who qualified for or would have qualified for a longline limited entry permit due to eligibility for a
{imited entry permit for the lobster fishery in the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands (the latter would be
exempt from the landing requirement).

If an individual or corporation has more than one permit, new permits would be issued to replace each
qualifying permit. The former requirement was eliminated for limited entry permit holders to have a
separate general longline fishery permit in non-Hawaii areas managed under the Pelagics FMP.

Permits are transferable with or without a vessel, subject to the restriction on vessel upgrading. A vessel
owner can upgrade a vessel up to the length of the longest vessel that was active under the moratorium.
Qne intent of these provisions was to give permit holders the ability to obtain vesseis large enough to fish
beyond the nearshore closed areas and safely reach international waters where swordfish and bluefin
tuna are most frequently caught. Limiting the number of longline vessels and restricting upgrades were
expected to prevent any adverse impacts on fish stocks, other fisheries, and protected species.

The amendment inciudes broad framework procedures for the adjustment of management regulationsin
the event new information on the fisheries and the status of the stocks demonstrates the need for such
action. The framework process provides for adjustmentsin fleet size (upward or downward), catch, and/or
effort. Adjustment mechanisms could include, but are not limited to, fractional licensing, consolidation of
permits, different types of permits, or individual quotas. The framework procedures include all elements
of the limited entry program, as well as area closures and exemption criteria previously covered under
framework procedures established by earlier amendments, along with changes in permit conditions and
maodifications of the reporting and observer requirements for longline vessels. The framework procedures
allow adjustments to be made through a single actionin the Federal Register, following one or two Council
meetings at which the opportunity for public input was provided. The intent is to allow for more rapid
adjustment, when necessary, since an amendment to the FMP wouid not be required for most actions.

Longliners holding a Hawaii limited entry permit would be required to have only one federal permit to fish
throughout the Western Pacific region.

The NMFS Southwest Regional Administrator is allowed to charge fees to cover the costs of administering
limited entry permits.

Domestic longliners without Hawaii limited entry permits are allowed to transit the EEZ or enter Hawaii
portsto re-provision, but are prohibited from offloading their catch. This port call privilege, formerly granted
to foreign longliners, was unavailable to U.S. vessels during the moratoriumn.

The amendment is complemented by provisions that will be implemented under framework procedures aiready
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in the FMP, to authorize the NMFS Southwest Regional Administrator to place observers aboard permitted
longline vessels, and to implement a requirement for longliners to carry an electronic vessel monitoring
system. In September 1883, the Western Pacific Regional Fishery Management Council requested the RA
to establish a mandatory observer program for the longline fishery and to implement a vessel monitoring
system through the framework provisions of Amendments 3 and 4, respectively.

Amendment 7 also modified the definition of QY to clanfy that OY encompasses fishing by all vessels to the
extent regulated by the FMP.

Protected Marine Resources and Longline Fishery Interactions

Twelve federally protected marine anirnals are known to have interactions with Hawaii-based longline vessels
within or beyond the EEZ surrounding the Hawaiian archipelago. (1) Marine Mammals: Hawaiian monk seal
{Monachus schauinsiandi) - endangered; Humpback whaie (Megaptera novaeangliae) - endangered; False
killer whale (Pseudorca crassidens) - protected; Dolphin spp. - protected. (2) Sea Turtles: Green turties
(Chelonia mydas) - threatened; leatherback turtle (Dermochleys conaces) - endangered; Qlive ridley turtle
(Lepidochlys olivacea) -endangered; Loggerhead turtle (Caretfa carefla) - threatened; Hawksbill turtie
(Eretmochelys imbricata) - endangered. (3) Sea Birds: Laysan aibatross (Phoebastiria immutabilis) - protected;
Black-footed albatross (P. nigripes) - protected; Short-tailed albatross (P. albatrus) - endangered; Booby (Suia
sp.) - protected.

Species in the Management Unit

The Western Pacific FMP, as amended through Amendment 7, includes the following fish species:

mahimahi (doiphinfish) Coryphaena spp.

marlin and spearfish Makaira spp.
Tetrapturus spp.
oceanic sharks family Alopiidae

family Carcharhinidae
family Lamnidae
family Sphymidae

sailfish Istiophorus spp.

swordfish Xiphias sp.

tuna and related spp. Allothunnus sp.
Auxis spp.
Euthynnus spp.

Gymnosarda sp.
Katsuwonus sp.

Scomber spp.

Thunnus spp.
wahoo Acanthocybium sp.
moonfish (opah) Lampris sp.
pomfret family Bramidae
oilfish (walu) family Gempylidae

Lengline Fishery Restrictions to Protect Sea Turtles and Seabirds

On December 27,1999 (64 FR 72290), NMFS issued, under the authority of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, an
emergency interim rule, effective for 180 days, closing certain waters to fishing by the Hawaii based longline
fishery. The intent was to reduce adverse impacts to sea turtles resulting from the fishery while NMFS
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prepared a comprehensive EIS forthe FMP. The objective was to have appropriate time and area closures
based upon the greatest benefit to sea turties while considering the costs to the longline fishery.
Subsequently, NMFS issued a proposed rule (65 FR 8107, February 17, 2000), requiring possession and use
of line clippers and dip nets aboard vessels registered for use under a Hawaii longline limited access permit.
Line clippers and dip nets were to be used to disengage sea turtles hooked or entangled by longline fishing
gear. The rule required specific methods for handling, resuscitating, and releasing sea turties. The final rule
was published on March 28, 2000 (65 FR 16346). The December 27, 1989, emergency interim rule was
extended on June 19, 2000 (65 FR 37917). The temporary area closure was maintained untii December 23,
2000, or until new time and area closures, as imposed by the Court, were implemented by NMFS.

On July 5, 2000 (65 FR 41424), NMFS issued a proposed rule to require Hawaii-permitted operators to use
two or more of six specific bird mitigation techniques when fishing with pelagic longline gear north of 25° N
latitude; annually attend a protected species workshop conducted by NMFS; and reiease all hooked or
entangled sea birds in a manner that maximizes their post-release survival. The rule was intended to reduce
fishery impacts on black-footed and Laysan albatrosses that are accidentally hooked or entangled and killed
by Hawaii pelagic longliners during the setting and hauling of longline gear. The rule was also expected to
reduce the potential for interactions between pelagic longline fishing vessels and endangered short-tailed
albatrosses, which are known to occasionally visit the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands.

On August 16, 2000 (65 FR 49968), NMFS published a notice of an August 4, 2000, order of the United States
District Court for the District of Hawaii (65 FR 49968), which amended the Court's earlier Orders Of Injunction.
The order would remain in effect untit NMFS compieted an E1IS by April 1, 2001, analyzing the effect of fishing
activities regulated under the Western Pacific Pelagics FMP. Under the order, certain areas were closed
year-round to fishing by vessels engaged in the Hawaii-based pelagic longline fishery and other areas are
seasonally closed. In certain areas, limitations were placed on fishing effort and 100 percent observer
coverage was required. In the remaining area, fishing for swordfish was prohibited, cbserver coverage had
to be increased to 10 percent by September 21, 2000, and to 20 percent by November 2, 2000, and vessel
operators were required to submit written reports to NMF S within 5 days of returning to port of any swordfish
taken during that trip. NMFS had be make observer reports available to the court by the first of each month,
continue to require Hawaii longline vessels to carry and use NMF S-approved line clippers and dip nets, and
continue its research into the effects of several different gear modifications to reduce or eliminate the
incidental catch of sea turtles. On August 25, 2000 (65 FR 51992), NMFS published an emergency interim
rule replacing the previous emergency rule and implemented the court's August 4™ order. On November 3,
2000 (65 FR 66186), NMF S published changes to the emergency interim rule restricting fishing for swordfish
in a specific area, established requirements for setting longline gear, and prohibited light sticks. On February
22,2001 (66 FR 11120), NMFS published an extension to the emergency rule. On March 18, 2001 (66 FR
15358), NMFS published an emergency interim rule that closed the fongline fishery during a specific period
and clarified closure requirements. On April 19, 2001 (66 FR 20134), NMFS published a notice that
announced the terms of the March 30, 2001, order of the court, which modified the previous order of August
4,2000. The order restricted the Hawaii-based longline fishery based on the preferred alternative of the Final
FEIS, which had been completed according to the court’s order.

On June 12, 2001 (S0 CFR Part 660, 66 FR 31561), NMFS issued an emergency interim rule, effective for
180 days, applicabie to vessels registered for use under a Hawaii longiine limited access permit. The rule:
prohibits the targeting of swordfish north of the equator by Hawaii longline vessels; prohibits longline fishing
by Hawaii longline vessels in waters south of the Hawaiian islands (from 15° N latitude to the equator, and
from 145° W longitude to 180° longitude) during the months of April and May; allows re-registration of vessels
to Hawaii longline limited access permits only in October; imposes additional sea turtle handling and
resuscitation measures; and requires all Hawaii longline vessel ocperators to attend an annual protected
species workshop. This rule implements the order issued on March 30, 2001, by the court and supersedes
the court’s order of August 4, 2000, and the rule supersedes the emergency rules published on August 25,
2000; November 3, 2000; February 22, 2001; and March 18, 2001. Other parts of this emergency interim rule
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implement the terms and conditions contained in the November 28, 2000, Biological Opinion (BO) issued by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the effecis of the Hawaii-based longline fishery on the endangered
short-tailed albatross. To protect albatrosses, thawed, blue-dyed bait and practicing strategic discard of offal
are required while fishing north of 23° N latitude. Observer coverage of 20% aiso is required. The rule is
effective through December 10, 2001, On December 10, 2001 (66 FR 63631), the emergency rule was
extended to June 8, 2002. This emergency rule also established basket-style longline gear as approved gear
for the fishery.

On April 5, 2002 (67 FR 16323), NMF S published an emergency interim rule, also effective until June 8, 2002,
which prohibits longline fishing north of 26° N latitude, and prohibits the retention or landing of more than 10
swordfish per trip by Hawaii longline vessels that fish north of the equator.

On April 29, 2002 (67 FR 20945), NMFS published a proposed rule establishing sea turtle take mitigation
measures in the Hawaii-based longline fishery. The regulations would implement gear specifications for
longline gear, prohibit targeting swordfish north of the equator, prohibit landing or possessing more than 10
swordfish per trip by longline vessels fishing north of the equator, establish a closed area during April and May
south of Hawali between the equator and 15° N latitude, and require all longline vessel operators to attend
a protected species workshop annually. This rule wouid implement the reasonable and prudent measures
of the March 29, 2001, biological opinionissued by NMFS under the Endangered S pecies Act. This proposed
rule contains the 10 swordfish possession restriction that appears in the April 5, 2002, emergency interim rule
mentioned above, but does not propose prohibiting longline fishing north of 26° N latitude.

On May 6, 2002 (67 FR 30346), NMFS published a proposed rule that would establish permit and reporting
requirements for any U.S. fishing vessel that uses troll or handline fishing gear to harv est pelagic management
unit species in waters around certain U.S. possessions in the western Pacific, referred to as Pacific Remote
Island Areas.

On May 14, 2002 (67 FR 34408), NMFS published a final rule governing seabird mitigation measuresin the
Hawaii-based longline fishery. The regulations require fishermen to use line-setting machines and thawed
biue-dyed bait and strategic offal discards during setting and hauling of longline gear. This rule codifies the
terms and conditions of a biological opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on November 28,
2000, to protect the endangered short-tailed albatross. The rule also implements measures recommended
by the Western Pacific Council in a proposed rule published on July 5, 2000 {mentioned above).

1.6.7 Relationship to Existing Fishery Management

Asindicated in section 1.6.6, the FMP will provide a basis for harmonizing management of fisheries by U.S.
vessels that fish in both the western and eastern Pacific. However, in addition, the FMP can be a mechanism
for consolidating federal marine resources management responsibilities under a single set of rules. For
example, the drift gillnet fishery is currently subject to controls under California law and regulations and under
Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) and Endangered Species Act (ESA) reguiations. To obtain the
complete set of regulations, a fisher would hav e to goto three sources. Underthe FMP, additional regulations
would be implemented under Magnuson-Stevens Act authority. It would be reasonable to seek an approach
under which at the least, ali federal regulations could be found in one place and under a single statutory
authority. Ifthe MMPA and ESA regulations were essentially integrated into the FMP process, thenthis could
be accomplished. This would be consistent with the provision of the Magnuson-Stevens Act that a FMP must
be consistent with other applicable law. 1t also would be consistent with the ESA mandate to use all available
authorities to further the purposes of that law. Further, by incorporating these regulations into the FMP
process, the Council and NMF S would effectively provide an open and continuing process for considering the
possible need for changes in those regulations as conditions change or new information becomes available.
Under this approach, fishery participants might find it easier to understand what is required and why.
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1.6.8 Treaty Indian Fishing Rights
Legal Considerations

Treaties between the United States and numerous Pacific Northwest indian tribes reserve to these tribes the
right of taking fish at usual and accustomed grounds and stations ("u & a grounds”) in common with all citizens
of the United States. See U.S. v. Washington, 384 F. Supp. 312, 349-350 (W.D. Wash. 1974).

The National Marine Fisheries Service recognizes four tribes as having u & a grounds in the marine areas
managed by this FMP: the Makah, Hoh, and Quileute tribes, and the Quinault indian Nation. The Makah
Tribe is a party to the Treaty of Neah Bay, Jan. 31, 1855, 12 Stat. 939. See 384 F. Supp. at 349, 363. The
Hoh and Quileute tribes and the Quinault Indian Nation are successors in interest to tribes that signed the
Treaty with the Quinautt, et al. (Treaty of Olympia), July 1, 1855, 12 Stat. 971. See 384 F._ Supp. at 349, 359
(Hoh), 371 (Quileute), 374 (Quinault). The tribes’ u&a grounds do not vary by species of fish. U.S. v.
Washington, 157 F. 3d 630, 645 (Sth Cir. 1998).

The treaty fishing right is generally described as the opportunity to take a fair share of the fish, which is
interpreted as up to 50 percent of the harvestable surplus of fish that pass through the tribes’ u&a grounds.
Washington v. Washington State Commercial Passenger Fishing Vessel Association, 443 1J.S. 658, 685-687
(1979) (salmon); U.8. v. Washington, 459 F. Supp. 1020, 1065 (1978) (herring); Makah v. Brown, No. C85-
160R, and U.S. v. Washington, Civil No. 9213 - Phase |, Subproceeding No. 92-1 (W .D. Wash., OrderonFive
Motions Relating to Treaty Halibut Fishing, at 6, Dec. 29, 1993) (halibut); U.S. v. Washington, 873 F. Supp.
1422, 1445 and n. 30 (W.D. Wash. 1994), aff'd in part and rev'd in part, 157 F. 3d 630, 651-652 (Sth Cir.
1998), cert. denied, 119 S.Ct. 1376 (1999) (shellfish); U.S_ v. Washington, Subproceeding 96-2 (Order
Granting Makah's Motion for Summary Judgment, etc. at 4, November 5, 1996) (Pacific whiting). The court
applied the conservation necessity principle to federal determinations of harvestable surplus in Makah v.
Brown, No. C85-160R/ United Statesv. Washington, Civil No. 9213 - Phase |, Subproceeding No. 92-1, Order
on Five Motions Relating to Treaty Halibut Fishing, at 6-7, (W.D. Wash. Dec. 29, 1993); Midwater Trawlers
Co-op. v. Department of Commerce, 282 F.3d 710, 718-719 (9th Cir. 2002).

The treaty right was originally adjudicated with respect to salmon and steelhead. However, it is now
recognized as applying to all species of fish and shellfish within the tribes’ u&a grounds. U.S. v. Washington,
873 F.Supp. 1422, 1430, aff'd 157 F. 3d 630, 644-645 (9th Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 119 S.Ct. 1376; Midwater
Trawlers Co-op. v. Department of Commerce, 282 F.2d 710, 717 (9th Cir. 2002) ["The term 'fish’ as used in
the Stevens Treaties encompassed all species of fish, without exclusion and without requiring specific proof.
(citations omitted)”]

The original 1974 District Courtdecision in U.S. v. Washington specifically references a Makah tuna (albacore)
vessel:

There are presently eight [Makah] boats of commercial size fishing on the high seas. Three of these
boats are gill netting in the Strait of Juan de Fuca, four are trolling, and one is tuna fishing. The
commercial boats are thirty-six feet in length except that the tuna boat is fifty-four feet in length.
(citation omitted) These boats were obtained by the tribe using its resources to acquire the boats and
are managed by a tribal corporation. (citation omitted) These commercial boats go as far as fifty miles
out to sea, east to Puget Sound and south to Westport and the Columbia River. (citation omitted)

U.S. v. Washington, 384 F.Supp. 312, 364-365 (W.D. Wash. 1974).
The National Marine Fisheries Service recognizes the areas set forthin the reguiations cited below as marine

u&a grounds of the four Washington coastal tribes. The Makah u&a grounds were adjudicated in U.S. v.
Washington, 626 F.Supp. 1405, 1466 (W.D. Wash. 1985), aff'd 730 F.2d 1314 (8th Cir. 1984); see also Makah
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{ndian Tnbe v. Verity, 910 F.2d 555, 556 (9th Cir. 1990); Midwater Trawlers Co-op. v. Department of
Commerce, 282 F.3d 710, 718 (9th Cir. 2002). The u&a grounds of the Quileute, Hoh, and Quinauit tribes
have been recognized administratively by NMFS. See, e.g., 67 Fed. Reg. 30616, 30624 (May 7, 2002) (u&a
grounds for salmony}; 50 C.F.R. 660,324(c) (u&a grounds for groundfish); 50 C.F.R. 300.64() (u&a grounds
for halibut). The u&a grounds recognized by NMFS may be revised as ordered by a federal court.

The legal principies described above support the conclusion that treaty Indian fishing rights apply to highly
migratory species that pass through the coastal tribes' ocean u&a grounds. The quantity of this right has not
yet been determined or adjudicated.

Prospective Tribal Fisheries for HMS

Three Makah hoats are presently reported to fish for albacore. They fish mostly beyond the EEZ, but
sometimes within the EEZ. Landings are either in liwaco, Washington, orin Canada pursuant to the "Treaty
Between the Government of the United States of America and the Government of Canada on Pacific Coast
Albacore Tuna Vessels and Port Privileges (1981)." One Makah fisherman is currently planning to fish for
thresher shark. In addition, two Quinault boats and one Quiieute boat plan to fish for HMS. Currently there
is no regulatory impediment to the tribes’ pursuit of HMS fisheries. However, it is possible that specific treaty
indian atlocations may be necessary in the future. To anticipate this eventuality, and to establish an orderly
process forimplementing treaty fisheries, this FMP authorizes adoption of proceduresto accommedate treaty
fishing rights in the implementing regulations (see Chapter 8).

1.6.9 Other International Entities

Standing Committee on Tuna and Bilifish (SCTB}

The SCTB evolved from a committee of internationat scientists charged with review of the work of the
Offshore Fisheries Program of the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC; formerly the South Pacific
Commission) to a more general commitiee with the following terms of reference:

«  Coordinate fisheries data collection, compilation and dissemination according to agreed principles and
procedures;

= Review research on the biology, ecology, environment and fisheries for tuna and associated spacies
in the western and central Pacific Ocean;

» ldentify research needs and provide & means of coordination, including the fostering of collaborative
research, to most efficiently and effectively meet those needs;

«  Reviewinformation pertaining to the status of stocks of tunas and associated species in the western
and central Pacific Ocean, and to produce statements on stock status where appropriate; and

« Provide opinion on various scientific issues related to data, research and stock assessment of
western and central Pacific Ocean tuna fisheries.

Participation on the SCTB is open to scientists and others with an interest in the tuna fisheries of the western
and central Pacific Ocean. The participation of scientists from coastal states and territories of the region,
scientists from countries whose vessels fish in the region, and scientists from international tuna fishery
management organizations is encouraged.

The 1989 annual meeting of the SCTB included 81 pariicipants from American Samoa, Australia, Canada,
Cook Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, French Polynesia, Japan, Kiribati, Korea, Nauru, New
Caledonia, New Zealand, Niue, Northern Manana Islands, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Samoa,
Taiwan, Tonga, Tuvalu, USA, Vanuatu, Wallis & Fortuna, Forum Fisheries Agency, Inter-American Tropical
Tuna Commission, and the SPC.
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To perform its functions the SCTB formed a Statistics Working Group, and various species research groups
which inciude skipjack, yetlowfin, bigeye and albacore, and a research group for billfish and bycatch species.

Reports and information are available from the Secretariat of the Pacific Community, Noumea, New
Caledonia.

Interim Scientific Committee (1SC)

The ISC evoilved through a series of consultations between the U.S. and Japan with a twofold purpose:

»  Toenhance scientific research and cooperation for conservation and rational utilization of the species
of tuna and tuna-like fishes which inhabit the north Pacific Ocean during a part or all of their life cycle;
and

+ To establish the scientific groundwork, if at some point in the future, it is decided to create a
multilateral regime for the conservation and rational utilization of these species in this region.

The 1SC membership can include coastal states/economies of the region and states/economies with vessels
fishing for these species in the region. Observer participants include relevant intergovernmental fishery
organizations, relevantintergovernmental marine science organizations and other entities with vessels fishing
forthese speciesinthe region. Current membershipincludes Canada, Chinese-Taipei, Japan, Korea, Mexico,
People's Republic of China, U.S., IATTC and SPC.

The functions of the ISC are to:

1. Regularly assess and analyze fishery and other relevantinformation concerning the species covered;

2. Prepare a report on its findings or conclusions on the status of such species such as trends in
population abundance of such species, developments in fisheries, and conservation needs;

3. Strive to adopt reports and findings by consensus of all Members, however, it is not necessary that
consensus is achieved on all matters, and reports and findings may reflect options and diffenng views
when a consensus has not been achieved;

4. Formulate proposals for conduct of and, to the extent possible, coordinate international and national
programs of research addressing such species; and

5. Consider any other matters, as appropriate, at the request of one of the members.

Species currently considered by the ISC include swordfish, bigeye tuna, northern bluefintuna, yellowfin tuna,
blue and striped martins, and north Pacific albacore. Additional species such as sharks, wahoo, and sailfish
may be considered at a later date.

1.7_Scoping

The Pacific Council engaged in a full scoping process under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
prior to beginning development of the FMP. A scoping document was prepared to describe the fisheries and
resourcesinvolved, to discuss the kinds of issuesthat might be addressed, and to provide a basis for soliciting
publicinput on whether to develop an FMP and, if so, what kinds of issues and what kinds of measures should
be considered and evaluated. The scoping document was distributed to more than 150 people and was also
available onthe internet. The states sponsored scoping meetings (one each in Oregon and Washington and
two in California) to ensure that the public had an opportunity to discuss and make recommendations. The
results of the scoping meetings were presented to the Council, which agreed to begin the plan development
process with specific guidance to the Plan Development Team in November 1998. The Team outline for the
FMP established that the FMP would be a combined EIS and FMP while also addressing all other legal
requirements.
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Ms. Rosemary Troian, all of the NMFS Southwest Fisheries Science Center, in preparing figures and tabies

for this document.

The EIS/FMP was prepared with the advice of members of the Council’'s Highly Migratory Species Advisory
Subpanel, representing the fishing industry, recreational fisheries, the conservation community and the public.
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Douglas Fricke, Boat Seafoods

Rod Fujita, Environmental Defense

Doyle Hanan, scientist

Donald K. Hansen, Dana Wharf Sportfishing

Wayne Heikkila, Western Fishboat Owners Association

Chuck Janisse, Federation of Independent Seafood Harvesters
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Mr. Robert Osborn, United Anglers of Southern California
Ms. Cinda Shedore, F/V Cinda S

Mr. Bili Sutton, commercial fisher

Mr. Anthony Vuoso, processor

Ms. Kate Wing, Natural Resources Defense Council

1.9 Public Review Process and Schedule

At its public meeting of June 1999, the Pacific Fishery Management Council voted to begin development of
an FMP for HMS fisheries based on the West Coast. Scoping sessions were held in October 1999 in four
locations to receive public input on issues to be addressed in the FMP (see section 1.6). From December
1999 to November 2001, the HMS Plan Development Team held 14 work sessions open to the public to
develop the FMP, including a range of options for managing HMS fisheries. The HMS Advisory Subpanel held
eight public meetings during this period to comment onissues and drafts of the FMP. The Council addressed
the FMP at eight meetings during this period and accepted public testimony at each meeting. At its
November 2001 meeting, after public testimony, the Council adopted the draft EIS/FMP for public review. The
formal public comment period on the DEIS was January 18 to March 4, 2002. Public hearings on the draft
EIS/FMP were held as follows:

Olympia, WA Janpuary 28, 2002
Astoria, OR January 29, 2002
Coos Bay, OR January 30, 2002
Eureka, CA January 31, 2002

Monterey, CA February 1, 2002
Long Beach, CA  February 2, 2002
San Diego, CA February 4, 2002

From March through October 2002, the Plan Development Team met six times in work sessions open to the
public to complete the draft EIS/FMP, and the HMS Advisory Subpanel held three public meetings to review
the draft. The Council addressed the FMP at the March and June 2002 meetings, and at the October 29, 2002
session took final action onthe EIS/FMP and directed the Plan Development Team, NMFS and staffto finalize
the EIS/FMP and other required documents for submission to the Secretary of Commerce for review and
approval. Public testimony was accepted at each meeting. The Plan Development Team met December 3-4,
2002 in a work session open to the public to review final revisions to the EIS/FMP.

Subsequently, NMFS notified the Council in January 2003 that it had recently received turtle interaction data
from longline fishing operations that might have a bearing on the Council's preferred atternative for the West
Coast-based high seas longline fishery. NMFS requested that the Council delay submission of the FMP to
provide time for NMF S to conduct a igorous review of the newdata. At the March 2003 meeting, the Council
reviewed a report from NMFS on this issue and decided to request its advisory entities to review the new
information and report back at the June 2003 meeting. The HMS Advisory Subpanel and Plan Development
Team and HMS Subcommittee of the Scientific and Statistical Committee metin Aprii 2003 in public sessions
to review the turtle analysis. Atthe June 2003 meeting, after hearing reporis fromits advisory entities and the
public, the Council decided not to make any changes to the FMP. The Council believed that the information
presented did not provide a basis for the Council to determine if the preferred alternativ e would cause jeopardy
or nisk to turtles.

1.10 Agencies and Qrganizations Consulted

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
California Department of Fish and Game
Coastal Zone Management Entities in Washington, Oregon and California
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Commercial Fishing Organizations
Conservation Organizations

Environmental Protection Agency

Idaho Depariment of Fish and Game
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission
National Marine Fisheries Service

North Pacific Fishery Management Councii
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon State Police

Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission
Port Authorities

Recreational Fishing Organizations

Sea Grant Agencies

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
U.8. Coast Guard

U.S. Department of State

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Western Pacific Regional Fishery Management Council
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE FISHERIES (ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT)

This chapter describes the domestic fisheries for HMS based on the U.S. West Ceast as well as foreign
fisheries for HMS in the Pacific Ocean.

2.1 Description of the Domestic Fisheries and Fishing Gear

This section provides a general descriptive overview of the economic and social environment for HMS
fisheries.

The fishery for highly migratory species (HMS} consists of the fish stocks and participants involved in their
commercial harvest, commercial use, recreational harvest, andrecreational use. The principal HMS harvested
by vessels fishing in the exclusive economic zone (EEZ) or based on the West Coast include: north Pacific
albacore (Thunnus alalunga), yellowfin tuna (Thunnus albacares), bigeye tuna ( Thunnus obesus), skipjack
tuna (Katsuwonus pelamis), northern bluefin tuna { Thunnus orientalis), swordfish (Xiphias gladius), common
thresher shark (Alopias vulpinus), petagic thresher shark (Alopias pelagicus), bigeye thresher shark (Alopias
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superciliosus), shortfin mako shark (fsurus oxyrinchus), blue shark (Prionace glauca), striped marlin
(Tetrapturus audax) and dorado (Coryphaena hippurus).

HMS are taken directly in fisheries that use many types of gears and vessels. Gears used to harvest HMS by
directed commercial fisheries are primarily: surface hook-and-line, drift gillnet, harpoon, purse seine, and
pelagic longline. HMS gears, and the corresponding primary target species, are identified by their state gear
codes below:’

State | Gear Code | Description
Albacore Surface Hook-and-Line
CA 1 Hook-and-Line (rod and reel}
CA 2 Live Bait
CA 6 Jig (Albacore)
CA 7 Troll {Albacore)
CA 9 Troll (Saimon)
OR 120 Qcean Troll
OR 170 Tuna Baitboat
WA 41 Troll Salmon
Swordfish and Shark Drift Gillnet

CA 65 Gill Net, Drift
OR 140 Ocean Gillnet

Swordfish Harpoon
CA 12 Harpoon (Plank)

Tuna Purse Seine
CA 70 Encircling Nets
CA 71 Purse Seine and Ring Net
CA 73 Drum Purse Seine
CA 75 Lampara Net

Swordfish, Shark and Tuna Pelagic Longline

cA | 5 [Long Line, Set

The recreational fishery for HMS targets albacore, yellowfin, skipjack, bigeye and northern bluefin tunas,
striped marlin, swordfish, dorado, and make, blue and thresher sharks using hook-and-line gear. The
fisheries are composed of both private angler vessels and charter vessels (also known as head boats and
commercial passenger fishing vessels (CPFV)).

Most HMS and the fisheries they support are distributed internationally with components in the EEZs of
Canada and Mexico as well as in international waters outside of any country’s EEZ. U.S. vessels’ participation
may reflect nat only changes in domestic fishery conditions, but also changes in conditions, including the
status of stocks, resuiting from international! fishing. Also, landings may be affected as much by market
conditions as by stock conditions. These factors give rise fo considerable variability in annual U.S. landings
of HMS and corresponding exvessel revenues (Tables 2-1 and 2-2).

' Some of these gears may also be used in non-HMS fisheries. HMS landings and exvessel revenue summaries reported for these

gears herein are based on vessel frips using these gears, where HMS were the species that accounted for the largest share of the
total landings for the trip, i.e. HMS were considered the directed, or target, species.
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To provide a sense of the global enormity of HMS fisheries, world catches of the major market species of tuna
are reported in Table 2-3. Pacific-wide catches of bluefin tuna are reported in Table 2-4, and Pacific Ocean
and world catches of swordfish are shown in Table 2-5.

2.2 Characteristics of the Domestic Fisheries

This section describes the characteristics of the domestic fisheries: (1} the albacore fishery using surface
hook-and-line gear and albacore harvesting using other gears; (2) the tropical tuna fisheries using purse seine,
bait boat, pole-and-lineg, longline, and other gears; (3) the coastal purse seine fishery that concentrates on
small pelagic species, especially northern anchovy and Pacific sardine, but which also harvest northern bluefin
and yellowfin tuna when they migrate into the Pacific EEZ; (4) the swordfish and shark drift gilinet fishery and
harpoon fishery; (5) the longline fishery based in California fishing for swordfish, tuna, and sharks beyond the
EEZ; and, (6) the charter boat and private hoat HMS sport fisheries.

Over the 1981-99 period, the most important HMS in terms of landings by all gear types were yellgwfin,
skipjack, and albacore tunas, swordfish, and common thresher shark. In recent years, the most important
HMS have been albacore tuna, swordfish, and common thresher shark. By the end of the 1990s landings of
yellowfin and skipjack tuna were substantially less than the amounts landed in the early 1980s. Bluefin tuna
landings during the period were characterized by a high degree of variability. Through the 1980s and inte the
early 1990s albacore landings fell sharply, but by the late 1990s they had returned to relatively high levels of
the iate 1970s. Swordfish landings declined during the 1980s, but were on the rise through most of the 1990s.
Commeoen thresher shark landings followed a pattern similar to that for swordfish over the period. Landings of
shortfin mako shark exhibited a fairly sharp decline over the 1981-99 period. Landings of pelagic thresher,
bigeye thresher and blue sharks as well as dorado were relatively minor during the 1981-99 pericd (Table 2-1).

Over the 1981-1999 period, the most important HMS in terms of exvessel revenue (constant $1999), were
albacore and swordfish, except for yeliowfin and skipjack tunas in the early 1980s (Table 2-2). Although
variable, bluefin tuna exvessel revenues were comparatively high during the period. Swordfish and common
thresher shark exvessel revenues peaked in the mid-1980s, and then declined rather steadily through 1999.
Over the more recent 1994-1999 period, albacore exvessel revenues have ranged from $12.4 million to $28.6
million, yellowfin tuna exvessel revenues from $1.5 million to $5.9 miltion, skipjack tuna exvessel revenues
from $1.9 million to $5.6 million, bigeye tuna exvessel revenues from $0.3 million to $0.6 million, bluefin tuna
exvessel revenues from about $1 million to $4.2 million, swordfish exvessel revenues from $6 million to $10.5
million, and from $0.5 million to $0.6 million for commeon thresher shark. Exvessel revenues from other HMS
sharks and dorado during 1994-1999 were much smaller (Table 2-2).

Based on quantities of HMS landings and exvessel revenues available from the Pacific Fishery Information
Network Management Database (PacFIN) for the 1981-99 period, the albacecre surface hook-and-line fishery
was the major HMS fishery off Washington (Tables 2-6 and 2-7). There were occasional landings of other
HMS in Washington, but they were relatively insignificant. Oregon’s major HMS fishery was also the albacore
surface hook-and-line fishery. Minor amounts of swordfish have been landed in Cregon in recent years
(Tables 2-8 and 2-9). The bulk of the HMS fisheries occur off California. Early in the period tropical tunas
dominated the HMS landings in California (Tables 2-10 and 2-11). However when the U.S. tuna industry
moved its processing operations offshore in the early 1980s albacore, bluefin tuna, swordfish and sharks
became more important in the landings.

2.2.1 Albacore Surface Hock-and-Line Fishery

The west-coastbased U.S. albacore fishery is comprised of vessels that predominately troll for albacore using
jigs, and to a lesser extent live bait. Together, these gears (and other hook and line gears used to target
albacore, see above) are known as surface hook-and-tine gear and account for the bulk of West Coast
albacore landings and exvessel revenues (Tables 2-12 and 2-13).U).5. landings by the surface hook-and-line
fishery over 1981-1999 ranged from a 1991 low of 1,638 mt to a 1996 peak of 14,075 mt. More recently, from
1994-1999, landings ranged from a 1995 low of 6,472 mt to the 1996 high of 14,075 mt. U.S. hook-and-line
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landings over 1994-1999 have centered around 10,000 mt to 13,000 mt. Exvessel revenues, in constant
$1999, of the U.S. surface hook-and-line fishery over 1981-1999 ranged from a 1991 low $3,259,841 to a
1881 peak of $45,214,132. Qver the more recent period of 1994-1999, exvessel revenues in constant $1999
ranged from a 1995 low of $12,278,606 to a 1996 high of $28,434,020.

The bulk of the U.S. caich is canned as white meat tuna at canneries in American Samoa and Puerto Rico.
A small amount of the catch finds its way into the fresh fish trade, which is a significant income to these
participants. Other gears catching albacore in small amounts include drift gitinets, longlines, set nets, and
recreational gears.

The U.S. annually takes less than 22% of the north Pacific albacore landed by all nations. U.S. troll vessels
have fished for albacore in the north Pacific since the early 1900s. In recent years, the north Pacific albacore
troll season has begun as early as mid-April in areas northwest of Midway Island. In July and August, the fleet
moves eastward, fishing near 45° N latitude, 150° W longitude and along the West Coast of North America
from Vancouver Island to southern California, Fishing can continue into November if weather permits and
sufficient amounts of aibacore remain available to trell gear.

The north Pacific trol! fishery operates across the North Pacific and along the U.S. West Coast both inside
and outside of the EEZ. Vessels operating outside of the EEZ are larger vessels, with no vessels less than
40 ft in length reported fishing outside the EEZ in 1998 and only 12 vessels less than 50 ft overall reported
fishing outside the EEZ. The majority of the vessels operating beyond the EEZ are 50 ft or greater in length.
By contrast, both big and small vessels fished inside of the EEZ.

The troll fleet is composed of an unknown number of vessels ranging from 16 ft to over 100 ft in length. The
vast majority of vessels are 25 ft or greater. The total estimated number of vessels landing albacore peaked
at more than 2,000 in the mid-1970s. Fewer vessels have been active in recent years with 741 reporting
landings in 1996, 1,244 in 1897, 813 in 1998, and 775 in 1999. The number of larger vessels, greater than
50 ft , is relatively steady, ranging from 285 to 372 in the 1996 to 1998 period. in the years 1996 to 1998, the
ratio of vessels less than 50 ft to vessels greater than 50 ft , was 1.6, 2.3 and 2.0 respectively, suggesting
smaller vesseis may move readily into the fishery as conditions warrant, and small vessels outnumber large
vessels approximately two to one.

The South Pacific troll fishery annualty takes about 2% of the total catch of South Pacific albacore. Exploratory
fishing for albacore with troll gear in areas east of New Zealand in 1986 led to the expansion of the U.S.
albacore troli fishery to the South Pacific. The fishery takes place during the austral summer months
(November through April). The U.S. troll vessels that participate in the South Pacific fishery depart from the
U.S. West Coast or Hawaii after the end of the North Pacific season and travel to American Samoa or French
Polynesia to prepare for the South Pacific season. South Pacific albacore fishing areas extend from the
Tasman Sea to approximately 110° W longitude between 25° S latitude and 45° S latitude. At the end of the
season (in March or April), most troll vessels unload in American Samoa, Fiji, or Tahiti then travel to Hawaii
or the U.S. West Coast to prepare for the next North Pacific fishing season.

