Ancillary A
GMT Agenda
September 2003

PROPOSED AGENDA

Groundfish Management Team
Pacific Fishery Management Council
DoubleTree Guest Suites
Rainier Room
16500 Southcenter Parkway
Seattle, WA 98188
(206) 575-8220
September 7 - 12, 2003

PLEASE NOTE
The actual order and timing of agenda items may vary from the proposed agenda. Inseason
adjustments to 2003 fisheries and adoption of management measures for 2004 are the key
agendaitems for this Council meeting. GMT consideration of other agenda items should not
impede progress on the af orementioned agenda items whenever feasible. The use of breakout
sessions for focused discussions is encouraged.

SUNDAY, SEPTEMBER 7, 2003 - 11 A.M.

A. Call to Order and GMT Adminigrative Matters
(11AM) Michele Robinson, Chair

1. Roall Call, Introductions, Announcements, Approve Agenda, etc.
2. AgendaOverview and Assignments Mike Burner

B. Council Administrative Matters

7. Staff Work Load Priorities and November 2004 Council Mesting Agenda
(11:30 A.M.; Report due to the Council on Friday)

C. Groundfish Management

2. Observer Data Implementation Status Elizabeth Clarke
(1 P.M.; Report due to the Council on Tuesday)

4. Status Groundfish Fisheriesand Inseason Adjustments Mike Burner
(3 P.M.; Report due to the Council on Tuesday.)



MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 2003 - 8 A.M.

C. Groundfish Management (continued)

5. Final Criteriafor Exempted Fishing Permits (EFPs) and Consideration Mike Burner
of Proposals for the 2004 Season
2002 Arrowtooth Hounder EFP Results Eric Eisenhardt

(8:30 A .M.; Report due to the Council on Wednesday)

3. Fina Harvest Levesfor 2004 John DeVore
(10:00 A.M.; Report due to the Council on Tuesday)

B. Council Administrative Matters (continued)

3. Council Input into NOAA Fisheries Constituent Survey
(11:30 A-M.; Report due to the Council on Tuesday)

C. Groundfish Management (continued)

6. Groundfish Management Measures for 2004: Tentative Adoption GMT deliberations
(1 P.M.; Report due to the Council on Wednesday)

NOAA Fisheries 2003 Constituent Evening Session
6 P.M. to 8 P.M., Monday, September 8, 2003
DoubleTree Ballroom
Dr. William Hogarth, Assistant Administrator for the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NOAA Fisheries) will convene a congtituent session designed to gather public input on ways
to improve the effectiveness of NOAA Fisheries and its management of living marine
resources.

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 2003 - 8A.M.

C. Groundfish Management (continued)
6. Groundfish Management Measures for 2004: Tentative Adoption
(8:30 A.M. likely to berevisited in the afternoon;
Report due to the Council on Wednesday)

9. Groundfish Bycatch Program Environmental Impact Statement Jm Glock
(11 AM.; Report due to the Council on Thursday)

E. Marine Reserves

1. Update on Marine Reserves Issues
(1 P.M.; Report due to the Council on Wednesday)
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2. Marine Reservesin the Federal Waters Portion of the
Channel Islands Naional Marine Sanctuary (CINMYS)
(1:30 P.M.; Report due to the Council on Wednesday)

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 10, 2003 - 8 A.M.

C. Groundfish Management (continued)

10. Consideration of Individual Quota (IQ) Programs GMT Deéliberations
(8:30 A.M.; Report due to the Council on Thursday; GAP
discussion scheduled for 3 P.M. Wednesday; GMT designee
to attend GAP session and report back to the team)

7. Proposed Monitoring Program for the Shore-based Pacific Whiting Fishery Mike Burner
(9:30 A.M.; Report due to the Council on Thursday)

8. Stock Assessment of Canary Rockfish John DeVore
(10:30 A.M.; Report due to the Council on Thursday)

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 2003 - 8 A.M.

C. Groundfish Management (continued)
6. Groundfish Management Measures for 2004
(8:30 A.M.; Report due to the Council on Thursday afternoon for
Council guidance and Friday for final action)

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 2003 - 8 A.M.

C. Groundfish Management (continued)

6. Groundfish Management Measures for 2004
(8:30 A.M.; Report due to the Council on Friday for final action)

ADJOURN

PFMC
08/20/03
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Ancillary B

GAP Agenda
September 2003
PROPOSED AGENDA
Groundfish Advisory Subpanel
DoubleTree Guest Suites

Summit Rooms
16500 Southcenter Parkway
Seattle, WA 98188
(206) 575-8220
September 8 - 12, 2003

PLEASE NOTE
The actual order and timing of agenda items may vary from the proposed agenda. Inseason
adjustments to 2003 fisheries and adoption of management measures for 2004 are the key
groundfish agenda items for this Council meeting. GAP consideration of other agenda items
should not impede progress on the aforementioned agenda items whenever feasible. The use of
breakout sessions for focused discussions is encouraged.

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 2003 - 8 A.M.

A. Call to Order and GAP Administrative Matters
(8AM.)) Rod Moore, Chair

1. Roall Call, Introductions, Announcements, Approve Agenda, etc.
2. AgendaOverview John DeVore
3. Elect Vice-Chair

B. Council Administrative Matters

3. Council Input into NOAA Fisheries Constituent Survey
(8:30 A.M.; Report due to the Council on Tuesday)

C. Groundfish Management

2. Observer Data Implementation Status Elizabeth Clarke
(9 AM.; Report due to the Council on Tuesday)

3. Final Harvest Levesfor 2004 John DeVore
(10:30 A.M.; Report due to the Council on Tuesday)

5. Final Criteriafor Exempted Fishing Permits (EFPs) and Consideration Mike Burner
of Proposals for the 2004 Season
(11:30 A .M.; Report due to the Council on Wednesday)



4. Status Groundfish Fisheriesand Inseason Adjustments GMT
(1 P.M.; Report due to the Council on Tuesday.)

NOAA Fisheries 2003 Constituent Evening Session
6 P.M. to 8 P.M., Monday, September 8, 2003
DoubleTree Ballroom
Dr. William Hogarth, Assistant Administrator for the National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA
Fisheries) will convene aconstituent session designed to gather public input on waysto improve
the effectiveness of NOAA Fisheries and its management of living marine resources.

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 2003 - 8A.M.

A. GAP Administrative Matters (continued)

4. Review Staements
(8AM.)

C. Groundfish Management (continued)
6. Groundfish Management Measures for 2004: Tentative Adoption
(8:30 A .M. likely to be revisited in the afternoon;
Report due to the Council on Wednesday)

9. Groundfish Bycatch Program Environmental Impact Statement Jim Glock
(10 A .M.; Report due to the Council on Thursday)

E. Marine Reserves

1. Update on Marine Reserves Issues
(2 P.M.; Report due to the Council on Wednesday)

2. Marine Reservesin the Federal Waters Portion of the
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS)
(2:30 P.M.; Report due to the Council on Wednesday)

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 10, 2003 -8 A.M.

A. GAP Administrative Matters (continued)

4. Review Staements
(8AM.)



C. Groundfish Management (continued)
6. Groundfish Management Measures for 2004 GMT
(As necessary; Report due to the Council on Wednesday for
tentative adoption and Thursday for Council guidance)

7. Proposed Monitoring Program for the Shore-based Pacific Whiting Fishery Mike Burner
(8:30 A.M.; Report due to the Council on Thursday)

8. Stock Assessment of Canary Rockfish John DeVore
(9:30 A.M.; Report due to the Council on Thursday)
G. Pacific Halibut Management

1. Status of 2003 Pacific Halibut Fisheries
(1:P.M.; Report due to the Council on Thursday)

2. Status of Pacific Halibut Bycatch Estimates for Use by the
International Pacific Halibut Commission
(2:30 P.M.; Report due to the Council on Thursday)

3. Proposed Changes to the Catch Sharing Plan and Annual Regulations
(2:30 P.M.; Report due to the Council on Thursday)

C. Groundfish Management (continued)

10. Consideration of Individual Quota (IQ) Programs
(3 P.M.; Report due to the Council on Thursday)

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 2003 - 8 A.M.

