


Exhibit C.1 
Situation Summary 

September 2003 
 
 

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE REPORT ON 
GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT 

 
Situation:  The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will report on its regulatory 
activities and developments relevant to groundfish fisheries.  Specific items for discussion 
include approval of Amendment 17, an update on 2003 regulations, progress on implementation 
of a Vessel Monitoring System, the Northwest Region's participation in NMFS' national efforts 
to create regional bycatch plans and other issues of interest to the Council. 
 
Council Task:   
 
1. Discussion. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Exhibit C.1.a, Amendment 17, letter to Mr. Donald Hansen from Mr. Robert Lohn. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Regulatory Matters Bill Robinson 
b. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
c. Public Comment 
d. Council Discussion 
 
 
PFMC 
08/22/03 

 
Z:\!PFMC\MEETING\1996-2012\2003\SEPTEMBER\GROUNDFISH\EX_C1_SITSUM NMFS.DOCX 



Exhibit C.1 
Supplemental NMFS Report 

September 2003 
 
 

NMFS REPORT ON NATIONAL BYCATCH PLAN 
 
In June, NMFS reported to the Council that the agency is looking nationally at the issue of bycatch through 
a National Bycatch Strategy, which is comprised of the following six components: 
 

1. Assess progress toward meeting the national bycatch goal, its supporting objectives and 
strategies, and regional recommendations (as set forth in Managing the Nation's Bycatch), which 
includes meeting the bycatch reduction requirements of relevant statutes, including National 
Standard 9 of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, Section 118 of the Marine Mammal Protection Act, and 
the take prohibitions of the Endangered Species Act.  Internal assessment to be completed by 
July 31, 2003. 

 
2. Develop a national approach to a standardized bycatch reporting methodology.  Internal draft 
to be completed by June 30, 2003.  Available for Council review in autumn 2003. 

 
3.  Implement the national bycatch goal through regional implementation plans.  Internal drafts to 
be completed by September 30, 2003.  Available for Council review in winter 2003/2004. 

 
4.  Undertake education and outreach involving cooperative efforts, at the regional level (and 
other levels as appropriate), by fishery managers, scientists, fishermen, and other stakeholders to 
develop effective and efficient methods for reducing bycatch.  

 
5.  Use existing partnerships and develop new international approaches to reducing bycatch of 
living marine resources including fish stocks, sea turtles, marine mammals, and migratory birds, 
where appropriate.  

 
6.  Identify new funding requirements to effectively support the NMFS National Bycatch Strategy 
on an ongoing basis.  Funding requirements will be identified and incorporated into agency 
recommendations for the agency’s 5-year plan, NOAA Fisheries’ Requirements for Improved and 
Integrated Conservation of Fisheries, Protected Resources, and Habitat. 

 
NMFS has completed the first component in internal review documents and has drafted a national 
approach to standardizing bycatch reporting methodologies.  This report focuses on the scientific 
monitoring of bycatch and how the agency coulc improve its monitoring programs, as opposed to 
managing or reducing bycatch and will be available for review later this fall. 
 
Each of the NMFS Regions/Centers is now addressing the third component of this strategy by drafting 
regional bycatch plans.  NMFS Northwest is responsible for addressing groundfish, salmon, and halibut 
fisheries.  NMFS Southwest is responsible for addressing coastal pelagic species fisheries and those 
highly migratory species fisheries that NMFS now regulates.  Regional plans are to have the following 
core elements: 
 
· A discussion of regional bycatch reporting methodologies that describes and prioritizes scientific 

initiatives for improving monitoring. 
· A prioritization of bycatch-related research needs, such as gear modification research, fish 

behavior research, monitoring technologies, etc. 
· A discussion of potential bycatch management/reduction measures for each federal fishery 
· Ideas for enhancing education and outreach efforts on both bycatch monitoring and bycatch 

management in the fisheries, including setting up partnerships for researching fisheries 
gear/technology that will reduce bycatch. 

 
The Regions are expected to submit their draft plans to NMFS headquarters by September 30

th
, with 

Council review of the draft regional plans to occur this coming winter. 

