Annual catch and effort in the U.S. south Pacific atbacore fishery tends to be quite variable. Total South Pacific
catch by U.S. troll vessels in the 1998-99 season decreased to 1,200 short tons (t) from 1,764 t landed in
1997-98 {Childers and Milier 2000) (Table 2-14). Twenty U.S. trolt vessels participated in the 1988-99 South
Pacific season compared to 37 vessels that fished in the 1997-98 season. Total fishing effort for the 1998-99
South Pacific albacore season is estimated to be 2,166 days, a decrease of 60% from 5,379 days fished in
the 1997-98 season.

The basic troil vessel gear consists of between 8 and 12 (a few vessels use more) lines towed up to 30 m
behind the vessel. Lateral spacing of the lines is accomplished by using outriggers or leng poles extended
to each side of the vessel with fairleads spreading 3 or more lines to each side, with the remainder attached
to the stern. Terminal gear is generally chrome-headed jigs with varying colored plastic fringed skirts and a

HMS FMP Ch.2Pg.5 August 2003



double barbless undulated hook. The gear is relatively inexpensive. Retrieval is done by hand or by powered
gurdies, similar to salmon troll vessels.

Carrying capacity of troll vessels varies greatly with vessel! size from 4.5 mt to more than 72 mt with larger
vessels in the 22.5-36 mt range. Fish are frozen aboard using chilted brine, blast and plate freezing. Many
small coastal vessels still use ice. Transshipment at sea is used by some vessels to extend the effective
fength of a fishing trip which might otherwise be limited due to carrying capacity. Catches are landed at ports
along the U.S. West Coast, in Hawaii, or at canneries in American Samoa or Tahiti. Transshipped fish is
generally landed in American Samoa.

Albacore may be discarded because they are undersized. Albacore troll vessels catch minor amounts of other
fish species, usually while in transit to or from the fishing grounds. The primary species caught incidentally
include skipjack tuna (Katsuwonus pefamis), bluefin tuna {Thunnus orientalis), yellowfin tuna (Thunnus
albacares), dorado (Coryphaena hippurus), billfish, and sharks.

A few troll vessels carry small amounts of live bait, which is chummed under some conditions o aggregate
albacore and improve catches. Very few vessels operate with bait only. The description of these vessels and
operations is found under Tropical Tuna, Pole-and-Line Fishery. Albacore is taken in modest quantities by
U.S. longline vessels off American Samoa.

Vessels participating in the coastal purse seine fishery target albacore on occasions when they available to
the fishery in commercially viable quantities (section 2.2.3). Drift gilinet vessels operating off California,
Oregon and Washington, and longline vessels targeting swordfish, beyond the West Coast EEZ also harvest
modest amounts of albacore (secticns 2.2.4.1 and 2.2.5). There is also an important recreaticnal fishery for
albacore, capturing up to 1,500 mt in some years (section 2.2.8).

Through the U.S.-Canadian albacore treaty, U.S. vessels can fish in Canadian waters and !and in certain
Canadian ports. A reciprocal arrangement holds for Canadian vessels. Table 2-15 reports Canadian landings
for the years 1995-1999 in the U.S. West Coast ports. Tables 2-16 and 2-17 report the percentages of catch
and effort by fishing areas for the U.S. and Canadian albacore vessels, respectively.

2.2.1.1 Washington

Prior te 1972, albacore landings in Washington were relatively small, ranging from 40 mt in 1953 to less than
3 mtin 1971. In recent years relatively large amounts of albacore tuna have been landed in Washington,
ranging from 1,864 mtto 6,517 mt between 1992 and 1999 (Tables 2-18 and 2-19). Recent variations in tuna
landings and exvessel revenues have likely been an indication of changes in availability, rather than effort,
as the number of vessels participating in the fishery has been fairly constant.

The two maijor ports along Washington’s coast which receive the most landings of albacore are Westport and
llwaco. In addition to Westport and llwaco, there are several other Washington ports along the coast and in
Puget Sound which typically receive albacore tuna landings. Most Washington ports have fishers selling
albacore tuna directly to the public, which is smaill in volume, but critically important to the financial survival
of the participating fishers. There is also an important recreational fishery for albacore of the Washington
coast.

2.2.1.2 Oregon

Oregon has had a directed commercial fishery for albacore tuna since 1936. Annual aibacare landings and
exvessel revenues in Oregon have been highly variable. Landings have ranged hetween 490 and 4,800 mt
annually over the 1981-99 period. In the last decade, catches have averaged about 2,200 mt (Tables 2-20 and
2-21). Variability in landings can be attributed to a combination of factors such as oceanic conditions, weather
and markets.
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The albacore fishery off Oregon is made up of local, out-of-state, and Canadian vessels that fish from about
50 to several thousand miles offshore, The smaller, ice boats usually make 3-5 day trips, and larger, freezer
boats are out several weeks to several months at a time. In recent years, 300-500 vessels have landed in
Oregon annually. In-state (Oregon) vessels made up 50-70% of the fotal fleet in the last five years. Also, in
the last five years, the number of vessels from Canada that make landings in Oregon has increased, Oregon
tandings usually begin in July and continue through Ocfober. Newport and Asforia receive the majority of the
landings with Charleston/Coos Bay third. About 90% of albacore landed goes to canned markets. Inthe last
10 years, up to 10% of the albacore has been sold by vessels direcfly to the public. In recent years, fishers
and buyers have been looking to diversify into new, non-canned markets and product forms. Albacore fishing
is also an important recreational activity off Oregon.

2.2.1.3 California

Albacore is a very important species for both commercial and recreational fisheries off California. Troll and
baitboat are the principal commercial gears, although albacore is caught using purse seine, longline and drift
gillnet gear as well. After a substantial decline in California albacore landings during the late 1980s, which also
occurred coastwide, commercial landings at California ports rebounded in the 1990s ranging from 758 mt to
5,047 mt between 1990 and 1999 (Tables 2-22 and 2-23).

During the 1981-99 period an average of 200 vessels annually, that depended on albacore for the major share
of their total exvessel revenues, landed albacore at California ports. The top five albacore ports in California
based on average annual landings during the 1981-99 period were Terminal {sland, Moss Landing, San
Francisco Bay area, Eureka and San Diego.

2.2.2 Tropical Tuna Fishery using Purse Seine, Pole-and-Line, and Longline

2.2.2 1 Eastern Pacific Ocean

U.S. fishers harvest eastern Pacific yellowfin, skipjack and bigeye tunas with three main types of fishing gear,
purse seines, pole-and-line (baitboat), and longlines. Some quantities are also caught with trolt and rod-and-
reel gears. Numbers and corresponding carrying capacities of tuna vessels using surface gear (purse seine,
baitboat and troll gear) in the EPO are reported in Tables 2-24, 2-25 and 2-26. Estimated tuna caiches by
surface gears in the EPQ are shown in Tables 2-27, 2-28, 2-29 and 2-30.

Tropical tuna caught in the U.S. purse seine fishery are canned as light meat tuna. Catches have been
delivered or transshipped to canneries in California, Puerto Rico, American Samoa, other canneries in the
Pacific rim or to Europe. In 1980, there were 20 U.S. tuna processing plants in operation, declining to seven
in 1990. By mid-1982, Bumble Bee had closed its plants in Hawaii and San Diego. In 1984, Van Camp closed
its San Diego plant and Star-Kist closed its Terminal Island {San Pedro) plant. These plants were shut down
because of their high costs of operation relative to foreign competition. Conditions that led to the closure of
mainland tuna processing plants, and a major restructuring of the U.S. tuna indusiry during the 1980s and 90s
are documented in four reports by the U.S. International Trade Commission (USITC 1984, 1986, 1990, 1992).
Today only four U.S. plants are in operation, two in America Samoa (conventional canneries), and one in
California and one in Puerto Rico, the latter two processing imported loins only.

Until recently, most of the U.S. purse seiners operating in the EPO have been Inter-American Tropical Tuna
Commission (IATTC) class 6 vessels (more than 360 mt carrying capacity)’, lately however, smaller purse
seine vessels have outnumbered the larger vessels (Tables 2-22 and 2-23). The U.S. fleet of purse seiners
in the EPQ reached approximately 144 vessels in 1979 but by 1999, had decreased to 10 vessels (Tables 2-

2 The inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission classifies vessels according to their carrying capacity into the following size classes:
class 1, less than 51 t; class 2, 51-100 t; class 3, 101-200 t; class 4, 201-300 t; class 5, 301-400 t, class 6, more than 400 t (362.8
mt ). Federal regulations classify purse seiners engaged in the tuna fishery into three categories: (1) Class | are vessels of 400 t
carrying capacity or less; (2) Ctass H are vessels greater than 400 t but built before 1961; and {3}, Class lll are vessels are greater
than 400 t and buiit after 1961.
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25 and 2-26). U.S. purse seine vessels employ a standard purse seine. Generally, three types of sets have
been historically used: sets associated with schools of dolphin, unassociated free-swimming school sets and
log or other floating object associated sets. Dolphin sets are now rare as most U.S. purse seiners currently
operate in the central-western Pacific where this mode of fishing does not occur. in the central-western Pacific
most (30% in 1999) of the purse seine sets are on artificial floating objects known as fish aggregating devices
or FADS, the remainder on free-swimming schools. The remaining U.S. tropical tuna purse seine vessels in
the Eastern Tropicat Pacific now also set on fish aggregating devices. With most the U.S. tropical tuna purse
seine fishing now taking place in the central-western Pacific catches are delivered or transshipped directly to
canneries in American Samoa. Landings and corresponding exvessel revenues at West Coast ports have
greatly decreased since the 1980s, when the major West Coast canneries began relocating overseas (Tables
2-31 and 2-32). Most of the tropical tuna landings on the West Coast are now made by “wetfish” (sardine,
mackerel, anchovy) purse seiners that catch relatively small quantities of tropical tunas when they are
seasonally available and which are separately discussed below.

In 1999, 10 U.S. purse seiners participated in the EPQ tuna fishery, five in IATTC size classes 2-5, and five
in class 6 (Table 2-26). No tuna seiners have been constructed for U.S. documentation since 1990, and sales
of existing UU.S. seiners to foreign citizens are expected to continue in 2001. Since 1992, U.S. tuna vessels
have been adversely effected by restricted access to historic fishing grounds located within the EEZs of EPO
nations to the south of California. This kindled interest by many of the displaced vessels in purse seining for
coastal pelagic species within the U.S. West Coast EEZ, particularly with the resurgence of the Pacific
sardine. However, some were then thwarted by the limited entry program for coastal pelagic finfish instituted
under the Pacific Fishery Management Council’s, Coastal Pelagic Species Fishery Management Plan.

The Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission is an international convention with U.S. membership that
provides the framework for conservation and management of tuna resources in the ETP. The implementing
statue for the IATTC Convention is the Tuna Conventions Act of 1950.

No multilateral agreement is in force between the U.S. and other EPO Nations concerning the right of U.S.
vessels to fish HMS within and beyond the EEZs of such nations. On March 15, 1983, the U.S. signed and
ratified an agreement establishing a regional tuna fishing license arrangement the Eastern Pacific Ocean Tuna
Fishing Agreement (EFPOTFA). The “Eastern Pacific Tuna Licensing Act of 1984" (Title 16, United States
Code, Section 972 et seq.;PL 98-445; 98 Stat. 1715) is the federal law which implements the obligations of
the United States as set forth in EPOTFA. Although signed by the U.S., Costa Rica, Panama, Guatemala,
and Honduras, the EPOTFA was never ratified by a sufficient number of signatory nations. Mexico did not sign
the Agreement and actively opposed its ratification by certain signatory nations. Although autherized by the
law, no federal regulations were promulgated by the Secretary of Commerce. The parties to the Agreement
intended it to be interim in nature pending the negotiation of 2 more comprehensive management regime for
the EPO tuna resources. The EPOTFA represents the world’s first international regional licensing
arrangement for tuna fishing. It represents a model for the negotiation of a regional licensing agreement
between certain South Pacific Island governments and the American Tunaboat Association for the South
Pacific Tuna Treaty (discussed in greater detail following) (Hunt 1997). N bilateral agreements exist between
the U.S. and other EPO nations concerning the right of U.S. vessels to fish HMS within the EEZs of such
nations.

The bycatch of dolphins with large yellowfin tuna by purse seiners in the Eastern Tropical Pacific led the
United States to initiate action within the IATTC to establish a program to address the tuna-doiphin problem
(Joseph 1994, Scott 1996). In 1976, the U.S. initiative resulted in member governments of the lATTC agreeing
to address the problem of dolphin mortality in the Eastern Pacific. The international efforts toward a solution
to this dilemma resulted in an agreement — the Agreement for the Conservation of Dolphins or the La Jolla
Agreement — reached in Aprit 1992 by 10 nations involved in the fishery to progressively reduce delphin
mortality to levels approaching zero through the setting of annual limits and with a goal of eliminating doiphin
mortality in this fishery, to seek ecologically sound means of capturing large yellowfin tunas not in association
with dolphins (Joseph 1994}. A schedule of progressively decreasing annual limits on dolphin mortality was
implemented and a research program was approved. The overalt annual limit is divided among vessels that
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intend to fish for tunas associated with dolphins and that meet certain requirements regarding fishing
equipment and procedures and crew training. These vessels could apply for individual dolphin mortality limits
{DMLs). DMLs would be calculated by dividing the annual limit for all vessels by the number of vessels
requesting DMLs. Those vessels keeping within their individual DMLs can fish for tunas associated with
doliphins all year, but those that do not have to abandon this mode of fishing for the rest of the year when they
have reached their DMLs. DMLs are thus a quasi-property right rather than a pure property right, since
ownership is not conferred. DMLs are not transferable from one holder to ancther. The duration is one year,
at which point it is reissued, with the amount depending on the number of candidate vessels and the total
dolphin mortality set for the entire fishery.

The Panama Declaration reaffirmed the commitments and objectives of the La Jolla Agreement and seeks -
the transformation of a voluntary dolphin protection program that is based primarily on decreasing annual
quofas into a binding international accord (Campbell, Herrick, and Squires 2000). In 1997, the U.S. Congress
passed, and the President signed, the International Dolphin Conservation Program Act. In February 19988, the
final language of the international agreement was agreed upon in La Jolla, California (Hediey 2001). This
legislation required changes to the dolphin-safe standard in the Dolphin Protection Consumer information Act.
The changes included replacing the intentional set rule with a performance-based approach predicated on
dolphin mortality in a given set. Under the propesed standard, dolphin-safe catches of yellowfin tuna would
be identified by the set (deployment) of the purse-seine net and not for all of the sets made during a fishing
frip as under the current standard. Dolphin safe would mean the absence of doiphin mortality in a set and not
the absence of pofentially dolphin-harmful techniques or dolphin mortality on a fishing trip.

U.S. baitboat fishers have harvested eastern Pacific yellowfin tuna throughout its range. The fishery uses live
bait to attract surface schools of yellowfin tuna into a feeding frenzy and then fishers use poles with jigs
attached to catch the feeding fish, hence pole-and-line gear. The catch from this fishery was 4,100 mtin 1979
but decreased to 500 mt in 1997. Catches are delivered or transshipped fo canneries in California and
American Samoa. Vessels range in size from less than 45 mt carrying capacity to 180 mt. The U.S. fleet size
ranged from 28 in 1979 to less than 10 in recent years. While pole-and-line fisheries were the main gear used
in the early days of the eastermn Pacific yellowfin tuna fishery, caiches and effort from this fishery quickly gave
way to the more efficient purse seining method. In 1999, two U.S. baitboats participated in the EPO tuna
fishery, IATTC size classes 1 and 2.

The longline fishery targets mainly swordfish and bigeye tunas. The U.S. longline fishery catches eastern
Pacific yellowfin tuna mainly as an incidental catch species. Yellowfin tuna are caught in the northern extremes
of the eastern Pacific yellowfin tuna range, between Hawaii and the West Coast, while targeting bigeye funa.
Catches have ranged between 350 mtin 1992 and 1,100 mt in 1997. Most of the catch is landed in Hawaii
with lesser amounts in Califomia. The catches are utilized in fresh fish markets and restaurants. Vessels
range in length from 20 ic 35 m. The U.S. fleet fotal (East and West Pacific) has ranged between 141 vessels
in 1991 and 105in 1997. The U.S. fleet uses a typical longline gear with a mainline up to 30 nm in length and
a series of floats and branch lines. A set may fish 1,200 or more hooks. The gear is deployed at various
depths depending on the target species sought and light sticks are used to enhance catches.

The U.S. longline fishery also catches eastern Pacific skipjack tuna as an incidental species catch. Skipjack
funa are caught in the northern extremes of the eastern Pacific skipjack tuna range, between Hawaii and the
U.S. West Coast, while the vessels are targeting bigeye tuna. Catches have ranged between 1 mtin and 106
mt. Most of the caich is landed in Hawaii with iesser amounts in California. The caiches are utilized in fresh
fish markets and restauranis.
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Eastern Pacific yellowfin, skipjack and bigeye tunas are also caught as incidental catch in U.S. troll fisheries
and as target species in recreational fisheries. The latter is described in the Recreational Fishery section.

On July 6, 2000, two environmental organizations and a recreational fishing group filed a 60 Day Notice of
Intent to Sue over violations of the ESA to protect endangered leatherback sea turtles and several other
endangered species, including three other sea turtle species, seals, sealions, and short-tailed albatross from
being incidentally hooked and killed by US longline fishing vessels operating in international waters that are
not operating under a Hawaiian longline permit. Hawaiian longliners are currently operating within the limits
specified by the Biological Opinion prepared for the longline fishery.

US imports of canned tuna were up in 1999. Total imports reached 151,700 mt, which was 32% ahead of the
1998 figure. Thailand was again the main exporter of this product, shipping 75,100 mt, 80% more than one
year earlier, mainly due to heavy purchases by StarKist in Thailand after the company reduced its cannery
operations in Puerlo Rico.

2.2.2.2 Central and Western Pacific Tuna Fishery

The central and western Pacific (CWP) tuna fishery is the largest and one of the most productive in the world,
yielding catches of around cne miltion short tons of funa annually, with a landed value in excess of $1.7 bitlion.
These catches represent around one-third of all tuna landed in the world, 60% of canned tuna, and 30% of
the sashimi grade tuna imported into Japan. The fishery is characterized by its complexity and area, with close
to 30 states and entities invaolved in the fishery spanning over 30 miltion square kilometers of ocean, including
a number of pockets of high seas surrounded by the coastal zones of the Pacific Islands.

The fishery operates year round throughout the CWP. The CWP purse seine fishery from all nations targets
yellowfin and skipjack tunas, also with substantial catches of bigeye. Skipjack tuna is the dominant species
in the CWP by volume of landings (Table 2-33). The catch of skipjack increased dramatically in the 1980s due
to growth in the international purse seine fleet, combined with increased catches by domestic fleets from the
Philippines and indonesia. Yellowfin tuna catches in the 1990s by all nations have varied between 300-
400,000 mt , with around 60% of this total taken as juvenile fish in the purse seine fishery. As with skipjack,
yellowfin is believed to be currently exploited at sustainable levels, Bigeye tuna of sashimi size and quality are
the most valuable of the tropical tunas and are the principal target of iarge distant-water longtiners who freeze
catches and the smaller, locally-based fresh sashimi vessels. There has been a recent trend for purse seiners
to use gear and techniques to target bigeye. The purse seine catch of aduit bigeye exceeds that taken by
longliners and is sold for canning at prices at or below that paid for skipjack. The present condition of the
bigeye stock is uncertain. The EEZs of the Federated States of Micronesia, Papua New Guinea, Kiribati,
Palau, and the pockets of high seas between these zones are the primary areas for purse seine fishing in the
CWP {Lodge 1998}.

In the late 1940s, tuna fishing ventures were established in Pago Pago, American Samoa, and in the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands. Until the late 1950s, the traditional grounds of the eastern tropica! Pacific were
more profitable than in the CWP (Lodge 1998). Purse seining began on a significant scale only in the 1970s.
In the late 1960s and early 1970s, largely as a result of decrease in the length of the fishing season in the
inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission area, U.S. fishers began to actively search for new fishing
opportunities in the CWP (Lodge 1998). Concurrently, Congress passed the Central and Western Pacific
Fishery Development Act of 1972 (the Fong Bill), which authorized the U.S. Secretary of the Interior to carry
out a three-year program of incentives to industry to develop the latent tuna resources of the CWP.
Exploratory fishing in Papua New Guinea and Micronesian waters in the early 1970s led to the first of a series
of agreements between the American Tunaboat Association and the governments of the Trust Territory of the
Pacific islands in the late 1970s granting access to U.S. vessels to the waters of the countries concerned.
During the late 1970s and early 1980s, the processors Star-Kist and Van Camp and U.S. fishers made
investments in Guam and American Samoa. The Japanese also began experimenting with purse seining and
by 1976, eight Japanese single purse seiners began year-round fishing. During the 1880s, the U.S. fleet
continued to expand, reaching 67 purse seiners at one point. Since the conclusion of the Treaty on Fisheries
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Between the Governments of Certain Pacific Island States and the Government of the United States of
America (South Pacific Tuna Treaty, SPTT) in 1987, the number of U.S. vessels has declined (Table 2-34).
in the early 1980s, Taiwan entered the CWP tuna fishery, with nearly all vessels built in Taiwan. The Korean
fleet also expanded at this time .

The CWP had 601 participants in the tropical tuna purse seine fishery in 1997, ranging in carrying capacity
from less than 46 t to over 2,000 t. The number of large purse seine vessels {greater than 363 t) is estimated
to be more than 150, including 36 licensed U.S. vessels in 1989, which made 175 trips (Table 2-35) (Coan
et al. 1899).

In the CWP, the U.S. vessels in 1998 were 39 and made 200 trips (Table 2-35). Since 19897, the number of
U.S. purse seiners has fluctuated between 35 and 39, with the average carrying capacity per vessel increasing
steadily from 1,122 t/vessel in 1996 to 1,184 t/vessel in 1999, an increase of approximately 6%. Available
records indicate that two vessels in both 1998 and 1999 underwent capacity modification. This trend of
increased carrying capacity is continuing into 2000 (Coan et al. 1999). The U.S. vessels fished under the
South Pacific Tuna Treaty. In 1999, the U.S. fleet in the CWP conducted 4,758 days of fishing (Coan et al.
1999). This effort was concentrated mostly in the area between Kiribati and Tuvalu. Over 64% of the fishing
effort was in areas west of the International Date Line. The number of trips per U.S. vessel was approximately
5, and similar to those recorded for the last nine years. The average number of days per trip was 41.5 and
sets per trip was 208.8, a decrease of 11% and 24% respectively from 1998 levels. The overall catch rate (all
species combined) in 1999 was 38.3 mt/day fished, and is the highest recorded for the fishery (Table 2-36).
This high catch rate is largely attributed to increased use of drifting fish aggregating devices.

In the CWP purse seine vessels catch tunas through either free-swimming schools or off of floating objects.
Floating object operations are increasingly important. The bycatch may be large for operations on floating
objects or Fish Aggregation Devices (FADs) and smalter for operations on free-swimming schools of fish, and
includes small tunas, sea turtles, sharks, and other fishes. The majority of the FADs used by the U.S. fleet
are drifting FADs (Coan et al. 1999). A few anchored FADs are occasionally used. The U.S. fleet made
approximately 3,478 sets during 1999. Of these, 90% were sets on FADs, 6% on logs, and 4% on free-
swimming schools. In comparison, the 1998 fishing effort had 21% more days fished than in 1998. The total
number of sets was 4,856 and only 25% was on FADs, 29% on logs, and 46% on free-swimming schools.

The U.S. purse seine fleet in the CWP caught about 182,000 t of yellowfin, skipjack, and bigeye tunas in 1999
(Table 2-36) (Coan et al. 1898). About 72% of the catch was skipjack tuna, 19% yellowfin tuna and 9% bigeye
tuna. The 1899 U.S. catch is 4% higher than the 1998 catch and would have been higher yet if low prices in
the secend semester did not discourage vessels from operating (Coan et al. 1999). The 1998 bigeye tuna
catch is the highest recorded for the U.S. fishery, up by over 200% from the 1998 catch. This increase is
attributed to the substantial increase in Fish Aggregation Devices. Seventy-eight percent of the U.S. fleet's
catch was landed in American Samoa in 1998, a decrease from the 89% landed there in 1998. The rest of
the 1999 landings were in the Philippines (11%), Fiii (5%), Solomon Islands (3%), and others (approximately
3%). The first year of substantial iandings in the Philippines was 1999.

Fishing was exceptionally good in 1999 for the U.S. fleet, but market conditions created havoc (Coan et al.
1999). Supplies of tuna were plentiful world-wide and prices feli to record lows in the second half of the year.
The oversupply caused exceptionally iong delays in unloading of vessels in American Samoa and poor returns
for vessel owners. A number of vessels opted to unload their catches (22% or 40,000 t) in ports to the west,
such as in the Philippines, Fiji, and Sclomon islands, and scheduled early and extended tie-ups for
maintenance and other vessel services to by-pass delays in American Samoa and to wait for improved prices.
As a result, the number of days fished per vessel fell to the iowest on record for the fleet. The adverse
economic effects of low exvessel tuna prices were compounded by rising diese! fuel prices, placing U.S. and
other nations’ vessels in a cost-price squeeze (Figure 2-1}.

In the CWP, the existing framework is the Treaty on Fisheries between Governments of certain Pacific Island
States and the Government of the United States of America, or more informally, the South Pacific Tuna Treaty
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(SPTT). The SPTT is a multilateral, multi-year tuna fishing agreement with the island states of the South
Pacific Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA). The SPTT established terms and conditions governing the U.S. tuna
industry’s access to the tuna-rich waters of the FFA nations’ collective exclusive economic zones (EEZs).
Under the SPTT, access was granted through an arrangement of fixed annual vessel license fees and
technical assistance payments paid by industry, coupled with an annual payment from the U.S. government
for development assistance. The SPTT limits the number of U.S. purse seine vessels to 50 (36 vessels in
1999), but there are no limits on access or numbers to tuna vessels on the high seas in the CWP. The FFA
EEZ includes about 70% of the tuna resources in the CWP with the remainder found in the high seas. In
addition tothe SPTT, the Palau Arrangement (Arrangement for the Management of the Western Pacific Purse
Seine Fishery), signed in October 1992, provides a limit, by vessel category of the numbers of purse seine
vessels (currently 205) of all nations that may operate in the waters of Parties (Federated States of
Micronesia, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Palau, Papua New Guinea) {Aqorau and Bergin 1997).

The Convention on the Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and
Central Pacific Ocean (MHLC), whose negotiations were completed in September 2000, is a regional fishery
management organization created in light of the United Nations Implementing Agreement (UNIA}. The MHLC
is designed to perform the task of cooperative conservation and management hetween the Pacific Island
nations and the distant-water fishing nations. The MHLC is the first international multilateral fishing agreement
to tackle sustainable management. The MHLC has been signed by the U.S. and is expected to provide treaty
requirements and regutations in the next few years. Until that time, the U.S. is engaged in the SPTT.

2.2.2.3 Imports of Canned Tuna Into The U.S,

U.S. imports of canned tuna, both white meat and light meat, were up in 1999 (GLOBEFISH Highlights 1/2000,
p.9). Total imports reached 151,700 mt, which was 32% higher than 1998 (Table 2-37). Thailand, once again,
was the main exporter to the U.S., shipping 75,100 mt, an increase of 80% from the previous year. This
increase is due to heavy purchases by StarKist in Thailand and a reduced presence by StarKist as a canner
in Puerto Rico. Table 2-38 presents average exvessel prices for tuna delivered to U.S. canners by U.S.
vessels.

Under the new U.S. regulations, tuna products will be allowed to be imported into the USA if they are
harvested in compliance with the International Dolphin Conservation Program Act. The regulations will also
implement a new labeling standard that aliow tuna products to carry a dolphin-safe label only if n¢ dolphins
were killed or seriously injured during a set in which tuna were caught. Previously, oniy tuna caught during a
trip when no dolphins were encircled qualified for the dolphin-safe tuna label on products imported into the
U.s.

2.2.2.4 Washington

There are no directed tropical tuna fisheries occurring off Washington (Table 2-6).

2.2.2.5 Oregon

There has been no directed fishery for these species since the late 1970s. Two to four vessels, annually,
have made incidental iandings of less than 0.5 mt of skipjack and yellowfin tuna in the salmon troli fishery.
There are no directed tropical tuna fisheries occurring off Oregon (Table 2-8).

2.2.2.6 California

While no longer the home to any major canneries since October, 2001, California still maintains a substantial
commercial fishery for tropical tunas, Several large purse seine vessels continue to use California as a home
hase, while a larger number of small “wetfish” seiners fish for tropical tunas on a more seasonal basis. These
vessels may not be dependent on tuna as their principal target species, which are instead coastal pelagics;
however, when tunas are available, these vessels will target on tuna for local markets. Total landings have
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been between 8,000 mt and 12,000 mtin recent years, valued at more than $12 million per year (Tables 2-10
and 2-11).

2.2.3 Coastal Purse Seine Fishery for Northern Bluefin Tuna and Yellowfin Tuna

In the eastern Pacific Ocean nearly all of the northern bluefin tuna catch is made by smali coastal purse
seiners fishing relatively close to shore off California and Baja California, generally in the May to October
period. As discussed above, larger U.S. purse seiners conduct distant water operations, mostly for yellowfin,
bigeye and skipjack tunas. In 1996, the U.S. had 12 small purse seiners (class 1-3) and 10 larger purse
seiners fishing in the EPO. West Coast landings and exvessel revenues from northern bluefin tuna were 689
mt and $1,009,398 (1999 dollars} in 1995, and 4,639 mt and $4,059,268 (1999 dollars) in 1996 (Tables 2-31
and 2-32). These landings were made mostly by coastal seiners, operating out of San Pedro, California,
Almost all of the catch was landed in San Pedro. The coastal purse seiners primarily harvest small pelagic
species, especially Pacific mackerel and Pacific sardine. However they will switch to higher valued northern
bluefin tuna when they enter the West Coast EEZ. Similarly, they will target yellowfin tuna when they become
available during periods of warm water. Coastal purse seiners will even target albacore on occasions when
they are sufficiently available.

Northern bluefin tuna are caught incidentally in other U.S. north pacific commercial fisheries (Table 2-39).
Northern bluefin tuna is an impartant component of the U.S. recreational fishery although reported catches
seldom exceed 100 mt per year. This fishery is described in the Recreational Fisheries section.

2.2.3.1 Washington

There is no northern biuefin tuna fishery occurring off Washington (Table 2-6).

2.2.3.2 Oregon

Up o six vessels, annually, have made incidental landings of up to 6 mt of bluefin tuna in the swordfish drift
gillnet fishery. There is no directed northern bluefin tuna fishery occurring off Oregon (Table 2-8).

2.2.3.3 California

A large number of small purse seiners fish for northern biuefin tuna on a seasonal basis off California. These
vessels may not be dependent on northern bluefin tuna, as their principal farget species are coastal pelagics;
however, when bluefin are available, these vessels will target on northern bluefin primarily for export markets.
Total landings have been between 1,000 mt and 5,000 mt in recent years (Tables 2-10 and 2-11).

2.2.4 Swordfish and Shark Fishery
Swordfish and shark are harvested within the EEZ by two principal gear types, drift gilinet and harpoon.

2.2.4.1 Drift Gillnet

The shark/swordfish drift gilinet fishery initially developed in southern California in 1977 when the incidental
catch of pelagic shark in small mesh coastal drift gilinets targeting barracuda and white sea bass inspired
about 10 vessels to experiment with a larger mesh net to target thresher shark. By 1979 the fishery expanded
to about 40 vessels (PFMC 1981). As fishing techniques and gear improved, landings, and market demand
for pelagic shark increased. Fishers soon discovered that drift gilinet gear also caught swordfish, worth nearly
four times the dockside value of sharks (Bedford 1987, Holts 1988). At that time, harpoon was the only
commercial gear authorized under California law for the harvest of swordfish.
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The California Fish & Game Commission held a series of public hearings in 1979 and 1980 to consider
allowing drift gitinets to catch swordfish (Stick et al. 1990). At these meetings, the Commission heard from
three major interest groups that had opposed the drift gilinet fishery since its inception. Harpoon fishers
objected becausetheyfeared that increased swordfish production would drive prices down, and that increased
fishing pressure would deplete the swordfish stock. Sport fishers objected because they were convinced that
the bycatch of marlin would deplete that stock and virtually eliminate the sport fishery. Conservation groups
objected because they believed the gear to be indiscriminate and wasteful (Bedford 1983). The Commission
decided not to authorize the use of drift gillnets to catch swordfish.

Subsequent to the Commission’s decision, fishers appealed to the California Legislature, and legislation was
enacted in 1980 that established a non-transferable, limited entry permit system, required logbooks and
observers, and imposed gear restrictions. One hundred sixty five permits were issued to fishers who landed
at least one thresher or mako shark with a drift gillnet in 1978 or 1979; or who had made a significant
investment in the fishery prior to May 20, 1980 (PFMC 1981). Additionally, the California Department of Fish
& Game (CDFG) was directed to study the effects of the fishery on swordfish and rnarlin, and to report its
findings to the Legislature. Pending this report, to address objections by harpooen fishers, provisions were
enacted that closed the drift gillnet fishery if the catch of swordfish exceeded 25% by number of what was
caught in the harpoon fishery for any given month, To address objections by sport fishers, provisions were
enacted that closed the drift gilinet fishery if the bycatch of marlin exceeded 10% by number of what was
caught in the sport fishery for any given month. The swordfish fishery was closed once when this quota was
exceaded. The marlin quota was never exceeded.

Drift gilinets capture by entanglement. Typically, besides an appropriate vessel, drift gillnet gear required for
this fishery includes a net, 45 to 60 large inflatable ball buoys, a spar buoy called a “high flyer” affixed with a
radar reflector and strobe light, a deck mounted hydraulically powered reel an which to store the net, and a
reel mounted level wind to assist in deploying, and retrieving the net. A large net guard of one of two basic
styles, either resembling a catchers mitt or resembling a football helmet's face guard, is affixed to the stern
of the vessel and lowered into the water during retrieval to keep the net from becoming entangled in the
propelier. A stern roller reduces net wear. A finished, ready to fish net is not an off-the-shelf item that can
be purchased. Each net is custorn made from component parts that are often purchased separately from
different suppliers. The basic components are the webbing, a small diameter tead-cored braided line
{leadline), alarge diameter braided or three-strand buoyant line (floatline), small diameter braided hollow-core
poly line (buoyline), and a large quantity of seizing twine to attach it all together. Nets are most commonly
constructed with one size of twisted nylon strand meshes that typically measure 18 to 20 inches between
opposing knots when the mesh is stretched together. The curtain of webbing, comprised of these meshes,
that makes up the net ranges from 80 to 160 meshes deep (90 to 170 ft ), and from 4,800 ft long to the legal
maximum of 6,000 ft finished fength. Webbing is hung loosely, much like a drapery, between the floatline at
the top, and the leadline at the bottom. The looseness, or “slack,” gives the net its entanglement properties
and is built into the net by adjusting the amount of net captured with the hangings that attach the top of the
webbing to the floatline so that the finished length of the net is about 40 to 50% less than the total length of
webbing used if it were stretched out. A fisher chooses the depth/length combination for his net based on the
size reel that it would require, and the amount of vessel stability sacrificed by carrying the weight of reel and
a wet net. When fished, the net hangs vertically in the water column between the buoyant floatline at the top
of the net and the weighted leadiine at the bottom. The net is suspended below the sea surface by the ball
bucys to a depth equal to the length of the buoylines. This depth has historically ranged from 18 ft to as much
as 90 ft, but is currently limited by regulations enacted under the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) to
a minimum depth of 36 ft.

Drift gilinet trips range from one night to one month, but typically last 5 to 15 days. Fish availability, market
price, weather conditions, phase of the moon, vessel fishing range, and fish-cooling capabilities dictate the
timing, and length of fishing trips. Crew size is typically two or three persons, including the captain. About
sunset, the net is usually deployed starting at the upwind position of the set. The high flyer is attached to the
end of the net and both are lowered into the water. The vessel proceeds slowly in a downwind direction
reeling off net as it goes. As a series of buoylines that are attached to the floatline about 100 ft apart unwind
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from the reel, a ball buoy is attached to the buoyline and thrown overboard. At the end of the set, the vessel
stops, and drifts with the net attached throughout the night. Before sunrise, retrieval usually begins. The
vessel is pulled stern first into the wind and seas as the net is rewound on the hydraulically powered reel. Ball
buoys are disconnected from the buoylines and stored for use on subsequent sets as they come up, and the
catch is removed, dressed, and stored in the fish hold. Fish-cooling capabilities vary widely from none to ice,
spray brine, or blast refrigeration.

Fishers locate where to fish by looking for temperature fronts between cooler and warmer water masses, or
turbidity fronts between green and blue water masses. Using prearranged high frequency radio channels, drift
gilinet fishers often communicate in coded messages with other members of lcosely organized “code-groups.”
They share information about the amounts of catch, location, and identify other boats seen in the area or along
the way. When catch rates are low, code-group members often spread out in search of fish and keep each
other informed. Often, fishing vessels move rapidiy from one area to another based on information from their
code-group. Because of competition for fish and code-group loyalty, airplanes have been hired to fly over the
fishing grounds and observe where other code-groups were fishing, and get some idea of their catch rates.
Pilots would sometimes throttle back their engines and glide over a fishing boat in hopes of covertly gaining
information. To counter this spy tactic, fishers sometimes covered their catch with tarps or created fake fish
by leaving a fish head protruding from under a tarp (Hanan et al. 1993). However, in recent years, the
accessibility of high-resolution satellite generated sea surface temperature data has greatly reduced the
importance of code-group communications for locating the temperature fronts where swordfish are typically
found.