A. GAP Administrative Matters (continued)

4. Review Staements
(8AM.)

C. Groundfish Management (continued)
6. Groundfish Management Measures for 2004 GMT

(8:30 A.M.; Report due to the Council on Thursday afternoon for
Council guidance and Friday for final action)



B. Council Administrative Matters (continued)

7. Staff Work Load Priorities and November 2004 Council Megting Agenda
(Astime allows; Report due to the Council on Friday)

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 2003 - 8 A.M.

A. GAP Administrative Matters(continued)

4. Review Staements
(8AM.)

C. Groundfish Management (continued)

6. Groundfish Management Measures for 2004
(8:30 A.M.; Report due to the Council on Friday for final action)

ADJOURN

PFMC
08/20/03
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Ancillary C
SSC Agenda
September 2003

PROPOSED AGENDA

Scientific and Statistical Committee
DoubleTree Guest Suites
Monterey II Room
16500 Southcenter Parkway
Seattle, WA 98188
(206) 575-8220
September 8 - 9, 2003

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 2003 - 8 A.M.

A. Call to Order and Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) Administrative Matters

1. Report of the Executive Director Don Mclsaac
2. Approve Agenda

A suggestion for the amount of time each agenda item should take is provided. At the time the
agenda is approved, priorities can be set and these times revised. Discussion leaders should
determine whether more or less time is required and request the agenda be amended.

Committee member work assignments are noted in parentheses at the end of each agendaitem. The
first name listed is the discussion leader and the second the rapporteur.

B. Council Administrative Matters

3. Council Input into NOAA Fisheries Constituent Survey
(9 AM., 1 hour; Thomson, Byrne) — Report Due to Council Tuesday Morning

C. Groundfish Management

2. Observer Data Implementation Status Elizabeth Clarke
(10 A.M., 2 hours; Dorn, Francis) — Report Due to Council Tuesday Morning

LUNCH



C. Groundfish Management (continued)

3. Final Harvest Levels for 2004 GMT
(1 P.M., 1 hour; Ralston, Dorn) — Report Due to Council Tuesday Afternoon

5. Final Criteria for Exempted Fishing Permits (EFPs) and Consideration GMT
(2 P.M,, 1 hour; Conrad, Lai) — Report Due to Council Wednesday

8. Stock Assessment of Canary Rockfish Elizabeth Clarke
(3 P.M,, 1.5 hours; Conser, Punt) — Report Due to Council Thursday

A. SSC Administrative Matters (continued)

3. Review Statements

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
4 P.M.
Public comments on fishery issues not on the agenda are accepted at this time.

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 2003 - 8 A.M.

A. SSC Administrative Matters (continued)
4. Review Statements
C. Groundfish Management (continued)

9. Groundfish Programmatic Bycatch Environmental Impact Statement Jim Glock
(9 AM,, 1 hour; Dalton, Conser) — Report Due to Council Thursday

E. Marine Reserves

1. Update on Marine Reserves Issues
(10 A.M., 2 hours; Thomson, Lawson) — Report Due to Council Wednesday Morning

LUNCH
F. Salmon Management

2. Salmon Methodology Review: Final Prioritization of Modeling Issues for SSC
(1 P.M., 1 hour; Lawson, Conrad) — Report Due to Council Thursday



G. Pacific Halibut Management
2. Status of Pacific Halibut Bycatch Estimates for Use
by the International Pacific Halibut Commission John Wallace
(2 P.M., 2 hours; Lai, Ralston) — Report Due to Council Thursday
A. SSC Administrative Matters (continued)
5 Review Statements
ADJOURN

PFMC
08/26/03
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Ancillary C
SSC June 2003 Minutes
September 2003

DRAFT SUMMARY MINUTES
Scientific and Statistical Committee

Pacific Fishery Management Council
Crowne Plaza Hotel
Syracuse Room
1221 Chess Drive
Foster City, CA 94404
(650) 570-5700
June 16 - 17, 2003

Call to Order

The meeting was called to order at 8 a.m. Dr. Donald McIsaac briefed the Scientific and Statistical
Committee (SSC) on priority agenda items.

Members in Attendance

Mr. Alan Byrne, Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Nampa, ID

Dr. Ramon Conser, National Marine Fisheries Service, La Jolla, CA

Dr. Michael Dalton, California State University, Monterey Bay, CA

Dr. Martin Dorn, National Marine Fisheries Service, Seattle, WA

Dr. Robert Francis, University of Washington, Seattle, WA

Dr. Kevin Hill, California Department of Fish and Game, La Jolla, CA
Mr. Tom Jagielo, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia, WA
Dr. Peter Lawson, National Marine Fisheries Service, Newport, OR

Dr. Stephen Ralston, National Marine Fisheries Service, Santa Cruz, CA
Dr. André Punt, University of Washington, Seattle, WA

Ms. Cynthia Thomson, National Marine Fisheries Service, Santa Cruz, CA

Members Absent

Mr. Robert Conrad, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission, Olympia, WA
Dr. Shijie Zhou, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Portland, OR

Scientific and Statistical Committee Comments to the Council

The following is a compilation of SSC reports to the Council.



B. Groundfish Management

B.2

SSC Report on Observer Data Implementation Status

The SSC received a presentation on this agenda item by Drs. Elizabeth Clarke and James Hastie.
A number of changes have been made to the bycatch modeling effort since the April 2003 Council
meeting:

2002 fishticket data have been added.
2000-2002 logbook data have replaced the 1999 data to estimate fishing depth.

A new approach has been applied to model the effects of differential harvest limits on trawl
vessels using small footropes.

There have been no changes in area stratification or bycatch rate values since the April meeting.

The SSC notes two issues that need to be resolved:

B.3.

As the SSC Groundfish and Economics Subcommittees reported (see Bycatch Model Review
Workshop Report, April 2003), the three states use different procedures for adjusting hail
weights from the trawl logbooks. These discrepancies should be evaluated for compatibility
and potentially differential effects on bycatch estimation. Also, consider unifying the
algorithm across states.

The current draft of the bycatch model is the documentation supplied to the Bycatch
Workshop. This document should be appended to the Bycatch Workshop Panel report and
included in the Groundfish Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) document.
As the bycatch model is updated, documentation should highlight and summarize the latest
model and input data changes from the previous documentation. This information should
be included in future SAFE documents.

SSC Report on Stock Assessments and Rebuilding Analyses for 2004 Groundfish
Management

The SSC led a joint meeting with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) and the Groundfish
Advisory Subpanel (GAP) to facilitate a review of stock assessments, stock assessment review
(STAR) reports, and rebuilding updates (where appropriate) for —

Widow rockfish

Bocaccio

Pacific ocean perch (POP)
Black rockfish
Darkblotched rockfish
Yellowtail rockfish
Cowcod



The SSC considers these stock assessments to be the best available science and endorses their use
by the Council. The updated rebuilding analyses for widow, POP, and darkblotched rockfish are
based on assessments reviewed through the STAR process, and the SSC endorses their use by the
Council.

The SSC has the following comments on each of the assessments and supporting materials:

Widow Rockfish (Exhibit B.3, Attachments 4, 5, and 6, June 2003)

The 2003 estimate of stock size is 24.6% of By, which is similar to the last assessment in 2000.
However, stock productivity is estimated to be lower than it was in 2000, which translates into
longer rebuilding times than suggested by previous analyses.

Three areas of uncertainty emerged as most important to the 2003 rebuilding analysis:

Whether recruits should be prespecified for 2003-2005 based on the NMFS Santa Cruz
laboratory midwater trawl survey.

Whether projections should be based on sampling recruits per spawner or an estimated stock-
recruitment relationship.

The use of a power coefficient to represent compensation (juvenile mortality) in translating the
midwater trawl survey results into subsequent recruitment.

The SSC discussed, in detail, the procedure of prespecifying recruits versus other approaches. The
procedure of prespecifying recruits uses results from the midwater trawl survey to project
recruitment for 2003-2005 in the rebuilding program (recruitment after 2005 is based on sampling
estimates of recruits in each year prior to 2001). The SSC prefers the approach of sampling recruits
per spawner, which is the status quo from earlier analyses. The SSC concluded there is enough
confidence in the midwater traw] survey to prespecify recruits, which narrowed discussion to models
7, 8, and 9 in Table 3 and Table 4 (page 5) of Attachment 5.