ABC OY ABC OY ABC OY ABC OY ABC OY
LINGCOD 841 651 1,385 735 1,385 735
Pacific Cod 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200

PACIFIC WHITING (Coastwide) 188,000 148,200 94,000 74,100 188,000 148,200 325,000 250,000

Sablefish (Coastwide) b/ 8,460 6,794 8,487 4,812 8,487 7,786 8,487 8,423 8,487 7,786
    North of Conception   8,185 4,641 8,185 7,510 8,185 8,124 8,185 7,510
    Conception area 302 171 302 276 302 299 302 276
PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH 689 377 980 318 980 444 980 555 980 444
Shortbelly Rockfish 13,900 13,900 13,900 13,900 13,900 13,900
WIDOW ROCKFISH 3,871 832 3076 181 3,460 284 3,908 501 3,460 284
CANARY ROCKFISH c/ 256 44 256 42 256 46 256 46 256
Chilipepper Rockfish 2,700 2,000 2,700 2,000 2,700 2,000
BOCACCIO 198 ≤20 400 199 501 306 660 526 400 250
Splitnose Rockfish 615 461 615 461 615 461
Yellowtail Rockfish 3,146 3,146 4,320 4,320 4,320 4,320
Shortspine Thornyhead 1,004 955 1,030 983 1,030 983
Longspine Thornyhead 2,461 2,461 2,461 2,461 2,461 2,461
    S. of Pt. Conception 390 195 390 195 390 195
COWCOD (S. Concep) 5 2.4 5 2.4 5 2.4
    N. Concep & Monterey 19 2.4 19 2.4 19 2.4
DARKBLOTCHED 205 172 217 172 240 272 247 364 240 240
YELLOWEYE 52 22 53 22 53 22
Nearshore Species
      Black WA 1,115 835 540 540 540 540
      Black OR-CA 729 729 775 775 861 861 775 775
Minor Rockfish North 4,795 3,115 4,795 3,115 4,795 3,115
  Remaining Rockfish North 2,727 2,081 1,612 1,216 1,612 1,216
      Bocaccio 318 239 318 239 318 239
      Chilipepper - Eureka 32 32 32 32 32 32
      Redstripe 576 432 576 432 576 432
      Sharpchin 307 230 307 230 307 230
      Silvergrey 38 29 38 29 38 29
      Splitnose 242 182 242 182 242 182
      Yellowmouth 99 74 99 74 99 74
  Other Rockfish North 2,068 1,034 2,068 1,034 2,068 1,034
Minor Rockfish South 3,506 2,015 3,506 2,015 3,506 2,015
  Remaining Rockfish South 854 689 854 689 854 689
      Bank 350 263 350 263 350 263
      Blackgill 343 306 343 306 343 306
      Sharpchin 45 34 45 34 45 34
      Yellowtail 116 87 116 87 116 87
  Other Rockfish South 2,652 1,326 2,558 1,279 2,558 1,279
Dover Sole 8,510 7,440 8,510 7,440 8,510 7,440
English Sole 3,100 3,100 3,100 3,100 3,100 3,100
Petrale Sole 2,762 2,762 2,762 2,762 2,762 2,762
Arrowtooth Flounder 5,800 5,800 5,800 5,800 5,800 5,800
Other Flatfish 7,700 7,700 7,700 7,700 7,700 7,700
Other Fish 14,700 14,700 14,700 14,700 14,700 14,700

c/ The canary rockfish ABC and OY are based on the Council's adopted rebuilding strategy that has a PMAX (probability of successful rebuilding within the maximum 
allowable time period) of 60%.  The OY varies by the commercial:recreational catch share due to the fact that the recreational fishery takes smaller fish and therefore 
has a greater "per ton" impact than the commercial fishery.  The canary stock was not assessed in 2003.

2003 ABCs/OYs 2004 ABC and OY Alternatives

a/ Council OY is the Council's preferred harvest alternative for 2004.  Those stocks without a specified Council OY will be so specified in September when the Council 
decides final harvest levels.

Low OY Council OY a/High OY

Exhibit C.3

Med OY

Decision deferred until 
March 2004

Stock

b/  The coastwide sablefish ABCs and OYs are projected from the most recent assessment (Schirripa 2002).  A mistake was discovered in the specifications adopted in 
the last two years.  The 2003 coastwide ABC and OY depicted in this table are corrected from those adopted in federal regulations (see section 2.1.1.8).  The alternative 
2004 coastwide specifications were apportioned to the north of Conception and Conception areas by applying the average proportion of landings north and south of the 
Conception-Monterey INPFC area boundary during 1998-2002 (see section 2.1.2.5).