California’s drift gillnet permits are issued to individual fishers rather than to vessels. This practice separates
the value of the permit from the value of the vessel, keeps the value of vessels from becoming inflated and
allows permit holders to buy new vessels as needed. Permit holders are required to be onboard during fishing
operations, and fishers are required to declare the fishing vesse! being used. In 1982, most of the drift gilinet
fishing vessels were small sized wood or fiberglass boats not well suited to fishing in the more extreme
northern ¢r offshore weather. Consequently, fishing effort was concentrated south of Point Conception in the
same general area as where the harpoon fishery occurred.

After gathering logbook and observer data from 1980 through 1982, the CDFG reported to the California
Legislature that fish bycatch in the drift gillnet fishery was not excessive, that swordfish or marlin stock
depletion was not probable, and recommended that the catch of swordfish by drift gilinets be authorized.
CDFG also recommended that time/area closures be established to mitigate interactions with marine
mammals, and the number of permits be limited until a determination could be made concerning the capacity
of shark stocks to sustain harvest without risk of depletion (Bedford 1983). Consequently, 1982 amendments
repealed the 25% swordfish quota, and the 10% marlin quota.

Notwithstanding that the new regulations placed a cap of 150 permits on the fishery, about 200 had been
issued after 1982 regulations established a category for new entrants who could demonstrate landings of at
least 5,000 pounds of swordfish by any gear in each of the years 1977 through 1981 (Bedford 1983). Aiso,
for the first time in this fishery, 1982 amendments established a season closure from February 1 through April
30, and established time/area closures around various of the Channe! islands to protect pinnipeds, and off
mainfand portions of Southern California to mitigate conflicts with harpoon and sport fishers.

The northward movement of thresher shark in spring, combined with restrictions imposed on the California
drift gillnet fishery, prompted the interest of many California based fishers in a drift gilinet fishery in
Washington and Oregon waters. Washington and Oregon issued annua! state experimental drift gilinet
permits starting in 1983. There was limited effort and landings in this fishery through 1985, but in 1986, 37
vessels landed a total of 293 mt dressed weight of thresher shark into Washington and Oregon ports. In
1987, 29 vessels landed a total of 111 mt dressed weight (Stick and Hreha1988), and in 1988, & vessels
landed a total of 50 mt dressed weight (Stick and Hreha 1989). Meanwhile, in California, a new and separate
experimental drift gilinet limited entry system was established in 1984 and issued 35 permits limited to the
area north of Point Arguello. As a probable result, the fishery began to expand northward. By 1985, the total
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of the combined California permits reached about 265, and the fleet was fishing as far north as Cape
Mendocino. By the end of 1986, the total number of combined permits had topped out at about 300, and as
larger vessels entered the fishery it moved offshore and northward to the more distant seamounts and to the
edge of the continental shelf (Hanan et al. 1993).

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) awarded the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission
(PSMFC) a contract in 1988 to study the Washington/Qregon thresher shark fishery and draft a coastwide
management plan for the species to determine the viability of a coastwide drift gillnet fishery that would not
jeopardize the resource {Stick and Hreha 1989). California had previously determined that restrictions were
needed to reduce fishing pressure on thresher sharks. In 1985, fishing within 75 miles of the California
coastline from June 1 through August 14 was prohibited to reduce fishing pressure on thresher shark. This
restriction was changed to the period May 1 through July 14 in 1989, and changed again in 1992 to the current
closure period of May 1 through August 14. Meanwhile, in 1989, Washington and Oregon closed the
experimental drift gillnet thresher shark fishery due to concern over the observed incidental catch of marine
mammals and sea turtles. The PSMFC finalized its coastwide thresher shark management planin 1990. The
Plan proposed an annual coastwide thresher shark harvest guideline of 340 mt dressed weight and
discouraged catches of juvenile sharks. No quotas were established but states agreed to this guideline. The
plan also recognized that thresher shark fishery restrictions in place in California, and the closure of the
Washington/Oregon fishery assisted stock rebuilding, and noted that, given the low reproductive and growth
rates of thresher shark, increases in abundance may not be evident for five to ten years. The plan called for
the establishment of a management panel comprised of representatives from California, Oregon and
Washingten to monitor the resource and fishery, and meet annually to make management recommendations
(Stick et al. 1990). No management recommendations came from the annual meetings. Although the plan
has not been officially terminated, it has been inactive since about 1998.

Prior to 1995, it was illegal to land drift gilinet caught swordfish into Oregon. Although swordfish had been
caught off Oregon for many years, they were landed in California or Washington ports. Oregon instituted a
drift gilinet developmental fishery permit in 1995 allowing the landing of drift gillnet caught swordfish, and
issues up to10 permits annually. Permit stipulations restrict harvest from within 75 miles of the shore from
May through August 14 to protect thresher sharks and in depths less than 1,000 fm the remainder of the year.
Since 1995, annual swordfish landings between 2.5 to 35.3 mt have been made by 2 to 6 vessels (J. McCrae,
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, pers. comm.). The direct targeting of thresher sharks with drift
gilinet is prohibited, however thresher shark caught incidental to swordfish fishing may be landed at a ration
of one shark per every two swordfish. Tables 2-40 and 241 report landings and exvessel revenues from the
drift gilinet fishery fanding in Oregon.

in 1994, for the first time, new California amendments eliminated any provision for allowing new entrants into
the fishery, except by permit transfer. In 1998, the two previously separate permits were combined into one,
and by 1999, due to the elimination of existing permits when not annually renewed, 138 valid drift gilinet limited
entry shark/swordfish permits remain. Regardless of the number of permits in existence at any time, during
and among fishing seasons, fishing effort varied from season to season and peaked in the 1986-87 season
with over 11,000 sets, quickly declined to about 4,500 sets by 1990 (Hanan et al. 1993}, and has averaged
about 3,500 sets per year through 1998 (Enriquez 2000: In a NMFS working paper: Observed Catch of HMS
in the California/Oregon Drift Gillnet Fishery).

The California drift gillnet fishery now operates primarily outside of state waters to about 150 miles offshore,
ranging from the U.S Mexico border in the south to northward of the Columbia River depending on sea
ternperature conditions. Because of seasonal fishing restrictions, and the seasonal migratory pattern of
swordfish, about 90% of the annual fishing effort occurs between August 15 and December 31. Depending
on where they fish, drift gilinet vessels primarily land fish in San Diego, San Pedro, Ventura, Morro Bay,
Monterey, Moss Landing, and San Francisco Bay area ports where it is sold in the fresh fish market providing
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high quality, locally-caught fish for the restaurant trade. Tables 2-42 and 2-43 report landings and exvessel
revenues for the drift gillnet fishery landing in California®.

Since 1994, swordfish landings have ranged between almost 600 mt and almost 900 mt and thresher shark
landings have ranged between 200 and 400 mt. Relatively high valued landings of all species harvested in
this fishery have averaged about 1,500 mt since 1994 (Tables 2-44 and 2-45). The ex-vesse! value of the
fishery in constant $1999 ranged between almost $3.5 million to more than $6 million during this time period.
Swordfish provided the largest share of total ex-vessel revenue, ranging from $2.7 million to almost $5 million
over 1994-1999,

The two other species of thresher sharks caught in this fishery are bigeye thresher and pelagic thresher.
Shortfin mako constitutes an important incidental catch. They are not so abundant as to attract directed effort,
but their market quality and ex-vessel value are good (Holts 1988). Blue sharks are rarely landed or
marketed.

The incidental catch of non-target species in the drift gilinet fishery varies by year, but some of the predictable
and saleable species include albacore and bluefin tunas, Pacific honito {(Sarda chiliensis), opah (Lampris
guttatus), and louvar (Luvarus imperialis).

Bycatch in the drift gilinet fishery is mainly comprised of ocean sunfish (Mola mola) and blue shark. In the
period 1990-1998, ocean sunfish amounted to 26.1% of the total observed catch of which 80.6% were
returned alive, and blue shark amounted to 15.2% of the total observed catch of which 14.5% were returned
alive (Holts and Rasmussen 1999).

To protect gray whales, in 1985, California adopted a closure within 25 miles of the mainland coastline from
December 15 through the season’s end on January 31. Due to marine mammal interactions, the drift gilinet
fishery is listed as a Category | fishery under the MMPA, and required the formation of the Pacific Offshore
Cetacean Take Reduction Team in 1996 to develop a Take Reduction Plan (TRP) for the drift gilinet fishery
aimed at reducing the level of marine mammal interactions to specified levels. In 1997, regulations
implementing the TRP required all drift gilinet fishers to attach a number of acoustic “pingers” to the top and
bottom of the net, lower the top of the net to a minimum of 36 ft below the sea surface, and attend annual
“skipper workshops” to facilitate the exchange of information with NMFS regarding marine mammal
interactions in the fishery.

NMFS conducted an Endangered Species Act (ESA) required section 7 consuitation to examine the impacts
of issuing an MMPA permit authorizing the take of ESA listed marine mammais in the drift net fishery, and
found that the operation of the drift gillnet fishery would likely jeopardize the continued existence of the
leatherback and loggerhead sea turtles. The reasonable and prudent measures NMFS developed to mitigate
that jeopardy calls for the imposition of additional timefarea closures. Beginning August 15, 2001, the area
between Point Conception and 45° N latitude will be closed to drift gilinet fishing through October 31 to reduce
leatherback sea turtle impacts. If an El Nifio condition is predicted to occur, or is occurring, the area south
of Point Conception will be closed to drift gillnet fishing from August 15 to August 31, and during the entire
month of January to reduce loggerhead sea turtle impacts.

Drift gitinet landings reported in Table 242 are for California drift gilinet gear (CA-65). [t is speculated that significant amounts of
California drift gillnet swordfish landings prior to 1994 were assigned to California unknown gear {CA-0), and California entangling
net gear (CA-60). This is somewhat verified by comparing pre-1994 total West Coast swordfish landings for all gears (Table 2-1)
with swordfish fandings reported for HMS gears, the difference likely being largely attributable to landings by drift giinet gear that
was rniss-assigned to California unknown or entangling net gear.
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2.2.4.2 Harpoon

The harpoon fishery targets swordfish, although small quantities of shark are also landed by harpoon gear,
most often common thresher and shortfin mako (Tables 2-46 and 2-47). There have been infrequent reports
of blue, hammerhead (Sphyrna spp), soupfin (Galeorhinus zyopferus}, and white (Carcharodon carcharias)
sharks being recorded as taken with harpoon gear*. Swordfish landings and exvessel revenues peaked in
1978 at 1,172 mt, decreased to a record low of 16 mt in 1991, before rising over tenfold in 1993-94 and finally
settling to around 80 mt over 1996-1999. Landings were typically less than 200 mt in most years. Sizes
average 149 cm in length (cleithrum to fork in tail} or 85 kg dressed weight in 1881 to 1993.

The harpoon fishery for swordfish in California dates back 3,000 years when Native Americans fished with
stone and wooden harpoons from driftwood canoes. The modern harpoon fishery off California began in the
early 1900s, was the primary gear for swordfish from the early 1900s to the 1880s, and declined in 1980, when
drift gillnet fishing started. Many vessels converted to drift gilinet fishing gear or obtained permits to use both
types of gear. Today, only a handful of vessels continues to participate in the harpoon fishery.

Harpoon vessels are from 6 m to 26 m (20-87 ft ) in length with a 6 m to 8 m bow plank and hold capacities
up to 100 mt (Coan et al. 1898). When a fish is spotted, the plank is positioned above the swordfish and the
harpoon thrown from the end of the plank. The fish is stored over ice for the rest of the trip. The hand-held
harpoon consists of a 10-16 foot metal and/or wood pole attached to a 2-foot long metal shank and tipped with
a 4-inch tethered bronze or iron dart. The harpoon is thrown at a surface-basking fish by a person standing
on a metal pulpit at the end of a long plank at the vessel's bow (Coan et al. 1998). After harpooning, the
handle is pulled free from the dart, and the mainline, marker fiag, and floats are thrown overboard, leaving
the fish to tire itself. The vessel then proceeds to search for and/or harpoon other fish, After the fish is tired,
in approximately two hours, the vessel returns to retrieve it.

The harpoon fishing season typically begins in May, peaks in July to September, and ends in December,
coincident with the annual northwesterly movement of the North Equatorial Countercurrent and during months
of calm sea conditions that harpoon fishing generally requires. Fishing usually concentrates in the Southern
California Bight (SCB) off San Diego early in the season and shifts to areas as far north as Oregon [ater in
the season, especially in El Nifio years. Swordfish are usually sighted basking at the surface of the water in
temperatures between 12° to 26°C. In El Nifio years, the range of water temperatures where the majority of
swordfish sightings occur narrows and favors warmer temperatures between 20° and 22°C. Harpoon is legal
gear in California and Oregon, but is not defined as legal gear in Washington.

Harpoon vessels work in conjunction with an airplane to spot swordfish basking at the surface beyond
binocular range from a vessel or sub-surface swordfish. Spotter planes were introduced in the sarly 1870s.
Spotter planes were banned by California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) for one year during 1976,
In 1984, spotter airplanes were allowed full-time in the fishery.

Confinement of the fishery to a relatively small area, principally the calm waters of the SCB, leaves it
vulnerable to changing environmental conditions and cornpetition frorn other gears. Environmental effects
during El Nifio events lead to decreased catches and CPUE. Competition from the drift gillnet fishery since
1980 has also led to decreased harpoon catches. Prices received for harpoon-caught swordfish generally
exceed those from drift gilinet-caught swordfish, since the harpoon-caught swordfish do not spend the time
in the net that the drift gillnet-caught swordfish do, and thereby generally aliowing a fresher product. The
harpoon season tends to taper off when the drift gilinet season begins because the substantial increase in
swordfish volume lowers the ex-vessel swordfish price for harpoon-caught swordfish. The effects (ifany) from
recent increases in offshore longline fisheries are not yet seen.

) Shark catches by harpoon gear are highly suspect according to industry and Coan et al. (1998},
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2.2.5 High Seas Longline Fishery

The first U.S. lenglining for billfish and tunas in the eastem Pacific was conducted on a non-commercial basis
by the Pacific Oceanic Fishery Investigations (POF}) of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. In 1952 and 1954,
18 longline sets were made from POFI vessels (Royce 1957). Similar experimental fishing was conducted
by the CDFG (Wiison and Shimada, 1955). in 1954 and 1955, in connection with underwater nuclear tests
conducted on the high seas southwest of California, four longline cruises were undertaken by the U.S. Atomic
Energy Commission. These operations produced unspecified catches of billfish (Shimada 1962). In 1968
and 1969, the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service conducted a series of
experimental longline cruises off of Baja and Southern California to explore the viability of an alternative
method for harvesting swordfish (Kato 1968, Kato 1969). The primary mission of these cruises was to see
how longline fishing, a successfui method on the east coast but not used by California fishers, compared with
the traditional harpoon method. The resulis indicated that the catch rate using longline gear was high enough
to support a fishery during the late fall and winter (Kato 1969). The Scripps Institute of Oceanography also
conducted experimental longline fishing for funas and billfish off Baja in 1970 (Blackburn et al. 1970).

The first major commercial longline fishery in the eastern Pacific started in 1956, and expanded rapidly, when
Japanese longline vessels targeting bilifish began operating east of 130" W longitude. In the mid 1960s,
vessels from Korea and Taiwan also began longline operations in the eastern Pacific (Joseph et al. 1973).

Even though pelagic longline gear has been used in Hawaii since 1918, the U.S. did not participate in the
Pacific longline fishery for bilifish and tunas in a substantial way until the 1990s. Prior to the 1970s, pelagic
fongline was used fo target yellowfin tuna by a smali number of local vessels fishing in the waters surrounding
the main Hawaiian Islands. During the 1970s, Hawaiian longline fishers began to set gear deeper to caich
more valuable bigeye tuna. This fishery adopted new monofilament gear in the late 1980s, replacing older-
style rope “basket” gear with a more flexible system of line throwers and snap-on branch lines and floatlines
that allowed much greater flexibility in fishing depth. This flexibility contributed fo the development of the
swordfish longline fishery (WPFMC 1994).

in the 1950s, local Hawaiian longline vessels rarely fished more that about 20 nm from shore. During the
1960s, a higher CPUE prompted a growing number of vessels to extend their range 100 to 400 nm south of
Oahu. In the late 1980s, east coast vessels began joining the Hawaiian longline fishery after leaving Atlantic
and Gulf of Mexico tuna and swordfish longline fisheries. Longline techniques used to target swordfish were
infroduced to Hawaii by this east coast group and established Hawait as a major producer of swordfish (Coan
et al. 1999). The expanded fishery became the largest in the state in terms of landings and revenue. With
the advent of the swordfish fongline fishery, a segment of the fishery began to routinely make trips beyond the
EEZ to swordfish grounds 400 to 1,000 nm away. In 1991, there were approximately 23 vessels, about 16%
of the longline fleet, in this distant water fishery that targeted swordfish year-round. In 1992, 66 vessels
targeted swordfish sometime during the year, while 27 vessels fished for swordfish full-time. Trips targeting
swordfish accounted for 23% of the fotal number of longline trips taken in 1992 (WPFMC 1994}, Hawaiian
swordfish longliners average 30-40 days at sea per trip and fish up to 1,500 miles from Hawaii, compared to
tuna longliners that average 7-10 days per trip and fish closer to the islands (Dollar 1992).

The Western Pacific Fishery Management Council developed and impiemented the Fishery Management Plan
for Pelagic Fisheries of the Western Pacific Region in 1987 (52 FR 5983). The FMP prohibited forsign
longline vessels from fishing within certain areas of the EEZs of Hawaii, and Guam. In response to the rapid
influx of east coast longliners in the late 1980s, Amendment 4 to this FMP extended previous emergency
interim rules (56 FR 14866; 56 FR 28116) that were implemented to arrest the rapid growth of the longline
fishery. This 1991 amendment (56 FR 518489} established a moratorium on new participants from entering
the Hawaiian longiine fishery. Under this regulation, a longline vessel fishing in the Hawaii EEZ, or using the
EEZ with pelagic species onboard, or landing pelagic fish in Hawaii, must have a limited entry permit. In 1994,
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Amendment 7 to this FMP replaced the moratorium with a limited entry program for the Hawaiian longline
fishery (59 FR 26979) limiting the fishery to 167 vessels.

Under California law, fongline fishing in the EEZ off California is prohibited. However, California registered
vessels are allowed to land longline caught fish in California ports as long as fishing takes place outside of
the EEZ. In 1991, there were three longline vessels that fished beyond the EEZ targeting swordfish and
bigeye tuna and unioaded their catch and re-provisioned in California ports. In 1993, a Gulf coast fish
processor set up an infrastructure at Ventura Harbor, California to provide longline vessels with ice, gear, bait,
and fuel, and fish offloading and transportation services (Vojkovich and Barsky 1998). Consequently, longline
vessels seeking an alternative to the Gulf of Mexico longline fishery, and precluded from entering the Hawaii
fishery, began arriving in Southern California. By 1994, 31 vessels comprised this California based fishery,
fishing beyond the EEZ, and landing swordfish and tunas into California ports. These vessels fished side-by-
side with Hawaiian vessels in the area around 135" W longitude in the months from September through
January.

Other marketable species in the longline catch include opah (Lampris regius), dolphin {Coryphaena hippurus},
and escolar {Lepidocybium flavobrunneum). Relatively few sharks, in proportion to those caught, have been
marketed from this fishery. The major shark bycatch is blue shark, which is discarded. Other bycatch includes
striped martin, turtles, birds, and marine mamrnals.

West coast swordfish landings by California-based longline vessels have ranged from 28 mt in 1991 to 497
mtin 1994(Table 2-48), with swardfish accounting for 78%, tunas 9% and sharks 6% of total longline landings
in 1594 (Table 2-49). From 1891 through 1994, swoerdfish landings by California-based longline vessels grew
from 3 to 29% of total West Coast swordfish landings (Tables 2-48 and 2-1). In 1994, total West Coast
longline landings were more than five times those in 1993 (636 mt). The overall trend for West Coast iongline
tandings from 1991 is decidedly increasing, ranging from a 1991 low of 56 mt to the 1999 high of 1,524 mt,
with longline-caught swordfish increasing from 27 mt to 1,287 mt (Table 2-50). There is a developmental
pelagic longline fishery authorized off Oregon, but it has produced negligible landings (Table 2-51). California
receives virtually all of the high seas longline catch (Tabie 2-52). In 1994, West Coast swordfish landings by
California-based longline vessels represented 35% of total swordfish exvessel revenues, by 1999 this share
had risen to 56% (Tables 2-53, 2-54, 2-55 and 2-2)

By 1995, only six longline vessels made a high seas trip from a California paort, although 22 vessels made at
least one longline landing (Vajkovich and Barsky 1998). The group of vesseils that came to California from the
Gulf of Mexico in 1993 and 1994 left the California based fishery and either returned to the Gulf of Mexico
fishery, or acquired Hawaiian longline permits in order to have fishery options for the months from February
to September, when fishing within range of California ports drops off substantially. Many of the vessels that
had participated in the California fishery had discovered productive swordfish fishing grounds in the fall and
winter that were further east than the Hawaiian fleet usually operated. As the California fleet migrated to
Hawaii, these vessels continued to move east later in the year, and operated out of California ports when it
became closer than returning to Hawaii. These vessels fished from California until about January, when the
pattern of fishing moved fo the west, and cperating from Hawaii became more convenient. Consequentiy,
beginning in the latter part of 1995, a number of vessels from the Hawaiian fleet began a pattern of fishing
operations that moved to California in the fail and winter and then back to Hawaii in the spring and summer.

Longline fishing gear consists of a main line strung horizontally across 1-100 km (< 1-62 mi) of ocean,
supported at regular intervals by vertical float lines connected to surface floats. Descending from the main
line are branch lines, each ending in 2 single, baited hook. The main line droops in a curve from one float line
to the next and bears some number (2-25) of branch lines between floats. Fishing depth is determined by the
iength of the floatlines and branchiines, and the amount of sag in the main line between floats (Boggs and tto
1993). The depth of hooks affects their efficiency at catching different species (Hanamoto 1976, 1987; Suzuki
et al. 1977; Boggs 1992). When targeting swordfish, vessels typically fish 24 to 72 km {15-45 mi) of 600 to
1,200 pound test monofilament mainline per set. Mainlines are rigged with 22 m branch lines atapproximately
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61 m intervals and buoyed every 1.6 km (1 mi). Between 800 and 1,300 hooks are deployed per set. Large
squid (/flex spp.) are known to be used for bait; various colored light sticks are also used. The mainline is
deployed in 4 to 7 hr and left fo drift (unattached) for 7 to 10 hr. Radio beacons are attached to the gear for
recovery. Retrieval requires 7 to 10 hr. Fishing occurs primarily during the night when more swordfish are
available in surface waters. Generally, longtine gear targeting tuna is set in the morning at depths below 100
m, and hauled in the evening. Longline gear targeting swordfish is set at sunset at depths less than 100 m,
and hauled at sunrise. A typical longliner carries a crew of six, including the captain, although some of the
smaller vessels operate with a four-man crew. Fishing trips last around 3 weeks. Most vessels do not have
buiit-in refrigeration equipment, limiting their trip length. The fish are iced and sold as “fresh”.

Longline-caught fish are soid to wholesale fish dealers. Local California fisheries, distant offshare fisheries,
and imports from Hawaii, Chile, and Taiwan al! influence the ex-vessel price paid to tocal longliners for
swordfish. Swordfish are often graded by size and quality and the price adjusted accordingly.

At present, management authority rests with the State of California. Current fishery regulations include only
hasic commercial fishing license requirements and prohibited species (striped marlin) provisions. The High
Seas Compliance Act, passed to impiement the Agreement to Promote Compliance with International
Conservation and Management Measures by Fishing Vessels on the High Seas and adopted by the United
Nations in 1993, requires logbooks for U.S. vessels fishing beyond the EEZ.

in August 2000, as the result of the case Center for Marine Conservation vs. NMFS, a federat district court
issued an order directing the NMFS to complete an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS} to assess the
environmentat impacts of fishing activities conducted under the Fishery Management Plan for Pelagic
Fisheries of the Western Pacific Regicn by Aprit 1, 2001, and ordered restrictions and closures over millions
of square miles of the Hawaiian longline fishery’s usual and accustomed fishing grounds. These court ordered
closures effectively eliminated the swordfish fishery. As a result, some Hawaiian longline permit holders de-
registered their vessels from the permit, and proceeded to fish from California ports, as was their custom
during this time of year.

NMFS completed the EIS in March, 2001, and, consistent with a Biological Opinion that was issued at the
same time, NMFS found it necessary to implement measures for the protection of endangered and threatened
sea turtles. Such measures inciuded a prohibition against targeting swordfish north of the equator by
Hawaiian longline vessels, and prohibits longline fishing by Hawaiian longline vessels in waters south of the
Hawaiian Islands from 15° N latitude to the equator, and from 145° W longitude to 180%Iongitude during the
months of April and May. This decision is being challenged in a lawsuit filed by the Hawaiian Longline
Association. As of July 2001, about 20 Hawaiian longline vessels sit idle in San Pedre Harbor.

Oregon does allow the harvest of swordfish and blue shark within the EEZ under a developmental fishery
permit; however, no landings have occurred under the permits. Up to 10 permits are allowed for biue shark
and 20 for swordfish. Since 1995, the number of blue shark permits issued in a year has ranged from none
to six and the number of swordfish permits issued has ranged from one te nine. Permit stipulations restrict
the harvest from within 25 miles of the shore.

2.2.6 Other Fisheries

Gilinet fishers reported that during the late 1990s, vesseis using smail-mesh (3.5-8.5 inches stretched mesh)
drift gillnets started fishing for albacore and biuefin tuna off southern and central California. While the large-
mesh drift gilinet fishery is well documented through logbooks and NMFS at-sea marine mammai observer
program, little is known about the directed take of highly migratory species in the small-mesh fishery. Data
that are avaitable from CDFG iogbooks show the fishery consisted of four vessels in 2001and two vessels in
2000. Fishermen claim there may be as many as many as 8-10 vessels that occasionally use small-mesh
drift gilinets when albacore and bluefin tuna are available. PacFIN data indicates there could be as many as
20 vessels which might have fished small-mesh drift gilinets based on landing receipts for drift gillnet vessels
landing albacore and bluefin tuna, but not swordfish. Under California law it is illegal to take swordfish with
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stretched mesh less than 14 inches so an absence of swordfish landings by vessels using drift gilinet gear
was used to screen potentiat small-mesh fishing operations.

Currently, California vessels that participate in the smati-mesh drift gillnet fishery need a General Gill/Trammet
Net Permit and must also fill out gilinet logs for each day they fish. Off the centrat California coast there are
several nearshore closures to protect seabirds and marine mammals, however none extends into the EEZ.
There are no restrictions on the length of net that may be set, although past observations on small-mesh
gitinet fisheries shows vessels generally set no more than 800 fathoms of net. Generally, the cork line is at
the surface and the lead line may extend as deep as 6 fathoms. The four vesseis that submitted logs reported
using stretched mesh between 6 and 7 inches. Studies by NMFS in the 1970's indicate that the maximum
take of smaller fish {12-15 pounds) occurs when 7.5 inch mesh is used (Bartoo, NMFS, La Jolla, pers.
comm.}. Owing to similar body shape, the bluefin and yellowfin tuna taken by these nets are probably the
same size. Field observations by COFG wardens of small-mesh drift gillnet vessels landing albacore reported
similar results with the fish reported in the 10-14 pound size range. This is the same general size albacore
troll boats land, vessels that are fishing in the same area as the DGN vessels.

The four vessels that were documented as using small-mesh drift gilinets landed between 1.0 and 15.0 mt
of albacore and 0.0 to 3.0 mt of bluefin tuna during the 2001 season (Table 2.56). These landings accounted
for between 20% and 48% of gross receipts. To the north, these vessels fished between Point Conception
and Point Sur and seaward as far as 50 nm offshore. In southern California, they fished seaward of La Jolia
and in the vicinity of Cortez Bank. All the effort took place between July and October. None of the vessels
reported making sets in the turtle closure area off central California during the closure August 15 through
October 31.

Swordfish are also taken by a growing Mexican fleet of approximately 50 vessels converted from drift gilinet
to longline gear. Mexican drift gilinet vessels first deployed drift gilinets in 1985, The number of vessels
increased to 31 by 1993. As in the U.S. drift gillnet fishery, these vessels target the more valuable swordfish
and land pelagic sharks as a profitable bycatch, The vessels and gear in this fleet are similar to the California-
based drift gilinet fleet, except that in Mexico nets may be 4.8 km in length.

2.2.7 Processing, Products, and Imports

In California, there were 90 seafood processors in 1995. Of these, five processed over 45,360 kg of swordfish.
Processors receive, process, and sell the fish wholesale. As with processors on the east coast, they receive
mostiy fresh, dressed swordfish. However, unlike the east coast, there is a greater demand for fish weighing
over 45 kg dressed weight (approximately 60 kg whole weight), called marker fish, than for fish under 45 kg,
called pups. Processors usually cut the swordfish into loins, but there is a growing trend of cutting the
swordfish into 198-t0-227 gm steaks, called portion control. Pacific processors distribute equaily across the
U.S. Theyalso import fresh and frozen swordfish when the U.S. fisheries are closed. Most California swordfish
is sold to local markets. U.S. imports of swordfish are shown in Table 2-57. From 1971 to 1975, virtually no
swordfish were imported due to the mercury restriction of 0.5 ppm.

2.2.8 _Recreational Fishing

Recreational fishing for large, migratory pelagic species began off southern Califomia and Baja California,
Mexico in the late 1800s. This fishery now operates year round with peaks in activity for tuna, bilifish and
pelagic sharks during the spring and summer and lasting into the fall. The fleet is composed of privately
owned vessels, as well as charter vessels, party boats, and head boats, collectively called commercial
passenger fishing vesseis (CPFV). The HMS recreational fisheries off the Washington and Oregon coasts
are solely for albacore tuna using hook-and-line gear. A recreational fishing license is not required to fish for
albacore tuna in Washington but is required in Oregon. The Washington and Oregon recreational fishery is
open year-round and there is no minimurn size limit, In Washington, there is no catch or possession limit. In
Oregon, albacore tuna come under the catch limit of 25 miscellaneous fish.
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Biological and socioeconomic data for HMS recreational fisheries pale in comparison to those for HMS
commercial fisheries. State administered logbook programs are an important source of recreational fishing
catch and effort data for CPFV patrons, including those participating on long-range trips aboard California
based CPFVs into Mexican waters (Table 2-58). The National Marine Fisheries Service conducts the Marine
Recreational Fishing Statistical Survey (MRFSS) which routinely collects recreational catch and effort data
from West Coast marine anglers, including those targeting HMS from CPFVs and privately owned vessels,
as well as occasionat add-on surveys to collect angler socioeconomic data (Table 2-53). The data available
from MRFSS and the state recreational fishery monitoring programs are provided to the coastwide
recreational fishery network data system (RecFiN) where they are integrated into a comprehensive coastwide
marine recreational fishery data base. Recreational billfish fishery data are also collected by the Southwest
Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC) through its Billfish-Angler Survey and the Billfish Tagging Programs. The
data from these programs are published annually in the Billfish Newsletter (Holts and Prescott 2001).

West coast recreational fishing activity directed towards large, migratory pelagic species emanates mainly
from CPFVs and privately owned vessels departing sportfish landings, marinas and launch ramps dotting the
southern California coast from LA to San Diego. The Sportfishing Association of California (SAC) is the major
industry organization representing nearly 200 CPFVs operating out of 23 landings from Morro Bay to San
Diego. This fleet carries almost 1 million passengers annually to local and Mexican fishing grounds. The fleet
and supporting shoreside facilities represent a monetary investment totaling close to $80 million, and a labor
force of about 4,000 persons. In 2000, there were an estimated 876,000 trips taken aboard southern California
based CPFVs resulting in a total catch of 2,941,000 fish, a 44% and 30% increase respectively from 1999
(RecFIN). Approximately 429,000, 49%, of all southern California based CPFV trips in 2000 accounted for
total HMS catches of 99,000 fish, 3% of the total CPFV catch. This is 12 times the number of trips, and a21%
increase in HMS catch compared to 1999.

A large number of southern California based privately owned vessels are used to recreationally fish for HMS,
upwards of 6,000 annually. These vessels cover a wide rang of sizes and types, ranging in length from 17 ft
skiffs to 90 ft or greater luxury yachts, with many vessels under 30 ft. In 2000, private vessels made
approximately 1,760,000 fishing trips, of which 1,318,000, 75%, resulted in HMS caiches. This was an
increase of 51% and 100% in total trips and HMS trips from 1999 (RecFIN). The estimated total recreational
catch of southern California based private vessels in 2000 was 2,594,000 fish of which 57,000, 2%, were HMS
(RecFiN), up 37% and 150% respectively from 1999, Southern California based private vessels accounted
for 75% of the total (CPFV plus private vesset) number of HMS trips, and 37% of total HMS catches in 2000,
a decrease of 21% and an increase of 6§8% respectively from 1839.

Information from an add-on expenditure survey to the MRFSS in 2000 (Gentner et al. 2001) indicates that
across all species, and the entire West Coast, expenditures by participants -- CPFV, private vessel and shore
-- on marine recreational fishing was estimated at $4.5 billion in 2000. Southern California anglers (residents
and non-residents} accounted for the largest share, 38%, followed by Washington anglers, 31%, northern
California anglers, 17%, and Oregon anglers 14%. Estimates of southern California CPFV and private vessel
trip expenditures totaled $205 million in 2000, 62% CPFV and 38% private vessel. Based on the proportions
of HMS trips of total recreational trips for CPFV and private vessels, HMS frip expenditures for CPFVs were
$62 million and HMS trip expenditures for private vessels were $58 million in 2000. In addition to trip
expenditures, southern California residents spent $1.5 billion on fishing equipment {e.g. vessels and tackle)
and other semi-durable (e.g. maintenance) and durable (e.g. vacation home) items used primarily for marine
recreational fishing.

2.2.8 1 Charter/Party Boat Fleet

The tropical tunas, billfish and sharks become available off the West Coast as they move seasonally eastward
from oceanic waters and northward from Mexico. Except during periods of warm water, recreational catches
of these species are almost exclusively from waters off southern California (Table 2-60). Albacore move into
the coastal waters along the West Coast from more temperate waters offshore. The timing and extent of the
species appearance is dependent on seasonal development of environmental and oceanographic conditions
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such as water temperature, coastal up welling, strength of the California Current, El Nifio episodes and
possibly longer decadal cycles. Albacore are one of the most important species caught by the West Coast
CPFV fleet (Table 2-61).

The CPFV fleet offers short trips from one to two days and long-range trips of up to 15 days into Mexican
waters. The fleet is made up about 300 vessels from about 8 to 40 m in length and target large peiagic
species when quantities occur within their range.

The smaller and faster California sport fishers licensed to carry six passengers or less are called 6-packs.
Six-pack vessels target tunas, bilifish and coastal pelagic species on one or two-day trips. These vessels are
more likely to spend the extra time necessary to catch billfish if requested by their clientele. The larger CPFV
vessels may carry 40 or more passengers and target albacore, bluefin, yellowfin, skipjack, dorado and coastal
pelagic species on long-range trips into Mexico and shorter trips of one or two days within the SCB. Few
CPFV vessels with more than six passengers will take the time necessary to catch billfish or pelagic sharks
because it limits fishing activity of other passengers.

In California, charter vessels are required to submit logbooks from each trip detailing the number of anglers
and catch by species to Department of Fish and Garne. Oregon and Washington do not require CPFV
logbooks, but Washington does have a voluntary CPFV logbook. The state agencies also conduct occasional
angler interviews to supplement caich and effort data.

California catches from the CPFV logbooks for HMS are shown in Table 2-58 from 1980 to 1998. Fishing
effort in terms of angler hours reported by CDFG is summarized for northern California, southern California
and Baja California, Mexico (Figure 2-2). Annual tuna catches for the CPFV fleet over the period 1990 — 1998
averaged 85,400 yellowfin, 41,000 skipjack and 11,000 bluefin tuna (Figure 2-3). Of that, 87%, 66%, and
87%, respectively, were landed on vessels operating in Mexican waters. California’s CPFV catch for 1998,
by CDFG block number indicates highest catches in the SCB, and south of San Clemente Istand for albacore,
yeflowfin, bluefin, bigeye, skipjack, and dorado. CPUE in catch per angler hours fished for 1998 and by block
number show distinct areas of greater angler success for albacore, yeliowfin, bluefin, bigeye, skipjack, and
dorado. Figures 2-4 through 2-9 present the 1998 California charter/party fleet catch locations for albacore,
yellowfin, bluefin, bigeye, skipjack, and dorado, respectively. Figures 2-10 through 2-15 present the 1998
California charter/party fleet catch per unit of effort for albacore, yellowfin, bluefin, bigeye, skipjack, and
dorado by area, respectively.

Albacore is an important recreational species for California’s charter/party fleet. Average catch was 90,000
fish annually over the 1980- 1998 period of which 80% were taken off Mexico (Table 2-58). Catches off
California fluctuated widely during the period, ranging from 171 to 54,500 fish annually. Strong EI Nifio
conditions and possibly decadal shifts in oceanographic conditions have a strong influence on albacore
distribution and movement patterns. Reported albacore CPUE increased in the 1980s and late 1990s when
El Nifio conditions were present (Figure 2-16).

California CPFV vessels also conduct night fishing trips for blue and mako sharks during the spring and
summer and daytime trips for thresher sharks in coastal waters when supported by adequate
passengers/client interest. The CPFV data indicate catches of shortfin make, commen thresher, and blue
sharks averaged 292, 90, and 2,835, respectively, between 1890 and 1998.