The SSC also discussed different values for the power coefficients. According to Table 18 (page 57)
of the stock assessment document, different values of the power coefficients are equally likely, and
there is no statistical basis for choosing among them. After further discussion, the SSC concluded
there is a biological basis for determining a range of plausible values, which corresponds to the
values used in models 7, 8, and 9. The SSC recommends these models be used as a central case
(model 8), with high (model 9) and low (model 7) variants.

Since the nature of the relationship between larvae taken in the survey and subsequent recruitment
to the fishery (3 years) is a major source of uncertainty in the widow assessment, the SSC
recommends that this issue be thoroughly examined in the next assessment.



Pacific Ocean Perch (Exhibit B.3, Attachments 1, 2 and 3, June 2003)

The 2003 estimate of stock size is 25.3% of B,. The assessment for POP is complex, utilizing a
Bayesian approach (also used in the 2000 POP assessment). While the SSC considers this type of
analysis to be state-of-the-art, it raises a key issue about which estimates are best for use in
rebuilding analyses. After a discussion about which summary statistics are most appropriate, and
which to use as a default, the SSC reached consensus that results of the rebuilding analysis should
follow the Bayesian approach as it captures more of the uncertainty.

Discussion by the SSC also considered alternative approaches for projecting future recruitment of
POP. Figure 1 of Attachment 2 shows that time series from the 2000 assessment for the ratio of
recruits per spawner has an upward trend. This approach was rejected in earlier rebuilding analyses
in favor of using time series of recruits as a basis for the rebuilding projections. On the other hand,
the 2003 assessment does not show a trend in either series. Since a major component of the POP
stock exists in Canadian waters, the rationale for using recruits per spawner as a basis for rebuilding
projections is questionable, because it implicitly assumes that future recruitment depends only on
spawners in U.S. waters. Consequently, the use of recruits as a basis for rebuilding projections is
reasonable.

Thus, the SSC recommends case C in Tables 1-3 (pp 4, 6-7) in Attachment 2 be used by the Council.
Bocaccio (Exhibit B.3, Attachments 7, 8, and 9, June 2003)

The 2003 stock assessment for bocaccio is different than the assessment last year, which indicated
the 1999 year class was weaker than previously believed. This result was driven by the 2001
Triennial Survey, which showed very low abundance of bocaccio and no sign of the 1999 year class
(Figure 26, page 36 of Attachment 7). For the 2003 assessment, additional information in the form
of larval abundance data from CalCOFI, and both length and catch per unit effort (CPUE) data from
the recreational fisheries were used. The new data indicate a sharp increase in abundance and a
much stronger 1999 year class. In fact, Figure 26 indicates that recent CPUE estimates for Northern
California are record highs in a time series dating back to 1980. To bracket uncertainty from the
apparently conflicting signals in the different data sources, the STAR Panel recommended two
models, STAR B1 and STAR B2, which use the survey and recreational CPUE data, respectively.
Each of these models de-emphasizes the other data source. The Stock Assessment Team (STAT)
considered a third model that included both data sources to be important, but time to complete work
on all three models was not possible at the STAR meeting. Subsequent work by the STAT Team
produced an intermediate model, STAT C, which includes both survey and CPUE data.

After an in-depth discussion that considered trade offs among alternative approaches and other
factors, the SSC concluded that an intermediate alternative is warranted and that model STAT C s
a reasonable way to integrate the survey and CPUE data. The SSC recommends a decision table,
with models STAR B1, STAR B2, and STAT C, similar to Table 3 (page 6) of Attachment 8, be
used by the Council.



The SSC notes the assumed rate of natural mortality was changed from 0.2 in the 2002 assessment
to a value of 0.15 in the 2003 assessment. This change is likely to have an influence on OY, but
results using data from the 2003 assessment and the 2002 value for natural mortality were not
available for review at this meeting.

The SSC also recommends that additional data, based on information in the California commercial
passenger fishing vessel (CPFV) logbooks be evaluated for use in future bocaccio assessments.

Black rockfish (Exhibit B.3, Attachments 10 and 11, June 2003)

The SSC noted that without any clear trend in the four recreational CPUE statistics used by the
model, the upturn in biomass and spawning output in the latter part of the 1990s is difficult to
interpret. The reason for the increase is apparently due to the strong recruitment of age-two fish in
1996 and 1997, but those recruitments are unlikely to be well-estimated. In addition, the
retrospective analysis (Figure 37) is poorly behaved, because the model seems to persistently
overestimate biomass. Nonetheless, the SSC supports the conclusions of the STAR Panel that the
assessment represents the best available science and is ready for use by the Council.

Cowcod (Exhibit B.3, Attachments 12 and 13, June 2003)

The update indicates that current management action has been effective in keeping cowcod removals
within the established QY (Table 2). However, due to the effects of management on the CPFV
recreational CPUE statistic (Figure A1), it will be difficult to monitor rebuilding in the future. As
the STAR Panel report notes, in situ and ichthyoplankton surveys may provide useful fishery-
independent information on the status of the stock.

Yellowtail rockfish (Exhibit B.3, Attachments 13 and 14, June 2003)

Results presented in Figure 11 of the assessment document may give the false sense that female
spawner biomass is stable. However, due to the decline in recruitment that occurred in the mid-
1990s and the relatively late maturity of this species, the model predicts a 25% decline in spawning
biomass over the next 10 years, if the stock is harvested at the default harvest rate (Table 26). Even
50, the yellowtail rockfish stock is unlikely to be fully harvested due to the constraints imposed by
other overfished stocks (e.g., canary and widow rockfish).

Darkblotched rockfish (Exhibit B.3, Attachments 13, 15, and 16, June 2003)

Following the conclusion of the STAR review the assessment author successfully corrected the error
in rebuilding projections for scenario (b), i.e., By based on 1963-2000 recruitments and rebuilding
recruitments re-sampled from 1983-2000. That scenario now produces results intermediate between
scenario (a) and scenario (c), as expected (Table 16). However, results in the table are based on the
probability of rebuilding by Ty.x = 0.7, although the interim rebuilding analysis adopted by the
Council was for P =0.8. A new table will be developed that will include 10-year projections at the
higher probability level.



The STAR Panel recommended scenario (b) as the base case, bracketed by scenarios (a) and (c). The
panel selected the intermediate result in an attempt to balance the conflicting effects of using the
most recent information (i.e., the 2001 recruitment estimate) and the poor statistical precision
associated with partial recruitment of the most recent year-classes.

B.4. SSC Report on Preliminary Range of Harvest Levels for 2004

The SSC reviewed all the materials associated with agenda item B.3 and notes that new results are
available for: Pacific ocean perch, widow rockfish, bocaccio, black rockfish, cowcod, yellowtail
rockfish, and darkblotched rockfish. Moreover, although the 2004 acceptable biological catches
(ABCs) and optimum yields (OYS) of sablefish, shortspine thornyhead, canary rockfish, yelloweye
rockfish, and lingcod have also been updated in Table 2.1-1 (see Exhibit B.4, Attachment 1, June
2003), the SSC considers those changes to be routine, because they are based on assessments and
rebuilding analyses that have been previously reviewed.

For the seven stocks with new information available, the SSC recommends the Council consider the
following ranges for harvest levels in 2004. For the overfished stocks other than cowcod, a range
of alternatives is presented that represents the probability of rebuilding the stock by Ty (i-¢., P =
0.6, 0.7, or 0.8), which the SSC views as a policy decision. Where alternative model formulations
were developed by the assessment authors and/or the Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Panels, the
SSC has narrowed the range to include those models listed here (see SSC statement on agenda item
B.3 — Stock Assessments and Rebuilding Analyses for 2004 Groundfish Management).