Attachment 1
September 2003

TABLE 1.  Pacific Fishery Management Council-recommended alternatives for acceptable biological catches (ABCs) and total catch optimum yields (OYs) (mt) for 2004.  
(Overfished stocks in CAPS).
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Exhibit C.4
Situation Summary

September 2003

STATUS OF GROUNDFISH FISHERIES AND INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS

Situation:  In the current groundfish management program, the Council sets annual harvest targets
(optimum yield [OY] levels) and various management measures, with the understanding these
management measures will likely need to be adjusted periodically through the year in order to attain,
but not exceed, the OYs.

The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) will present information on the status of ongoing
fisheries, and any need for adjustments in typical management measures, such as trip limits and
seasons.  The Council is scheduled to hear an update on the analysis of data from the Groundfish
Observer Program and any resulting changes made to the trawl bycatch model since the June Council
meeting under agenda item C.2, Observer Data Implementation Status.  Also under agenda item C.2,
the Council is tasked with providing guidance on implementation of observer data into fishery
management, including inseason adjustments for 2003 fisheries.

The Council is to consider advice from Advisory Bodies and the public on the status of ongoing
fisheries and recommended inseason adjustments and adopt  changes as necessary.  Consideration
of inseason adjustments to groundfish fisheries has been arranged under two agenda items in
previous meetings, but is scheduled to be completed under this single agenda item at this meeting.
The intent is to finalize inseason adjustments early in the week thereby maximizing time for other
groundfish business, principally, the adoption of 2004 management measures.

Council Action:

1. Consider information on the status of ongoing fisheries.
2. Consider and adopt inseason adjustments, if necessary.

Reference Materials:  

None.

Agenda Order:

a. Agendum Overview Mike Burner
b. GMT Report Michele Robinson
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
d. Public Comment
e. Council Action:  Consider and Adopt Inseason Adjustments as needed.  

PFMC
08/19/03



 Exhibit C.5 
 Situation Summary 
 September 2003 
 
 

FINAL CRITERIA FOR EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS AND CONSIDERATION OF 
PROPOSALS FOR THE 2004 SEASON 

 
Situation:  Exempted fishing permits (EFPs) allow fishing activities that would otherwise be 
prohibited.  As an example, EFPs provide a process for testing innovative fishing gears and 
strategies to substantiate methods for prosecuting sustainable and risk-averse fishing 
opportunities.  The Council has signaled its intent to make greater use of EFPs in the new 
groundfish management regime of depth restrictions and widespread area closures to reduce 
harvest of overfished species.  However, there are potential drawbacks to significant EFP 
proliferation.  Low optimum yields (OYs) for overfished species force hard allocation decisions 
between allowing immediate fleet-wide fishing opportunities in directed and incidental 
groundfish fisheries versus the longer term potential benefits ascribed to gaining new information 
from EFPs.  Additionally, concerns were expressed about the need to manage the EFP approval 
process in a more timely manner and based on more explicit scientific criteria.  For these 
reasons, the Council tasked the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) with recommending 
standards and criteria for approving EFPs. 
 
The GMT recommended a draft Council Operating Procedure (COP) that prescribes a set 
schedule and other protocols for Council consideration in approving EFP applications at the 
April meeting.  The Council approved the new COP but asked the GMT to reconsider a 
recommended timeline for reviewing and recommending EFPs that would better synchronize 
with the new Council process for setting specifications and management measures under 
multi-year management.  At the June meeting, the Council approved the new timeline as 
presented by the GMT and requested the GMT refine the draft COP to enhance the requisite EFP 
report contents, provide further detail on the process of releasing EFP set-asides, and clarify the 
stated objectives and timeline in EFP proposals.  The GMT has complied with the Council 
request and offers a Revised Proposed Council Process for Consideration of Exempted Fishing 
Permits for Multi-Year Management (Exhibit C.5.b, GMT Attachment 1) and a Revised 
Proposed Council Operating Procedure: Protocol for Council Consideration of Exempted Fishing 
Permits for Pacific Coast Groundfish Fisheries (Exhibit C.5.b, GMT Attachment 2). 
 