A specialized sector of this California fishery is the long-range and multi-day fleet that fishes extensively off
Mexico. Mexico provides special permits, subject to payment of fees, certain port call requirements, and
observer and reporting requirements. in 1998, an unprecedented problem occurred for the California long-
range fleet when it was required to halt operations late in the calendar year off Mexico after the IATTC
yellowfin purse seine quota was reached. Under IATTC’s yellowfin quota system, when the quota is met,
fishing ceases for both the commercial and recreational charter fleets. This resulted in the loss of the key
holiday period to the U.S. charter fleet.
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Mexican daily recreational catch (hag) limits are more conservative than CDFG limits. For most species, the
Mexican daily bag limit is five fish, with a total daily limit of 10 fish. There are excepticns, however, and in the
case of marlin, sailfish, swordfish, and shark, the limit is one, and it counts as though an angler caught five
of any other species within that angler’s daily 10 fish limit. The dorado limit is two, and is equivalent to five fish
of any other species. When skindiving, the daily limit is five of all species combined. SCUBA diving is
prohibited for taking fish in marine waters. Caich and release is encouraged. These regulations were
implemented in May 1995, and may be up for revision in the near future.

The San Diego Bay long-range charter vessel fleet is comprised of approximately 57 vessels. The fleet is
based at three sport fishing landings: H&M Landing, with 26 vessels; Point Loma Sport Fishing, with 13
vessels; and Fisherman’s Landing, with 18 vessels (London Group 1999). The typical fishing season is March
through October. During the off-season (November to February), about 15% of the vessels fish in more
northerly waters and the remaining 85% remain in San Diego for repair and maintenance for the upcoming
season. Approximately 544 persons are directly employed as crew members, in maintenance, dock workers,
in administration, and in retail {London Group 1999). Twe-thirds are fuli-time employees and most are
employed as crew. The number of crew per vessel ranges from between three and 15 with a median of eight.
Retall and administrative weorkers oversee the duties of booking fishing trips and running the local tackle and
bait shops. During the off-season, only one or two crew members of the vessels not operating on a full-time
schedule stay employed to help with the repairs and maintenance of the vessel. The other workers may find
other jobs locally in San Diego but all reside in San Diego throughout the year.

Atotal of 154,567 fishers visited the three sportfish landings in San Diego Bay in 1998 (London Group 1999).
Approximately 66,355 fished in U.S. waters and the remaining 88,212 fished the waters off of Mexico. At H&M
Landing, 39,000 fished in Mexican waters and 42,356 fished in U.S. waters. At Point Loma Spertfishing,
23,246 fished in Mexican waters and 13,947 fished in Mexican waters. At Fisherman’s Landing, 25,966 fished
in Mexican waters and 10,052 fished in U.S. waters.

The most recent survey of the San Diego Bay charter/party sport fishing industry conctuded that in 1989, only
44% of persons who fished from San Diego Bay sportfish landings actually lived in San Diego County (NMFS,
Results of the Southern California Sportfish Economic Survey, 1991). The remaining 56% came to San Diego
from outside of the County. The number of fishers from outside of San Diego County has now grown to 80%,
with Los Angeles the largest source (Londen Group 1899).

The total economic activity occurring within San Diego Bay (Fisherman’s Landing, Point Loma Sportfishing,
and H&M Landing) in 1999 was 1,200 jobs, $25.3 million in earnings, $49 million in economic output making
it a critically important industry to San Diego's economy (Table 2-62) (London Group 1999).° This type of
detailed participation and expenditure data is currently lacking for other fleets and areas.

In Washington, the major port for charter vessels is Westport, which has seven charter offices with an average
of fifteen charter vessels that routinely fish for albacore tuna in the summer meonths. The importance of
albacore tuna to this fleet has risen in the last decade as other fishery opportunities (e.g. salmon and rockfish)
have declined.

Based on information from charter vessel operators, the Washington recreational fishery has been fairly
stable, with increases in catch in recent years. The distance from shore varies from year-to-year (in 2000, the
average distance was 64 nm) and charter vessels often take two-day fishing trips for albacore. According to
one charter operator, the number of anglers reserving tuna trips on his vessei nearly doubled from 1992 to
1998. The amount of tuna caught has also increased in proportion to the number of anglers, from about 1,300
in 1992 to about 3,000 in 1998.

5 Because the London Group (1999) study covered alt CPFV species, not all of this economic activity can be directly attributed to HMS
CPFV fishing out of San Diego Bay.
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Washington has a voluntary program for charter/party logbooks, which was instituted in 2000 with a 69%
compliance rate. Based on the 2000 Washington logbook data, over 8,000 albacore were caught by over
1,300 anglers. The average number of albacore caught per person is six with an average weight of 14.5
pounds. Oregon does not have a logbook program.

It is difficult to separate the charter/party beat fishery from the private vessel recreational fishery in
Oregon{see the private sport description below for additional details). Albacore sport fishing off Oregon has
increased in recent years due to improvements in navigational aids and marine equipment and greater
appreciation of albacore as game fish, Depending upon the availability of albacore nearshore, recreational
landings have ranged from 11 mt to about 80 mt in recent years, accounting for up to 2% of the total Oregon
albacore harvest. Charter vessels account for 60-70% of the total recreational catch. The majority of effort
and catch is concentrated along the central part of the Oregon coast, though landings occur in ports coast
wide. The majority of the charter effort is out of Depot Bay and Newport, with less effort out of Garibaldi and
Brookings.

2.2.8.2 Private Sport Fishing Fleet

The California recreational, rod-and-reef fishery, fishery for tuna, striped marlin and swordfish developed about
the turn of the century. The Tuna Ciub of Avalon, Santa Catalina Island, California was established in 1898,
and set the standard for big game fishing in waters off California which is widely adhered to today, “fair play
to game fishes” (United Anglers of Southern California 2001: From brochure Recreational Fishing in Southern
California). To this end, strict rules were designed to give the fish an even chance, and these rules became
the foundation for the International Garne Fish Association’s regulations for fish to qualify for its record books.

The first tuna caught by an angler to receive public acclaim was a 183 Ib. biuefin taken in 1898. A 251 |b.
bluefin, the largest yet taken using sporting tackle, was caught in 1899. In 1903, the first striped marlin caught
with rod and reel was taken off Catalina Island. The first swordfish taken by an angler was caught in 1913,
using a kite to present the bait and a prototype disc clutch reel to land the fish (United Anglers of Southern
California 2001: From brochure Recreational Fishing in Southern California). The development and early
history of big game fishing in southern California is described by Holder (1910), Grey (1919}, Ries (1997) and
Farrior {1997).

Highly migratory species continue to be highly prized by the recreational fishing community (Tables 2-59 and
2-60) although their catches of tuna and swordfish are relative low in quantity compared to the commercial
catch. Swordfish and striped marlin were listed as game fish in 1931 and required a sport-fishing license
issued by the CDFG. The California State legislature banned the use of harpoons to take striped mariin in
1935 and further curtailed the sale and import of striped mariin in 1937 thus preserving that southern
California fishery entirely for recreational anglers. Private vessel anglers are not required to report their fishing
activity or catches. Catch data from the private sport vessels are obtained through occasional CDFG
monitoring and the MRFSS. There is little opportunity to recreationally fish for marlins and swordfish north of
San Francisco. Most striped mariin fishing is from privately owned vessels based in local southern California
marinas.

Many private vessel owners also possess Mexican fishing licenses and trave! south looking for schools of tuna
and bilifish. Sport fishing vessels will target tuna when they move into southern California and northern Baja
California waters. The estimated number of private vessels in southern California fishing large pelagic fish is
4,000 to 6,000 annually, although accurate census and economic information is currently unavailable for this
fishery.

The rod-and-reel season for siriped marlin and swordfish can begin as early as May and continue through
November, although most fish are taken from July to October. Fishing locations are primarily in the SCB from
Santa Barbara, south and into Mexico. Many California anglers wili fish the productive waters around Mexico’s
Coronado Islands for tuna, martin, dorado and coastal pelagic species. A few private vessel owners travel
as far south as Magdalena Bay and Cabo San Lucas in the fall and winter.
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California recreational anglers were aliowed the use of hand-held harpoons to take swordfish until 1971.
Catching swordfish with a rod-and-reel is difficult because they are usually not receptive to bait or artificial lures
white finning at the surface. A few anglers now successfully target swordfish at night using techniques adapted
from the East Coast that employ the use of light-sticks.

Fishing records from the Balboa Angling Club, San Diego Marlin Club and the Tuna Club of Avalon provide
catches in numbers and individual sizes for striped marlin and swordfish taken by their members. Reported
swordfish catches totaled 577 fish between 1909 and 1996, peaking at 127 fish in 1978. Periods of greatest
swordfish catch occurred between 1915 to 1930 and from 1969 to 1981. The increased catches during the
latter period correspend to a similar increase in landings from California's commercial harpoen fishery and
may refiect a generally higher abundance in the southern California waters. Higher abundance may also be
related to years following Ei Nifio events {Coan et al, 1998). The average weight of swordfish recorded at
these three southern California sportfishing clubs declined during the 1909-96 period (Figure 2-17).

Reported annual catches of striped marlin by the Balboa Angling Club, San Diego Marlin Club and the Tuna
Club of Avalon have declined in recent years from 761 fish per year during the 1980s, to 273 fish per year
during the 1990s (Figure 2-18). The period between 1955 and 1965 had some of the highest catches in a
single season, but the 1980s had more consistent catches. Total annua! recreational striped marlin catch --
kept or released from the three clubs - declined from a peak of approximately 1,100 in 1963 to a low of about
180 in 2000. No year in the last decade saw a catch in excess of 400 fish. Nine or ten years in the decade of
the 1980s yielded catches in excess of 400 fish. The time series of catches shows an apparently significant
decline from a peak of about 1100 fish/year in 1963 to a iow of about 180 in 2000.

The average weight of striped marlin weighed in at the southern California sportfishing clubs from 1903 to
2000 was 68 kg (150 Ibs.) (Figure 2-19) ranging from 91 kg to 55 kg (200 to 120 Ibs.) (Holts and Prescott
2001). Early weight records possibly include a few biue marlin and/or swordfish incorrectly identified as striped
marlin. Large striped martin were more plentiful in the SCB during the 1920s although none in excess of 160
kg (350 |bs.) have been landed since the 1950s. The International Game Fish Association’s all tackle record
for striped marlin is 224 kg (494 Ibs.) taken off New Zealand.

The only estimates of recreational fishing effort for marlin and swordfish come from the SWFSC’s Bitifish
Angler Survey (Squire and Au 1990, Holts and Prescott 2001}. The survey began in 1969, and coliects catch
and effort data from individual anglers fishing for billfish and swordfish in key locations throughout the Pacific
Ocean. The average catch rate for ali bilifish from aii areas was 0.50 fish per angler day over the 1995-99
period, and reached an all time high of 0.61 in 2000. The lowest catch rates averaged 0.34 during the mid-
1970s.

Recreational striped marlin catch rates for southern Caiifornia, Baja California and Hawaii are estimated using
data from the Bilifish Angler Survey. Highest angler success for striped marlin occurs off Baja California 0.41
fish per angler day in 1999 compared to a fairly consistent 0.10 catch rate for southern California and Hawaii
(Figure 2-20). Even though there appears no overali trend for the period several periods of highs and lows
are evident, For example, periods immediately following strong El Nifio episodes are marked with greater
variance between years. Squires and Au (1990) found that joint-venture longline fisheries operating near Baja
California in the 1970s was related to declining angler catch rates for striped marlin. Mexico restricted foreign
longlines from fishing in its EEZ for two years beginning in 1976, during which time, the angler catch rate for
billfish off Baja California increased by almost 60%. A period of limited longlining that began in 1982 was
again correlated with a decline in angler catch rates. Mexico canceled all longline permits to fish bilifish and
tuna within its EEZ in 1990. Patterns of striped marlin catch rates during the 1969-99 period should also be
considered in the context of the technological changes in angling effort that have cccurred over the period (i.e.
Loran A, Loran C, GPS, satellite imagery, faster vessels, etc.). Due to the relative difficulty in catching
swordfish with rod-and-reel gear, recreational swordfish catch rates are significantly lower than striped marlin
catch rates. Anglers fishing in southern California (and northern Mexico) reported swordfish catches of 0 to
0.002 fish per day between 1990 and 1997.
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Sport fishers successfully target both juvenile and adult shortfin mako and common thresher sharks. Shark
angling has experienced increased popularity in southern California waters during the last decade. Private
vessel sport-fishing effort targeting blue and shortfin mako sharks reached 410,000 trips in 1989 and has
remained high. Currently there are about eight shark fishing tournaments held annually in southern California.

The SWFSC's angler-based Bitlfish Tagging Program provides data on the movement, geographic distribution
patterns and survivability of billfish caught off the West Coast. In 1999, 486 individual anglers and 158
captains reported tagging at least one billfish (Holts and Prescott 2001). Southermn California sportfishing club
records show the number of striped marlin released or tagged and released has increased from 20% to 50%
in the 1980s to over 90% in the most recent years. In 1998 bluefin tuna was incorporated into the tagging
program.

Recapture dataindicate that striped marlin and swordfish move extensively throughout the Pacific, but without
specific patterns of migration. These movements, whether nomadic wanderings or generally discursive,
expose them to high-seas commercial and coastal recreational fisheries. Striped marlin tag releases total
20,503 with 327 recaptures giving a 1.6% rate of recapture (Table 2-63). The majority of tagged striped marlin
were released from Hawaii, southern California, and Baja California Sur. Recaptures indicate movement from
southern California to Baja California, Sur {Figure 2-21) but little or no movement in the reverse direction.
Striped marlin tagged off southern California and Baja California have been recaptured in the central Pacific.
There is no indication of direct movement from Hawaii to the West Coast.

Cooperating billfish angiers and U.S. commercial fishers have tagged a total of 504 swordfish. Recaptures
total 15 for a return rate of 2.98%. (Table 2-63). The SWFSC, along with cooperating southern California
billfish anglers and commercial fishers, tagged 17 swordfish in 1978 in an effort to identify movement patterns
in the SCB. Six of those swordfish were recaptured within 35 days and none had moved more than 30 nm
(Figure 2-22). Two swordfish tagged north of Hawaii on U.S. longline vessels moved northeast toward the
Woest Coast and were recaptured by other commercial fishing vessels (Figure 2-22). One swordfish was
recovered near San Clemente Island by a drift gillnet vessel.

In Oregon, it is difficult to distinguish the charter/party boat fishery from the private vessel recreational fishery.
Private vessels make up approximately 30-40% of the total recreational catch. The majority of effort and catch
is concentrated along the central part of the Oregon coast, though landings occur in ports coast wide. The
majority of private vessel effort is from Garibaldi to Newport, and Coos Bay and Brookings.

Most recreational albacore fishing in Oregon occurs within 50 mites of shore with most private vessels staying
much closer (Hoits 1985). Fishing is usually limited to mid-July through early October, with most of the effort
and catch occurring from mid-August through early September. Anglers fishing for albacore off Oregon will
usually troll “tuna” jigs near the surface at 5-8 knots, and will concentrate their effort in waters with surface
temperatures of 60° F or higher.

2.2.8.3. Enhanced Collaboration with Pacific Anglers.

The rarity of bilifish encounters and difficulties of capture suggest that an alliance between fishers and
scientists will improve access to that resource. Modern technology such as molecular diagnostic assays,
archival transmitting tags, and laser measurement devices can potentially produce more and better
information during the brief period of contact when a fish is brought to the vessel for tagging. Small tissue and
blood samples collected from released fish can greatly improve stock assessments by providing new
information on the stress of capture, post-release survival, population structure, growth rate, age, sex,
reproductive state, and nutritional condition.

Participants in the recent workshop, Pacific Federal Angler Affiliation for Bilifish, (Hunter and Holts 1999)
decided the best way to meet future information needs was to expand on the SWFSC’s existing Billfish
Tagging Program and Angler Survey. Thus an enhanced program woulid encourage billfish anglers to tag and
release billfish as before, but in a way that will greatly increase the kinds and quality of scientific information
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derived from their fishing trips. Collaborative projects to improve information needed for stock assessments
included the means to acquire specific life history data, time series abundance estimates, identify movement
patterns and stock boundaries, and measures of physical condition at time of release.

Implementation of the following recormmendations show great promise while the more costly elements await
additional resources:

+ Construct an Internet web site for information exchange with the angling community.

= Develop a volunteer bridge log to establish a time series index of catch-per-unit of effort.

*  Obtain better length-at-catch data.

= Obtain historic club records for time series indexes of abundance.

»  Upgrade tournament data recording to include some measure of total fishing effort.

» Implement tissue sampling for genetic and physiclogical studies.

+ Develop advanced tagging methodologies including electronic tags and measuring devices.

2.3 HMS Commercial Fishing Vessels

This section presents information on HMS commercial fishing vesseis, The section first examines the number
of vessels participating in west-coast HMS fisheries by the particular HMS fishery in which they engage, and
the port that is most prominent with respect to their overall exvessel earnings. Next the number of annual
fandings by HMS vessels is investigated as an indication of annual effort production in HMS fisheries. Then
the amount of annual HMS landings and corresponding exvessel revenues for HMS vessels are considered
in terms of their most economically important fishery. Finally, vessels participating in west-coast HMS fisheries
are described in terms of their physical characteristics.

The data used to characterize HMS commerciai fishing vessels are from Washington, Oregon, and California
landings receipts (fish ticket) data maintained in the PacFIN management data base, as well as the Coast
Guard and State Vessel tables maintained in PacFIN for data on vesse! physical characteristics. Annual
vessel summaries were created for each vessel that had any West Coast landings of HMS over the 1981-99
period. Vessel summaries consist of the year of participation, the number of HMS landings the vessel made
during the year, quantities landed and exvessel revenues for HMS as well as for groundfish, salmon, coastal
pelagics, shrimp, crab, shellfish, and collectively other species. The vessel summaries also contain the
vessel's principal species, principal gear and principal port for the year. West-coast based vessels that had
no West Coast landings during the year would not be included in that year’s vessel summaries. This could
exciude some West Coast based distant water, large purse seine vessels (section 2.2.2.), and possibly some
south Pacific albacore trollers {section 2.2.1.) from the analysis if they did not make a West Coast HMS
landing during the year,

A vessel's principal species is the species, relative to all species the vessel landed, that accounted for the
largest share of its total exvessel revenues for the year. A vessel’s principal gear is the gear, relative to all the
gears used by the vessel during the year, that accounted for the greatest share of its total exvessel revenues
for the year. A vessel’s principal port is the port, relative to all ports at which the vessel made landings, that
accounted for the largest share of the vessel’s tota! exvessel revenues for the year. If a vessel’s principal
species was an HMS in a particular year, the vessel was defined as an “HMS vessel” in that year.
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2.3.1 Number of Commercial Fishing Vesseis Participating in HMS Fisheries

The number of vessels making West Coast landings of HMS declined precipitously from 1981 through 1991,
From 1991 through 1929 the number of vessels with HMS landings varied, but increased overall by 1999
(Figure 2-23). Throughout the period from about 40% to 55% of the vessels with HMS landings were “HMS
vessels”, i.e. those whose principal species was an HMS.

In any year there were more vessels making albacore landings than any other HMS (Table 2-64).There were
arelatively large number of vessels making West Coast landings of tropical tunas early in the period because
of the major presence of the U.S. tuna industry on the West Coast during the early 1980s, but the number
declined disproportionately compared to the overall decline in numbers of HMS vessels from 1981-99 with
the move of the major canned tuna processors offshore. The decline in the number of vessels making
swordfish landings during the period was mainly due to the shift from swordfish harpoon vessels to limited
entry drift gilinet vessels in the swordfish fishery. In recent years drift gillnet activity has decreased, which
partially accounts for the decrease in number of vessels landing sharks. The increase in numbers of vessels
tanding dorado is interesting. Dorado is not a targeted commercial species, but appears to be an increasing
incidental catch by vessels using surface hook-and-line gear and vessels using longline gear (Table 2-65).

Most vessels landing albacore used surface hook-and-line gear during the 1981-99 period (Table 2-65).
Vessels using surface hook-and-line gear also landed relatively large amounts of other HMS compared to
vessels using other HMS gears. Because the drifi gilinet fishery was a limited entry fishery during most of the
period, vessels that used this gear to harvest swordfish and sharks were probably the same as those landing
atbacore over the period. Vessels using purse seine gear were those participating in the coastal purse seine
fishery, or the distant water tropical tuna, large purse seine fishery, or both. Most of the purse seine vessels
tanding albacore and bluefin tuna were probabily distinct from the vessels landing tropical tunas, at least early
in the period.

The principal ports of vessels with HMS landings over the 1981-99 period ranged from Westport, Washington
in the north to San Diego, California in the south (Table 2-66). It should be pointed out that for many vessels
with HMS landings, even those that are “HMS vessels”, the principal port (based on the greatest share of all
exvessel revenues) was associated with a non-HMS (e.q. a vessel may land its HMS at a number of different
ports but land all of another of its important species at one port). For this reason a vessel’s principal port may
be different from the port where it makes most of its HMS landings. While vessels can, and frequently do, land
at a number of ports during the year they can only have one principal port. In Washington, Westport and
lllwaco were major ports for vessels with albacore landings. In Oregon, more vessels with HMS landings made
Newport their principal port not so much on the basis of their HMS iandings but on their tandings of non-HMS.
Ports south of Santa Barbara were the principal ports for vessels landing HMS in California, particularly early
in the period. Again the presence of canned tuna processors in southern California early in the period, and
the prominence of HMS fisheries off southern California help to explain this. Vessels with HMS landings
whose principal ports were in northern California probably depended more on non-HMS and land their HMS
elsewhere.

The numbers of vessels with West Coast HMS landings over the 1981-99 period were also analyzed with
respect to their principal species, principal gear (Table 2-67) and principal port (Table 2-68).For most vessels
whose principal gear was surface hook-and-line, their principal species was by far albacore (Table 2-67). For
most vessels whose principal gear was drift gilinet, swordfish was the principal species followed by sharks.
In most years, most vessels with pelagic fongline as their principal gear had non-HMS as their principal
species. Swordfish was the next most important principal species for longline vessels. Earlyin the period there
were a large number of vessels whose principal gear was purse seine and principal species was tropical
tunas. The number has declined in recent years, and most vessels with purse seine as a principai gear had
non-HMS as a principal species. This likely reflects the importance of HMS to vessels in the coastal pelagics
fisheries. For virtually all vessels with harpoon as their principal gear swordfish was their principal species.
For vessels whose principal gear was a non-HMS gear during the period most had a non-HMS as principal
species. However, there were a number of vessels that had a non-HMS principal gear and an HMS as a
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principal species during the period, particularly swordfish as the principal species. This is probably due to
reporting problems on fish tickets where in California drift gillnet gear was difficult to distinguish from other
entangling net gears prior to 1994, From 1994 on, the numbers appear more reasonable in this regard, and
also with regard to the number of vessels with drift gillnet as principal gear and swordfish or shark as principal
species before 1994,

Many vessels with West Coast HMS landings from 1981-99, with a non-HMS as their principal species, had
crab, salmon or coastal pelagics as their principal species (Table 2-69). This likely reflects the large number
of West Coast vessels for which salmon, albacore and crab characterizes their annual fishing cycle, and the
dependence of coastal pelagics vessels on albacore, bluefin and tropical tunas. For many West Coast vessels
HMS are an important, but not the mest important, component in their overall fishing operations.

The principal ports for “HMS vessels” during the 1981-99 period were primarily located south of Santa
Barbara, California (Table 2-68), reflecting the significance of HMS fisheries for albacore, bluefin tuna,
swordfish, sharks and tropical tunas off California. Westport and lilwaco in Washington and Astoria and
Newport are major ports for “HMS vessels” along the north coast primarily for landings of albacore.

2.3.2 Number of Landings by Vessels Participating in HMS Fisheries

The number of HMS landings made by vessels with West Coast landings of HMS during the 1981-99 period
were reviewed. The pattern of the number of landings (Figure 2-24) aimost duplicates the pattern for changes
in the number of vessels (Figure 2-23). Over the period almost 70% of the annual landings were made by
“HMS vessels” suggesting a disproportionate production of effort by “HMS vessels” relative to vessels with
HMS fandings but whose principal species was a non-HMS,

The number of West Coast landings by “HMS vessels” from 1981-99 were categorized by principal species
and principal gear (Table 2-70). For “HMS vessels” whose principal gear was an HMS gear, albacore surface
hook-and-line vessels, swordfish drift gilinet vessels and swordfish harpoon vessels tended to make the most
landings annually, This might be expected given the nature of these West Coast fisheries in terms of vessel
harvesting capacities and fish handling capabilities i.e., relatively large number of small vessels of limited
range making frequent trips of short duration. The large number of HMS landings by vessels whose principal
gear is a non-HMS gear and whose principal species is swordfish or shark, especially before 1994, probably
reflects the reporting concerns discussed above.

For vessels with a nen-HMS principal species the pattern of landings (Table 2-71) mirrors that of numbers of
such vessels participating in HMS fisheries (Table 2-69). There are a comparatively large number of HMS
landings by coastal pelagics, crab, salmon and groundfish vessels (as defined by their principal species)
indicating the importance of HMS in their cornbined fishing activities.

2.3.3 Quantities Landed and Exvessel Revenues for Vessels Participating in HMS Fisheries

The amounts of HMS landed and corresponding exvessel revenues for vessels with West Coast landings of
HMS during the 1981-99 period were also examined. For the most part, the pattern of landings (Figure 2-25)
and the pattern of real exvessel revenues (Figure 2-26) conforms to those of vessel participation (Figures 2.23
and 2.24). Quantities of HMS landed and their real exvessel values declined sharply through 1991 except for
a brief recovery in 1987 and 1988. Between 1991and 1999 quantities landed increased slightly while real
revenues remained fairly stable indicating a moderate decrease in the overall implicit real exvessel! price.
“HMS vessels” delivered almost 80% of the annual HMS landings and generated 70% of annual HMS
exvessel revenues over the period.

Waest coast landings and exvessel revenues by “HMS vessels” were categorized by principal species and
principal gear from 1981-99 (Tables 2-72 and 2-73). Total HMS landings and exvessel revenues were
dominated by vessels whose principal gear was purse seine and principat species tropical tunas early in the
1981-99 period mainly due to the presence of major U.S. canned tuna processors in southern California at
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the time. With their departure the proportion of HMS landings and exvesse! revenues by “HMS vessels” whose
principal gear was surface hook-and-line and principal species was albacore became relatively more
significant. “"HMS vessels” whose principal species was swordfish figured prominently in the exvessel value
of HMS landings during the period. Most of the swordfish landings reported under “other” principal gear can
probably be attributed fo drift gillnet gear in view of the fish ticket reporting problems -- an alternative
entangling net gear reported instead of drift gilinet -- alluded to above.

For vessels with a non-HMS principal species, those with coastal pelagics as their principal species landed
substantial quantities of albacore, bluefin and tropical tunas during the period (Table 2-74) which accounts
for the relatively high exvessel value of their HMS landings (Table 2-75). Albacore was also significant in the
tandings of crab, groundfish, salmon and shrimp vessels (as defined by their principal species); these vessels
also had fandings of swordfish and shark during the period. Shrimp vessels landed relatively large amounts
of tropical tunas for non-HMS vessels.

2.3.4. Physical Characteristics of Vessels Participating in HMS Fisheries

Physical vessel characteristics available in the Coast Guard and state vessel tables in the PacFIN database
include length, gross weight, net weight, year built and horsepower as well as various identifiers. Vessel
characteristics were compited for those vessels whose principal fishery (species and gear combined) was an
HMS fishery during 1981-99. Almost all of these vessels had length data reported whereas many had
incomplete weight and horsepower data. Thus, only length was examined to physically describe vessels by
principal HMS fishery (Table 2-76).

The largest vessels participated in the large purse seine fishery (tropical tunas), ranging from 18 ft to 239 ft
and averaging 167.3 ft during 1981-99, all years together. Coastai purse seiners {albacore and bluefin tunas)
ranged from 21 ft fo 226 ft and averaged 80.4 ft during this period. Longliners (alt HMS) ranged in size from
17 ft o 97 ft and averaged 69.6 ft. Albacore surface hook-and-line vessels ranged from 10 fi to 360 ft and
averaged 47 .9 ft. Swordfish and shark drift gillnet vessels ranged from 18 fi io 85 ft and averaged 44 .6 fi.
The smallest vessels were swordfish harpoon vessels which ranged from 17 ft to 83 ft and averaged 38.0 ft.

Vessel lengths were grouped into four categories to see any changes in vessel length distributions during the
1981-99 period for each HMS fishery (Figures 2-27, 2-28, 2-29, 2-30, 2-31, 2-32). Vessels that participated
in the albacore surface hook-and-line fishery tended to become greater in length, increasing from an average
length of 43.9 ftin 1981 to 51.7 ftin 1999. From 1981 to 1999 the proportion of albacore surface hook-and-
line vessels over 50 ft became larger (Figure 2-27). Vessels in the coastal purse seine fishery showed an
increase in average length from 44.0 ft in 1981 10 96.0 ft in 1999 (Figure 2-28). In the swordfish and shark
drift gilinet fishery, there was an increase in the proportion of vessels over 50 ft at the end of the period;
however, most of the vessels were still under 50 ft (Figure 2-29). The average length of drift gillnet vessels
went from 39.7 ft in 1981 fo0 46.2 ftin 1999. The vessel length distribution remained relatively stable for the
swordfish harpoon fishery over the period (Figure 2-30), with the average vessel length decreasing slightly
from 38.0 ftin 1981 to 34.9 ft in 1999. The average length of vessels participating in the large purse seine
fishery decreased over the period from 170.4 ftin 1981 to 134.6 ft in 1998, although the majority of large purse
seiners continued to be over 75 ft (Figure 2-31). The proportion of fongline vessels over 75 ft has increased
in recent years (Figure 2-32). The average length of longiiners rose from 52.0 ft in 1981 to 74.7 ft in 1999.

The HMS vessel length disfributions were further broken down into five West Coast areas (Washington,
Oregon, Northern California, Central California and Southern California) to which vessels were assigned
based on their principal port (Tables 2-77, 2-78, 2-79, 2-80, 2-81). Only albacore surface hook-and-line
vessels were distributed along the entire West Coast, which therefore allowed length distribution comparisons
between alt areas (Figures 2-33, 2-34, 2-35, 2-36, 2-37). Swordfish and shark drift gilinet vessels had
principal ports in al! areas, but mostly in California (Figures 2-38, 2-39, 2-40). The rest of the HMS fisheries
had vessels whose principal ports were almost exclusively in southern California and consequently no area
comparisons were made.
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By the end of the 1981-99 period there were more larger albacore surface hook-and-line vessels in southern
California, northern California and Washington (Figures 2-33, 2-34, 2-35, 2-36, 2-37). Although there were
more larger albacore surface hook-and-line vessels in central Califonia until the early 1990s, by 1999 the
trend had reversed and there were more smaller vessels. During 1981-99 in Oregon, vessel length
distributions showed little change. The largest albacore vessels were in northern California and Washington,
averaging 47.0 and 45.1 ftrespectivelyin 1981 and 60.1 and 58.3 ft respectively in 1999. Vessels in southern
California and Oregon averaged 39.1 and 48.2 ft in 1981 and 52.1 and 50.0 ft in 1999 respectively. Vessels
whose principal port was in central California averaged 46.1 ft in 1981 and 39.0 ft in 1999.

In the swordfish and shark drift gilinet fishery, most of the vessels whose principal port was in southern or
central California were under 50 ft (Figures 2-38, 2-39). Drift gillnet vessels whose principal port was in
northern California tended to be greater than 50 ft (Figure 2-40). From 1894 to 1998 northern and central
California vessels were proportionately larger than those in Southern California and in 1999 the opposite was
true. For southern California, the average length increased from 39.7 ftin 1981 t0 46.9 ftin 1999. For central
California, the average length rose slightly from 42.0 t in 1985 to 42.7 ft in 1999; for northern California, it
varied from 53.0 ft in 1992 to 50.8 ft in 1998.

2.4 Characteristics of HMS Communities

This section presents HMS fishing activity, general economic and demographic information for those West
Coast communities that received a significant share of HMS commercial landings over the 1981-98 period,
and for their support of HMS recreationatl fisheries. This information is combined to provide a socioeconomic-
demagraphic profile of HMS communities in Washington, Oregon and California. The ports, counties and
areas that comprise the communities for which this information was developed include:

Westport, Grays Harbor County, WA,
liwaco, Pacific County, WA,
Astoria, Clatsop County, OR;
Newport, Lincoin County, OR;
Coos Bay, Coos County, OR;
Crescent City, Del Norte County, CA;
Eureka, Humboldt County, CA;
Fort Bragg, Mendocino County, CA;
Bodega Bay, Sonoma County, CA;
San Francisco Area

San Francisco, San Francisco County, CA

Cakland, Alemeda County, CA;
Moss Landing, Monterey County, CA;
Monterey, Monterey County, CA;
Morro Bay, San Luis Obispo County, CA;
Santa Barbara Area

Santa Barbara County, CA

Ventura, Ventura County, CA

Port Hueneme, Ventura County, CA,
San Pedro, Los Angeles County, CA;
Terminal Istand, Los Angeles County, CA,
San Diego, San Diego County, CA.
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These were designated HMS communities based on their relative contribution to total coastwide HMS
commercial landings over the 1981-98 period, and for their support of HMS recreational fisheries. When
ranked by average annual share of total HMS commercial landings for the 1981-99 period, Terminal Island,
California ranked highest with an annual average share of 54% of total HMS landings {see below). A lack of
port specific catch, participation and economic data preciuded ranking ports according to their dependence

on HMS recreational fisheries.
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Major HMS ports by average annual share of total HMS landings, 1981-98,
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The notion of community frequently extends beyond that associated with a specific geographic local where
residents are dependent on fishery resources or are engaged in the harvesting and processing of these
resources (as per MSFCMA National Standard 8). There are also communities based on a distinct
occupations and communities formed around a specific interest (Conway et al. 1999). The HMS drift gillnet
fishery could be considered an occupational community, whereas, based on their common interest in HMS
sportfishing, members of a particular angling club or recreational fishing organization might consider
themselves acommunity of interest. Information on these non-geographic communities particularlyinthe case
of recreational HMS fishing is substantially lacking, and represents an important research and data need.

2.4.1_Qverview of Tables and Figures

Each profile consists of a brief narrative that provides some background about the county levet economy and
describes the character of the HMS ports within the county. Where applicable, an Internet website is provided
in order to access more information on the port or county under consideration. For each port there is a series
of tables and figures that indicate the importance of HMS fishing activity within the port over the 1981-99
period:

* Atable that indicates the number of commercial fishing vessels making HMS landings for which that
port is the vessel's principal port?, by the vessel's principal species’.

A vessel's principal port is the port that accounts for the largest proportion of its total exvessel revenues.

7
The principal species is the species that accounted for the largest proportion of the vessel's total exvessel revenues.
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+ Atable showing the number of commercial fishing vessels making HMS landings in the port, the amount
of landings by these vessels (HMS and other species) and corresponding exvessel revenues for the
period.

+ For commercial fishing vessels whose principal species is a HMS and whose principa! port is the port
under consideration, a figure showing the proportion of these vessels of all vessels making HMS
landings at the port, and the proportion of these vessels of the total number of vessels making landings
at the port.

+  Afigure showing the proportion of commercial HMS landings and exvessel revenues of total landings
and exvessel revenues in the port.

+ A figure showing the number of HMS processors and buyers and the number of all processors and
buyers in the port.

+  Afigure presenting total income multipliers for landings of HMS in the port based on 1996 landings and
exvessel revenues.

At the county and port level there is a summary of demographic and economic activity information including:

+  Population figures for 1990 and 2000, population compasition by race and Hispanic origin, the age
structure of the population, population composition by levels of educational attainment, and composition
of the labor force gender.

+ Information about employment by Standard industrial Classification (SIC) and North American Industry
Classification System (NAICS)®, labor and proprietor income, and number of establishments by SIC and
NAICS categories.

2.4.2_Sources and Explanations of Information
2.4.2.1 HMS Fishing Activity

Information on number of vessels, quantities and exvessel values of landings and number of buyers was
developed from Washington, Oregon and California landings receipts (fish tickets) maintained in the PacFIN
Management Data Base. Fish tickets are records of each exvesse! fransaction between fishers and fish
buyers. The fish ticket contains basic information on the landing, including the fishing vessel, the port of
landing, the fish buyer and the gear primarily used. {n addition, there is a separate line on each fish ticket (fish
ticket line) that records the name of each species and the quantity landed in pounds, the exvessel price per
pound, the condition of the catch (i.e. the extent to which any processing has occurred) and the gear used to
catch that species if different from that primarily used.

2.4.2.2_Demographics

The demographic summaries contain information on population size and structure by county and port for 1990
and 2000, including race and Hispanic origin percentages, the age structure of the population, population
percentages by level of educational attainment and gender composition of the labor force.

This information was developed from U.S. Census data for 1990 and 2000.

In 1997, the NAICS system repiaced the SIC system of industry classification for reporting economic census statistics. While many
of the individual SIC industries correspond directly to industries as defined under the NAICS system, most of the higher jevel
groupings do not. There is no direct correspondence between SIC-07 (agricultural services, forestry and fishing) and NAICS-11
(forestry, fishing, hunting and agricuiture support). The nearest correspondence is between S1C-912 (finfish) and NAICS-114111
{finfish fishing). Unfortunately county level statistics for the SI1C-912 classification were not available for this investigation.
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Popujation Size:

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1.

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Profiles of General Demographic Characteristics 2000, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, DC, 2001.

Race and Hispanic Origin;

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1890 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1,

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Profiles of General Demographic Characteristics 2000, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, DC, 2001.