Model P=0.5 P=0.6 P=0.7 P=0.8 Comment

Pacific Ocean Perch (Exhibit B.3, Attachment 2, June 2003; p. 7, T-3)
Model C 664 mt 555 mt 444 mt 318 mt full posterior, project with recruits
Widow Rockfish (Exhibit B.3, Attachment 5, June 2003; page 7, Table 4b)
Model 7 248 mt 181 mt 111 mt 30 mt rec. override, R/S, power = 2

Model 8 354 mt 284 mt 212 mt 123 mt rec. override, R/S, power =3
(base)

Model 9 582 mt 501 mt 419 mt 323 mt rec. override, R/S, power = 4
Bocaccio (Exhibit B.3, Attachment 8, June 2003; page 5, Tables 1 & 2)

STARb2 333 mt 295 mt 250 mt 199 mt remove sport CPUE

STATc 439 mt 376 mt 306 mt 236 mt blended model

STARbl 784 mt 710 mt 625 mt 525 mt remove triennial survey
Darkblotched Rockfish (Exh. B.3, Supp. Att 15 & 16 Combined, June 2003; p. 32, T-15)

6-1999 222 mt 205 mt 192 mt 172 mt resample 1983-1999



6-2000 345 mt 321 mt 299 mt 272 mt resample 1983-2000 (STAR base)
6-2001 439 mt 417 mt 391 mt 364 mt resample 1983-2001

Black Rockfish (Exhibit B.3, Attachment 10, June 2003; page 31, Table 14)

Model 2004 OY

Low Catch 729 mt
STAR Base 775 mt
High Catch 861 mt

Yellowtail Rockfish (Exhibit B.3, Attachment 14, June 2003; page 53, Table 26)
Model — Base; 2004 OY — 4,320 mt — model updated from prior assessment (see Tagart et al. 2000)
Cowcod (Exhibit B.3, Attachment 12, June 2003)

The cowcod rebuilding review did not involve any modeling per se, but reviewed landings statistics
in recent years and recalculated trend indices. Consequently, the ABC and OY for the southern and
northern areas are simply carried forward from 2003.

B.10. SSC Report on Groundfish Stock Assessment Review Process for 2005 Through 2006

Dr. Elizabeth Clarke (National Marine Fisheries Service) presented an overview of issues related to
the stock assessment review process for 2005 and 2006. After discussion of the key issues, it was
agreed that:

1. Dr. Clarke will prepare a draft list of stocks to be assessed in the next stock assessment cycle
prior to the September 2003 SSC meeting. For each stock, candidate assessment authors will
be identified, and a determination will be made whether a full assessment or expedited
assessment is appropriate.

2. The SSC will update its "Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analysis" to include
all output needed by the GMT as well as to reflect variables of interest from the rebuilding
analysis software.

3. The SSC will continue to review rebuilding analyses. In a normal three-Council-meeting
process, these reviews should be completed earlier than that experienced in this year’s two-
meeting process.

4. The Northwest Fisheries Science Center (NWFSC) will prepare an outline for an electronic
assessment archive, including elements for all input data, output data, intermediate results,
diagnostics, and full document in PDF format.



5. The SSC will schedule a methods workshop in 2004 and other "off" years (with logistical
support from NWFSC) to address methodology issues common to multiple stock
assessments, .g., methods to derive indices of abundance from recreational catch-effort data;
spatially explicit models for stock assessment; dealing with conflicting indices of abundance;
etc.

6. The SSC will provide modifications to the stock assessment review (STAR) Terms of
Reference needed to incorporate all of the points outlined in the following sections of this
statement.

General SSC Comments on the STAR Process

SSC members participated in all of the Council’s STAR Panels this year. Namely, the traditional
STAR Panels for Pacific ocean perch (POP) and widow rockfish (STAR 1) and for bocaccio and
black rockfish (STAR 2); and the new expedited review process for cowcod, darkblotched, and
yellowtail rockfish (STAR-lite). Based on this experience, as well as feedback from other reviewers
and Stock Assessment Team (STAT) members, the SSC compiled two lists of comments and
recommendations for the STAR process in future years — one list for the traditional STAR process,
and a separate list for the newly created STAR-lite process.

Traditional STAR Process

Although the Council’s STAR process has been in place for more than five years, it has been an
evolving process with year-to-year modifications based on the experience and "lessons learned” from
earlier years. While the process is generally working well and has reached a mature level, continued
fine tuning will be necessary to meet the challenge of providing thorough review of increasingly
complex stock assessments.

Recent stock assessment research has focused on more fully incorporating uncertainty into
management-related model outputs. This is important work that has been encouraged by the SSC.
The resulting methodology (e.g., as used in the POP assessment) is considerably more complex than
methods generally used presently. The large number of parameters estimated coupled with a variety
of priors, penalty functions, and constraints tax the ability of reviewers to fully understand the
nuances of model behavior using only the traditional tables and figures provided in stock assessment
documents. Further, the use of numerically intensive Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC) analysis
for estimation of posterior distributions (used for quantifying uncertainty and central tendency)
further exacerbates the problem. While the SSC encourages this type of "cutting edge” modeling,
there is concomitant responsibility for assessment authors to provide a broader suite of intermediate
results and model diagnostics in addition to those provided when less complex models are used for
assessment. Because the volume of these data can be quite large, providing them in electronic form
is more practical than via traditional hard copy, e.g., creating a data CD to accompany and to be
referenced from the assessment document. Appendix A of the POP STAR Panel Report provides
a partial list of intermediate results and diagnostics that should be provided. Assessment authors
with experience using these more complex models are encouraged to augment this list.



The lack of consistency among stock assessments — reviewed by different STAR Panels — is
becoming an issue. Several examples are:

1. Discards estimates based on the new observer program data were used in the bocaccio
assessment, but not for any of the other assessments conducted this year.

2. The NWFSC trawl sﬁrvey has been used in the assessments for POP, sablefish, thornyheads,
and Dover sole, but not for other species assessed recently.

3. Catchability for logbook and whiting bycatch indices of abundance has been assumed
constant over time in most assessments; but in the yellowtail assessment, catchability was
allowed to vary annually.

4. Selectivity is handled in a myriad of ways in the various stock assessments, e.g., constant
over time, estimated as annual vectors, varying annually with random walk, etc.

While some variation is to be expected, standardization guidelines are needed to prevent further drift
from consistent application of data and concepts.

For the Council to optimize the benefits derived from the appreciable resources dedicated to the
STAR process, it is critically important for assessment authors to carefully review STAR Panel
reports associated with previous assessments. The recommendations from these STAR reports
should be foremost in planning for new stock assessments.

The process of selecting the reviewers who will sit on a STAR Panel should strive to balance the
tension between providing institutional memory regarding the species being assessed and providing
new views and insights. The former is generally accomplished by selecting reviewers from within
the Council family, while the latter is handled via outside reviewers, such as those provided by the
Center for Independent Experts (CIE). With the increased complexity of groundfish assessments
(discussed above), another important consideration to ensure each panel has one or more members
well versed in the use of these "cutting edge" models. The STAR Panel member selection process
would benefit from SSC review of the composition of each panel before the (bi)annual assessment
cycle begins.

Reports of the CIE reviewers regarding the pros and cons of the STAR process should be provided,
at least to the SSC. These outside views of our process are critical in the Council’s annual review
of its STAR process.

STAR-lite Process
The STAR-lite process differs from the traditional STAR process in two fundamentals ways, (1) the

review is much abbreviated, providing less than one day per stock (compared to 2.5 days per stock
in the traditional process); and (2) the review is conducted by the SSC Groundfish Subcommittee



rather than by an ad-hoc panel composed of Council-family scientists and at least one "outside
reviewer." The recent STAR-lite (May 2003) worked well generally, but several steps will be
needed to ensure that future STAR-lite processes are equally successful. Namely,

1. As arule of thumb, the meeting length should be one day per stock.

2. Face-to-face meetings —not conference calls — are required to communicate stock assessment
results and panel feedback within the abbreviated time period.

3. Local area network (LAN) support — including file sharing and printer access —is critical for
the expedited process.

4. Documents that are distributed electronically should be in PDF format to maintain consistent
pagination. Additionally, page numbers should appear on each page.

These items should be added to the Terms of Reference for the STAR-lite process. Items 3 and 4,
above, should also be added to the Terms of Reference for the full STAR process.