The costs and benefits of allocating available harvest to EFPs and directed fisheries needs to be 
considered coincidentally.  This agendum provides the opportunity for Council, state, and 
agency representatives to report on past or ongoing EFPs as well as review and discuss plans and 
draft applications for 2004 EFPs.  These discussions could serve to refine and coordinate 
contemplated EFPs prior to final approval of 2004 management specifications under agenda item 
C.6 and final approval of 2004 EFPs at the November Council meeting.  
 
The Council task at this meeting is to (1) consider GMT recommendations for the EFP approval 
process and approve a new COP outlining a protocol for Council consideration of EFPs and 
(2) establish harvest set-aside needs for 2004 EFP proposals. 
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Council Action: 
 
1. Adopt final criteria and standards for approving EFPs and establish harvest set-aside 

needs for EFP proposals. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Exhibit C.5.b, GMT Attachment 1 (Revised Proposed Council Process for Consideration of 

Exempted Fishing Permits for Multi-Year Management). 
2. Exhibit C.5.b, GMT Attachment 2 (Revised Proposed Council Operating Procedure:  

Protocol for Council Consideration of Exempted Fishing Permits for Pacific Coast 
Groundfish Fisheries). 

3. Exhibit C.5.c, CDFG Report 1  (Application for Issuance of an Exempted Fishing Permit for 
the sport harvest of rockfish from partyboats is waters deeper than 20 fathoms off the south 
central coast to duplicate the sampling program conducted by the Department of Fish and 
Game from 1988-1998).  

4. Exhibit C.5.c, CDFG Report 2  (Application for Issuance of an Exempted Fishing Permit to 
Test a Selective Flatfish Trawl [including Scottish Seine] in and area otherwise closed to 
fishing, 2004). 

5. Exhibit C.5.c, WDFW Report 1  (Application for Issuance of an Exempted [Experimental] 
Fishing Permit for Arrowtooth Flounder). 

6. Exhibit C.5.c, WDFW Report 2  (Application for Issuance of an Exempted [Experimental] 
Fishing Permit for Nearshore Flatfish). 

7. Exhibit C.5.c, WDFW Report 3  (Application for Issuance of an Exempted [Experimental] 
Fishing Permit for Pollock). 

8. Exhibit C.5.c, WDFW Report 4  (Application for Issuance of an Exempted [Experimental] 
Fishing Permit for Spiny Dogfish). 

9. Exhibit C.5.c, ODFW Report  (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Memorandum:  
Flatfish Trawl EFP Bycatch Data for May-June Period). 

 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Mike Burner 
b. GMT Report on Criteria and Standards for Approving EFPs 
c. State EFP Proposals for 2004 State Representatives 
d. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
e. Public Comment  
f. Council Action:  Adopt Final Criteria and Standards for Approving EFPs 

and Establish Harvest Set-Aside Needs for EFP Proposals 
 
 
PFMC 
08/25/03 
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Exhibit C.5.b 
GMT Attachment 1 

September 2003 
 

REVISED PROPOSED COUNCIL PROCESS FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS FOR MULTI-YEAR MANAGEMENT 

 
Year 1 (2003) 

Nov 
Preliminary ABCs/OYs for Years 3 and 4 (2005 & 2006) 
 

Year 2 (2004) 
April 
Preliminary EFP Concepts for Year 3 (2005) 
Preliminary EFP OY “set asides” for Years 3 and 4 (2005 & 2006) 
Preliminary Management Measures for Years 3 and 4 (2005 & 2006) 
Update bycatch scorecard catch projections for 2004 and consider release of EFP set asides for 
inseason action 

 
June 
Draft EFP Applications for Year 3 (2005) 
EFP Application review by GMT, GAP and SSC 
Council consider approving for public review 
Adopt final EFP OY “set asides” for Years 3 and 4 (2005 & 2006) 
Final Management Measures for Years 3 and 4 (2005 & 2006) 
Update bycatch scorecard catch projections for 2004 and consider release of EFP set asides for 
inseason action 

 
Sept 
Update bycatch scorecard catch projections for 2004 and consider release of EFP set asides for 
inseason action 
 
Nov 
Final EFP Applications for Year 3 (2005) 
EFP Application review (if revised) by GMT, GAP and SSC 
Council consider recommending approval to NMFS 

 
Year 3 (2005) 

April 
Preliminary EFP Concepts for Year 4 (2006) 
Preliminary report on EFPs conducted in Year 2 (2004) 
Update bycatch scorecard catch projections for 2005 and consider release of EFP set asides for 
inseason action 