Age Structure;
U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1.

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Profiles of General Demographic Characteristics 2000, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, DC, 2001.

Educational Attainment;

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 3.
Labor Force;

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 3.

2.4.2.3 Econgmic Activity

The economic activity summaries contain information on employment, income and number of establishments
for the highest aggregated SIC and NAICS county level economic sectors.

This information was developed from U.S. Census, county business patterns data for 1993 and 1999:

U.S. Bureau of the Census, County Business Patterns 1993 (WA, OR, CA), U.8. Government Printing Office,
Washington, DC, 1985,

U.S. Bureau of the Census, County Business Patterns 1999 (WA, OR, CA), Washington, DC, 2000.

2.4.3 Community Profiles

2.4.3.1 HMS Community Profile: Westport, Grays Harbor County, WA

Grays Harbor County and Westport http:/fci.westport.wa.us/about.htm

The economic structure of Grays Harbor County generally resembles that of the state. In 1999, the
manufacturing sector provided about one-third of the County's non-agricultural income. The importantsectors
in terms of their contribution to county income in 1999 were forestry, fishing and agriculture support, retatl
trade and health services.

Westport, WA is located at the mouth of Grays Harbor on the southernmeost peninsula known as Point

Chehalis. The area was in regular use as a summer resort by local Native American tribes before Thomas
Barker Speake and his family, the first white settlers, arrived early in the summer of 1857.
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By 1914, Westport was a busy, though small, center for fishing, shellfish harvesting, seafood processing and
tourism. Among the earliest structures built at Westport, the Westport Lighthouse, dedicated on April 14, 1898,
still stands as a majestic beacon for weary mariners anxious to return home from the sea. The City of
Westport was incorporated on June 26, 1914.

Westport still relies on fishing, shellfish harvesting, seafood processing and tourism for much of its livelihood.
More recently, boat building has also become an important part of Westport's economic base.

Sportfishing is an important component of the Westport economy. The Westport Charterboat Association

(WCBA) is a non-profit corporation whose members are charterboat owners, operators, and booking services.

WCBA was founded in 1957 for the purpose of promoting charterboat fishing for salmon in the Westport,

Washington area. In the mid-1970s there were over 200 charterboats operating from Westport. Annually, over
250,000 anglers fished out of Westport and caught nearly one half million salmon per year. Today there are

30 vessels in the Westport sportfishing fleet operating out of 9 booking services. In addition to salmon, the’
fleet fishes for albacore tuna, halibut, lingcod, and many varieties of rockfish.

Albacore tuna are usually in range off Westport from July through early Octoher. Charter vessels fish with
live anchovies for bait. Trips usually leave late at night and arrive at the fishing grounds at daytight. Trip
duration is pre-arranged and can last from 1 to 3 days. There is no bag limit on albacore, and catches
average 4-6 fish per person per day but up to 20-25 per person have been caught on multi-day trips. Albacore
range from 12 to 25 pounds with an occasional fish over 30 pounds.

Number of vessels with HMS landings, for which Westport, WA is their principal port, by their principal
species, 1981-99.

m% = —

Bluefin Tropical
Year Albacore Tuna Dorado | Sharks | Swordfish Tl:ana Non-HMS
1981 31 71
1982 1 21
1983 23 37
1984 7 14
1985 3 ' 9
1086 2 1 10
| 1987 10 1 18
1988 46 43
1989 21 6
1990 17 12
1991 15 3
1992 55 51
1993 13 30
1994 28 39
1995 39 32
1096 35 42
1997 50 56
1998 13 26
1999 16 3 - 32
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings (mt) and exvessel revenues (1999 $) by

species group, Westport, WA, 1981-99.

Landings {mt round weight)
Year Number of Albacore Bluefin Tuna| Dorado Sharks Swordflsh Tropical Non-HMS
Vessels Tuna
1981 357 417 3,832
1982 338 13 4,442
1983 312 271 4,366
1984 170 33 4,728
1985 221 53 4,975
1986 224 85 7,659
1987 255 102 8,626
1988 27 977 10,685
1989 245 470 9,057
1990 309 698 7,498
1991 247 292 6,203
1992 321 1,218 7.885
1693 251 33 10,144
1994 244 1,080 7,562
1995 214 1,335 7,025
1996 238 2,093 14,391
1997 238 1,438 10,414
1998 146 624 7,522
1999 161 438 7,855
Exvessel Revenues (1999 §)
Year N‘L;mber of Alhacore Bluefin Tuna| Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Non-HMS
essels Tuna
1981 357 $1,381,049 $6,174,002
1982 338 $29,379 $7,473,747
1983 312 $504,851 $10,262,164
1984 170 361,557 $6,445,932
1985 221 $98,239 $7,569,468
1986 224 $130,797 $200,957 $11,837.621
1987 255 $218,993 $29,310 $15,611,007
1988 azr $2,365,530 $18,305,333
1989 245 $935,939 $14,244,554
1990 309 $1,511,913 $13,706,447
1991 247 $559,141 $9,503,797
1992 321 $3,270,612 $12,673,467
1693 251 $654,301 $14,757,956
1994 244 32,143,027 $14,226,181
1995 214 $2,506,765 $16,965,859
1996 238 $3,996,402 $6,455 $10,481,458
1997 238 $2,650,314 $12,137,290
1998 146 $840,610 $8,420,963
1999 161 $762,312 $13,732,622
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Proportion of vessels whose principal species is a HMS and whose principal port is Westport, WA of
all vessels making HMS landings, and the proportion of these vessels of the total number of vessels
making landings in Westport, 1581-99,
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Number of processors/buyers in Westport, WA 1981-99.
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2.4.3.2 HMS Community Profile: llwaco, Pacific County, WA

Pacific County and ilwaco

htto:/fwww . visit.willapabay.ora/

Construction accounted for almost 28% of Pacific County's non-agriculturat labor and proprietor income during
1999. Other key sectors in order of their relative contribution of labor and proprietor income in 1999 were
wholesale trade, educational services and arts, entertainment and recreation. Agriculture is important to
Pacific County's economy, in 1997 it accounted for 9% of labor and proprietor income. The community of
liwaco is particularly dependent on crabbing, sports and commerciat fishing, and seafood processing
(including albacore).

Number of vessels with HMS landings, for which llwaco, WA is their principal port, by their principal
species, 1981-99.

Year Albacore Bluefin Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Non-HMS
Tuna Tuna
1981 17 0 0 28
1982 15 0 0 7
1983 8 0 0 15
1984 2 0 0 7
1985 1 0 0 6
1986 12 0 0] 6
1987 13 2 0 12
1988 27 0 0 15
1989 9 0 1 13
1990 14 0 0 7
1991 4 0 0 3
1992 19 0 0 14
1993 71 0 1 13
1994 85 0 0 14
1995 51 0 0 g
1996 69 i} 0 8
1997 59 0 0 13
1998 89 0 2 10
1999 63 0 0 19
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings (mt) and exvessel revenues (1999 $) by
species group, llwaco, WA, 1981-99.

Landings (mt round weight)
Year N“;L“;;’e’;:f Albacore | Biuefin Tuna| Dorado Sharks | Swordfish |Tropical Tuna| MNon-HMS
1081 212 263 4800
1982 143 165 3297
1983 148 75 2558
1984 66 10 2258
1985 107 69 3304
1986 163 747 26 2635
1987 133 408 58 2916
1988 163 846 6 2 4871
1989 159 328 3 6245
1990 146 432 2796
1991 83 106 2538
1992 113 515 4948
1993 174 1800 5531
1994 195 4056 5881
1995 128 1755 5 4117
1996 143 2828 2 2663
1997 127 2226 2 2400
1998 186 5518 6 1911
1999 144 1484 65 4 33ar
Exvessel Revenues (1999 §)
Year N\";r:sl;:::f Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish | Tropical Tuna Non-HMS
1981 212 $878,737 $14 $5,547 534
1982 143 $385,797 $102 $3,324,250
1983 148 $143,147 $58 $3,325,327
1984 66 $18,172 $11 $3.081,778
19858 107 $103,465 $4,403 550
1986 163 $1,192,916 $102,099 $4,475,919
1987 133 $898,906 $268,820 $5,901,841
1988 163 $2,105,193 $30,979 $13,525 $7,900,501
1989 159 $668,022 $10,542 $9,849,670
1990 146 $957,316 $13 $3,607,036
1991 83 $200,287 $4 5177  $2,589,412
1992 113 $1,397,554 $670 $82| $3,365,006
1993 174 $3,823,298 $953 $5,907 $3,382,539
1994 195 $8,047, 266 $2,860,388
1995 128 $3,305,459 $16,542 $328 $3,283,161
1996 143 $5,416,722 §5,082 $2,655,194
1997 127 54,147,241 $10,720 $2,141,654
1998 186 $7,5630,023 §19,243 $1,314,750
1999 144 $2,608,971 $143,960 $9,445 $1,941,164
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Proportion of vessels whosa principal species is a HMS and whose principat port is liwaco, WA of all

vessels making HMS landings, and the proportion of these vessels of the total number of vessels
making landings in llwaco, WA, 1981-99.
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Number of Processors

% Per Pound Landed

HMS FMP

60

Number of processors/buyers in liwaco, WA, 188199,
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Washington State HMS Communities Demographic and Economic Activity Summary

County
Grays Harbor Pacific
1990 2000 1990 2000
{Papulation {numbers) 64,175 67,194 18,882 20,084
Gender (Percent total population)
Male 49 8% 49 7% 49.4% 49.6%
Female 50.2% 50.3% 50.6% 50.4%
Race and Hispanic origin {Percent total popufation)
White 93.9% 88.3% 93.7% 90.5%
Black 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2%
Native American 4.2% 4.7% 2.7% 2.4%
Asian or Pacific Islander 1.1% 1.3% 2.5% 22%
Other Race 0.7% 2.3% 0.8% 1.8%
Hispanic Origin (any race) 1.8% 4.8% 2.3% 5.0%
Age Structure (Percent total population)
Under 5 years 7.3% 6.2% 6.4% 4.6%
5-9 Years 7.9% 6.8% 6.7% 5.4%
10-14 Years 7.6% 7.7% 6.6% 6.9%
15-19 Years 6.6% 7.7% 6.4% 6.8%
20-24 Years 5.5% 5.2% 4.1% 7%
25-34 Years 14.5% 11.3% 12.0% 8.4%
35-44 Years 15.0% 14.7% 13.7% 12.8%
45-54 Years 10.5% 14.7% 10.2% 15.1%
55-59 Years 4.5% 5.6% 5.4% 6.8%
60-64 Years 4.7% 4.7% 6.9% 6.9%
65-74 Years 8.8% 8.0% 12.9% 12.4%
75-84 Years 5.3% 5.6% 6.8% 7.8%
85 Years and greater 1.5% 1.8% 1.8% 2.4%
Median Age (years) NA 38.8 NA 0.2%
18 Years and greater 73.0% 74.3% 75.9% 78.6%
Male 35.7% 36.5% 36.6% 38.4%
Female 37.3% 37.9% 39.3% 40.1%
21 Years and greater 69.4% 70.4% 73.0% 75.6%
62 Years and greater 18.8% 18.2% 25.9% 26.6%
65 Years and greater 15.9% 15.4% 21.5% 226%
Male 7.0% 6.9% 9.9% 10.6%
Femaie 8.9% 8.5% 11.7% 11.9%
Educational Attainment (Persons 25 years and over)
Graduate or professional degree 2.1% NA 2.0% NA
Bachelor's degree . 5.0% NA 5.9% NA
Associate's degree 4.6% NA 7% NA
Some college no degree 13.1% NA 14.1% NA
High school graduate 23.4% NA 26.2% NA
9th to 12th no diploma 11.6% NA 11.5% NA
Less than 9th grade 5.3% NA 6.6% NA
Economic Activity
Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) 42.0% NA 39.4% NA
Males 24.6% NA 22.4% NA
Females 17.4% NA 17.0% NA
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Washington State HMS Communities Demographic and Economic Activity Summary

ounty
Grays Hardor Pacific
1893 (EER) 1993 1908 ||
[Economic Activity (Cont'd}
Employment (numbers)
Agricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07) 292 233
Fishing, hunting and trapping (SIC-0900) 23 75
Mining (S1C-10) 45 41
Construction (SIC-15) 819 163
Manufacturing (51C-20) 5,086 1177
Transportation and Public Utilities (SIC-40) 818 108
Whotesale Trade (5iC-50) 745 76
Retail Trade (S1C-52) 4,400 1,142
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate {(S1C-60) 759 206
Sarvices (SIC-70) 4,414 1,233
Unclassified Establishments {SIC-99) 10 0-19
Forestry, shing, hunting, and agriculture support {NAICS-11) 1,285 259
Fishing (NAIC5-11411) 12 20-99
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 8 0-19
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112) 4 59
Mining {NAICS-21) 0-19 0-19
Ulilities (NAICS-22) D-15 0-19
Construction {(NAICS-23) 1,020 210
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 3.368 769
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42) 576 110
Retail trade {NAICS-44) 3,021 640
Transportation & warehousing {NAICS5-48) 477 20-99
Information (NAICS-51) 278 83
Finance & insurance {NAIC5-52) 563 169
Real estate & rental & {easing (NAICS-53) 219 47
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 468 76
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 0-19 0-19
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 304 74
Educational services (NAICS-81) 26 20-99
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 2,338 566
Arts, entertainment & recreation (NAICS-71} 149 B85
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-T2) 2,273 832
Other services {except public administration) (NAICS-81) 587 256
Auxiliaries {exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 0-19 019
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-99} 13 5
Labor and Proprietor Income ($1,000)
Agricultural Services, Foraestry, and Fishing (SIC-07) 5,885 2,269
Fishing, hunting and trapping (S!C-0900) 344 1,272
Mining ($1C-10) 378 971
Construction {SIC-15) 22,710 2,602
Manufacturing (S1C-20) 151,603 21,020
Transportation And Pubtic Utilities (SI1C-40) 17,820 2,180
Wholesale Trade {SIC-50) 17,025 1,712
Retail Trade {SIC-52} 56,826 14,496
Finance, Insurance, And Real Estate {SIC-60) 14,209 3,857
Services (SIC-70) 73,855 15,424
Unclassified Establishments {S1C-99) 121 11
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculiure support (NAICS-11) 49,800 5,975
Fishing {NAICS-11411) 584 -
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 337 -
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112) 247 1,246
Mining {NAICS-21) - -
Utilities (NAICS-22) - -
Construction (NAICS-23) 35,6821 3,563
Manufacturing {NAICS-31) 135,072 19,877
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42) 16,875 1,756
Retail trade (NAICS~44} 59,919 10,946
Transporlation & warehousing (NAICS-46) 13,8921 B
Information (NAICS-51) 8,680 1,631
Finance & insurance (NAICS-52) 16,255 4910
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 3,199 438
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 14,864 1,728
Management of companies & enlerprises (NAICS-55) - -
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services {NAICS-58) 4,761 1,563
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Washington State HMS Communities Demographic and Economic Activity Summary

) County
Grays Harbor Pacific
_ 7693 1999 1993 {EEE]
[Economic Activity (Coﬁd)
Labor and Proprietor Income ($1,000) (Cont'd}
Educational services (NAICS-61} 288 -
Health care and social assistance {NAICS-62) 59,194 12,002
Ants, entertainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 1,967 1,053
Accommodation & food services {NAICS-72) 23,954 B,937
Cther services (except pubtic administration) (NAICS-81) 12,844 2,556
Auxiliaries {exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) {(NAICS-95) - -
Unclassified estatiishments (NAICS-99) 360 66
Number of Establishments
Agricuitural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07} 55 28
Fishing, hunting and trapping {SIC-0900) 15 12
Mining (SIC-10) 4 5
Construction (SIC-15) 185 77
Manufacturing (SIC-20) 225 62
Transportation And Public Utilities {SIC-40) 138 i
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) B3 15
Retail Trade (SIC-52) 493 180
Finance, Insurance, And Real Estate (SIC-60) 132 44
Services (SIC-70) 582 180
Unclassified Establishments (S1C-39) 16 4
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agricuiture support {NAICS-11) 128 40
Fishing (NAICS-11411) 15 15
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 8 6
shelifish fishing (NAICS-114112) 7 ]
Mining (NAICS-21) 1 2
Utilities {NAICS-22) 1 4
Construction (NAIGS-23) 205 72
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 99 34
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42) 61 14
Retail trade (NAICS-44} 319 116
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48} 105 15
Information (NAICS-51) 23 11
Finance & insurance (NAICS5-52) a3 30
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 75 19
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 105 33
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55} 2 1
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services {NAICS-56) 58 25
Educational services (NAICS-61) 8 3
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 178 44
Arts, enteriainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 3 19
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-72) 226 108
Other services (except public administration) (NAICS-81) 201 59
Auxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 1 -
unciassified establishments {NAICS-YY} 25 16
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Washington State HMS Communities Demographic and Economic Activity Summa

i,’hTajnr HMS Ports Wastport, Grays Co. [liwaco, Pacific Co. ‘
1990 2000 1990 2000
Population (numbers) 1,892 2,137 815 950
Gender (Percent fotal population)
Male 50.9% 49.5% 49.6% 47.5%
Female 49.1% 50.5% 50.4% 52.5%
Race and Hispanic origin (Percent total popuiation)
White 96.9% 92.7% 96.2% 92.6%
Black 0.1% 0.3% 0.9% 0.5%
Native American 2.3% 31% 2.7% 1.4%
Asian or Pacific Islander 0.4% 1.0% 0.1% 0.5%
Other Racs 0.3% 0.5% 0.1% 1.8%
Hispanic Origirt (any race) 14% 3.0% 2.0% 5.3%
Age Structure (Percent total poputation)
Under 5 years 6.9% 4.8% 7.4% 5.9%
5-9 Years 6.2% 6.0% 7.7% 7.4%
10-14 Years 6.2% 7.4% 6.1% 64%
15-19 Years 54% 6.1% 6.6% 6.7%
20-24 Years 6.3% 4.4% 4.3% 2.7%
25-34 Years 14,2% 9.4% 14.8% 11.6%
35-44 Years 12.8% 15.4% 14.5% 12.0%
45-54 Years 10.5% 14.6% 10.9% 16.1%
55-59 Years " 56% 6.1% 4.4% 6.4%
60-64 Years 4,7% 6.6% 6.9% 4.7%
65-74 Years 14.5% 8.8% 8.3% 11.5%
75-84 Years 5.8% 8.3% 6.1% 6.0%
85 Years and greater 0.8% 2.0% 1.8% 2.5%
Median Age (Years) NA 434 NA, 43.0
18 Years and greater 77.4% 78.0% 74.6% 75.8%
Male 38.4% 37.3% 36.4% 34.4%
Female 39.0% 40.6% 38.2% 41.4%
21 Years and greater 74.3% 74.6% 71.3% 73.3%
62 Years and greater 23.8% 23.4% 20.6% 221%
65 Years and greater 21.1% 19.1% 16.3% 20.0%
Male 10.1% 0.9% 8.1% 7.9%
Female 11.0% 10.2% 8.2% 121%
Educational Attainment {Persons 25 years and over)
Graduate or professional degree 1.3% NA 5.4% NA
Bachelor's degree 3.6% KA 11.5% NA
Assaciate's degree 31% NA 3.3% NA
Some coilege no degree 14,9% NA 15.1% NA
High school graduate 27.1% NA 20.0% NA
Sth to 12th no diploma 15.0% NA 7.6% NA
Less than Sth grade 4.0% NA, 4.2% NA
Economic Activity {Percent total popuiation)
Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) 44 2% 39.1%
Males 25.4% NA 20.7% NA
Females 18.8% NA 18.4% NA
Source: U.S. Bureau of Census
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2.4.3.3 HMS Community Profile: Astoria, Clatsop County, OR

Clatsop County and Astoria hitp://www oldoregon.com/

In 1999,Clatsop County's agriculture support, forestry and fishing sector’s contribution to employment and
income was significant relative to that for the state, primarily due to commercial fishing. More than 50% of
the county's non-agricultural labor and proprietor income was derived from the agriculture support, forestry
and fishing sector, and the construction, manufacturing, health services, retail trade and tourism sectors.

The area of Astoria and Warrenton is a nationally significant historic region at the western end of the Lewis
& Clark Trail. Astoria is the oldest American settlement west of the Rockies. Astoria is a city of 10,000 people
on the Columbia River, just a few miles from the Pacific Ocean. liis surrounded by the beauty of the forest,
mountains, 3 rivers and the sea. The area has a strong Scandinavian heritage.

Number of vessels with HMS landings, for which Astoria, OR is their principal port, by their principal
species, 1981-99.

Bluefin Tropical
Year Albacore Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tuna Non-HMS
1987 76 0 30
1982 21 0 11
1983 55 0 15
1984 24 0 10
1985 13 0 4
1986 20 1 1
1987 9 1 6
1988 11 1 5
1989 8 0 3
1990 16 0 4
1991 8 0 5
1802 21 0 30
1993 26 0 18
1984 15 0 13
1905 22 0 14
1996 27 1 19
1997 58 1 45
1998 49 1 28
1999 45 1 20
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings (mt) and Exvesse! revenues {1999 §) by
species group, Astoria, OR, 1981.99,

Landings (mt round weight}
Year ng:;::f Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tuna Non-HMS
1981 372 1825 7086
1982 285 A 6562
1983 288 879 6582
1984 182 350 6022
1985 182 302 7705
1686 224 646 12333
1987 234 218 16418
1083 183 248 14618
1989 200 201 15991
1990 210 375 12959
1991 177 117 16154
1992 105 398 25916
1993 185 588 25937
1994 139 274 32786
1695 151 8§20 1 36279
1996 180 1024 39586
1997 213 1799 43112
1998 193 3081 13 32308
1999 180 823 5 6 48871
Exvessal Revenues (1999 §}
Year N\l;::;:::f Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropicat Tuna Non-HMS
1981 372 $6,051,906 $9,021,603
1982 285 $804,975 5397 $8,676,437
1983 288 $1,685,103 $97 58,478,571
1984 182 5603288 5277 $7,249,500
1985 182 $508,533 $9,137,173
1986 224 $1,075,027 $177 $17,023,326
1987 234 $491,007 $9 $26,711,024
1988 193 $621,159 516,812,366
1989 200 $459,558 $17,133,742
1990 210 $821,700 $14,887,013
1991 177 $243,300 $15,377,002
1992 395 $1,046,659 516,219,086
1693 185 $1,246,581 §15,301,210
1994 139 $546,914 $15.821,208
1985 151 $1,539,679 $250 $22 $14,703 $46 $20,943,768
1996 180 $1,986,331 $44 $20,952,465
1997 213 $3,302,838 51,385 $118 $4,163 $79 518,414,557
19938 193 $4,277,148 $5,222 5111,492 $11,610,305
1999 189 $1,465,834 $29,215 $45,114 $198 $17,689,198
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Proportion of vessels whose principai species is 2 HMS and whose principal port is Astoria, OR of all
vessels making HMS landings, and the proportion of these vessels of the total number of vessels
making jandings in Astoria,1981-89.
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Number of processors/buyers in Astoria, OR, 1981-99,
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2.4.3.4 HMS Community Profile: Newport, Lincoln County OR

Lincoln County and Newport http://www.newportchamber.org/economic/home.cfm

In Lincoln County, commercial fishing helps make the agriculture support, forestry and fishing sector's
contribution to the economy significantly greater than that for the state. In 1999, 62% of the non-agricultural
labor and proprietor income was derived from the manufacturing, retail trade, health services and tourism
sectors of the Lincoin County economy,

Newport is situated in the central region of Lincoln County which consists of the cities of Depoe Bay, Lincoln
City, Newport, Siletz, Toledo, Waldport and Yachats, and the communities of Chitwood, Seal Rock and
Tidewater.

Newport, the county seat of Lincoln County, is the business center of the county. Most commercial/retail
development is on the bayfront and along Highway 101, which bisects the city. Newport is a transportation
hub, with state highway routes to the north, south, and east, an airport, and an excellent port.

As the largest and most diversified business community in Lincoln County, Newport draws its workforce not
only from Newport, but from all over Lincoln County. Lincoln County's civilian workforce of almost 22,000
people is composed of skilled, productive individuals, with approximately 45% of the warkforce having an
education level higher than high schoo!.

The early economy of Newport grew as a result of fishing, timber and fourism, The current elements in the
economic base of Newport and Lincoln County are tourism and recreation, fishing and seafood processing,
forest products, forest management, ocean research, manufacturing, agriculture, government and retirement
income. Newport's employment is largely in the trade and services sector, as tourism represents the largest
portion of the City's economy.

Number of vessels with HMS landings, for which Newport, OR is their principal port, by their principal
species, 1981-99.

Year Albacore | Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish T':I?lf'::a' Non-HMS
1981 20 0 - 86
1982 5 0 33
1983 23 1 63
1984 9 0 43
1985 8 1 15
1986 6 4] 17
1987 22 0 37
1988 23 1 79
1989 6 0 28
1990 14 0 36
1991 12 0 13
1992 49 1 107
1993 53 0 77
1994 50 1] 65
1995 38 0 41
1996 65 1 62
1997 55 1 102
1998 25 1 85
1999 50 0 59
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings {mt) and exvessel revenues (1999 $) by
species group, Newport, OR, 1981-99.

Landings {mt round weight)
Year N::ns::::f Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tuna Nan-HMS
TG81 365 533 10039
1682 351 139 10019
1983 435 379 9031
1984 244 201 7979
1985 307 197 10192
1086 390 213 9296
1987 435 563 12452
1958 483 1031 13760
1989 i) 121 16342
1890 340 394 12131
1891 333 316 15343
1692 399 1038 44856
1693 373 1013 2876t
1094 296 1223 38187
1995 329 1264 1 39201
1996 370 2214 15 33078
1997 357 1785 S 32289
1998 285 951 15 40343
4999 286 0956 t 26993
Exvessel Revenues {1999 §)
Year N:;"s‘:ee';;f Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tuna Non-HMS
1981 465 $2,104,804 $14,283,907
1982 361 $336,156 $14,118,987
1983 435 $711,883 $1 $11,799,353
1984 244 $379,265 $5,981,803
1985 307 $367,141 $15,302,380
1986 390 $368,686 $15,495,220
1987 435 $1,247.439 $23,910,549
1988 483 $2,521,475 $24,118,953
1989 398 $310,684 $20,212,369
1990 340 $919,395 $15,413,774
1991 333 $611,103 $13,776,948
1992 399 $2,651,5 $20,606,193
1693 373 $1,814,723 $144,110,810
1994 296 $2,345,580 $15,749,468
1965 329 $2,384,098 $203 $10,439 $299 $19,956,663
1996 370 $4,222,351 $1,059 $115,470 37 $18,617,049
1997 357 $3,188,854 $1,947 $47.628 $16,456,102
1998 285 $1,274,902 $4,186 $116,357 $12,076,284
1999 286 $1,730,631 $8,902 $1,841 $15,898,712
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Proportion of vessels whose principal species is a HMS and whose principal port is Newport, OR of
all vessels making HMS landings, and the proportion of these vessel of the total number of vessels
making landings in Newport,1981-99.
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Number of processors/buyers in Newport, OR, 1981-39.
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2.4.3.5 HMS Community Profile: Coos Bay, Coos County OR

Coos County and Coos Bay http://www.ucinet.com/~baccfindex.htm|

Coos County's economic structure reflects the seaport activities of Coos Bay. These activities are evident
in the transportation sector which historically has generated a larger proportion of non-agricultural labor and
proprietor income in the county than in the state and most other Oregon counties. In 1999, the major sectors
ofthe County's economy in terms of proprietor and labor income were forestry, fishing and agriculture support,
as well as manufacturing, retail trade, transportation and health services.

Coos Bay, Oregon's largest bay, has represented a commercial passage to the sea from pioneer days to the
present. The name is derived from one of the area's Native American tribes and has two Indian meanings
—lake and place of pines.

Coos Bay is the largest of the communities that comprise Oregon's Bay Area. The city, founded in the 1850s,
was named Marshfield after the Massachusetts home town of the city's founder J. C. Tolman, and was
incorporated in 1874 under that name. In 1944, residents voted to change the name to Coos Bay.

Historically, wood products, commercial fishing and shipping have been the mainstays of the Bay Area's
economy; more recently, agriculture and tourism have become increasingly important segments.

Coos County boasts 722 farms, comprising 17% of its total land area. More than 10,200 acres are irrigated,
and average farm size is 242 acres.

The county ranked first in Oregon in cranberry production, with about 1,450 acres harvested in 1987. Sheep
production ranked fourth highest, and dairy production ninth highest in the state during 1997.

The 1987 estimated gross value of all crops, including small woodlots, was $38.5 million, and $22.4 million
for all livestock. Agricultural employment averages 500, according to the most recent estimate available from
the Oregon Employment Department.

During 1997, over 33.9 million pounds of seafood were landed along the south coast of Oregon, with a value
of over $21 million to local fishers; annual values tend to fluctuate due to environmental constraints and
management policies. Most of the seafood products from Coos County and its south coast neighbor, Curry
County, are either sold fresh or frozen in U.S. markets, or are exported to Europe and Japan. The majority
of processing is done on the south coast, bringing additionatl dollars into the area. Another positive impact
on the local economy comes from the service industry in marine repair, fabrication and other services.

Groundfish tead in value of all seafood products landed, followed closely by shrimp, crab, urchins and salmon,
although the near total loss of commercial ocean salmon has reduced its income by over 90%. Smaller
harvests from albacore and miscelianeous species also contribute to the income. Coos County is first in the
state for oyster production.

There are approximately 610,000 acres of non-federal forest lands in Coos County, with 16% owned by Coos
County and the State of Oregon, 23% owned by small woodland owners, and the remaining 61% owned by
wood products corporations.

The value of timber harvested from non-federal lands as it leaves the Coos County forests reaches $113.5
million. Production facilities in the Bay Area include a containerboard mill which utilizes 100% recycled
materials and an automated sawmill which opened in 1994. Another $1.5 million comes from the harvest of
floral greenery and forest seedling nurseries annually. Approximately 1,700 Coos County residents are
employed in the lumber and wood products industry.
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Tourism ranks as an increasingly important segment of the Bay Area's economy. In addition to the many
cultural and recreational attractions and events, area motels, restaurants and other businesses benefit from
a variety of conferences, conventions and other meetings which are held in the community annually. New
facilities, attractions, recreational activities and beautification projects are in the planning stages to make the
area even more attractive to new and returning visitors. Estimated employment in the Bay Area's visitor
industry is 800.

Number of vessels with HMS landings, for which Coos Bay, OR is their principal port, by their
principal species, 1981-99.

Year Albacore | Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish | Tropical Tuna | Non-HMS
1981 35 105
1982 19 22
1983 12 38
1984 7 7
1985 5 2
1986 4 6
1987 6 16
1988 11 17
1989 7 13
1990 4 38
1991 5 5
1992 7 30
1993 14 28
1994 14 22
1995 7 18
1996 42 29
1997 12 51
1998 23 40
1999 14 13
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings (m¢) and exvessel revenues (1999 §) by
species group, Coos Bay, OR, 1981-99,

Landings (mt round weight}
Year Number of Albacore Bluefin Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tuna Non-HMS
Vessels Tuna
1981 530 810 9860
1982 508 369 9296
1983 384 165 9089
1984 219 146 7522
1985 380 121 9829
1988 432 195 9198
1987 491 177 12043
1988 504 430 12641
1989 497 141 14226
1990 407 a3 13372
1891 259 94 13031
1992 206 156 168492
1993 245 364 12134
1994 200 245 9905
1995 200 99 3398
1996 240 680 1 §746
1997 179 291 8466
1998 164 503 4 - 5748
1999 216 153 11052
Exvessel Revenues {1999 §)
Year Number of Albacore Bluefin Dorade Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tuna Non-HMS
Vessels Tuna
1981 530 $2,665,422 $14,014,554
1982 508 $860,386 $15,206,768
1983 381 $318,757 $33 $9,998,074
1984 219 $291,756 $7,794,166
1985 380 $200,657 $12,517,783
1986 432 $331,775 $14,064,152
1987 491 $389,762 $22,439,673
1988 504 $1,063,284 $18,758,676
1989 497 $223,486 $17,324,785
1990 407 $225,982 $17,151,251
1991 258 $196,747 $14,384,937
1992 206 $389,231 $16,230,022
1993 245 $742,121 $11,242,284
1994 200 $466,269 $12,941,597
1995 200 $195,852 $14,634,331
1996 240 $1,294,863 $100 $9.850 $13,188,019
1997 179 $539,383 $108 $880 $10,827,481
1998 164 $658,014 $22,529 $7,292,550
1998 216 $304,093 $10,853,504
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Proportion of vessels whose principal species is a HMS and whase principal port is Coos Bay, OR of
all vessels making HMS landings, and the proportion of these vessels of the total number of vessels
making landings in Coos Bay,1981-99.
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Oregon State HMS Communities Demographic and Economic Activity Summary

aounty
Clatsop Lincoln Coos
1990 2000 1380 2000 1990 2000 ||
IPopulation (numbers} 33,301 35,630 38,889 44,479 60,273 | 82,779
Gender (Percent total population;}
Male 49.7% 49.5% 48.2% 48.5% 49 4% 49.0%
Female 50.3% 50.5% 51.8% 51.5% 50.6% 51.0%
Race and Hispanic origin (Percent fotal population)
White 96.4% 93.1% 096.1% 90.6% 85.9% 92.0%
Black 0.3% 0.5% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3%
Native American 1.1% 1.0% 2.4% 3.1% 2.3% 2.4%
Asian or Pacific Islander 1.9% 1.4% 0.9% 1.1% 1.0% 1.1%
Other Race 0.8% 1.6% 0.4% 1.7% 0.6% 1.1%
Hispanic Origin (any race) 1.9% 4.5% 1.5% 4.8% 2.2% 3.4%
Age Structure (Percent lotal population)
Under § years 6.0% 5.6% 6.1% 4.9% 6.4% 4.9%
5-9 Years 7.4% 6.1% 7.1% 5.5% 7.3% 5.7%
10-14 Years 7.3% 7.1% 6.7% 6.7% 7.3% 6.9%
15-18 Years 6.7% 7.9% 5.1% 6.6% 6.3% 7.1%
20-24 Years 5.6% 5.6% 4.2% 4.3% 4.9% 4.5%
25-34 Years 14.5% 10.5% 12.9% 9.4% 13.7% 9.6%
35-44 Years 16.0% 14.7% 16.0% 14.1% 14.9% 14.4%
45-54 Years 10.2% 16.4% 10.3% 16.7% 11.3% 15.8%
55-59 Years 4.4% 5.6% 5.2% 6.5% 5.1% 6.4%
60-64 Years 4.8% 4.7% 6.3% 5.8% 5.5% 5.7%
65-74 Years 9.2% 8.0% 12.7% 10.7% 10.3% 10.0%
75-84 Years 5.5% 5.6% 8.0% 6.9% 5.6% 6.7%
85 Years and greater 1.5% 2.0% 1.3% 1.9% 1.4% 2.4%
Median Age (years) NA 40 NA 441 NA 43.1
18 Years and greater 74.3% 76.3% 76.7% 78.6% 74.9% 78.1%
Male 36.2% 37.2% 36.3% 37.2% 38.4% 37.8%
Femala 38.1% 39.1% 40.3% 41.3% 38.5% 40.3%
21 Years and greater 70.4% 71.7% 74.1% 75.4% 78.7% | 74.4%
82 Years and greater 19.1% 18.3% 24.0% 23.0% 20.6% 22.5%
65 Years and greater 16.2% 15.8% 20.1% 19.5% 17.3% 19.1%
Male 7.0% 6.8% 9.1% B.6% 7.9% B.7%
Female 9.3% 8.8% 10.9% 1.0% 9.4% 10.4%
|Educational Attainment {(Persons 25 years and over)
Graduate or professional degree 3.7% NA 4.4% NA 2.7% NA
Bachelor's degree 7.3% NA 7.3% NA 5.7% NA
Associate's degree 4.6% NA 3.4% NA 4.7% NA
Some college no degree 17.6% NA 17.6% NA 18.0% NA
High school graduate 21.0% NA 24.1% NA 22.3% NA
gth to 12th no diplema 8.2% NA 10.0% NA 11.4% NA
Less than 9th grade 3.8% NA 315% NA 5.3% NA
Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) 47.7% NA 45.0% NA 43.1% NA
Maies 26.7% NA 24.1% NA 24.0% NA
Females 21.0% NA 20.9% NA 19.0% NA
Economic Activity
Employment (numbers)
Agricultural Services, Foresiry, and Fishing (SIC-07) 103 129 394
Fishing, hunting and rapping (SIC-0900) 46 42 i3
Mining (SIC-10) 0-19 47 76
Construction (S1C-15) 456 753 606
Manufacturing {S1C-20) 1,728 1,334 3,301
Transportation and Public Utilities {SIC40) 332 383 1,319
Wholasale Trade (SiC-50) 4683 288 77
Retail Trade (SIC-52} 3,608 4,511 4,767
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate {SIC-80) 409 670 666
Services (SIC-70) 3,020 3,444 4,605
Unclassified Establishments (S1C-99) 019 15 =]
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support (NAICS-11) 478 241 1,004
Fishing (NAICS-11411}) 20-99 49 0-19
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 53 31 0-19
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112) 0-19 18 0-19
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Oregon State HMS Communities Demographic and Economic Activity Summary

County
Clatsop Lincoln Coos
1993 1999 1993 1999 7993 1999 |
[Economic Activity
Empioyment (numbers)
Mining {(NAICS-21) 0-19 20-99 20-99
Utilities (NAICS-22) 69 20-99 20-99
Construction (NAICS-23) 775 678 744
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 985 982 1,577
Wholesala trade (NAICS-42} 282 188 674
Retail trade {NAICS-44) 2,351 2,751 3,082
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) ' 192 200 873
Information {(NAICS-51) 183 226 353
Finance & insurance (NAICS-52) 252 349 534
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 200 170 243
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 279 328 505
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 92 24 94
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services {NAICS-56) 216 663 1,180
Educational services (NAICS-61) 148 79 70
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 1,440 1,856 3,048
Arts, entertainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 202 1,017 467
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-72) 2,276 3,341 1,921
Other services {except public administration) (NAICS-81) 585 588 665
Auxiliaries {exc corpeorate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 0-19 7 0-19
Unclassified establishments {NAICS-99) 0-19 0-19 20-99
Labor and Proprietor income ($1,000)
Agnicultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing {(SIC-07) 1,425 2,822 8,723
Fishing, hunting and trapping {S1C-0900) 628 1,077 215
Mining (SIC-10) 0 1,145 2,090
Construction (SIC-15) 10,414 13,508 14,772
Manufacturing (SHC-20} 32,952 42129 77,478
Transportation and Public Litilittes (SIC-40) 9,626 9,599 33,821
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) 10,345 5722 16,787
Retait Trade {StC-52) 44,159 53,573 59,401
Finanee, Insurance, and Real Eslate {S)C-60) 7,131 12,254 14,807
Services (SIC-70) 47,756 49,978 82,375
Unclassified Establishments {SI1C-99) 0 129 94
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agricuiture support (NAICS-11) 15,456 6,357 29,767
Fishing {NAICS-11411) 0 1,563 0
Finfish fishing {(NAICS-114111) 494 1,165 0
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112) o] 398 0
Mining (NAICS-21) 0 0 0
Utilities (NAICS-22) 2,946 0 0
Construction (NAICS-23) 19,065 16,514 23,184
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 22,445 41,571 53,680
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42} 7,795 5,540 20,052
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 41,060 47,291 52,826
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 7,772 4,623 28,159
Information (NAICS-51) 4,811 5,521 9,711
Finance & insurance {NAICS-52) 6,903 10,836 16,222
Real estate & rental & leasing {NAICS-53) 3275 3,280 4,291
Professional, scientific & technicat services (NAICS-54) 5,564 6,578 12,028
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55} 1,970 951 2,666
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services {NAICS-56) 4,522 9,761 16,730
Educational services (NAICS-61) 3,073 1,118 1,029
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 37,528 41,290 78,378
Arts, entertainment & recreation {NAICS-71) 3.769 21,870 7,279
Accommaodation & food services (NAICS-72) 30,580 41,663 19,593
Cther services (except public administration) (NAICS-81) 8,038 9,335 10,569
Auxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regicnal mgt) {NAICS-95) ] 310 o]
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-99) 0 0 ]
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Oregon State HMS Communities Demographic and Economic Activity Summary

County
Clatsop Linceln Coos
1993 1999 1993 1999 1993 1999
Economic Activity (cont'd)
Number of Establishrnents
Agricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07) 38 52 43
Fishing, hunting and trapping {(SIC-0800) 20 26 9
Mining (SIC-10} 2 5 7
Construction (SIC-15) 123 197 143
Manufacturing {SIC-20) 77 75 219
Transportation and Public Utilities (SIC-40) 64 63 117
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) 59 57 88
Retait Trade (SIC-52) 406 485 454
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate {S1C-60) 86 127 121
Services {SIC-70) 365 448 532
Unclassified Establishmants (SIC-99) 14 12 15
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agricutture support {NAICS-11) 70 72 109
Fishing (NAICS-11411) 36 44 8
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 29 30 6
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112) 7 14 1
Mining (NAICS-21) 1 3 6
Utilities {NAICS-22) 11 4 3
Construction (NAICS-23) 156 187 158
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 49 59 94
Whoiesale trade (NAICS-42) 38 37 3]
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 260 347 279
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 49 45 81
Information {NAICS-51} 24 23 29
Finance & insurance (NAICS-52) 38 56 76
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 55 80 64
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 65 92 116
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 5 5 ¢}
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services {NAICS-56) 40 63 63
Educational services (NAICS-61}) 13 19 6
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 106 118 200
Arts, entertainment & recreation {NAICS-71) 20 37 22
Accommodation & food services {(NAICS-T2) 199 254 174
Other services {except public administration} (NAICS-81}) 117 135 148
Auxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 1 3 3
Unclassitied estanisnments (NAILS-9Y) 28 25 34
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Oregon State HMS Communities Demographic and Economic Activity Summary

Major HMS Ports

Astoria, Clatsop Co.