Probably due to the newness of the STAR-lite process, STAT members are sometimes puzzled about
aspects of the previous stock assessment that can be modified while staying within the guidelines
of an "updated assessment." For example, should the catch time series be updated to reflect only
newly available years since the last assessment or alternatively, should the entire catch time series
be updated to reflect all database revisions since the last assessment? The SSC strongly prefers the
latter, and in general, the principle that updated assessments should use best available data from all
sources. Additionally, all model parameters should be re-estimated in the update. However, other
issues (e.g., modifying objective function weights within the same stock assessment model) fall more
into a gray area. The SSC recommends that this type of change should not be routine, but should
be allowable in some cases, if strong justification is provided by the STAT.

Considerable effort is required by STAT members to prepare and document the assessment updates
reviewed by a STAR-lite panel. In addition, the cumulative time and effort of the reviewers (SSC
Groundfish Subcommittee plus GMT and GAP representatives) is substantial. In some cases —such
as this year’s yellowtail assessment — a large proportion of the resources that would be required to
conduct a full assessment was dedicated to carrying out and reviewing the assessment update.
Further, assessment updates typically will have a shorter "shelf life" than full assessments.
Consequently in such cases, it may be more efficient to allow STAT members in consultation with
the SSC to move these assessment updates to the full assessment status.

Finally, while the STAR-lite process worked well this year, it should be fully recognized that many
issues which would have been explored in a full assessment were not possible to explore within the
STAR-lite. These issues were tabled for the next full assessment.

B.11. SSC Report on Status of the Groundfish Essential Fish Habitat Environmental Impact
Statement

The SSC heard a presentation from Mr. Steve Copps, Dr. Graeme Parkes, and Ms. Allison Bailey

who gave an overview of methodologies being developed to analyze West Coast groundfish essential
fish habitat (EFH).
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The SSC was impressed by the scope of the work in progress; however, due to time limitations at
this meeting, the SSC was not able to delve into the details of the analyses to be performed. In order
to provide useful advice, the SSC would like to schedule a longer, more in-depth discussion with
the analytical team members to gain a better understanding of the methodologies to be employed.

During the short time available for discussion, the SSC raised the following points.

1. When using the NMFS triennial trawl survey data, the analysis should incorporate the latest
updates, which reflect adjustments for "water hauls."

2. In the construction of fishing sensitivity indices, factors such as fishing strategies and gear
type interactions should be considered.

3. When employing expert opinions to evaluate fishing effort, the analysis should strive to
ensure consistency and should be representative on a coastwide basis.

B.13. SSC Report on Final Adoption of FMP Amendment 16-1 and Amendment 16-2

The SSC reviewed Amendment 16 including Chapter 5, the cumulative impact analysis required for
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The SSC has seen most sections of this document
previously, and our review and comments at this time are not comprehensive.

The SSC notes that rebuilding analyses for overfished stocks assessed this year are based on a range
of alternatives for Py, with one option consisting of the Py, specified in the interim rebuilding
analysis. Options considered in Amendment 16-1 are primarily based on specification of Tr.

The SSC considers the range of alternatives evaluated in the EIS appropriate. Alternatives thatresult
in increased harvest of overfished stocks would also have the effect of freeing up available optimum
yield for non-overfished stocks. The economic benefits of this potential additional harvest were not
quantified in the cumulative impacts chapter. If resources are available for additional modeling, it
would be worthwhile to quantify these impacts.

E. Coastal Pelagic Species Management
E.2.  SSC Report on Pacific Mackerel Harvest Guideline for 2003 Through 2004

Dr. Kevin Hill discussed the 2003-2004 Pacific mackerel harvest guideline (HG) with the SSC. The
recommended HG is 10,652 mt based on the maximum sustainable yield control rule in Amendment
8 to the Coastal Pelagic Species (CPS) fishery management plan. The SSC notes that the HG is
based on the same stock assessment methodology and harvest control rule used in 2002, with the
addition of one additional year of catch data and new data for four of the six indices of abundance.
Compared with the 2002 assessment, the biomass time series for the 2003 assessment is 10% lower
over the last decade. The estimate of the July 1, 2002 biomass from the assessment is 30% lower
than the projection of this biomass from last year’s assessment.

11



The methodology on which this assessment is based is not fully documented in the Stock Assessment
and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) report precluding a detailed review by the SSC at this time.
However, this assessment will be reviewed along with the sardine assessment during a STAR Panel
meeting in May 2004. Dr. Hill outlined some planned changes to the assessment methodology and
the data used when fitting the model. The SSC suggested that the possibility of using data on
bycatch in the whiting fishery be explored to develop an abundance index for the component of the
population off Oregon and Washington.

F. Highly Migratory Species Management

F.2. SSC Statement on Potential Modification of Fishery Management Plan Preferred
Alternative for High Seas Longline Fishing in Response to Sea Turtle Impact Analysis

The Highly Migratory Species (HMS) Subcommittee of the SSC met April 30, 2003 at Hubbs Sea
World Research Institute, San Diego, California. Mr. Jim Carretta (NMFS-Southwest Fisheries
Science Center) presented his statistical analysis of sea turtle take rates by the high seas longline
fishery for swordfish. The Subcommittee’s primary task was to assess the validity of the analysis
of take rates west and east of 150° W longitude. The SSC considers Fisher’s exact test to be an
appropriate statistical method for analyzing data of this type. Leatherback and loggerhead turtle
hooking rates were not significantly different east and west of 150° W longitude, however, an
analysis of whether the data were sufficient to detect differences was not performed.

The appendix of the report provides hooking rates in easterly longitudes for each quarter, with
nominal rates appearing lower east of 140° W longitude. This has opened the question of whether
a longline fishery may be prosecuted farther east than the proposed line (e.g., east of 140° W
longitude as proposed by the HMS Plan Development Team in Exhibit F.2.c) to reduce the risk to
protected turtle species. The SSC notes that Fisher’s exact tests were not performed on the data, nor
is it clear that the data would support such an analysis. With the possible exception of the 4” quarter,
the number of sets observed is low.

The biological impacts of the hooking rates on the turtle populations were not assessed. Until an
‘acceptable’ level of annual take has been defined for either turtle species, a discussion of acceptable
hooking rates may be premature. Another issue that was not considered in the analysis is the impact
on the turtle populations of the domestic fishery compared with the international fishery that operates
in the same waters.

G. Marine Reserves

G.1. SSC Report on Planning for Federal Waters Portion of the CINMS
Mr. Chris Mobley and Mr. Sean Hastings briefed the SSC regarding initiation of the process to create
reserves in federal waters of the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS). There are

no new technical issues to discuss at the present time; however, the Council has an opportunity to
consider how it plans to participate in the process.

12



According to their time table CINMS intends to spend June through November 2003 preparing the
draft environmental impact statement (DEIS). Public comment on scoping for the DEIS is open until
July 23. The final product is currently scheduled for December, but this may not be a realistic
deadline.

The CINMS is seeking Council assistance in streamlining the environmental review. The SSC
reminded CINMS staff that we have serious concerns with the Net Assessment and have provided
detailed comments to the Council and CINMS. Substantial work needs to be done to meet federal
regulatory requirements.

Mr. Mobley suggested the Council could draft three or four alternative sets of regulations prior to
completion of an acceptable DEIS. The SSC is concerned that this could put the Council in a
vulnerable position vis a vis the regulatory requirements, particularly if the drafting of regulations
is viewed as a recommendation made in the absence of an adequate DEIS. This highlights the need
for defensible analyses from CINMS if the Council is to participate as a partner in the process.

Mr. Hastings requested guidance for bringing the existing documents and analysis up to standard.
The SSC has already provided two review documents (November 2001, June 2002) pointing out
specific deficiencies in the existing analysis and providing specific recommendations to address
these shortcomings. With Council direction, and if requested by CINMS, the chair of the SSC
Marine Reserves Subcommittee is willing to provide further clarification of the SSC review
comments. As a review body, the SSC is not in a position to actively participate in revision of the
analysis.
Other Matters
No additional matters were discussed.

Public Comment
No public comments on topics not on the SSC agenda were provided.

Adjournment

The SSC adjourned at approximately 6 P.M., Tuesday, June 17, 2003.