 
June 
Draft EFP Applications for Year 4 (2006) 
EFP Application review by GMT, GAP and SSC 
Council consider approving for public review 
Update bycatch scorecard catch projections for 2005 and consider release of EFP set asides for 
inseason action 
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Year 3 (2005) continued 
Sept 
Final written report on EFPs conducted in Year 2 (2004) 
Update bycatch scorecard catch projections for 2005 and consider release of EFP set asides 
for inseason action 

 
Nov 
Final EFP Applications for Year 4 (2006) 
EFP Application review (if revised) by GMT, GAP and SSC 
Council consider recommending approval to NMFS 
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Exhibit C.5.b 
GMT Attachment 2 

September 2003 
REVISED PROPOSED 

COUNCIL OPERATING PROCEDURE: PROTOCOL FOR COUNCIL CONSIDERATION OF 
EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS FOR PACIFIC COAST GROUNDFISH FISHERIES 

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

and use of groundfish fishery resources. 
 
Therefore, applicants must submit a completed application in writing that includes, but is not 
limited to, the following information: 
 
· Date of application 
· Applicant’s names, mailing addresses, and telephone numbers 
· A statement of the purpose and goals of the experiment for which an EFP is needed, 

including a general description of the arrangements for the disposition of all species 
harvested under the EFP 

· Valid justification explaining why issuance of an EFP is warranted 
· A statement of whether the proposed experimental fishing has broader significance than 

the applicant’s individual goals 
· An expected total duration of the EFP (i.e., number of years proposed to conduct 

exempted fishing activities) 
· Number of vessels covered under the EFP 
· A description of the species (target and incidental) to be harvested under the EFP and the 

amount(s) of such harvest necessary to conduct the experiment; this description should 
include harvest estimates of overfished species 

· A description of a mechanism, such as at-sea fishery monitoring, to ensure that the 
harvest limits for targeted and incidental species are not exceeded and are accurately 
accounted for 

· A description of the proposed data collection and analysis methodology 
· For each vessel covered by the EFP, the approximate time(s) and place(s) fishing will 

take place, and the type, size, and amount of gear to be used 
· The signature of the applicant 
 
NOTE:  The GMT, SSC, and/or Council may request additional information necessary for their 
consideration. 
 
Review and Approval 
 
The GMT and SSC will review EFP proposals in June and make recommendations to the 
Council for action; the Council will consider those proposals for preliminary action.  Final 
action on EFPs will occur at the November Council meeting.  Only those EFP applications that 
were considered in June may be considered in November; EFP applications received after the 
June Council meeting for the following calendar year will not be considered. 
 
EFP proposals must contain a mechanism, such as at-sea fishery monitoring, to ensure that the 
harvest limits for targeted and incidental species are not exceeded and are accurately accounted 
for.  Also, EFP proposals must include a description of the proposed data collection and analysis 
methodology used to measure whether the EFP objectives will be met. 
 
The Council will give priority consideration to those EFP applications that: 
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· Emphasize resource conservation and management with a focus on bycatch reduction 

(highest priority) 
· Encourage full retention of fishery mortalities 
· Involve data collection on fisheries stocks and/or habitat 
· Encourage innovative gear modifications and fishing strategies to reduce bycatch 
· Encourage the development of new market opportunities 
 
In its review, the GMT review will consider the following questions: 
· Is the application complete? 
· Is the EFP proposal consistent with the goals and objectives of the West Coast 

Groundfish FMP? 
· Does the EFP account for fishery mortalities, by species? 
· Are the harvest estimates of overfished species within the amounts set aside for EFP 

activities? 
· Does the EFP meet one or more of the Council’s priorities listed above? 
· Is the EFP proposal compatible with the federal observer program effort? 
· What infrastructure is in place to monitor, process data, and administer the EFP? 
· How will achievement of the EFP objectives be measured? 
· Is the data ready to be applied?  If so, should it be used, or rejected?  If not, when 

will sufficient data be collected to determine whether the data can be applied? 
· What are the benefits to the fisheries management process to continue an EFP that 

began the previous year? 
· If propose integrating data into management, what is the appropriate process? 
· What is the funding source for at-sea monitoring? 
· Has there been coordination with appropriate state and federal enforcement, management 

and science staff? 
 