Newponrt, Lincoln Co.

Coos Bay, Coos Co.

1980 2000

1990 2000

1990 2000

[I'?opu!ation {numbers)

Gender (Percent total popiiation)
Male
Female

Race and Hispanic origin (Percent total populatior;)
White
Biack
Native American
Asian or Pacific {slander
Other Race
Rispanic Origin {any race)

Age Structure (Percent total population)
Under 5 years
5-8 Years
10-14 Years
15-19 Years
20-24 Years
25-34 Years
35-44 Years
45-54 Years
55-59 Years
60-64 Years
65-74 Years
75-84 Years
85 Years and greater
Median Age (Years)
18 Years and greater
Male
Female
21 Years and greater
62 Years and greater

10,069 9,813

48.7% 48.0%
51.3% 52.0%

95.5% 91.1%

0.3% 0.5%
1.4% 1.1%
2.1% 2.1%
0.7% 2.7%
2.5% 6.0%
7.8% 6.4%
7.5% 6.1%
6.7% 7.2%
6.1% 71%
6.5% 6.3%

16.1% 12.3%
15.2% 14.1%
9.2% 15.7%

4.0% 5.0%
4.4% 3.7%
8.8% 7.4%
5.7% 6.0%
2.1% 2.5%

NA 383

74.8% 76.0%
BT% 36.0%
38.8% 40.0%
70.7% 71.8%
19.3% 18.1%

8,437 9,532
47 6% 48.9%
52.4% 51.1%

95.9% 88.6%
0.3% 0.5%

1.9% 2.2%
1.4% 1.8%
0.5% 3.9%
2.0% 9.0%
6.7% 5.6%
7.4% 5.9%
6.5% 6.3%
5.6% 7.0%
5.6% 5.6%

14.9% 11.7%
17.5% 14.0%
9.8% 16.1%

4.7% 5.8%
4.9% 4.8%
9.7% 9.0%
5.5% 6.5%
1.4% 1.8%

NA 40.9

75.7% 77.7%
35.5% 37.2%
40.3% 40.5%
72.9% 74.2%
19.7% 20.1%

15,076 | 15,374

48.2% | 48.5%
51.6% 51.5%

94.8% 90.8%
0.3% 0.4%
2.5% 2.3%
1.6% 1.7%
0.9% 1.3%
2.7% 4.58%

7.0% 5.7%
7.3% 6.0%
6.7% 6.7%
6.3% 7.6%
5.8% 5.7%
14.5% t1.1%
14.8% 14.1%
10.1% 13.6%
4.4% 54%
5.4% 4.9%
10.2% 9.3%
5.9% 7.3%
1.6% 2.6%
NA 401
75.2% 77.4%
35.6% 36.6%
39.6% 40.6%
71.6% 72.5%
21.0% 22.1%

65 Years and greater 16.6% 15.9% 16.6% 17.2% 17.7% 19.2%
Maie 6.7% 6.3% 7.0% 7.3% 7.7% 8.4%
Female 9.9% 9.6% 9.6% 9.9% 10.0% 10.8%

Educational Attainment {Persons 25 years and over)

Graduate or professional degree 3.9% NA 5.1% NA 3.1% NA

Bachelor's degree 6.9% NA 8.5% NA 6.2% NA

Associate's degree 4.4% NA 4.6% NA 4.4% NA

Some college no degree 17.9% NA 18.3% NA 17.2% NA

High schoal graduate 20.8% NA 20.9% NA 209% NA

9th to 12th no diploma 7.5% NA 8.2% NA 10.5% NA

Less than 9th grade 4.3% NA 2.7% NA 51% NA

Economic Activity (Percent total population)

Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over} 47.8% NA 49.8% NA 45.8% NA
Males 27.4% NA 25.4% NA 25.1% NA
Females 20.3% NA 24 4% NA 20.7% NA

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census
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2.4.3.6 HMS Community Profile: Crescent City, Del Norte County, CA

Del Norte County and Crescent City http://www.crescentcity.org/

The economic contribution of Del Norte County's government sector, which includes Pelican Bay prison, has
typically been more than twice the state average, and accounts for the major share of the County's labor
income. Other important sectors of the County's 1999 economy included forestry, fishing and agricuiture
support, as well as manufacturing, retail trade and tourism. Agriculture is also important to the Del Norte
County economy, with 12% of the County's total labor and proprietor income derived from agriculture in 1997.

Crescent City is one of the oldest incorporated cities in California and the only incorporated city in Del Norte
County. The town was laid out in 1852 along the harbor and coastline and was the first county seat of the
former Klamath County. In 1855, the state legislature considered moving the state capital to Crescent City,
but the bili to do so failed. Two years later, the legislature divided Klamath County, forming the new Del Norte
County. Crescent City is the county seat. The city has a large harbor, a downtown area, highway frontage
and several shopping districts.

Number of vessels with HMS landings for which the Crescent City, CA area is their principal port, by
their principal species, 1981-99. :

Year | Albacore | BUefin | pode Sharks | Swordfish | 'roPical | o ums
Tuna Tuna
1587 B 5 5 5
1982 13 0 0 16
1983 12 0 0 95
1984 4 0 0 24
1985 19
1986 7 0 5 12
1987 12
1988 2 0 0 21
1989 1 0 0 9
1990 17
1991 0 ] 3 7
1992 2 0 15 21
1993 2 0 28 37
1994 7 1 12 73
1995 1 0 0 16
1996 6 0 7 29
1997 9 0 2 58
1998 1 0 5 23
1999 1 0 0 16
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings (mt} and exvessel revenues {1999 $) by

species group, Crescent City, CA, 1981-99.

Landings {mt round weight)
Year Number of Albacore Bluafin Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Non-HMS
Vessels Tuna Tuna
1981 589 172 6611
1982 566 309 7345
1983 442 251 5402
1984 303 108 6076
1985 211 68 2 7743
1986 296 224 8324
1987 275 22 10 BB56
1988 249 68 14189
1989 247 39 14 14611
1990 187 11 29 27 12014
1691 195 2 52 30 12181
1992 23 96 61 516 1 15100
1993 271 239 5 86 559 3 10310
1694 307 335 15 18 120 11513
1995 193 77 1 2 16 6456
1996 228 293 2 2 23 8890
1997 214 430 3 7 29 9933
1998 190 85 5 23 93 7642
1999 185 29 2 17 4415
Exvessel Revenues {1999 §)

Year N‘t;;';‘;::f Albacore B.:.l:‘:f;n Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tr_:l?:;al Non-HMS

1981 589 $573,286 $15,767,137
1982 566 $705,308 $304 $148 $14,846 863
1983 442 $490,604 $958 $10,481,673
1984 303 $197,612 $34 $8,691,307
1985 211 $119,187 54,626 $10,229,000
1086 296 $399,438 $124 $4,834 $6 $13,821,395
1987 275 $53,026 $26,256 $13,851,533
1988 249 $177,464 §127 $17,363,803
1969 247 $75,769 $35,859 $12,8286,383
1990 187 $24,790 $46,371 $167,105 $14,839,241
1891 195 $4,825 $66,770 $200,740 $10,740,561
1992 23 $333,666 $2,850 $101,914 $2,559,090 $7.487 $13,432,066
1993 271 $395,661 $22,100 $136,919 $2,826,937 | $19,517 $11,510,630
1994 307 $644,126 $88,912 $4,169 $36,292 $725,819 $16,280,989
1995 163 $148,600 $7,088 $2,595 $82,802 $10,286,959
1996 228 $540,433 $7,573 $4,008 $132,078 $14,385,578
1697 214 $752,902 $12,881 $12,061 $150,846 $231 $11,575,237
1998 190 $82,476 $29,379 $34,162 $395,535 $262 $8,858,153
1999 185 $69,013 $7,466 $3,080 $79,038 $1,597 $9,631,439
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Proportion of vessels whose principal species is a HMS and whose principal port is Crescent City,
CA of all vessels making HMS landings, and the proportion of these vessels of the total number of
vessels making landings in Crescent City,1981-99.
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Number of processors/buyers in Crescent City, CA, 1981-99.
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2.4.3.7 HMS Community Profile; Eureka, Humboldt County, CA

Humboldt County and Eureka http://www.eurekawebs.com/

Almost 55% of Del Norte County's non-agriculture labor and proprietor income in 1999 was generated by the
manufacturing, retail trade and health care sectors of the economy. Forestry, fishing and agriculture support,
as well as construction and tourism were other important components of the County's economy.

Founded in 1856, Eureka is bordered on one side by Humboldt Bay, and on the other by mountains lush with
redwoods which offer a reminder of the area's rich logging heritage. The community’s roots since the 1850's
have been in the timber and commercial fishing industries.

Eureka is continuing to successfully fransition to a broader economic base, and today enjoys its position as
the governmental, commercial, industrial and transportation center of the region. The city's 28,600 residents
reside within the 17 square miles of the City limits which also serves as the County seat for Humboldt County.
Eureka functions more like a city twice its size due to its regional center status and the fact its service area
population is about 50,000.

The Eureka/Humboldt County economy has historically depended heavily on the timber industry, which
included lumber production and the manufacturing of timber-related products. Both types of manufacturing
are in long-term decline due to diminishing timber resources, increased mechanization, and increased
regulation of timber harvesting. Since the 1970s, there has been a major shift in the structure of the county’s
economy away from manufacturing toward services, retail trade, and government. However, job growth since
1991 has been in (1) services other than medical or lodging, (2) retail and restaurants, (3) medical services,
{4) finance, insurance and real estate, (5) food and fish processing, and (6} other manufacturing. Humboldt
State University, as well as some state and federal government employers, are also basic industries.
Spending by visitors and the movement of retired persons into the county have provided some basic economic
activity more recently. Basic industries generate demand for other industries to provide supplies. The railroad
and port, for example, historically served the timber industry. Local-servmg industries are those that serve
the consumption needs of the local area.

Number of vessels with HMS landings, for which the Eureka, CA area is their principal port, by their
principal species, 1981-99.

Year Albacore Bluefin Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Non-HMS
Tuna Tuna
1981 63 0 53
1982 6 0 14
1983 16 0 62
1984 15 0 23
1985 24 0 33
1986 8 0 6
1987 3 0 12
1988 4 0 18
1989 2 0 5
1990 5 0 8
1991 3 0 3
1992 6 3 16
1993 16 0 19
1994 17 0 31
1995 2 0 11
1996 6 0 15
1997 12 0 28
1998 2 0 10
1999 9 0 19
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings (mt) and exvessel revenues (1999 §) by

species group, Eureka, CA, 1981-99.

Landings (mt round weight}
Year N\l;g;ee::f Albacore B‘:.:?‘f;n Dorado Sharks Swordfish T;_o;:]-l';al Non-HMS
1981 546 1659 4437
1982 378 84 3519
1983 311 178 2677
1984 251 280 2657
1985 226 815 3875
1986 275 422 4 3278
1987 256 93 as20
1988 247 105 3247
1989 212 33 2449
1990 177 70 3791
1991 234 37 3 2809
1992 177 145 7 106 3603
19893 163 287 1 2 4347
1994 178 407 15 3944
1995 120 150 4 3500
1996 151 287 4261
1997 153 518 2 5 4930
1998 121 136 3364
1999 144 164 2906
Exvessel Revenues (1999 §)
Year Number of Albacore Bluefin Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Non-HMS
Vessels Tuna Tuna
1981 546 $5,689,208 ~ $300 - $9,398,658
1982 378 $181,862 $7,404,551
1983 311 $333,964 5239 $4,019,298
1984 251 $478,203 $268 54,840,778
1985 226 $1,197,708 $284 $5,639,505
1986 275 $712,136 $7,359 $5,616,238
1987 256 $214,978 $7.151,370
1988 247 $270,148 $6,537,160
1989 212 366,602 $3,6550,148
1990 177 $165,683 $7,271,931
1991 234 $79,275 $562 $23,001 54,114,655
1992 177 $378,588 $1,711 38 $12,410 $649,813 $171 $5,147,063
19983 163 $634,139 $1.509 $16,887 $6,215,062
1894 178 $1,364,575 5871 3966 $98,306 $6.614,026
1995 120 $288,538 $1,430 $21,873 $6,369,408
1996 151 $666,778 $7,385,752
1997 153 $946,449 $3,080 $25,220 $7,824,339
1698 21 $210,916 $6,033,858
1899 144 $333,394 $469 $72 $3,506 $6,103,300
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Number of processors/buyers in Eureka, CA, 198189,
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2.4.3.8 HMS Community Profile: Fort Bragg, Mendocino County, CA

Mendocino County

Mendocino County's economic structure closely resembles that of the state. The main exception is the
agriculture sector which in terms of income as a proportion of total income, is significantly greater than that
of the state. !In 1997, agriculture accounted for 12% of the County's total income. Of the northern California
counties, Mendocino's government sector is the smallest. Manufacturing in Mendocino County accounted
for aimost 25% of non-agricultural tabor and proprietor income in 1999. Other key industry sectors were retail

trade, health services and tourism,

Number of vessels with HMS landings for which the Fort Bragg, CA area is their principal port, by their
principal species, 1981-99.

Year Albacore Bluefin Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Non-HMS
Tuna Tuna
1981 26 0 67
1982 3 0 40
1983 11 0 59
1984 4 0 17
1985 2 0 29
1986 1 0 12
1987 17
1988 13
1989 14
1990 1 2 4
1991 0 2 2
1992 4 4 2
1993 1 2 3
1994 1 0 4
1995 1 2 4
1996 2 0 3
1997 19
1993 3
1999 2 0 13
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings (mt) and exvessel revenues (1999 $) by

species group, Fort Bragg, CA, 1981-99,

Landings {mt round weight)
Year Ns:;bsiq:f Albacore B.II.I:::;" Dorado Sharks Swordfish T?f'::a' Non-HMS
1981 480 1659 4437
1982 460 84 3519
1982 304 178 2677
1984 278 280 2657
1985 3849 815 3875
1986 399 422 4 3278
1987 510 93 asao
1988 485 105 3247
1989 469 33 2449
1990 347 70 3791
1991 279 7 3 2809
1992 114 145 7 106 3603
1993 191 287 1 2 4347
1994 143 407 15 3944
1995 129 150 4 3500
1996 144 287 4261
1997 119 518 2z 5] 4930
1998 93 136 3364
1999 93 164 2906
Exvessel Revenues {19599 $)
Yaar Number of Albacore Bluetin Dorade Sharks Swaordfish Tropical Non-HMS
Vessels Tuna Tuna
1981 380 5,680,208 $300 0,308,658
1982 460 $181,862 $7,404,551
1983 304 $333,964 $239 $4,019,298
1984 278 $478,203 $268 $4,840,778
1985 389 $1,197,708 $284 $5,639,505
1986 399 $712,136 $7,359 $5,616,238
1987 510 $214,978 $7,151,370
1988 485 $270,148 $6,537,160
1989 489 $66,602 $3,550,148
1990 347 $165,683 $7,271,931
1991 279 $79,275 $562 $23,001 $4,114,655
1992 114 $378,588 $1,711 $8 $12,410 $649,813 $171 $5,147,063
1993 191 $634,139 $1,509 $16,887 $6,215,062
1994 143 $1,364,578 $871 $966 $98,306 $6,614,026
1995 129 $289,538 $1,430 $21,973 $6,369,408
1996 144 $666,778 $7,385,752
1997 119 $946,449 $3,050 $25,220 $7.824,339
1898 93 $210,916 $6,033,858
1999 93 $333,394 $469 $72 $3,506 $6,103,300
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Proportion of vessels whose principal species is a HMS and whaose principal port is Fort Bragg, CA
of ali vessels making HMS landings, and the proportion of these vessels of the totai number of
vessels making landings in Forl Bragg, 1981-99.
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Number of processors/buyers in Fort Bragg, CA, 1981-80.
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Northern California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

County
Del Norte ~Humboldt Mendocing
1980 2000 1550 2000 1550 2000
Population (numbers) 23,460 27.507 119,118 | 126,518 60,345 86,265 |
Gender {Percent {otal population)
Male 54.3% 55.2% 40.7% 52.5% 45.8% 49.7%
Female 45.7% 44.8% 50.3% 53.7% 50 2% 50.3%
Race and Hispanic origin (Percent total population)
White 86.1% 76.9% 80.6% 90.0% 89,6% 80.8%
Black 3.7% 4.3% 0.8% 0.9% 0.6% 0.6%
Native American 8.4% 6.4% 5.6% 8.1% 4.1% 4.8%
Asian or Pacific Islander 1.9% 2.4% 1.9% 2.0% 1.2% 1.3%
Other Race 1.9% 3.9% 1.2% 2.8% 4.5% 8.6%
Hispanic Origin (any race) 10.3% 13.9% 4.2% 6.9% 10.3% 16.5%
Age Structure (Percent fotal population)
Under 5 years 7.4% 5.5% 7.2% 8.0% 7.3% 6.0%
58 Years 8.5% 6.8% 7.8% 6.6% 8.2% 8.9%
10-14 Years 7.4% 7.7% 7.0% 7.4% 1.7% 7.8%
15-19 Years 8.0% 7.5% 7.0% B.A4% 8.5% 7.6%
20-24 Years 8.9% 5.5% 7.8% 9.4% 5.2% 54%
25-34 Years 16.8% 14.4% 16.4% 13.4% 14.1% 14.2%
35-44 Years 14.3% 17.7% 17.0% 16.7% 17.9% 14,4%
45-54 Years 9.5% 13.7% 9.6% 16.7% 11.0% 16.9%
55-53 Years 4.0% 4.7% 3.8% 5.3% 4.1% 5.9%
60-64 Years 4.2% 3.9% 4.1% 4.0% 4.4% 4.4%
66.74 Years 8.0% 87% 7.2% 8.7% 8.0% B.9%
75-84 Years 4.1% 4.4% 4.0% 4.8% 4.3% 4.9%
85 Years and greater 0.8% 1.4% 1% 1.7% 1.2% 1.7%
Median Age (years) NA 36.4 NA 36.3 NA 8.9
18 Years and greater 73.0% 74.8% 74.3% B1.5% 72.7% 74.5%
Maie 40,2% 42.4% 36.5% 38.8% 35.6% 6. 7%
Female 32.8% 32.5% 37.8% 41.7% T A% 37.8%
21 Years and greater 69.5% 71.4% 68.3% 75.8% 69.2% 70.5%
62 Years and greater 15.5% 14.7% 14.7% 15.8% 16.4% 16.1%
65 Years and greater 12.9% 12.5% 12.3% 13.2% 13.6% 13.6%
Male 6.0% 5.7% 5.3% 5.6% 5.9% 5.9%
Female 6.9% 6.9% 7.0% T.6% 1.7% 7.6%
Educational Attainment (Persons 25 years and over)
Graduate or professional degree 2.1% NA 3.8% NA 3.8% NA
Bachelor's degree 4.4% NA 8.9% NA 7.8% NA
Associate’s degree 4.7% NA 4.9% NA 4.3% NA&
Some college no degree 14.9% NA 18.5% NA 18.1% NA
High schoal graduate 19.6% NA 17.0% NA 19.3% NA
Sth o 12th no diploma 12.7% NA 8.5% NA 86% NA
Less than 9th grade 5.9% NA 390% NA 5.3% NA
Economic Activity
Laber Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) 37 7% NA 47.3% NA, 47.2% NA
Males 21.2% NA 28.3% NA 28.7% NA
Females 16.5% NA 21.0% NA 33.0% NA
HMS FMP Ch.2Pg. 79 August 2003



Northern California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

County
Del Norte Humboldt Mendocino
1893 1999 1993 1999 1993 1999
,Economic Activity (cont’d}
Employment {numbers)
Agricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07) 57 620 255
Fishing, hunting and trapping {S1C-0900} 27 14 0-18
" Mining (SIC-10) 0-19 0-19
Construction (SIC-15) 148 1,846 1,034
Manufacturing (SIC-20) 476 6,476 4,253
Transportation and Public Utiliies (SIC-40) 217 1,863 845
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) 237 1,363 1,256
Retail Trade {SIC-52} 1667 9,468 5,839
Finance, Insurance, and Reai Estate (SIC-60) 157 1.677 1,021
Services {SIC-70) 1238 10,858 6,148
Unclassiflied Estabiishments (SIC-99) 12 20-99 0-18
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support (NAICS-11) 107 937 460
Fighing (NAICS-11411) 20-99 20-99 20-98
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 0-19 20-98
shellfish fishing {NAIC5-114112) 14 12
Mining (HAICS-21} 20-9%
Utitities {NAICS-22) 0-19 250-499 100.249
Construction (NAICS-23) 186 1,895 1,244
Manufacturing {NAICS-31) 250 5,262 4,231
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42)} 140 1,205 1,079
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 820 6,868 4,569
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 65 888 506
Information (NAICS-51) 102 817 429
Finance & insurance {NAICS-52) 106 1,181 596
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 67 556 480
Professional, scientific & technical services {NAICS-54) 138 1,450 659
Managemant of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 244 108
Admin, suppart, waste mgt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 20-89 1,250 540
Educational services (NAJCS-61) 0-19 am a1
Health care and scocial assistance (NAICS-62) 1,034 7.211 3,705
Arts, enterlainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 272 847 a70
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-72) T41 4,174 3,278
Other services (except public administration} (NAICS-81) 147 1,530 758
Auxiliaries {exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 20-99 205
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-99) 0-19 20.99 69
Labor and Proprietor income ($1,000)
Agricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (S1C-07) 741 14,814 2,574
Fishing, hunting and trapping {SIC-0900) 452 211 0
Mining (SIC-10) 0 \]
Construction {SIC-15) 2791 37,276 21,948
Marufacturing {51C-20) 10399 181,618 113,195
Transportation and Public Utilities (SIC-40) 5941 54,917 24,879
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) 3193 29,912 27,222
Retail Trade (S1C-52) 18251 148,520 76,163
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (SIC-60) 2796 34,346 21,015
Services (SIC-70) 20523 174,320 96,049
Unclassified Establishments (SiC-99) 79 0 1}
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agricuiture support (NAICS-11) 3,645 34,762 25,008
Fishing (NAICS-11411) 0 1]
Finfsh fishing (NAICS-114111) il [1}
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112) 26 107

HMS FMP Ch. 2 Pg. 80 August 2003



Northern California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

County
gl Notte —Humboldt i
1903 | 1090 1993 1999 1993 1999, |
Economic Activity (cont'd)
Labor and Proprietor Income ($1,000) (cont'd)
Mining (NAICS-21) 0
Utilities (NAICS-22) o] 0 0
Construction (NAICS-23) 5,268 55,186 34,661
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) : 8,201 150,320 138,919
Wholesale frade (NAICS-42) 3,210 36,462 29,040
Retail rade {NAICS-44) 13,981 122,349 86,497
Transportation & warehousing {NAICS-48) 1,387 28,000 14,750
Information (NAICS-51) 2,620 29,262 11,099
Finance & insurance (NAICS-52) 2,279 30,819 18,122
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAJCS-53) 818 9,326 7,002
Professional, scientific 8 technical services (MAICS-54) 2,764 36,941 15,564
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 13,575 3,586
Admin, support, waste mat, remediation services (NAICS-56) s] 21,831 8,504
Educational services (NAICS-61}) o 4,499 6,829
Health care and social assistance {NAICS-82) 25,838 157,243 86,713
Arts, enterlainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 4,574 7,718 12,992
Accormmodation & food services {NAICS-72) 6,405 41,092 35,002
Other services (except pubtic administration) (NAICS-81) 2,490 25,229 11,840
Augxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95} 0 7,360
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-98) 0 0 1,072
Number of Establishments
Aqricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (S1C-07) 17 7 60
Fishing, hunting and trapping (SIC-0900) 8 10 2
Mining (SIC-10) 3
Construction {SiC-15} 59 418 3ag
Manufacturing (S1C-20} 3 289 197
Transportation and Public Utilities (SIC-40) 20 153 121
Wholesale Trade (51C-50) 17 163 140
Retail Trade {SIC-52} 161 974 695
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estata (SIC-60) 36 265 178
Services (S1C-70) 175 1.274 875
Unclassified Establishments {SIC-99) 5 30 20
Farestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculiure support (NAICS-11) 25 116 114
Fishing {NAICS-11411) 13 12 a7
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 7 22
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112) 5 15
Mining (NAICS-21) 5
Utilities (NAICS-22) 1 7 5
Construction {NAICS-23) 54 401 315
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 16 194 168
Wholesale trade {NAICS-42) 1t 117 98
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 79 BGO 489
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 1 a8 66
Information (NAICS-51}) 10 67 44
Finance & insurance (NAICS-52) 18 144 89
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 20 149 114
Professional, scientific & tachnical services (NAICS-54) 35 237 204
Manapement of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 13 &
Admin, support, waste mat, remediation services (NAICS-56) 13 120 60
Educational services (NAICS-81) 5 M 23
Health care and social assistance {NAICS-62) 30 420 278
Atts, entertainment & recreation {NAICS-71) 13 55 52
Accommodation & food services {(NAICS-72) 75 345 313
Cther services {except public administration) [NAICS-81} 41 329 213
Auxitiaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mat) (NAICS-95)} 4 3
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-88) 17 75 62
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Northern California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

Major HMS Parts Crescent City Eurcha o Ft. Bragg
1990 2000 1990 2000 1830 2000
Population (numbers) 4380 4,008 27,025 26,128 6,078 7.026
Gender (Percent total population}
Male 47.5% 46.2% 48.6% 49.5% 48.1% 50,1%
Female 52.5% 53.8% 51.4% 50.5% 51.8% 45.9%
Race and Hispanic origin (Percent total population)
white 89.4% 78.3% 88.2% 82.5% 89.0% 79.5%
Biack 0.6% 0.5% 1.4% 1.6% 0.5% 1.0%
Native American 5.2% 6.1% 4.5% 4.2% 1.6% 1.9%
Asian or Pacific 1slander 3.1% 4.7% 4.4% 3.9% 0.68% 1.0%
Other Race 1.7% 4,3% 1.4% 2.7% 8.1% 12.1%
Hispanic Origin (any race) 7.6% 11.0% 4.8% 7.8% 13.7% 22.7%

Age Structure (Percent total popuiziion)

Under 5 years 8.8% 9.1% 7.4% 5.7% 7.9% 6.8%
6.9 Years 10.0% B8.1% 7.5% 8.2% 7.1% 6.7%
10-14 Years 8.0% 8.0% 6.6% 6.4% 6.6% 7.0%
15-19 Years 6.8% 8.5% 6.1% 7.3% 6.3% 7.0%
20-24 Years 7.0% 7.6% 7.5% 8.4% 6.9% 8.5%
25-34 Years 15.8% 11.9% 16.6% 13.8% 16.8% 14.2%
35-44 Years 14.1% 14.8% 16.1% 15.0% 14.8% 15.8%
45-54 Years 8.7% 11.1% 9.2% 15.2% 9.3% 14.1%
5559 Yaars 3.3% 3.4% 4.1% 4.7% 3.4% 4.4%
60-84 Years 3.5% 3.8% 4.0% 3.8% 4.9% 3.6%
65-74 Years 8.0% 6.7% 8.2% 8.5% 8.3% 6.0%
75-B4 Years 4.4% 5.3% 5.2% 5.1% 59% 5.7%
85 Years and greater 1.5% 1.8% 1.5% 21% 1.9% 2.2%
Median Age {Years) NA 321 NA 0.1% NA 0.5%
18 Years and greater 68.8% 68.8% 75.1% 77.8% 74.9% 75.4%
Male 31.4% 31.8% 35.8% 38.0% 35.1% A7.5%
Female 37.4% 38.3% 39.3% 39.7% 30.8% 37.8%

21 Years and greater 64.5% 64.6% 70.8% 72.6% 70.6% 71.2%
62 Years and greater 18.2% 15.9% 17.2% 15.8% 19.4% 16.0%
85 Years and greater 13.9% 13.9% 14.9% 13.7% 16.1% 13.8%
Male 5.2% 52% 5.8% 5.4% 6.0% 4.9%
Female 8.7% 8.6% 9.1% B.3% 10.1% 9.0%

Educational Attainment {Persons 25 years and over)
Graduate or professional degree 2.5% NA 3.1% NA 2.8% NA
Bachelor's degree 4.6% NA 8.6% NA 5.68% NA
Assaciate's degree 3.1% MNA 5.2% NA 3.9% NA
Some college no degrae 12.3% NA 17.7% NA 13.1% NA
High school graduate 20.89% NA 17.0% NA 22.0% NA
8th to 12th no diploma 11.9% Na 9.1% NA 10.1% NA
Less than 5th grade 5.0% NA 4.4% NA 1.2% NA
Economic Activity (Percent total population)

Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) 40.7% NA 468.2% NA 48.4% NA
Malas 20.7% NA 251% MNA T A% NA
Females 20.0% NA 21.1% NA 21.3% NA

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census
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2.4.3.9 HMS Community Profile: Bodega Bay, Sonoma County, CA

Sonoma County hitp:/fwww.sonoma-county.org/index.htm

In 1999, the manufacturing sector accounted for almost 22% of the county's non-agricuitural labor and
proprietor income. Heaith services, retail trade, construction and finance and insurance were other key
contributors to Sonoma County's economy in 1999. Agriculture is a vital component of the County's economy,
accounting for six percent of total income in 1997,

Sonoma County environments range from the surf-pounded cliffs of the coast to the golden Mayacamas
Mountains, from the cool stiliness of redwood forests to the muddy marshes that feed San Francisco Bay.
The economy is strong and equally diverse - from the vineyards of the Alexander Valley to high-tech Telecom
Valtey.

Sonoma County encompasses over one million acres of land and water, rich in scenic beauty with an array
of parks, recreational facilities, campsites and lakes. Open space and agricultural land accounts for a great
majority of Sonoma County acreage. The county has approximately 20,230 acres of surface water area, of
which 8,580 are bay waters.

Unempioyment rates for Sonoma County in the previous four years have maintained a level at least 2% lower
than the California average unemployment rate. Between May 1998 and May 1999, Scenema County
employment levels grew by 5,100 jobs, representing a 2.8% growth. The services industry continued to lead
growth with 1,900 new jobs. Large gains were also reported in business services and government.

The region's iongest period of ecenomic expansion in at least twenty-five years centinued in 2000, spurred
by a healthy $15 billion economy that out-performed heth California and the nation. Small businesses
(establishments with less than 50 workers) account for more than half of Sonoma County's private sector
employment,

Number of vessels with HMS landings, for which Bodega Bay, CA is their principal port, by their
principal species, 1981-99.

Year Albacore Bluafin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tuna Non-HMS

1981 12 0 a 61
1982 20
1983 15 0 0 30
1984 10 1 1 41
1985 4 0 2 34
1986 20
1987 1 0 3 41
1988 21
1989 0 0 3 17
1990 0 0 4 15
1991 0 0 3 5
1992 1 1 3 6
1993 2 D 5 10
1994 1 0 1 15
1995 0 0 1 3
1996 0 0 1 5
1997 0 0 1 32
1998 3 0 1] 15
1999 9
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings (mt) and exvessel revenues (1999 $) by
species group, Bodega Bay, CA, 1981-99.

Landings (mt round weight)
Year N"::;';zrl:f Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tuna Non-HMS
1981 432 183 1153
1982 494 13 2142
1983 270 133 2 1863
1984 3a3 94 23 3 2084
1985 460 32 2 4 2783
1986 398 2 3 4 3174
1987 560 17 2 11 3533
1988 581 40 1 4191
1989 483 7 21 2533
1990 400 3 6 74 2237
1991 408 2 5 28 3206
1992 301 26 1 12 74 2945
1993 293 34 2 7 99 2039
1994 308 38 2 11 22 1439
1995 306 10 3 2 47 1786
1996 200 14 14 1283
1997 170 78 4 1732
1998 169 35 4 1368
1999 175 27 2 1059
Exvessel Revenues (1999 $}
Year ng;l;eea;:f Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tuna Non-HMS
1981 432 $625,497 $72 $4,584,336
1982 494 $31,217 $772 $5,885,578
1983 270 $255,779 $2,653 $355 $2,338,530
1984 383 $163,380 $452 $18 $51,845 $16,192 54,989,103
1985 480 $50,081 $32 $5,149 $18,834 $33 $6,091,806
1986 398 $3.310 $7,917 $28.978 $6,011,388
1987 560 $35,635 $7,887 $104,021 $10,532,634
1988 581 $99,670 $231 $13.883 $13.676,072
1989 483 $19,488 $1,862 $155,220 %63 $4.506,484
1990 400 $7,767 $240 $10,691 $524,408 $211 $4.541,200
1981 408 $5,230 $9,005 $196,995 $1,264 $5,728,061
1992 301 $76,900 $5,236 $18,224 $438,338 51,926 $4,113,922
1993 293 $77,974 $8,398 $10,156 $555,921 $1,201 $2,762,746
1984 308 $80,448 $11,711 $21,393 $144,136 $3,000,986
1995 306 518,514 $12,792 $4,349 $295,282 $356 $3,885,889
1996 200 $39,569 $1.400 51,062 $70,096 $177 32,290,852
1997 170 $129.671 $1,604 $950 $20,511 53,678,031
1998 169 $106,200 5159 $210 $26,860 $3,936,634
1999 175 $68.469 3477 582 37,851 $2,454,025
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Proportion of vessels whose principat species Is a HMS and whose principal port is Bodega Bay CA,
of all vessels making HMS landings, and the proportion of these vessels of the total number of
vessels making landings in Bodega Bay, 1981-99.
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Number of pracessors/buyers in Bodega Bay, CA, 1981-99.