PEMC
08/20/03
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SSC Subcommittee Assignments for 2003

Andre’ Punt

Steve Ralston

Shijie Zhou

Bold denotes Subcommittee Chairperson
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Salmon Groundfish CPS HMS Economic Marine Reserves
Alan Bymne Ray Conser Michael Dalton Alan Byrne Michael Dalton Ray Conser
Robert Conrad Michael Dalton Alan Byrne Robert Conrad Martin Dorn Michael Dalton
Kevin Hill Martin Dorn Ray Conser Ray Conser Han-Lin Lai Martin Dorn
Pete Lawson Robert Francis Robert Francis Kevin Hill Cynthia Thomson Tom Jagielo
Shijie Zhou Tom Jagielo Tom Jagielo Andre’ Punt ‘ Pete Lawson
l Han-Lin Lai Andre’ Punt Cynthia Thomson Andre’ Punt

Steve Ralston

Cynthia Thomson




PROPOSED AGENDA
Habitat Committee

Pacific Fishery Management Council
DoubleTree Guest Suites
Paradise Room
16500 Southcenter Parkway
Seattle, WA 98188
(206) 575-8220
September 8, 2003

Ancillary D
HC Agenda
September 2003

Note: Agenda numbering reflects the Council agenda. Council agenda items for Habitat

Committee (HC) comment are bolded. Times are approximate.

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 2003 - 10 A.M.

A. Call to Order and HC Administrative Matters

1. Introductions and Approval of Agenda
2. Review of Council Actions/Directions

D. Habitat I ssues(10:15 A.M.)
1. Presentation on Salmon Net Pens
E. Marine Reserves (11:15A.M.)
1. Updateon Marine Reserves|ssues
2. MarineReservesin the Federal Waters Portion of the
Channél Idands National Marine Sanctuary
Lunch Break (12P.M.-1P.M.)

E. Marine Reserves, continued

3. Creating a Connection Between Marine Protected Area
Development and Habitat Protection

C. Groundfish Management (1:45 P.M.)
9. Groundfish Bycatch Program Environmental I mpact Statement
B. Council Administrative and Other Matters (2:30 P.M.)

3. Council Input into NOAA Fisheries Constituent Survey

HC
Jennifer Gilden

lan Fleming

Jennifer Gilden

Jennifer Gilden

Richard Soll

Jim Glock

HC



D. Habitat I ssues (continued) (3 P.M.)

2. Habitat Mapping Update Waldo Wakefield
3. Klamath/Trinity River Flows Update Michael Rode/Mike Orcutt
4. HC Member Briefings HC
5. Scheduling of HC Mestings HC

A. HC Administrative Matters (continued) (4 P.M.)

3. November 2003 Meeting Agenda HC

4. Finalize Statements and L etters HC
a. Council Input into NOAA Fisheries Survey (B.3, Tuesday 8:00 A.M.)

Habitat Report (D.1, Wednesday morning)

Marine Reserves Update (E.1, Wednesday morning)

Channel 1dlands Update (E.2, Wednesday morning)

Bycach EIS (C.9, Thursday afternoon)

oo o

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

ADJOURN

PFMC
08/22/03

F:\IPFM C\MEETING\2003\September\Habitat\A genda.wpd 2



Ancillary E
Legidative Committee Agenda
September 2003

PROPOSED AGENDA

L egislative Committee
Pacific Fishery Management Council
DoubleTree Guest Suites
Sunrise Room
16500 Southcenter Parkway
Seattle, WA 98188

(206) 575-8220
September 8, 2003

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 2003 - 10:30 A.M.

A. Call to Order

1. Introductions
2. Approvd of Agenda

B. Discussion of Legidlative Matters

1. Legidation to establish nationd standards for fishing quota programs

e Senatebill 1106
e Househill 2621

2. Freedom to Fish Act — House hill 2890

3. Representative Gilchrest’s letter regarding new Individua Fishing Quota programs

C. Coast Guard — Automatic I dentification System
D. Other Business

E. Public Comment

F. Develop Report to Council

ADJOURN

PFMC
08/12/03

F:\'PFMC\M EETING\2003\September\legislative\Anc E_L egislative Comm agenda.wpd

Dave Hanson

cm.leg.mtg



Ancillay F
Budget Committee Agenda
September 2003

PROPOSED AGENDA
Budget Committee

Pacific Fishery Management Council
DoubleTree Guest Suites
Sunrise Room
16500 Southcenter Parkway
Seattle, WA 98188
(206) 575-8220
September 8, 2003

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 2003 - 1 P.M.

A. Call to Order and Approval of Agenda Jm Harp, Char
B. Executive Director’s Report Donald Mclsaac
1. Update on Budget Issues
a. Completion of Calendar Y ear 2002 Audit
b. Status of 2003 Expenditures
c. Funding for 2004
C. Other
ADJOURN

PFMC
08/25/03

F:\IPFM C\MEETING\2003\September\Admin\AncF_BudComAgenda.wpd CM.BC



Ancillary G
STT Agenda
September 2003

PROPOSED AGENDA

Salmon Technical Team
Pacific Fishery Management Council
DoubleTree Guest Suites
Monterey IIl Room
16500 Southcenter Parkway
Seattle, WA 98188
(206) 575-8220
September 9, 2003

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 2003 - 8A.M.

A. Call to Order

1. Role Cal (Sign Attendance Roster)
2. Review of Agenda

F. Salmon Management

1. Salmon Fishery Update:
The Salmon Technical Team (STT) should finalize its inseason catch report through
August 31, 2003.

2. Salmon Methodology Review: Final Prioritization of Modeling Issues for Scientific and
Statistical Committee:
The Council will narrow thelist of potential salmon methodology review proposalsfromthe
list adopted at the April Council meeting and set priorities for those remaining. The STT
should prepare recommendations for the Council .

3. Mitchell Act Program Update:
The Council will hear updates on the Mitchell Act hatchery budget and funding strategy.
Thiswill be an informational item for the STT.

Other STT Issues.

1. Marine Recreationa Fisheries Statistics Survey (MRFSS) Retooling:
MRFSS is being retooled to more efficiently and accurately estimate marine recreational
catch of groundfish and salmon in California. Mr. Allen Grover will brief the STT on
relevant issues.



2. Anaysisof Status Quo alternative in Salmon Environmental Assessment (EA):
The evaluation of the previous year’ s regulations on projected current year abundance was
used as the status quo alternative in the 2003 Salmon EA; however, the STT was unable to
conduct the analysis for chinook until the April Council meeting. The STT should discuss
its ability to provide the analysis at an earlier date to help clarify the season setting process
and facilitate NEPA requirements.

3. Pacific Saimon Commission (PSC) Coho Conservation Objectives
The PSC coho conservation objectives contained in Preseason |, Appendix A, do not satisfy
thecriteriafor overfishing ascurrently defined inthe FMP. The objectives may be modified
without a plan amendment if the new objectives are reviewed in the SSC Salmon
Methodology Review process. The STT should discuss the possibilities of those objectives
being included in the next review cycle.

4. Mode Evauation Workgroup (MEW) Mesting:
The MEW will be meetingat 1 p.m. in the Paradise Room to review progress on the chinook
and coho Fishery Regul ation Assessment Modd documentation. The STT isencouraged to
sit in on the meeting, time permitting.

ADJOURN

Anyonedesiringto formally addressthe entire STT should make arrangements to do so through the
STT Chair, Mr. Dell Simmons.

PFMC
08/26/03
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Ancillary H
EC Agenda
September 2003

PROPOSED AGENDA

Enforcement Consultants
Pacific Fishery Management Council
DoubleTree Guest Suites
Conference Suite #1202
16500 Southcenter Parkway
Seattle, WA 98188
(206) 575-8220
September 8 - 11, 2003

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 8. 2003 - 5:30 P.M. (or Immediately Following the Tuesday Council

Session)

A.

D.

Call to Order Mike Cenci

1. Introductions
2. Review and Adopt Agenda

Council Agenda Items for Possible Comment

C. Groundfish Management
4. Status of Groundfish Fisheries and Inseason Adjustments
5. Final Criteria for Exempted Fishing Permits (EFPs) and Consideration
of Proposals for the 2004 Season
6. Groundfish Management Measures for 2004
7. Proposed Monitoring Program for the Shore-based
Pacific Whiting Fishery
G. Pacific Halibut Management
3. Proposed Changes to the Catch Sharing Plan and Annual Regulations

Other issues on the Council agenda may be addressed if concerns with enforcement
implications arise during the week.