120

B HMS Processors/Buyers
& All Processors/Buyers
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Total income multipliers for landings of HMS of species in the port of Bodega Bay, CA, based on
1996 landings and exvesse! revenues,
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Sonoma County California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

County
Sonoma
1990 2000
Population (numbers) 388,222 458,614
Gender (Percent fotal population)
Male 49.0% 49.2%
Female 51.0% 50.8%
Race and Hispanic origin (Percent total popuiation)
White 90.6% 81.6%
Black 1.4% 1.4%
Native American 1.1% 1.2%
Asian or Pacific Islander 2.8% 3.3%
Other Race 4.1% 8.4%
Hispanic Origin (any race) 10.6% 17.3%
Age Structure (Percent total population)
Under 5 years 7.3% 6.0%
5-0 Years 7.4% 6.9%
10-14 Years 6.5% 7.2%
15-18 Years 6.1% 71%
20-24 Years 6.3% 6.1%
25-34 Years 16.8% 12.7%
35-44 Years 18.4% 16.5%
45-54 Years 10.4% 16.1%
55-59 Years 3.7% 5.2%
60-64 Years 3.8% 3.6%
65-74 Years 7.5% 6.0%
75-84 Years 4.6% 4.9%
85 Years and greater 1.3% 1.8%
Median Age (years) NA 375
18 Years and greater 75.3% 75.5%
Male 36.3% 36.6%
Female 38.1% 38.9%
21 Years and greater 71.3% 71.4%
62 Years and greater 15.7% 14.7%
65 Years and greater 13.4% 12.6%
Male 5.5% 5.2%
Female 7.9% 7.4%
Educational Aftainment (Persons 25 years and over)
Graduate or professional degree 5.2% NA
Bachelor's degree 11.1% NA
Assoclate's degree 6.3% NA
Some college no degree 17.6% NA
High school graduate 16.0% NA
9th to 12th no diploma 6.6% NA
Less than 9th grade 3.8% NA
Economic Activity
Labor Force by Gender {Persons 16 years and over) 52.6% NA
Males 28.7% NA
Females 23.9% NA
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Sonoma County California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

Countv
Sonoma
1993 1.8699
Economic Activity (Cont'd)
Employment (numbears)
Agricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing {SIC-07) 1.833
Fishing, hunting and trapping (S1C-0900) 20-99
Mining (SIC-10} 174
Construction {SI1C-15) 8,413
Manufacturing {S1C-20) 20,808
Transportation and Public Utilities {(SIC-40) 5,761
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) 7.668
Retail Trade (SIC-52) 31,233
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate {(SIC-60) 12,341
Services {SIC-70} 40,367
Unclassified Establishments (S1C-89) 121
Foresiry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support (NAICS-11) 3ss
Fishing (NAICS-11411) 0-19
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 0-19
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112)
Mining {(NAICS-21) 229
Utilities (NAIC S§-22} 500-999
Construction (NAICS-23) 11,878
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 26,391
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42) 7,048
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 24,843
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS5-48) 2,692
information (NAICS-51) 3,998
Finance & insurance {NAICS-52) 10,612
Real estate & rental & leasing {NAICS-53) 2,757
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 7,117
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 862
Admin, support, waste magt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 10.355
Educational services {(NAIC5-61} 1,833
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 22,328
Arts, entertainment & recreation (NAICS-71}) 2,970
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-72) 14,354
Other services (except public administration} (NAICS-81) 7.218
Auxiliaries (exc corparate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 607
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-99) 250-999
Labor and Proprietor Income ($1,000}
Agricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07} 26,289
Fishing, hunting and trapping (S1C-0900) -
Mining (SIC-10) 6,456
Construction {SIC-15) 226,031
Manufacturing (SIC-20) 629,655
Transpeortation and Public Utilities (SI1C-40) 179,793
Wholesale Trade {SIC-50) 218,086
Retail Trade (SIC-52) 472,072
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate {SIC-80) 411,293
Services {SIC-70) 872,424
Unclassified Establishments (SIC-99) 1,733
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support {(NAICS-11) 9.068
Fishing (NAIC5-11411) 0
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) o
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112)
Mining (NAICS-21) 14,545
Utilities (NAICS-22) Q
HMS FMP Ch. 2 Pg. 88 August 2003



Sonoma County California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles
Countv
Sonoma
1993 1.999
Economic Activity (Cont'd}
Labor and Proprietor Income (§1,000) (cant'd)
Construction (NAICS-23) 438.855
Manufacturing {(NAICS-31) 1,069,054
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42) 280,641
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 570,304
Transportation & warehousing {(NAIC §-48} 68,282
information (NAICS-51) 176,619
Finance & insurance {NAICS-52) 470,185
Real estate & rental & leasing {NAICS-53} 73,155
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 324,861
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 33,734
Admin, support, waste maqt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 249,959
Educational services (NAICS-61) 34,589
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-§2) 655,209
Arts, entertainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 45,856
Accommaodation & food services (NAICS-72) 176,347
Qther services (except public administration) (NAICS-81) 147,976
Auxiliaries {exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 50,013
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-39) 0
Number of Establishmenis
Agricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07} 332
Fishing, hunting and trapping {SIC-0900) 3
Mining (SIC-10) 22
Construction (SIC-15) 1,707
Manufacturing {SI1C-20) 780
Transportation and Public Utilities (SIC-40) 430
Wholesale Trade {SIC-50) 703
Retail Trade {SIC-52) 2,597
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (SIC-60) 1,112
Services (SIC-70) 4,383
Unclassified Establishments {SI1C-99) 129
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support (NAICS-11) 54
Fishing (NAICS-11411) 2
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111} 2
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112} 17
Mining (NAICS-21}) 15
Utilities (NAIC S-22) 1,831
Construction {(NAICS-23) 801
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 630
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42) 1,774
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 263
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 217
Information (NAICS-51}) 672
Finance & insurance {NAICS-52) 580
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 1,319
Professional, scientific & technical services {NAICS-54) 53
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 8660
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 150
Educational services {NAICS-61) 1.474
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 184
Arts, entertainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 1,027
Accommuodation & food services (NAICS-72) 1.098
Qther services {(except public administration) (NAICS-81) 18
Auxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) {NAICS-85} 310
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-89)
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. Bodega Bay, Sonoma Co.
Major HMS Ports ) 3000
Population (numbers) 1,127 1,423

Gender (Percent fotal population)
Male 51.9% 51.9%
Female 48.1% 48.1%
Race and Hispanic origin (Percent total population)
White 94.0% 85.5%
Black 0.4%
Native American 0.1% 1.5%
Asian or Pacific islander 1.9% 1.3%
Other Race 4.1% 9.1%
Hispanic Origin {any race} 6.6% 15.2%
Age Structure (Percent total population)
Under & years 4.5% 3.6%
5-9 Years 3.5% 4.4%
10-14 Years 3.2% 3.2%
15-19 Years 4.7% 3.0%

20-24 Years 3.9% 4.7%

25-34 Years 10.2% 10.4%

35-44 Years 19.9% 11.3%

45-54 Years 15.4% 16.9%

55-59 Years 7.8% 9.8%

60-64 Years 9.1% 9.9%

65-74 Years 12.8% 14.5%

75-84 Years 4.7% 6.9%

85 Years and greater 0.4% 1.4%

Median Age (Years) NA 50.9
18 Years and greater 86.9% 87.3%
Male 44 .6% 45.0%
Female 42.2% 42.3%

21 Years and greater 83.0% 84.9%

62 Years and greater 23.2% 28.6%

65 Years and greater 17.8% 22.8%

Male 9.5% 12.5%
Female 8.3% 10.3%
Fducational Attainment (Persons 25 years and over}

Graduate or professional degree 16.6% NA

Bachelor's degree 13.8% NA

Associate's degree 11.3% NA

Some college no degree 15.7% NA

High school graduate 12.7% NA

9th to 12th no dipioma 2.0% NA

Less than Sth grade 1.9% NA
Economic Activity (Percent total population)

Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) 45.2% NA

Males 24.8% NA

Females 20.3% NA

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census

HMS FMP Ch. 2 Pg. 90

August 2003



2.4.3.10 HMS Community Profile; San Francisco Bay Area, CA

San Francisco and Alameda Counties

In 1999, finance and insurance, professional, scientific and technical services, and information were the most
important sectors of the San Francisco County economy in terms of non-agricuitural labor and proprietor
income. The most important Alameda County sectors in this regard were construction, manufacturing, real
estate, rental and leasing, and educational services. Natural resource based industries, including fisheries,
contributed minimally, relative to the above sectors, to the San Francisco and Alameda County economies
during 1999.

Number of vessels with HMS landings, for which San Francisco Bay Area, CA is their principal port,
by their principal species, 1981-99.

Year | Albacore |Biuefin Tuna| Dorado Sharks | Swordfish Tfl?l:’;:a' Non-HMS
7987 75 ) ] 75
1082 g 0 0 30
1983 60 1 0 105
1984 18 1 0 40
1985 11 2 0 39
1986 3 7 0 57
1987 5 0 0 27
1988 2 2 0 15
1989 8 10 0 22
1990 4 5 0 17
1957 5 5 0 13
1992 7 3 0 11
1993 4 4 0 5
1994 3 0 0 11
1995 0 3 0 12
1996 3 3 0 10
1997 6 3 0 32
1998 8 9 0 29
1999 4 1 0 24
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings (mt) and exvessel revenues (1999 $) by
species group, San Francisco Bay Area, CA, 1981-99,

Landings {mt round weight)
Year Ns:‘;;::f Albacare Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swaordfish Trapical Tuna Non-HMS
1981 645 1993 k] 5438
1982 557 178 1 9212
1983 512 834 14 a3z 2 6025
1984 499 403 35 239 8397
1985 457 285 24 107 7080
1988 418 51 ] 118 5657
1987 420 142 2 38 5935
1988 428 15 2 24 6170
1989 474 222 a 193 8526
1990 333 189 8 138 5374
1991 333 229 31 163 4908
1982 294 182 13 [§] 140 4196
1993 239 167 2 9 84 2656
1994 243 28 5 27 1980
1995 199 14 1 8 48 2685
1996 233 46 6 5 8% 1 3731
1997 220 75 13 24 74 4535
1998 216 44 T 8 184 23 1705
1999 228 63 1 38 4 1748
Exvessel Revenues (1998 §)
Year N“;::;::f Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swaordfish Tropical Tuna Non-HMS
1981 45 6,677,643 571 $262 ~$2.287 $2,287 57,630,992
1982 557 $435,1d4 $514 $2,276 $264 5314 $12,004,625
1983 512 $1,609,334 $14 $22,303 $161,471 $2,519 $10,452,802
1984 499 $699,240 5377 $63,16C $1,248,757 $739 $7,185,990
1985 457 $435,114 531 $55,316 §$557.777 §924 $8,908,566
1986 418 $93,561 $0,846 $806,163 $1,483 $7,589,571
1987 429 $310,488 $6,129 $327,504 $408 $6,904,186
1988 426 $46,843 $4,432 $195,590 $190 $9,005,720
1989 474 $484,355 568 $21,430 $1,305,731 $203 $7.061,808
980 333 $421,338 $993 $14,997 $791,790 $8,478,952
1991 333 §427,733 $170 $42,126 $1,196,473 $2,196 $7,375,683
1992 294 $405,512 $10,863 $10,772 $781,053 §758 $5,859,679
1993 239 $367,067 $9,084 $13,802 $397,576 $501 $2,962,618
1994 243 $56,422 $1.536 5197 $17,617 $160,806 51,854 $3,539,541
1895 199 $23,7562 57,888 $14,503 $314,416 $183 © $5,281,735
19068 233 $90,067 520,092 $9,058 $449,636 $8,036 $7,099,089
1997 220 $125,823 $63,744 $36,466 $355,396 $146 $7,919,742
1998 216 $76,091 $40,548 $383 $12,200 $735,660 117,748 $3,473,186
1989 228 $112,512 $7.068 $1,501 $149,248 $23,211 $3,798,119
HMS FMP Ch.2 Pg. 82 August 2003



Proportion of vessels whose principal species is a HMS & whose principal port is San Francisco
Area, CA of all vessels making HMS landings, & the proportion of these vessels of the total no. of
vessels making landings in the San Francisco Area, 1981-99.
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Number of pracessars/buyers in the San Francisco Bay Area, 1981-99.
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Total income multipliers for landings of HMS of spacies in the San Francisco Bay Area.
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San Francisco Bay Area California HMS Communities Demographic Profifes

County
San Francisco Alameda
1990 2000 1950 2000]
ﬁ’opulation {numbers) 723,959 776,733 1,279,182 1443741
Gender (Percent total population)
Mala 50.1% 50.8% 49.3% 49.1%
Female 49,9% 49.2% 50.7% 50.9%
Race and Hispanic origin (Percent total population)
White 53.6% 49.7% 59.6% 48.8%
Black 10.9% 7.8% 17.9% 14.9%
Native American 0.5% 0.4% 0.7% 0.6%
Asian or Pacific Islander 29.1% 30.2% 15.1% 21.1%
Other Race 5.9% 6.5% 6.8% B.9%
Rispanic Origin {any race} 13.9% 14.1% 14.2% 19.0%
0.0%
Age Structure (Percent tofal papulation) 0.0%
Under 5 years 4.9% 4.1% 7.5% 6.8%
5-9 Years 4.4% 41% 6.8% 7.2%
10-14 Years 4.2% 4.0% 6.0% 6.7%
15-19 Years 4.9% 4.3% 6.3% 6.4%
20-24 Years 8.2% 7.2% 8.4% 7.0%
25-34 Years 21.9% 23.2% 19.6% 16.7%
35-44 Years 17.9% 17.2% 17.2% 17.2%
45-54 Years 10.3% 13.9% 10.3% 13.8%
55-55 Years 4.3% 4.5% 3.8% 4 5%
60-64 Years 4.5% 3.9% 3.6% 3.3%
65-74 Years 7.9% 6.5% 6.2% 5.2%
75-84 Years 5.0% 4,9% 3.3% 3.7%
85 Years and greater 1.7% 1.8% 1.1% 1.3%
Median Age {years) NA 36.5 NA 34.5
18 Years and greater 83.9% 85.5% 76.3% 75.4%
Male 41.8% 43.4% 37.2% 36.6%
Female 42.1% 42.1% 35.1% 38.9%
21 Years and greater 80.3% 82.5% 71.7% 71.4%
62 Years and greater 17.2% 15.9% 12.8% 12.1%
65 Years and greater 14.6% 13.7% 10.6% 10.2%
Maie 5.8% 5.7% 4.2% 4.2%
Female 8.7% 7.9% 6.4% 6.1%
Educational Attainment (Persons 25 years and over)
Graduate or professional degree 9.6% NA T1% NA
Bachelor's degree 16.3% NA 11.7% NA
Associate's degree 4.6% NA 5.1% NA
Some college no degree 13.7% NA 14.5% NA
High school graduate 13.5% NA 14.9% NA
9th to 12th no diploma 7.9% NA 7.3% NA
Less than Sth grade 8.4% NA 4.8% NA
Economic Activity
Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) 57.6% NA 53.9% NA
Males 31.5% NA 29.2% NA
Females 26.1% NA 24.7% NA
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San Francisco Bay Area California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

County
"San Francisco Alameda "i
1993 1999 1903 1999
Economic Activity (cont'd)
r Employment {numbers)
Agricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07) 916 3,186
Fishing, hunting arid trapping (S1C-0500}) 0-19
Mining (SI1C-10}) 1,344 373
Construction {SIC-15) 13,743 25,165
Manufacturing (S1C-20} 36,921 81,338
Transportation and Public Utilities {SIC-40) 46,846 39,157
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50} 23,930 50,496
Retail Trade (SIC-52) 75,330 55,843
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (SIC-60) 73,720 30,666
Services (SIC-70) 214,889 175,302
Uniclassified Establishments (SIC-59) 195 331
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support (NAICS-11) 0-19 100-249
Fishing {NAICS-11411} 0-19 0-18
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 0-19
shelifish fishing (NAICS-114112)
Mining (NASCS-21) 2099 250-489
Utiities (NAICS-22) 5000-9998 1,654
Construction (NAICS-23) 21,119 39,026
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 21,725 89,281
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42) 19,447 57,769
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 40,218 61,345
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 17,565 30,615
Information (NAICS-51} . 27,359 22,620
Finance & insurance (NAICS.52) 61,927 23,755
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 13,549 11,562
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 72,718 40,109
Management of companies & enterprisas (NAICS-55) 19,146 19,777
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 42227 55,682
Educational servicas (NAICS-61) 12,774 11,594
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 51,480 66,835
Ars, entertainment & recreation {NAICS-71) 11,801 7,356
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-72) 64,008 38,404
Cther services (except public administration) (MAICS-81) 22,476 27,119
Auxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 6,567 7,247
Unciassified establishments (NAICS-99) 500-999 786
Labor and Propriefor Income ($1,000)
Agricuttural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07) 21,601 71,684
Fishing, hunting and trapping (SIC-0900) 0
Mining (SIC-10) 114,003 17,365
Construction {S1C-15) 468,535 874,502
Manufacturing (SIC-20) 1,267,611 3,026,292
Transportation and Public Utilities (S1C-40) 1,757,112 1,340,249
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) 969,217 1,701,173
Retail Trade {SIC-52) 1,319,076 1,647,771
Finance, insurance, and Real Estate {SIC-50) 3,845,805 900,022
Services {SIC-70) 7,042,729 5,004,535
Unclassified Establishments (SiC-09) 5,504 4,970
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support (NAICS-11)
Fishing (NAICS-11411)
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111)
shellfish ishing (NAICS-114142)
Mining (NAICS-21)
Utilities (NAICS-22) 97,150
Construction (NAICS-23) 927,643 1,786,514
Manufacturing {NAICS-31} 607,984 4,404,207
Wholesale trade {(NAICS-42) 1,028,598 2,667,487
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 1,035,218 1,508,196
Transpertation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 592,376 1,077,418
Information {NAICS-51) 2,081,512 1,428,370
Finance & insurance (NAIC5-52) 6,302,254 1,119,275
Real astate & rental & leasing (NAICS.53) 596,524 336,139
Professional, scientific & technical services (NALCS-54) 5,227,531 2,284,192
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 1,347,715 1,280,658
Admin, support, waste mgt, remaediation services (NAICS-56) 1,278,383 1,866,658
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San Francisco Bay Area California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

County
San Francisco Alameda
1993 1999 1993 1999
Economic Activity {cont'd)
Labor and Proprictor income [$1,000) (contd)
Educational services (NAICS-61) 351,481 255,741,
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 1,721,254 2,309,581
Arts, entertainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 411,052 284,501
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-72) 1,223,145 504,936
QOther sarvices (except public administration) (NAICS-81) 579,655 660,050
Auxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 399,099 432,127
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-99) 28,177
Number of Establishments
Agricuitural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07) 137 398
Fishing, hunting and trapping (SIC-0900) 1
Mining {SIC-10) 28 14
Construction (S1C-15) 1,333 2,831
Manufacturing (S1C-20) 1,456 2,565
Transpaortation and Public Utlliies (S1C-40) 1,067 1,312
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) 2,038 3,247
Retail Trade (S1C-52) 6,665 7,066
Finance, insurance, and Real Estate (SIC-60) 4,554 3,118
Services (SIC-70) 12,512 12,925
Unclassified Establishments (SIC-99) 223 298
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture suppart (NAICS-11} 9 3
Fishing (NAICS-11411) 4 2
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111} 2
shefifish fishing {(NAICS-114112)
Mining (NAICS-21) 6 19
Utilities (NAICS-22) 16 186
Construction (NAICS-23) 1,558 2,790
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 1,130 2,478
Wholesale trade {NAICS-42) 1,821 3,173
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 3,863 4,369
Transportation & warehcusing (NAICS-48) 448 857
{nfarmation (NAICS-51) 1,080 787
Finance & insurance (NAICS-52) 2,303 1,586
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 1,571 1,693
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 5,510 4,404
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 283 278
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services [NAICS-56) 1,657 1,858
Educational services (NAICS-61) 436 51
Heaith care and sacial assistance (NAIC5-62) 2,781 3,682
Arts, entertainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 482 390
Accommuadation & food services (NAICS-72) 3,239 2,743
Other services {except public administration} (NASCS-81) 2,557 3,284
Auxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 59 130
uUnciassified estabhishments (NAILS-99) 493 628
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San Francisco Bay Area California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

I an Fran., San Fran Co. Oakland, Alameda Co. |
lﬂa"" HMS Ports 7990 Z000 1955 2000,
Same as Same as
Popuiation (numbers) County County 372,242 399,484

Gender (Percent fotal population)

Male 48.0% 48.3%
Female 52.0% 51.7%
Race and Hispanic origin (Percent total population)
White 32.5% 31.3%
Black 43.9% 35.7%
Native American 0.6% 0.7%
Asian or Pacific Islander 14.8% 15.7%
Other Race 8.3% 11.7%
Hispanic Origin {any race) 13.9% 21.9%

Age Structure (Percent total population)

Under 5 years 8.1% T1%
5-9 Years T1% 7.5%
10-14 Years 6.2% 6.6%
15-19 Years 6.2% 6.2%
20-24 Years 7.9% 7.2%
25-34 Years 19.0% 18.1%
35-44 Years 17.2% 15.8%
45-54 Years 9.3% 13.5%
55-59 Years 3.4% 4.3%
60-64 Years 3.6% 31%
65-7T4 Years 6.6% 5.2%
75-B4 Years 4.0% 3.8%
85 Years and greater 1.4% 1.5%
Median Age (Years) NA 333
18 Years and greater 75.1% 75.0%
Male 35.4% 35.6%
Femate 39.7% 39.4%

21 Years and greater 70.9% 71.2%
62 Years and greater 14.3% 12.2%
65 Years and greater 12.0% 10.5%
Male 4.8% 4.2%
Female 7.3% 6.2%

Educational Attainment {Perscns 25 years and over)
Graduate or professional degree 7.2% NA
Bachelor's degree 10.5% NA
Associate's degree 4.3% NA
Some college no degree 13.1% NA
High school graduate 13.3% NA
Sth to 121h nec diploma 8.9% NA
Less than 9th grade 7.8% NA
Economic Activity (Percent total population}

Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) 48.7% NA
Males 25.3% NA
Females 23.4% NA

Source: U.S. Burezu of Census
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2.4.3.11 HMS Community Profile: Moss Landing, Monterey County, CA

Monterey County

Traditionally, the economy of Monterey County has been comprised of three bases: Agriculture - primarily in
the Salinas Valley, Tourism - primarily on the coastal areas; and Military - comprised of the Naval
Postgraduate School, and the Defense Language Institute at the Presidio of Monterey.

Agriculture is the mainstay of the Monterey County economy. in 1997 agriculture accounted for 30% of the
County's labor and proprietor income. Heaith care and sociat services, retail and wholesale trade, tourism
and manufacturing were important contributors of non-agricultural income to the County's economy

in 1999.

Moss Landing hitp:ffiwww.montersy-bay.net/ml/

Moss Landing was named after Captain Charies Moss who established shipping facilities and a pier to
develop commercial water traffic from the area in the mid 1800s. During that period there was a whale
processing plant, oyster farming, the Vierra's ferry across the slough mouth, diking for salt evaporation ponds,
and commercial fishing. The Southern Pacific Railroad slowed the need for ocean shipping in the late 1800s.
In the mid-1940s the Harbor was constructed and occupied by commercial fishing vessels. By 1950s, industry
had moved into the area.

Moss Landing's harbor is one of the busiest harbors on the central coast. Dominated in numbers by
commercial fishing vessels of various types, the catch includes salmon, albacore, rockfish, squid, flatfish,
sablefish, shellfish, and a number of other species. There are two marine research and education institutions
located here, Moss Landing Marine Laboratories (MLML) and Monterey Bay Aquarium Research Institute
(MBARYU), and both have large research ships in the harbor. MLML is a college field research station which
studies a wide range of marine topics; MBARI is a deep-sea marine research facility.

Agriculture is one of the largest businesses outside of downtown Moss Landing. There are a number of crops
including cauliflower, spinach, broccoli, Brussel sprouts, strawberries, artichokes and squash.

Moss Landing is home to two major industrial complexes. Mighty Moss is the Duke Energy Power Services'

electricity generating steam turbine plant. The plant's two large stacks serve as a landmark for the town.
National Refractors & Minerals produces fire bricks, magnesia chemicals and other refractory specialties.
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Number of vessels with HMS landings, for which Moss Landing, CA is their principal port, by their
principal species, 1981-99,

Year Albacore | Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish | Tropical Tunal Non-HMS$S
1981 58 0 0 0 38
1082 g 0 0 0 3
1983 110 0 0] 4 55
1984 33 0 0 0 25
1985 33 0 0 0 37
1986 11 4] 0 1 K]
1987 20 0 1 4 28
1988 6 0 0 6 26
1989 4 0 0 2 20
1990 3 0 4 0 16
1984 2 0 0 8 17
1992 3 0 3 4 17
1993 i1 0 2 7 17
1994 6 0 0 2 12
1995 5 0 0 10 21
1996 11 0 0 8 13
1997 41 0 0 6 36
1998 6 0] 0] 6 17
1999 15 2 0 3 16
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings (mt) and exvessel revenues (1999 $) by
species group, Moss Landing, CA, 1981-99,

Landings {mt round waight)
Yaar N\';:;:Z::f Albacora Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swardfish Tropical Tuna Hon-HMS
1981 456 1439 30 6622
1982 350 176 3 2 6201
1983 510 1684 12 65 5 3410
1984 399 544 7 38 4731
1985 317 853 29 39 3313
1986 268 459 12 37 4436
1987 264 542 7 63 2927
1988 228 254 4 69 1 2462
1988 204 95 3 52 2333
1990 235 B7 24 27 2 3219
1991 241 23 29 114 2 2873
1992 219 93 3 7 Bs 1 4810
1993 262 266 11 7 124 2 2037
1994 191 149 2 [} 52 3853
1955 265 185 7 22 115 4003
1996 311 185 12 16 212 6154
1997 360 1050 19 47 187 4 9402
1958 208 91 12 a3 164 7 3882
1999 225 460 108 3 11 127 7 4085
Exvessel Revenues (1999 §)
Year N‘l:::;g:f Albacore Bluefln Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropica! Tuna Non-HMS
1681 456 $4,825,677 $34 $406 $65,564 $3,455,853
1982 350 $400,998 §12,724 $15,960 $310 $4,982,761
1983 510 $3,244,401 514 $19,154 $341,949 $6,610 $3,126,947
1984 399 $914,544 $13,066 $184,510 $53 $2,805,535
1985 317 $995,244 $138 $55,135 $209,384 §14,251 $2.707,655
1986 268 $716,607 326,402 $242,941 $1,313 $3,530,147
1987 264 $1,199,150 $75 $17,515 $535,891 %472 $2,841,970
1988 228 $632,414 $8,238 $452,251 $5,109 $4,288,133
1989 204 $182,000 $7.377 $368,932 $815 $2,557,226
1990 235 $170,547 $730 $47,698 $153,822 51,464 $3,029,031
1991 241 $38,560 $1,950 $43,976 $796,815 $7.800 $2,390,348
1992 219 $246,010 $9,809 58,922 $449,036 $3.645 $2,721,169
1993 262 §722,672 540,771 $12,066 $646,551 $7,123 $2,383,535
1994 191 $303,617 $14,958 $12,072 $334,427 $2.412 $3.248,714
1955 265 $347,331 $36,468 $43,389 $693,167 $870 $4,.890,281
1996 311 $342,529 $45474 $27,752 $1,197,746 $5,121,496
1997 360 $1,851,786 $88,867 §77,784 $846,803 $24,464 $5,209,774
1998 208 $123,804 $59,311 $2,324 $52,673 $720,743 $36,924 $2,182,383
1999 229 $753,923 $430,020 $5,620 $22,136 $465,779 $46,132 $2,970,166
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Proportion of vessels whose pringipal species is a HMS and whose principal port is Moss Landing,
CA of all vessels making HMS landings, and the proportion of these vessels of the total number of
vessels making fandings in Moss Landing, 1884-99.
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Number of processors/buyers in Moss Landing, CA, 1981-99.
90

B HMS Processors/Buyers
B All Processors/Buyers

Number of Processors

~
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-

Total income multipliers for landings of HMS of species in the port of Moss Landing, CA, based on
1996 landings and exvessel revenues.

$6.00
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$4.00

53.00
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2.4.3.12 HMS Community Profile: Monterey, Monterey County, CA

Monterey hitp://www mpcc.com/index.cb.cfm

The city of Monterey covers 8.62 square miles and has a population of approximately 33,000; population
increases to nearly 70,000 during tourist seasons. Originally inhabited by Native Americans, the Monterey
Peninsula was sighted by the first European in 1542. Juan Rodriguez Cabriilo, a Portuguese explorer seeking
riches in the new world, came upon the windswept Peninsula and claimed it for the Crown. High seas,
however, prevented him from landing, and it was not until sixty years later that a Spaniard, Sebastian
Vizacaino, set foot on the Peninsula. He named the area after the Count of Monte Rey under whose order
he was sailing. '

Colonization began in 1770 when Spanish expedition commander Caspar de Portola and Franciscan father
Junipero Serra proclaimed the area the military and ecclesiastical capital of Alta (upper) California. Governor
Portola constructed the first of four California presidios, and Father Serra established the Mission San Carlos
de Borromeo.

In 1822 when Mexico gained its independence from Spain, Monterey became the Mexican capital, land was
redistributed, and huge cattle ranches appeared. Mexican rule ended June 7, 1846, when Commodore John
Drake Sloat raised the American flag over Monterey's Custom House. Three years later, 48 California
delegates convened at Colton Hall to draft a state constitution. California became the 31st state of the Union
in 1850,

Monterey served as California's first capital and hosted California's first constitutional convention in the City's
historic Colton Hall, where on October 13, 1849, our state constitution was signed. In the 1930s and 1940s,
Monterey became the center of a thriving fishing industry at Cannery Row. Today a smaller commercial
fishing fleet and industry continues to operate from the City's harbor marina. Due to its strategic location,
Monterey has historically been a key military outpost. While military needs have changed, the presence of
the Naval Postgraduate Schoot and Defense Language Institute in Monterey continues this legacy of military
tradition.

With the significant downsizing of Fort Ord during 1993, and the relocation of its 13,000 soldiers and their
dependents, the community looked to replace the Military "industry” with an Educational industry, as a
compatible third element of our economy. These efforts have far-reaching implications and impacts, but are
strongly supported by a broad cross-section of the community.
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Number of vessels with HMS landings, for which Monterey, CAis their principal port, by their principal
species, 1981-99.

Year Albacore | Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish | Tropical Tunai Non-HMS
1981 9 i} 7
1982 1] 0 9
1983 16 8 49
1984 5 2 39
1985 12 4 58
1986 5 8 24
1987 1 8 23
1988 0 8 15
1989 0 6 9
1990 0 3 4
1991 0 4 6
1992 0 3 5
1993 o 1 8
1994 0 2 3
1995 0 3 8
1996 0 2 10
1997 10 1 24
1998 6 1 14
1999 2 0 12
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings {mt) and exvessel revenues (1999 $) by
species group, Monterey, CA, 1981-99.

Landings {mt round weight)

Number
Year of Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tuna Non-HMS

Vessels
1981 195 129 12285
1982 192 19 9 4 11541
1983 266 160 83 253 2 6944
1984 242 a4 61 129 12679
1985 239 78 58 99 6889
1986 222 32 27 122 6277
1987 265 44 36 173 5801
1988 181 22 23 119 2 4961
1989 201 4 48 174 6126
1990 191 5 1 40 84 7623
1991 189 4 42 78 1 5606
1992 138 10 51 2 4533
1993 124 1 2 34 1 5166
1994 104 2 3 17 8493
1985 117 4 G 53 5579
1996 114 21 16 59 6071
1997 118 53 3 8 30 7014
1998 a7 19 1 4 36 2285
1999 62 2t 4 25 1438

Exvessel Revenues (1999 $)

Number
Year of Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tuna Non-HMS

Vessels
1981 195 $433,036 $5 $7,080.804
1982 192 $54,173 $14,193 $27,864 $1,110 $6,023,327
1983 266 $307,162 $44 $136,813 $1,330,022 $6,800 $2,727,538
1984 242 $72,808 $600 $100,030 $687,088 3915 $3,728,109
1985 239 $119,064 $37 $117,519 $569,704 $1,107 $4,175,562
1986 222 $50,865 $257 $65,991 $845,486 $1,323 53,590,583
1987 265 $96,013 %88 $91,129 $1,397,035 $3,755 $3,283,246
1988 181 554,866 $405 $56,390 $898,704 $8,944 $3,360,268
1989 201 $9,457 $497 $121,241 $1,337,34¢9 $430 $3,183,376
1990 191 $11,254 $4,605 $80,589 $561,207 $1,057 $2,892,205
1991 189 $5,991 $753 %7 $70,274 $553,533 $3,976 $2,289,976
1992 138 $1,249 $1,131 $19,923 $278,690 $6,035 $1,742,355
1993 124 $2,066 $1.852 $3,357 $205,350 $4,835 $2,426,045
1994 104 $5,151 $3,898 $5,569 $411,771 $3,790,707
1905 117 $7,629 $697 $15.803 $329,920 $1,633 $3,518,794
1996 114 $33.648 $1,690 $29,554 $326,519 $529 52,503,524
1997 118 $76,988 $10,912 $15,398 $153,739 $708 $2,863,254
1998 a7 $22,701 $5,433 $7,045 $161,887 $255 $1,361,724
1999 62 $28,107 $2,777 $6,730 $112,983 $258 $1,095,755
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Proportion of vessels whose principal species is a HMS and whose principal port is Monterey, CA of
all vassels making HMS landings, and proportion of these vessels of the total number of vessels
making landings in Monterey, 1981-99.
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Number of processars/buyers in Monterey, CA, 1981-99.
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Monterey County California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

County
Montery
1990 2000
Poputation {(numbers} 355,660 401,762
Gender (Percent total poptlation)
Mate 51.9% 51.8%
Female 48.1% 48.2%
Race and Hispanic origin (Percent total population)
White 63.8% 55.9%
Black 6.4% 3.7%
Native American 0.8% 1.0%
Asian or Pacific Islander 7.8% 6.5%
Other Race 21.1% 27.8%
Hispanic Origin (any race) 33.6% 46.8%
Age Structure (Percent total population)
Under 5 years 8.8% 7.8%
5-9 Years 8.0% 8.3%
10-14 Years 6.9% 7.8%
15-19 Years 7.4% 7.7%
20-24 Years 9.6% 7.7%
25-34 Years 19.5% 15.9%
35-44 Years 14.7% 15.4%
45-54 Years 84% 12.3%
55-59 Years 3.5% 4.0%
60-64 Years 3.5% 3.1%
65-74 Years 5.8% 5.3%
75-84 Years 3.0% 3.5%
85 Years and greater 0.9% 12%
Median Age {years) NA 31.7
18 Years and greater 72.5% 71.6%
Mate 37.8% 37.1%
Female 34.7% 34.5%
21 Years and greater 67.0% 66.9%
62 Years and greater 11.8% 11.8%
65 Years and greater 9.8% 10.0%
Male 4.1% 4.3%
Female 5.7% 5.8%
Educational Attainment (Persons 25 years and over)
Graduate or professional degree 4.5% NA
Bachelor's degree 8.3% NA
Associate's degree 4.4% NA
Some college no degree 13.6% NA
High school graduate 12.6% NA
9th to 12th no diploma 6.9% NA
Less than 9th grade 9.3% NA
{Economic Activity
Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) 51.3% NA
Males 301% NA
Females 21.2% NA
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Monterey County California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

County
Montery
1893 1999
Economic Activity (cont'd)
Employment (numbers)
Agricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07) 1,787
Fishing, hunting and trapping ($1C-0900) 0-19
Mining {SIC-10) 151
Construction (S1C-15) 3,754
Manufacturing (S1C-20) 7,738
Transportation and Public Utilities {S1C-40) 5,247
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) 6,315
Retait Trade {SIC-52) 24,260
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (SiC-60) - 7,547
Services (S1C-70) 32,395
Unclassified Establishments {SIC-99) 55
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support (NAICS-11) 3,640
Fishing (NAICS-11411) 20-99
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111} 20-99
shelifish fishing (NAICS-114112) 0-19
Mining (NAICS-21) 108
Utilities (NAICS-22) 715
Construction {NAICS-23) 6,225
Manufacturing {(NAICS-31) 6,755
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42) 6,720
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 16,970
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 2,323
Inforrmation {(NAICS-51) 2,944
Finance & insurance {NAICS-52) 4,794
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 1,929
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54}) 3,714
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 625
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 6,532
Educational services {NAICS-61} 2,390
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 12,099
Arts, entertainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 2,093
Accommodation & food services {(NAICS-72) 17,885
Other services (except public administration) (NAICS-81) 5,122
Auxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) {(NAICS-95) 770
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-99) 167
Labor and Propristor Income ($1,000)
Agricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SiC-07} 44,125
Fishing, hunting and trapping {SIC-0900) 0
Mining (S1C-10)} 5,122
Construction (SIC-15) 102,335
Manufacturing (SiC-20) 235,774
Transportation and Public Utilities {SI1C-40) 153,476
Wholasale Trade (SIC-50) 204,892
Retall Trade (SIC-52) 348,612
Finance, Insurance, And Real Estate (SIC-60} 182,023
Services (SIC-70) 665,237
Unclassified Establishments (SiC-99) 667
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support (NAICS-11) 105,100
Fishing (NAICS-11411) o
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 0
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112) 0
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Monterey County California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles
County
Montery
1993 1999
Labor and Proprielor Income {8 1,000) (conl'd)
Mining (NAICS-21) 5,258
Utilities (NAICS-22) 42,803
Construction (NAICS-23} 207,398
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 227,350
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42) 271,854
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 391,844
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 66,417
Information {NAICS-51) 116,146
Finance & insurance (NAICS-52) 216,254
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 48,389
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 156,383
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 38,640
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 136,091
Educational services {NAICS-61) 52,213
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 431,427
Arts, enterfainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 49,145
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-72) 302,271
Other services (except public administration) (NAICS-81} 95,339
Auxiliaries {exc corporate, subsidiary & regionatl mgt) (NAICS-95) 28,388
Unclassified establishments {NAICS-99) 4,270
Number of Establishments
Agricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing {SIC-07) 226
Fishing, hunting and trapping (SIC-0500) 7
Mining (S1C-10}) 10
Construction {SIC-15) 760
Manufacturing {SIC-20) 287
Transportation and Public Utilities (S1C-40) 333
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) 532
Retail Trade (SIC-52) 2,259
Finance, Insurance, And Real Estate (SIC-60) 769
Services (SIC-70) 2,903
Unclassified Establishments (S1C-99) 53
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support (NAICS-11) 87
Fishing {NAICS-11411) 5
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 3
shellfish fishing {NAICS-114112) 2
Mining (NAICS-21) 10
Utilities (NAICS-22) 23
Construction (NAICS-23) 870
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 296
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42}) 469
Retail rade {NAICS-44) 1,535
Transportation & warehousing {NAICS-48) 248
Information (NAICS-51) 144
Finance & insurance (NAICS-52) 400
Reatl estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 391
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 770
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 29
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 452
Educational services (NAICS-61) 75
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 837
Arts, entertainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 130
Accommodation & food services {NAICS-72) 885
Other services {except public administration} (NAICS-81) 710
Auxiliaries {exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 17
unciassinea estapisnments (NAIGS-YY} 141
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Monterey County California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

Major HMS Ports Moss Landing, Monterey Co. Monterey, Monterey Co.
1980 2000 1990 2000
Population (numbers) NA 300 31,954 29,674

Gender (Percent total population)

Male NA 54,0% 50.7% 49.2%
Female NA 48.0% 49.3% 50.8%

Race and Hispanic onigin (Percent total population)

White NA B6.6% 80.8%

Black NA 59.3% 2.9% 2.5%

Native American NA 3.0% 0.6% 0.6%

Asian or Pacific islander NA D.7% 7.3% 7.7%

Other Race NA 2.0% 2.6% 3.9%

Hispanic Origin (any race) NA 21.7% 7.8% 10.9%
28.3%

Age Structure (Percent total population) 0.0%

Under 5 years NA 4.7% 7.0% 50%
5-9 Years NA 4.3% 5.2% 4.8%
10-14 Years NA B.7% 3.6% 4.3%
15-19 Years NA 5.3% 7.5% 6.6%
20-24 Years NA 10.0% 10.2% 9.1%
25-34 Years NA 14.0% 24.1% 18.1%
35-44 Years NA 20.3% 14.5% 15.6%
45-54 Years NA 13.0% 7.9% 13.6%
55-59 Years NA 4.7% 3.5% 4.3%
60-64 Years NA 4.0% 3.6% 3.8%
65-74 Years NA T7.0% 7.3% 6.7%
75-84 Years NA 3.0% 4.1% 5.7%
65 Years and greater NA 1.0% 1.5% 2.5%
Median Age {Years) NA 36.4 NA 361
18 Years and greater NA 78.7% 81.8% 83.4%
Male NA 42, 7% 41.5% 40.9%
Female NA 36.0% 40.3% 42.5%

21 Years and greater NA, 76.3% 74.5% T7.2%
62 Years and greater NA, 13.7% 15.0% 17.0%
65 Years and greater NA 11.0% 12.9% 14.9%
Male NA T7.0% 5.0% 5.9%
Female NA 4.0% 7.9% 9.0%

Educationat Attainment (Persons 25 years and over)
Graduate or professional degree NA NA 10.2% NA
Bacheior's degree NA NA 16.4% NA
Associate’s degree NA NA 5.2% NA
Some college no degree NA NA 15.2% NA
High schoo! graduate NA NA 12.2% NA
9th to 12th no diplema NA NA 4.5% NA
Less than 5th grade NA NA 3.2% NA
Economic Activity (Percent total population)

Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) BNA NA 61.0% NA
Males NA NA 34.9% NA
Females NA NA 26.1% NA

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census
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2.4.3.13 HMS Community Profile: Morro Bay, San Luis Obispo County, CA

San Luis Obispo County

Agriculture is an important component of the San Luis Obispo County economy.
accounted for 11% of the County's total labor and proprietor income.

in 1997, agriculture
In 1999, health care and social

assistance was the County's most important economic sector in terms of non-agricultural income followed by

retail trade, rmanufacturing, construction and tourism.