Other Topics

1. Council Chairs Request for the Addition of Criminal Penalties to the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act

2. Open Access Sablefish Trip Limit Loop Holes

3. Other (Not for Final Action)

Public Comment

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 2003 THROUGH FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 11. 2003 (As

Necessary)

ADJOURN
PEMC
08/25/03
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Ancillary H
« Attachment 1
September 2003

U S. DEPARTMENT OF COANMERCE
NAT.CNAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 2DV STRATION
CAF\IBBEAN FISHERY MA\AGEM: NT CCUNC! .

232 Ave Nunsz Rivers Sints 1108 - Sam s_an TR 233°3.35°

Tels 731787 786.5926 “AX 787 7£8.823% e-mi . JAS SIAS-T 030 PR T

-

July 2, 2003

RECEIVED

Honorable Donzld L. Evans, Secretary R
U S Department of Commerce
14® & Constitution Ave NW, Room 5516 P FM C

Washington DC 20230

Re: Criminal Violations of the Magnuson- Stevens Fisheries Conservation and Management Act

Dear Mr. Secretary:

The Chairs of the eight Management Councils (Chairs) recently considered the fact that the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (M-SFCMA) provides for only civil
penalties for the majonity of marine, fishery-related violations. These civi! penalties are limited to
monetary fines, permit sanctions, and the forfeiture of vessels (in extreme cases) The criminal
sanctions available under the M-SFCMA are limited in scope to falsification of documents, resisting
arrest with violence, and certain, very limited instances wherein the Lacey Act 1s utilized for the
imposition of crinunal penalties. In short, it is rare that a violator is charged with a crime for violation

of the M-SFCMA.

The Chairs noted that most violations of state marine fishery laws and regulations carrv criminal
convictions, either misdemeanor or felony (in the case of severe repeat violations) and there are
numerous violations that carry criminal convictions under the U S Fish and Wildlife Senvice laws and
regulations. The Chairs felt that the potential imposition of criminal penalties would adc a significant
deterrent to potential violators and voted unanimously to recommend the inclusion of crimunal
penalties for M-SFCMA violations.

At the Chairs meeting held on May 27-29, 2003, an attorney with the Department of Justice was
available to discuss criminalization of selected M-SFCMA violations, and the issues were thoroughly
discussed dunng our meeting. The Council Chairs, Vice Chairs, and Executive Directors also
unanimously supported changes to allow criminalization of M-SFCMA offenses

A parual list of the reasons to add crimunal penalties for M-SFCMA violations that were developed
from the aforementioned discussions includes

1. Federal marine fishery violations are equally, if not more serious than similar vioiations in
state waters and violations of federal wildlife laws. Two examples include shnmping in
closed areas off south Florida can earn a violator thousands of dollars in a given night and
potentially cause irreparable harm to coral resources with only the potential for civil fines and
other potential sanctions Also, a commercial red snapper fisherman may pav over $40 000



Secretary Donald L. Evans
July 2, 2003
Page 2

for a permit to fish on a limited quota; whereas a nonpermitted violator can harvest from this
quota without such an investment and only be subject to civil penalties

2. Notices of Violations and Assessment (NOVAs) are issued to the captain and owner of a
vessel for most fishery related M-SFCMA violations. Frequentlv captains are incapable of
paying the civil assessment and move to another area or work for another owner leaving the
owner to pay the fine and in reality, the actual violator receives absolutely no penalty. Even
serious repeat violators of the M-SFCMA who are not permit owners or vessel owners are
in actual fact unpunished. If criminal penalties are available under M-SFCMA, then the
captain and crew members could receive appropriate criminal sanctions

3 Violators who have a prior criminal record (fishery or otherwise) would be appropriately
punished if criminal convictions of M-SFCMA violations are allowed.

4. Criminal sanctions could include probation, or potential incarceration, which, would
discourage some repeat violators

5. Crnminal sanctions are appropriate for importers/smugglers of marine resources and
criminalization of these activities under the M-SFCMA will simplify the prosecution of cases
involving smuggling and importation.

6 Criminal penalities provide a significant enforcement tool and serve as a deterrent to potential
violators.
7. Because potential gains from violating some M-SFCMA regulations are so substantial, they

far outweigh the potential penalties under civil prosecution. Some fishers view it as the “cost
of doing business.”

Marine fisheries represent mylti-million dollar industries, and these stocks are the property of all U. S
citizens and resident legal aliens. The M-SFCMA also requires that these stocks be managed to
produce optimum and sustainable yields. Illegal harvesting can jeopardize the health of these stocks,
prolong or prohibit their recovery, and it is tantamount to stealing from the people of the U.S.
Certainly, such an act should be criminalized.

For your review, 1 have enclosed a copy of the criminal penalties that can be imposed for wildlife
violations. For the reasons stated herein, the Council Chairs believe that similar penalties for fishery
violations of the M-SFCMA are fitting.
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Secretary Donald L. Evans
July 2, 2003
Page 3

With this letter, the Chairs respectfully request your endorsement of our proposal to impose criminal
penalties for violations of the M-SFCMA. If you have any questions or if we may provide additional
information, please do not hesitate to contact us.

We further respectfully request that appropriate amendments to the M-SFCMA be recommended to
Congress to legislate the aforementioned criminal penalties in the Act.

Thank éu for your consideration.
Singérel ‘
Yok (' Frcir-

Council Chairs

Enclosure: Department of Interior Criminal Penalties

c: William Hogarth
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taken from public or Indian lands in violation of M vale and cost of ;

]

|
Federal, State, or local law. irestoratio: |
e, or loc _ . JH res or__‘oq |
i — —vtt‘:i'

: [Maximum Penalties: W

Eagle Protection Act- (16 USC 668a - 668¢; 50 CFR { t}?. years -‘g:
22). This Act makes it illegal to take, possess, sell, f limprisom:ent .'5.1
purchase, barter, offer for sale, transport, export, or | Felony. 230,000 fine per iq;
import any Bald or Golden eagle, alive or dead, i elony “individual “g[
(including products made from them) or any pan, ; !:SSUO,QQQ fine per ¥
nests, or eggs thereof without a valid permit 1o do so. Il |Creanization o
! DRI P LB

| i — Cn'li:l{_.\_‘.ji‘fg@‘_. I§.
Endangered Species Act - (16 USC 1531-1543, 50 ({.Maximum Penalties: N
CFR 14-Import/Export; 50 CFR 17- ! il year *[:'.
threatened/endangered Fish and Wildlife List: 50 CFR I ;iimprison:nf:m !:
i

23-Threatened/endangered Plant List). Criminal: 1$100,00C fine per i
This Act prohibits the importation, exportation, taking, rimina '{!indi\'idual o
and commercialization in interstate or foreign '$200,000 fine per ,‘34
!

’ k!P

commerce of fish and wildlife, and plants that are listed lorganization

as threatened or endangered species. The Act also €500 (Any who |1
implements the provisions of the Convention on !}\v‘;o’a'é‘s) ’ ;y
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild | Civil:%z,(’l‘o L“OO £ .;gt
I "\w SMUY L T .

| J

Fauna and Flora (CITES). ) .

( ) i . ‘”ﬁ“miﬁ) ___
( ] [Maximum Penalties: B I
[Lacey Act - (18 USC 42; 16 USC 3371-3378 - Lacey - : -
Act Amendments; 18 USC 42 - Injurious Species; 50
CFR 14 - Marking Regulations; 50 CFR 16 - Injurous

-

i l/‘!v o
2

Tes——=—

Species). Felony: ™" f !
This Act provides authority to the Secretary of the - individual i
Interior to designate iajurious wildlife ard ensure the ;;SSORQOO;’Enc per féj
i organizaticn fh.,

1

States. Further, it prohibits the importation,
exportation, transportation, sale, or purchase of fisk !
and wildlife taken or possessed in violation of State, !

humane treatment of wildlife shipped 10 the Untied ’
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. . . 4
iﬁ:;zgg;i{an tribal, and for'ezgu laws. The 1$100.000 fine per 1::

S strengthen and improve the enforcement individual i;
of Federal wildlife laws and improve Federal Misdemeanor: 1$206 (;JC fire per 0
assistance to the States and foreign governments in the :é‘c':om:iza‘ioxr;‘e pe: 1
enforcement of their wildlife laws. Also, the act — S ’gf
provides an important tool in the effort to gain control {j; i;s 16,000 or ;'3,

dr:aximum of i
Civil:jpredicate law H
15250 for marking i
violation

U— rre—— r—eresnn. e R |
e———— ———_%‘

of smuggling and trade in illegally taken fish and
wildlife.

{(Maximum Penalties: i

Marine Mammal Protection Act - (16 USC 136]- f ! year of ‘r
1407; 50 CFR 18; 50 CFR 216). This Act establishes a ||| imprisonmert I
moratorium on the taking, importing, transporting, o 15100.000 fine per 1y,
i ; fari IR Criminal: ("7 i
purchasing, selling, offering 1o purchase or sell, any ind:vidual !
marine marnmals, including parts and products, and §$200,000 fine per ¥
defines Federal responsibility for conservation of lorganization *ﬁ:
marine mamrmals, with management authority vested inji~ “‘310‘000 l:

the Department of the Interior for the sea otter, walrus,

825,000 (Vessels

f
polar bear, dugong, and manatee. Civil; !ta,king on the Figh It
J J llseas) ‘r
— — Lm%ﬂ:&mw‘ t

€M1ximurn Penalties: i

Migratory Bird Treaty Act- (16 USC 703-712 ;50 TS, o
CFR 10-General provisions and list of migratory birds; ‘I Al . I
. 3 . i I : hmrnsonmen: I

50 CFR 20 Migratory bird hunting, 50 CFR 21- i 13250000 fime per U
Migratory bird permits) 1 Felon}':”.:dfv"-; 2] B ¥
Except as allowed by implementing regulations, this !i} «‘fé}r‘l'—}';gf fine ner ‘;f
Act makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, kill, capturs, n’ }[:;;j;za'f,t pes !’i
possess, buy, sell. purchase, or barter any migratory |y R L =
bird, including the feathers or other parts, nests. eggs, lt; e mos. (n:
or products made thereof. ('i; ‘i'un;.;nsjar_:nem l:
Misdemeanor:"Sb’OOO jine per !k’

‘individual

{(Note: 1 year imprisonment and $100 000 fine for z -
! 1$30,000 fine per

placement of bait

S |
2 L 2T

Migratory Bird Treaty Reform Act) , lorganization
! U ﬂ'
! Civil:jinone i

[ —— e
Migratory Waterfowl Hunting and Conservation
Stamp Act (16 USC 718-718h). This Act dictates that

no person who has attained the age of 16 shal! take any ‘Maximum Penalties:
migratory waterfow! unless as the time of such taking |IF——————r 1
|10 mos. —]3|
I
b

|

e

/]

they carry on their person an unexpired Federal
Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation tamp,
validated by his signature written by himse!f in ink
across the face of the Stamp prior to such taking. The
Act further prohibits the lending or transferring of
validated stamps. Counterfeiting (including imitation
or counrerfeiting of dle, plate, or engraving or
possession of such), altering, imitating, or mutilating
stamps is strictly prohibited.

limprisonment

I$5000 fi

. 183000 fine per

Criminal:il>77-Y 1B Pe
jind:vidual

IS10,00C fine per
£10,

Jcrganizaton

|

e (

L Civil:'nore
fis
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National Conservation Recreation Area Act - (16 | . o
USC 460k et seq.). This Act gives the Secretary of the :
Intenor authorization to administer Nationa] Wildlife I!
Refuges, fish hatcheries, and other conservation areas P =
used for fish and wildlife purposes, as an appropriate  [jMaximum Penalties: ";
incidental or secondary use, for public recreation. Such |6 mos. ‘g
public recreation shall be permirted only to the extent . .. |impriscnment ‘ i
-{|that is practicable and not inconsistent with other Criminal: $5000 fine per iil
previously authorized Federal operations or with the ’ individual y,’i
primary objectives for which each particular area is I Civil:lhone !ilj
established. Recreational use will be secondary and not R =
wterfere with the primary purposes for which the areas 1
were established, and recreational development will |
only be permitted if funds are available. ] I
National Wildlife Refuge System Act - (16 USC —— : o
668dc-668ee; 50 CFR 10, 50 CFR 25-33). This act  |{(Maximum Penalties: i}
constitutes an "Organic Act” for the National Wildlife I year of [T
Refuge System by providing guidelines and directives { limpriscnment m
for admunistration and management of al! areas in the i . NI$100,000 fine per B
system Including "wildlife refuges, areas for the ﬂp Cnmmal‘l‘mdividual i
protection and conservation of fish and wildlife that are I iiS?.O0,000 fine per lg:
threatened with extinction, wildlife ranges, game : icrganization li
ranges, wildlife management areas, or waterfowl Civil:‘[;onc il
production areas.” . _ [ l
— — —— T — - e
o i Maximum Penalties: jg'
' T ]
Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation Act - (16 US C. l(b mo.sﬁ. . ]!4
5301-5306). The 1958 reauthorization of this Act lesbry et
prohibits the import, export, or sale of any product, Criminal:i'; 'd.h".d:m,e per f!s
1tem, or substance containing, or labeled or advertised l‘;n n“,iqodafr . ;5;
as contaning, any substance derived from tger or I if’ul ,I.}‘;e PEE
rhinoceros organization il
| Ci ,.I_{'SIQ,OOO foreach |
i M iolation ;‘E‘
B — =
;if&laximum Penalties: _j“
2 years ' |
Wild Exotic Bird Conservation Act - (16 USC 4901- ' _‘imgrlsonm:nt 3;
4916; 50 CFR 15). The Act promotes the preservation | Fe!onv:j-. 2:‘OTOOO fine per i
of exotic birds by encouraging wild bird conservation | ’ l]mc‘mdual q‘
and management programs in countries of origin; by i) 1$300,60C fire per |/
ensuring that all trade in such species invoiving the i llorganization fb
United States is biologically sustainable and to the | 115 mos ﬂ;
benefit of the species; and by limiting or prohibiting i 1i1':1prlsormem El
imports of exotic birds when necessary to ensure that . 1$5900 fine per !
exotic wild populations are not harmed by removal for |{| stdemeanorzf incividual h
the trade. : 153 5.000 fire per b
,' ‘llgrganization |::
B I Civippos2i000

A N 4 m A .
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Ancillary |
MEW Agenda
September 2003

PROPOSED AGENDA
Model Evaluation Workgroup

Pacific Fishery Management Council
DoubleTree Guest Suites
Paradise Room
16500 Southcenter Parkway
Seattle, WA 98188
(206) 575-8220
September 9, 2003

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 2003 - 1 P.M.

A. Call to Order

1. Role Cal (Sign Attendance Roster)
2. Review of Agenda

F. Salmon Management

2. Salmon Methodology Review: Final Prioritization of Modeling Issues for Scientific and
Statistical Committee:
The Council will narrow thelist of potential salmon methodol ogy review proposalsfrom the
list adopted at the April Council meeting and set priorities for those remaining. The Model
Evaluation Workgroup (MEW) should prepare recommendations for the Council.

Other STT Issues.

1. Update on status of Fisheries Regulation Assessment Model (FRAM) Documentation:
During the Salmon Methodology Review item, the MEW should be prepared to brief the
Council on progress toward documenting the FRAM.

2. FRAM cdculated Individual Stock Based Management (ISBM) Indices:

There has been a suggestion that the FRAM be modified to calculate ISBM indicesto dlow
the Council to check compliance with provisions of the Pacific Salmon Treaty during the
preseason planning process.

ADJOURN

Anyone desiring to formally address the entire MEW should make arrangements to do so through
the MEW Chair, Mr. Ddl Simmons.

PFMC
08/26/03

F:\IPFM C\MEETING\2003\September\Salmon\Anc-I.MEW .wpd cm.mew.mtg
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