Number of vessels with HMS landings, for which Morro Bay, CA is their principal port, by their
principal species, 1981-99.

Year Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tunaj Non-HMS
1981 64 0 0 [¥] 53
1982 16 0 1 1 52
1983 65 1 6 0 82
1984 31 4} 5 0 53
1985 41 1 26 0 46
1986 30 0 18 1 56
1987 15 4] 15 0 54
1988 6 1 7 0 28
1989 5 4} 8 4} 43
1990 0 0 14 0 37
1991 1 1 8 §] 20
1992 3 4} 6 4} 32
1993 3 2 7 0 26
1994 0 3 7 0 22
1995 2 1 4 0 31
1996 2 1 2 0 25
1997 17 2 2 0 51
1998 14 1 4 C 60
1999 14 2 6 1 34
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings (mt) and exvessel revenues (1999 $) by
species group, Morro Bay, CA, 1981-99.

Landings {mt round weight)
Year N#;zz: : f Albacore Bluefln Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tuna Non-HMS
1981 436 979 10 2997
1982 365 123 167 24 3355
1983 463 861 391 71 ] 2769
1984 394 296 303 218 2 2555
1985 403 371 1 268 538 4 4024
1986 449 424 S0 381 2 4037
1987 394 192 89 27 3 4755
1988 388 as 53 283 4 4152
1989 338 106 78 145 4916
1990 364 419 3 81 221 i 5270
1991 335 35 114 101 3 3837
1992 349 20 1 78 136 3 4356
1993 357 17 7 11 a2 4 5722
1994 290 13 3 16 86 2 4733
1995 310 14 2 47 93 3985
1996 285 33 14 19 48 3623
1997 320 183 <] 36 24 3094
1998 288 65 3 a2 80 2 2181
1999 213 146 6 18 134 4 1205
Exvessel Revenues {1999 §)
Year N\'::‘;;::f Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tuna Non-HMS
1981 436 $3,289,678 $15,79'57 $3,929 $657 $4,879,896
1982 365 $299,239 $17 $20 $306,221 157,261 $905 $4,838,476
1983 463 $1,673,648 $283 $693,999 $403,462 $11,517 $4,236,827
1984 394 $511,021 5874 $512,689 $1,298,741 $3,483 $3,570,092
1985 403 $559,765 $3,810 $578,805 $4,251,676 58,549 $5,040,171
1986 449 $688,363 5403 $118,978 $2,389,857 $5,450 $7, 777,112
1987 394 $438,387 $1,080 $235,373 $2,214,524 $9,594 $7.205,968
1988 3a8 $222,335 $825 $130,159 51,948,124 513,871 $7,012,862
19839 338 $234,230 $1,437 $172,719 $1,064,204 $2,556 $6,785,330
1980 364 $95,238 $11,216 $18 $169,850 $1,500,360 $4,901 $6.702,318
1991 335 $63,725 $3,462 $194,922 $682,821 36,732 $5,320,448
1992 349 $56,035 $2,466 $119,359 $666,390 $8,776 $5,838,752
1993 357 $46,421 $26,433 $22,150 $414,485 $16,508 $6,215,464
1994 290 $28,950 $13,305 $34,145 $582,198 $6,380 $6,194,039
1995 310 $29,633 $8,26C $759,155 $559,441 $973 $7,806,665
1696 265 $67,707 $42,344 336,224 $259,886 $539 $5,700,880
1997 320 $294,689 $16,016 §72,713 $105,725 $344 $4,974,516
1998 288 $121,132 §11,822 562,579 $282,160 $2,673 $4,129,168
1989 213 $200,985 526,709 $1,808 $28,060 $604,815 $20,400 $2,521,720
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Proportion of vessels whose principal species is a HMS and whose principal port is Mormo Bay, CA

of all vessels making HMS landings, and the preportion of these vessels of the total number of
vessels making landings in Morro Bay, 1981-99.
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Number of processors/buyers in Morro Bay, CA, 1981-99.
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San Luis Obispo County California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

County
San Luis Obispo
1990 2000
[Population (numbers) 217,162 246,681
Gender {Percent total population)
Male 51.6% 51.4%
Female 48.4% 48.6%
Race and Hispanic origin (Percent fotal population)
White ' 89.2% 84 .6%
Black 2.6% 2.0%
Native American 1.0% 0.9%
Asian or Pacific Islander 2.9% 2.8%
Other Race 4.3% 6.2%
Hispanic Origin {any race) 13.3% 16.3%
Age Structure (Percent total population)
Under 5 years 6.4% 5.0%
5-9 Years 6.6% 6.0%
10-14 Years 5.7% 6.6%
15-19 Years 7.3% 8.5%
20-24 Years 10.4% 9.2%
25-34 Years 16.9% 11.4%
35-44 Years 15.8% 15.6%
45-54 Years 8.8% 14.7%
55-59 Years 3.6% 4.8%
60-64 Years 4.2% 3.8%
65-74 Years 8.4% 7.3%
75-84 Years 4.5% 5.4%
85 Years and greater 1.3% 1.7%
Median Age (years) NA 37.3
18 Years and greater 78.1% 78.3%
Male 40.2% 40.2%
Female 37.9% 38.2%
21 Years and greater 71.7% T1.7%
62 Years and greater 16.8% 16.7%
65 Years and greater 14.2% 14.5%
Male 6.2% 6.3%
Female 8.0% 8.2%
Educational Attainment (Persons 25 years and over) 1990 2000
Graduate or professional degree 4.7% NA
Bachelor's degree 9.9% NA
Associate's degree 5.6% NA
Some college no degree 17.3% NA
High school graduate 15.7% NA
9th to 12th no diploma T14% NA
Less than 9th grade 3.6% NA
NA
Economic Activity
Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) 47.5% NA
Males 26.1% NA
Females 21.4% NA
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San Luis Obispo County California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

County
San Luis Obispo
1993 1999
[Economic Activity {cont'd)
Employment (numbers)
Agricuttural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07) 961
Fishing, hunting and frapping {SIC-0800) 10
Mining (SIC-10) 7"
Construction {SIC-15) 3,034
Manufacturing {SIC-20) 5,711
Transportation and Public Utilities (SI1C-40) 4,763
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) 2,269
Retaif Trade (S1C-52) 17,332
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (SIC-60) 3,143
Services (SIC-70) 21,222
Unclassified Establishments (S1C-89) 19
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support (NAICS-11) 100-249
Fishing (NAICS-11411) 0-19
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 0-19
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112) 0-19
Mining {(NAICS-21) 100-249
Utilities (NAICS-22) 2500-4999
Construction (NAICS-23) 5418
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 6,804
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42) 1,978
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 12,020
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 1,216
Information {NAICS-51) 1,822
Finance & insurance (NAICS-52) 2,385
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 1,432
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 3,145
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 287
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 3,065
Educational services (NAICS-61) 2,369
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 12,428
Arts, entertainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 749
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-72) 10,801
Other services (except public administration) (NAICS-81) 3,581
Auxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 166
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-99) 100-249
Labor and Proprietor Income ($1,000)
Agricuitural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07) 13,878
Fishing, hunting and trapping {S!C-0900}) 196
Mining (SIC-10) 2,148
Construction (8iC-15) 72,722
Manufacturing (SIC-20) 132,199
Transportation and Public Utilities (SIC-40} 186,794
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) 54,524
Retail Trade (SIC-52) 216,756
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (SIC-60} 72,498
Services (SIC-70) 405,163
Unclassified Establishments {SIC-89) 470
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support (NAICS-11) 0
Fishing (NAICS-11411) V]
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 0
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112) 0
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San Luis Obispo County California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

County
San Luis Obispo
1993 1999
Economic Activity (cont'd)
Labor and Proprietor income ($1,000) (cont'd)
Mining {(NAICS-21) 0
Utilities (NAICS-22) 0
Construction (NAICS-23) 156,010
Manufacturing (NAICS-31} 209,311
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42) 58,482
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 236,909
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 30,329
Information (NAICS-51) 104,489
Finance & insurance (NAICS-52) 90,129
Reai estate & rental & leasing {NAICS-53) 28,017
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 112,983
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 14,638
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 69,524
Educational services (NAICS-61) 27,009
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 342,637
Arts, entertainment & recreation {NAICS-71) 11,181
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-72) 126,943
Other services {except public administration) (NAICS-81) 56,855
Auxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 3,787
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-99) 0
Number of Esfablishments
Agricultural Services, Forestry, And Fishing (SIC-07) 164
Fishing, hunting and trapping {SIC-0900) 7
Mining {SIC-10) 14
Construction (S1C-15}) 704
Manufacturing {S1C-20) 295
Transportation And Public Utilities {S1C-40) 202
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) 282
Retail Trade (SIC-52) 1,586
Finance, Insurance, And Real Estate (SIC-60) 512
Services (SIC-70) 2,177
Unclassified Establishments {S1C-99) 43
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support (NAICS-11) 24
Fishing (NAICS-11411) 6
Finfish fishing {NAICS-114111) 5
shelffish fishing (NAICS-114112) 1
Mining (NAICS-21) 11
Utilities {(NAICS-22) 13
Construction (NAICS-23) 869
Manufacturing (NALCS-31) 347
Wholesale trade {NAICS-42) 250
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 1,135
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 119
information (NAICS-51) 131
Finance & insurance (NAICS-52) 308
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 343
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 645
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 24
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 312
Educational services (NAICS-61) 64
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 692
Arts, entertainment & recreation (NAICS-71)} 85
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-72) 682
Other services (except public administration) (NAICS-81) 546
Auxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95} 6
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-99) 130
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San Luis Obispo County California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

i Morro Bay, San Luis Obispo Co.
1_ Major HMS Ports 1950 5300
Population (numbers) 9,864 10,350
Gender (Percent total population}
Male 48.0% 47.7%
Fernale 52.0% 52.3%
Race and Hispanic origin (Percent total population)
White 93.7% 89.4%
Black 0.6% 0.7%
Native American 1.1% 0.9%
Asian or Pacific Islander 1.7% 1.9%
Other Race 2.9% 4.1%
Hispanic Origin {any race) 7. 7% 11.4%
Age Structure (Percent total population)
Under 5 years 4.6% 3.7%
5-9 Years 4.3% 4.3%
10-14 Years 4.0% 4.6%
15-18 Years 4.5% 4.9%
20-24 Years 6.8% 6.1%
25-34 Years 15.1% 11.6%
35-44Years 14.7% 13.6%
45-54 Years 9.2% 15.9%
55-59 Years 4.6% 5.5%
60-64 Years 6.3% 5.4%
65-74 Years 14.3% 11.3%
75-84 Years B.5% 9.5%
85 Years and greater 3.1% 3.4%
Median Age (Years) NA 45.7
18 Years and greater 84.8% 84.9%
Male 40.2% 40.2%
Female 44.7% 44.7%
21 Years and greater 81.3% 81.3%
62 Years and greater 29.9% 27.5%
65 Years and greater 25.9% 24.2%
Male 10.8% 9.9%
Female 15.1% 14.3%
Educational Attainment (Persons 25 years and over)
Graduate or professional degree 5.3% NA
Bachelor's degree 11.2% NA
Associate's degree 7.9% NA
Some college no degree 20.4% NA
High school graduate 19.1% NA
9th to 12th no diploma 9.3% NA
Less than 9th grade 3.4% NA
Economic Activity (Percent total population)
Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) 48.7% NA
Males 25.7% NA
Females 23.0% NA

Source: US, Bureau of Census
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2.4.3.14 HMS Community Profile: Santa Barbara Area, CA (Santa Barbara County, Ventura County, Oxnard
and Pt. Hueneme)

Santa Barbara County

Agriculture is an important contributor to the Santa Barbara County economy. In 1997, it accounted for 11%
of the County's totat income. 1n 1999, manufacturing was the leading sector of the County's economyin terms
of non-agricultural income, followed by health care and social assistance, retail trade, professional, scientific
and technical services, and construction.

Ventura County

Agriculture is an important component of the Ventura County economy. In 1987, agriculture accounted for
9% of the County's total labor and proprietor income. In 1999, manufacturing accounted for the largest share
of Ventura County's non-agricultural income, followed by the retail trade, wholesale trade, health care and
social assistance, and finance and insurance sectors.

Oxnard http://www.ci.oxnard.ca.us/

The earliest inhabitants of the Oxnard areas were the Chumash Indians. During the mid nineteenth century,
immigrants began to pour in from the east coast and Europe. The major industry, agriculture, produced great
crops of bariey and lima beans. In 1897, ranchers Albert Maulhardt and Johannes Borchard believed sugar
beets would be a profitable crop for the area, and invited Henry Oxnard to construct a local factory to process
the harvests. Oxnard and his three brothers operated the American Beet Sugar factory in Chino, California
and encouraged by a pledge of 18,000 acres of sugar beets from local farmers, built a factory in the heart of
the rich fields. The Southern Pacific Railroad constructed a spur right to the factory site so the processed
beets could be shipped out.

A town quickly sprang up near the factory. Almost overnight businesses and residences appeared around
the town square, and schools and churches emerged almost as rapidly. The City of Oxnard was incorporated
in 1903, taking its name from the Oxnard brothers who had founded the sugar beet factory,

The factory attracted many Chinese, Japanese and Mexican workers to Oxnard and the sugar beet industry
brought diversification to agriculture. Major crops then included beans, beets, and barley.

Oxnard is surrounded by some of the richest agricuitural land in the world, and agriculture has remained the
major industry. The establishment of military bases at Port Hueneme and Point Mugu during World War 11,
and the rise of electronic, aerospace, and other manufacturing industries have contributed to the growth of
the city and surrounding areas.

Port Hueneme hitp://www portofhueneme.org/

The Port of Hueneme began sixty years ago with a mission to provide California’s Central Coast agricultural
community with an ocean link to global markets. Located approximately sixty miles northwest of Los Angeles
in Ventura County, it became known as "the Port the Farmers Built."

In 1978 Del Monte Fresh Produce began a weekly service to the Port of Hueneme for its import of bananas
and tropical fruit. This signaled the first major agricuitural import interest to establish business at the Port of
Hueneme and Del Monte Fresh Produce remains today as the longest-term international custorner of the Port.

The Port of Hueneme is the only deep water harbor between Los Angeles and the San Francisco Bay area
and is the U.S. Port of Entry for California's Central Coast region. It serves international businesses and
ocean carriers from both the Pacific Rim and Europe. The Port of Hueneme ranks among the top seaports
in California for general cargo throughput. The niche markets that Hueneme serves include: the import and
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export of automobiles, heavy agricultural equipment and industrial vehicles, fresh fruit, fresh produce, forest
products, and project cargo. The Port of Hueneme is the top seaportin the United States for citrus export and
ranks among the top ten ports in the country for automobile and banana imports. It is home to the largest
dockside refrigeration storage facility on the West Coast. In addition, the Port provides space for local sport
and commercial fishing industries.

Its unique positioning near the Santa Barbara Channel has also made Port Hueneme the primary support
facility for the offshore oil industry in California’s Central Coast area. The Oxnard Harbor District, which is the
portauthority for Port Huenemne, is also the Grantee for the U.S. Foreign-Trade Zone #205, a trade enhancing
program that is available to support global businesses operating in the Central Coast region.

In all, over $4 billicn in cargo value moves through Port Hueneme each year. Top trading partners include
Brazil, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Germany and Japan. Port related activities generate over $388 million for the
locat economy each year. Additionally 3,500 jobs in Ventura County are directly or indirectly related to Port
Hueneme's operations.

Number of vessels with HMS landings, for which the Santa Barbara area, CA is their principal port,
by their principal species, 1981-99.

Year | Albacore | Bluefin Tuma Dorado Sharks Swordfish | Tropical Tuma|  NonHMS
1981 4 0 0 4 17 0 61
1982 2 0 0 7 K7 0 68
1983 3 0 0 3 30 1 &6
1984 5] 0 0 6 3 1 76
1985 2 0 0 1 30 0 68
1986 1 1 0 1 z 0 71
1987 0 0 0 6 18 0 71
1583 0 0 0 7 9 2 &4
1989 0 0 0 4 4 0 62
1990 1 0 0 3 10 0 &b
1991 1 0 0 5 9 0 %)
192 1 0 0 6 1 0 51
1993 1 0 0 7 17 0 47
1924 0 0 0 10 3 0 40
1995 1 0 0 5 y.¢) 0 35
1996 0 0 1 9 1" 0 47
1997 4 0 0 4 1 1 %
1908 2 2 0 1 8 0 B
1999 4 0 _ 0 4 3 0 49
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Number of vessels making HMS landings, and HMS landings {mt) and exvessel revenues (1999 $) by
species group, Santa Barhara area, CA, 1981-99,

Landings (mt round weight})
Year Ns:;bsi::f Albacore Biuefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish | Tropical Tunaj Non-HMS
1981 308 12 5 205 71 9 4348
1982 471 23 227 89 7075
1983 454 94 203 217 14 4174
1984 425 26 177 286 3 3524
1885 409 20 168 378 4636
1986 445 6 129 207 6091
18987 440 2 225 129 4631
1988 346 T 166 94 araz
1989 388 1 90 102 4531
1990 386 8 100 55 1 3941
1991 375 6 161 40 3936
1992 367 3 66 20 3796
1993 388 3 4 16 67 159 30 8599
1894 358 9 6 30 178 690 52 9139
1995 390 7 5 5 70 293 45 7637
1996 334 4 3 9 131 245 44 8714
1997 289 14 2 73 268 38 2682
1998 292 17 47 80 11 2082
1999 285 21 2 48 39 7863
Exvessel Revenues {1999 §)
Year N:;:;bs:::f Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish  {Tropical Tunaj Non-HMS
1981 308 $40,483 $10,956 $331,55¢ $610,617 $20,065 $7.075,768
1982 471 $78,700 $407,337 $807,733 $2,123 $6,904,383
1983 454 $199,370 $1,029 $357,340 $1,403,916 $39,503 $5,436,412
1984 425 $62,298 $2,524 $396,416 $1,807,052 $9,583 $5,490,805
1985 409 $45,894 $1,521 $393,468 $2,248,663 $2,209 $6,582,947
1986 448 $15,085 $1,137 $331,023 $1,601,755 $3,643 $8,375,113
1987 440 $5,442 $416 $600,631 $1,139,261 $2,864 $7.704,720
1988 345 $76,853 $110 $445,709 $754,358 $1,538 $6,317,858
1989 389 $2,859 $984 $236,772 $879,516 $682 $8,639,658
1990 386 $29,209 $1,815 $38 $218,694 $473,062 $2,671 $8,608,706
1991 375 $22,471 54,273 $336,231 $314,316 $1,824 $10,243,827
1992 67 312,126 31,176 $134,723 $142,993 3710 310,149,200
1993 388 $6,161 $46,934 $43,556 3125,641 $971.065 $268,267 $10,521,185
1994 358 $9,890 $52,673 $56,793 $332,917 $3,622,926 $359,517 39,397,491
1995 390 $15,242 $31,305 $5,192 $120,769 $1,291,638 $205,512 $8,742,373
1696 334 $5,428 $27,502 $3,823 $254,089 $859,917 $168,453 $8,862,548
1997 289 $29,006 $6,929 $520 $137,568 $859,548 $136,854 $7.083,213
1998 282 $33,967 34,1214 $528 $89,264 $308,577 $48,172 36,247,670
1999 285 $59,143 $7.,852 $362 $80,920 $183,549 $1,328 $9,374,583
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Number of processors/buyers in the Santa Barbara area, 1981-99.
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Santa Barbara Area California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

County
Santa Barbara Ventura
1990 2000 1990 2000
Population (numbers) 368,608 399,347 665,016 753,197
Gender (Percent total population)
Male 50.2% 50.0% 50.4% 49.9%
Female 49.8% 50.0% 49.6% 50.1%
Race and Hispanic origin (Percent total populalion)
White 77.2% 72.7% 79.1% 69.9%
Black 2.8% 2.3% 2.3% 1.9%
Native American 0.9% 1.2% 0.7% 0.9%
Asian or Pacific Islander 4.4% 4.3% 5.2% 5.6%
QOther Race 14.6% 15.2% 12.7% 17.7%
Hispanic Qrigin {any race) 26.6% 34.2% 26.4% 33.4%
Age Structure (Percent fotal poputation)
Under 5 years 7.3% 6.5% 8.0% 7.5%
5-9 Years 6.8% 7.4% 7.8% 8.4%
10-14 Years 5.8% 7.0% 7.2% 8.0%
15-19 Years 7.5% 8.0% 7.4% 7.4%
20-24 Years 10.5% 9.3% 7.6% 6.2%
25-34 Years 18.2% 13.9% 18.1% 13.8%
35-44 Years 14.5% 15.1% 16.4% 16.9%
45-54 Years 9.3% 12.3% 10.7% 13.6%
55-59 Years 3.9% 4.3% 3.9% 4.6%
60-64 Years 3.9% 3.5% 3.4% 3.4%
65-74 Years 6.9% 6.3% 55% 5.3%
75-B4 Years 4.0% 4.6% 3.0% 36%
85 Years and greater 1.4% 1.7% 0.9% 1.2%
Median Age (years) NA 334 NA 34.2
18 Years and greater 76.8% 75.1% 72.6% 71.6%
Male 38.3% 37.2% 36.4% 35.3%
Female 38.5% 37.9% 36.2% 36.2%
21 Years and greater 70.2% 68.7% 67.9% 67.4%
62 Years and greater 14.7% 14.8% 11.4% 12.2%
65 Years and greater 12.3% 12.7% 9.4% 10.2%
Male 5.1% 5.4% 3.9% 4.3%
Female 7.3% 7.3% 5.5% 5.9%
Educational Altainment (Persons 25 years and over)
Graduate or professional dagree 6.3% NA 4.9% NA
Bachelor's degree 10.4% NA 9.4% NA
Associate’s degree 5.2% WA 5.4% NA
Some college no degree 15.0% NA 15.9% NA
High schooi graduate 13.2% NA 13.7% NA
9th to 12th no diploma 6.5% NA 6.7% NA
Less than 9h grade 6.0% NA 6.1% NA
NA NA
Economic Activity
Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) 52.6% NA 53.7% NA
Males 29.5% NA 30.7% NA
Femaies 23.1% NA 22.9% NA
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Santa Barbara Area California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

County
Santa Barbara Ventura
1993 1999 1993 1899
Economic Activity (cont'd)
Employment (numbers)
Agricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07) 689 355
Fishing, hunting and trapping {S1C-0900} 0-19 3,444
Mining (S1C-10) 121 1,327
Construction {SIC-15) 3,498 10,507
Manufacturing {(SIC-20) 14,235 33,026
Transportation and Public Utilities (SIC-40) 2,250 10,495
Wholesale Trade {(SIC-50) 4,376 12,023
Retail Trade {SIC-52) 18,476 44,581
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (SIC-60) 3,701 11,253
Services (SIC-70) 24,760 64,752
Unclassified Establishments (S1C-99) 41 72
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture suppor {NAICS-11) 554 1,164
Fishing (NAICS-11411) 4 20-99
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 0-19 0-19
sheilfish fishing (NAICS-114112) 0-19 41
Mining (NAICS-21) 964 558
Utilities (NAICS-22) 257 532
Construction {NAICS-23) ) 8,273 16,557
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 16,464 30,860
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42) 4,678 15,413
Retail frade (NAICS-44) 20,154 32,059
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 2,218 3,689
Information (NAICS-51) 5,189 7,384
Finance & insurance (NAICS-52) 6,191 13,898
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 3,067 3,509
Professional, scientific & technical services {NAICS-54) 7,929 12,973
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 2,274 3,100
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 9,148 20,084
Educational sarvices {NAICS-61) 3,106 3,376
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 16,737 22,778
Arts, enterfainment & recreation (NAICS-71) 2,844 3,591
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-72) 18,340 21,312
Other services (except public administration) (NAICS-81) 6,411 11,069
Auxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 501 633
Unclassified establishments (NAICS-99) 219 378
Labor and Proprietor income ($1,000) )
Agricuitural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07) 11,519 54,413
Fishing, hunting and trapping (StC-0800) 0 ¢]
Mining (S1C-10) 5,561 50,121
Construgtion (SIC-15) 85,082 269,639
Manufacturing (SIC-20} 483,578 1,110,388
Transporiation and Public Utilities {SIC-40) 62,786 356,862
Wholesale Trade (SI1C-50) 122,675 396,306
Retail Trade (SIC-52) 250,868 630,919
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (SIC-60} 93,155 294,344
Services {(SIC-70) 638,954 1,471,403
Unclassified Establishments (S1C-99) 786 1,125
- Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture suppart (NAICS-11} 26,816 28,124
Fishing (NAICS-11411} 15 0
Finfigh fishing {NAICS-114111) 0 0
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112) 0 546
Mining {NAICS-21} 44,793 27,622
Utilities (NAICS-22) 17,534 29,077
Construction {NAICS-23) 282,910 506,593
Manufacturing (NAICS-31) 679,229 1,229,030
Wholesale trade {NAICS-42) 209,700 737,555
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 435,202 740,914
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS-48) 55,317 97,692
Information (NAICS-51} 248,914 339,910
Finance & insurance {NAICS-52) 276,468 655,384
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 80,201 98,058
Professional, scientific & technical services {(NAICS-54) 378,325 565,858
Management of companies & entarprises (NAICS-55) 125,009 243,105
Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation servicas (NAICS-56) 192,044 406,840
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Santa Barbara Area California HMS Communities Demographic Profiles

Caounty
Santa Barbara Ventura
Jr 1993 1999 1993 1999
Economic Activity (cont'd)
Labor and Propriefor Income ($1,000) (cont'd)
Educational services (NAICS-61) 66,749 68,712
Heaith care and social assistance {NAICS-62) 491,620 687,678
Arts, entertainment & recreation (NAICS-71} 71,088 71,177
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-72) 234,927 245,696
Other services {except public administration} (NAICS-81) 117,862 211,750
Augxiliaries {exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-95) 29,389 42,822
Unclassified establishmenis {(NAICS-99) 4,989 10,415
Number of Establishments
Agricultural Services, Forestry, and Fishing (SIC-07} 156 365
Fishing, hunting and trapping (SIC-0900}) 1 5
Mining (SIC-10) 7 64
Construction {SIC-15) 788 1,480
Manufacturing (S1C-20} 409 975
Transportation and Public Utilities (SIC-40) 176 548
Wholesale Trade (SIC-50) 377 1,138
Retail Trade {SIC-52) 1,528 3,314
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (SIC-60) 559 1,369
Services (SIC-70) 2,433 5,736
Unclassified Establishments (S1C-99) 59 88
Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support (NAICS-11) 52 72
Fishing {(NAICS-11411) 5 7
Finfish fishing (NAICS-114111) 3 3
shellfish fishing (NAICS-114112) 2 4
Mining {NAICS-21) 36 45
Utilities (NAICS-22) 13 41
Construction (NAICS-23} 1,036 1,760
Manufacturing {NAICS-31) 506 1,023
Wholesale trade (NAICS-42) 480 1.094
Retail trade (NAICS-44) 1,625 2,350
Transportation & warehousing (NAICS5-48) 184 318
Information (NAICS-51) 226 326
Finance & insurance {NAICS-52) 555 962
Real estate & rental & leasing (NAICS-53) 583 708
Professional, scientific & technical services (NAICS-54) 1,154 1,908
Management of companies & enterprises (NAICS-55) 66 80
Admin, suppon, waste mgt, remediation services (NAICS-56) 568 950
Educational servicas {NAICS-61) 144 177
Health care and social assistance (NAICS-62) 1,160 1,862
Arts, entertainment & recreation {NAICS-71) 206 257
Accommodation & food services (NAICS-72) 968 1,203
Other services (except public administration) (NAICS-81) 935 1,378
Auxiliaries {exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) (NAICS-85) 23 19
uUnclassitied establisnments (NAILS-9Y) 155 258
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Santa Barbara Area California HMS Communities Demaographic Profiles

Major HMS Ports Sania Barbara, Santa Barbara Co. Oxnard, Ventura Co, Pt. Huenema, Ventura Co.
1990 2000 | 1890 2000 1950 2000 —
Papulation {numbaers) 85,571 92,325 142,216 170,358 20,319 21,845
Gender (Percent Iutal popidation)
Male 49.0% 49.2% 51.1% 51.1% 52.5% 50.3%
Female 51.0% 50.8% 48.9% 48.9% 47.5% 49.7%
Race and Hispanic origin {Percent tatal population)
White T1.7% T4.0% 58.7% 42.1% 13.5% 57.3%
Black 2.2% 1.8% 5.2% 1.8% 5.5% 8.1%
Mative American 0.8% 1.1% 0.8% 1.3% 1.0% 1.7%
Asian or Pacific Islander 23% 2.9% 8.6% 8.0% 6.8% 6.8%
Other Race 16.8% 16.4% 28.7% 40.4% 13.1% 218%
Hispanic Qrigin (any race) 31.5% 35.0% 54.4% 66.2% 29.8% 41.0%
Age Structure (Percent tolal population)
Under § years 6.2% 56% 0.3% 8.9% 9.0% 8.8%
59 Years 52% 6.0% 6.8% 0.5% 8.58% B3%
10-14 Years 4.3% 5.2% 7.8% 8.4% 67% 80%
15-19 Years 5.4% 7.2% 8.2% 8.3% 7.0% 7.1%
20-24 Years 10.3% 9.5% 9.2% 8.5% 10.0% 9.7%
25-34 Years 20.6% 17.1% 19.1% 16.2% 21.9% 16.8%
35-44 Years 16.0% 15.2% 13.9% 14.7% 12.3% 15.2%
45-54 Years 8.8% 13.4% B7% 10.8% 7.2% 9.9%
55-58 Yaars 3.4% 4.2% 1.8% 1.6% 31% 3.5%
60-64 Years 3.8% 31% 34% 2.9% 3.3% 31%
65-74 Years 7.5% 5.68% 5.0% 4.7% 5.8% 56%
75-84 Years 6.0% 5.3% 2.2% 27% 3.2% 4.0%
85 Years and greater 2.7% 27% 0.6% 0.7% 0.8% 1.1%
Median Age (Years) NA 4.8 NA 280 NA 3032
18 Years and greater 81.7% 80.2% 80.3% 5B8.2% 72.5% 724%
Maie 356% 30.1% 35.5% 348% 38.3% 36.3%
Femala 42.1% 41.1% 32.8% 334% 34.2% 38.1%
21 Years and greater 76.9% 73.8% 64.0% 63.2% 68.8% 66.8%
62 Years and greater 18.5% 15.8% 9.7% 9.8% 12.0% 12.4%
65 Years and greater 16.2% 13.8% 7.7% B.1% 8.9% 10.7%
Male 59% 5.4% 3.3% 18% 38% 43%
Female 10.3% 8.4% 4.4% 4.6% 81% 64%
0.0%
[Educational Attainment {Persons 25 years and over) 0.0%
Graduate or professional degree 8.8% NA 2.3% MNA 3.1% NA
Bachelor's degree 14.1% NA 5.1% NA 6.2% NA
Associate’s degres 5.0% NA 4.0% NA 4.9% NA
Some college no degree 15.6% NA 1.7% NA 18.2% NA
High school graduate 11.3% NA 11.8% NA 15.6% NA
€ih te 12th no diploma 7.5% NA 8.5% NA B.9% NA
Less than Bth grada 7.0% NA 13.4% NA 5.4% NA
[Econamlic Activity {Percent folal population)
Labor Force by Gender (Persons 16 years and over) 57.3% NA 51.5% NA 53.8% NA
Males 31.8% NA 30.0% NA 32.8% NA
Females 25.5% NA 21.8% NA 21.0% NA

Source: US. Bureau of Census
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2.4.3.15 HMS Community Profile: | os Angeles County, CA (San Pedro, Terminal Is. and Long Beach)

Los Angeles County

Los Angeles County has a relatively diverse economy. Agriculture accounted for less than one percent of total
income in 1997. Manufacturing contributed the greatest share to the County's non-agricultural income in 1998,
followed by health care and social assistance, finance and insurance, whole sale trade and information.

Number of vessels with HMS landings, for which San Pedro, CA is their principal port, by their
principal species, 1981-99.

Year Albacore Bluefin Tuna Dorado Sharks Swordfish Tropical Tuna Non-HMS
1981 18 8] 7 35 1 67
1982 8 2 " 61 0 64
1983 7 2 1 51 1 32
1984 11 1 1 68 0 56
1985 6 3 5 41 0 48
1986 3 2 6 39 0 339
1987 6 2 4 29 2 48
1988 2 1 3 20 1 45
1989 1 0 1 16 1 33
1990 4} 1 2 12 1 28
1991 5 0 4 [ 1 20
1992 10 1 3 i 1 35
1993 10 0 8 12 3 35
1994 0 0 2 21 2 27
1965 5} 2 3 19 6 31
1996 1 1 0 13 5 33
1997 8 0 3 20 2 41
1998 10