SSC Review: 
· All EFP applications should first be evaluated by the GMT for consistency with the goals 

and objectives of the groundfish FMP and the Council’s strategic plan for groundfish.   
· When a proposal is submitted to the GMT that includes a significant scientific component 

that would benefit from SSC review, the GMT can refer the application to the SSC’s 
groundfish subcommittee for comment.   

· In such instances, the groundfish subcommittee will evaluate the scientific merits of the 
application and will specifically evaluate the application’s (a) problem statement; (b) data 
collection methodology; (c) proposed analytical and statistical treatment of the data; and 
(d) the generality of the inferences that could be drawn from the study. 

 
Other considerations: 
· EFP candidates or participants may be denied future EFP permits under the following 

circumstances:  
 

If the applicant/participant (fisher/processor) has violated past EFP provisions; or has 
been convicted of a crime related to commercial fishing regulations punishable by a 
maximum penalty range exceeding $1,000 within the last three years; or within the last 
three years assessed a civil penalty related to violations of commercial fishing regulations 
in an amount greater than $5,000; or, has been convicted of any violation involving the 
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falsification of fish receiving tickets including, but not limited to, mis-reporting or 
under-reporting of groundfish.  Documented fish receiving tickets indicating 
mis-reporting or under-reporting of groundfish will not qualify for consideration when 
fish reporting documents are used as part of the qualifying criteria for EFPs.  

 
Report Contents 
 
The EFP applicant must present a preliminary report on the results of the EFP and the data 
collected (including catch data) to the GMT at the April Council meeting of the following year.  
A final written report on the results of the EFP and the data collected must be presented to the 
GMT, SSC, and the Council at the September Council meeting.  This final report should include 
a summary of the work completed, an analysis of the data collected, and conclusions and/or 
recommendations.  Timely presentation of results is required to determine whether future EFPs 
will be recommended. 
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Exhibit C.5.c 
CDFG Report 1 
September 2003 

 
Application for Issuance of an Exempted Fishing Permit for the sport 

harvest of rockfish from partyboats in waters deeper than 20 fathoms off 
the south central coast to duplicate the sampling program conducted by the 

Department of Fish and Game from 1988-1998. 
 

 
A    Date of application:   August 20, 2003 
 
B. Applicant Contact 

John S. Stephens, Jr. PhD 
Adjunct Professor, Cal Poly University, San Luis Obispo 
2550 Nightshade Place, 
Arroyo Grande, CA  93420 

      (805) 546 8310   
 
C. Statement of purpose and goals of the study for which the EFP is needed 

 
The purpose of the study is to determine trends in rockfish populations in the south 
central coast, an area currently poorly sampled by existing fishery sampling. 

 
The Specific Goals of the Study:   
 
Sampling data from partyboats (known technically as commercial passenger fishing 
vessels or CPFVs) is the only data that has shown site-specific trends in rockfish 
species on the central coast.  A California Department of Fish and Game 
(Department) unpublished partyboat sampling study, was conducted between 1988 
and 1998, and effectively sampled some rockfish assemblages on a site-specific 
basis.   The Department has provided us with the unpublished data for our area and, 
this summer, we plan to begin a long-term sampling program as a cooperative effort 
between California Polytechnic University, San Luis Obispo (Cal Poly) and local 
partyboat fishers, following the Department’s protocol.   
 
Current federal regulations prohibit sport fishing outside of 20 fm.  However, the 
original Department study included areas well outside the 20 fm depth. Without an 
EFP, our sampling will not be comparable to that of the ten-year study, as fishing 
may only occur in nearshore waters shallower than 20 fathoms. This restriction 
would bias our data to the shallowest species only.  Further, without some level of 
sampling from these depths, little knowledge of the closure’s effects will be available 
for analysis.  We request that this exemption apply to only two trips per week during 
the months of August through November, 2004. 

 
We also intend to conduct a sampling program using 4.9-m or 7.6-m biological 
trawls to determine the abundance of YOY rockfish at depths to 200 fathoms.  
These small meshed nets are used for biological sampling in southern California but 
have not been used north of Point Conception.  The use of these nets following the 



 

SCWRRP, southern California Bight protocol will allow comparison of fish 
assemblage data around this major faunal break. 

          
Disposition of the species harvested under the EFP will be as follows: 

 
 Samples by partyboats, except for closed species, will be the property of the 
recreational fishers.  We will retain all rockfish not desired by the recreational fishers 
or closed species for laboratory work (otoliths, fecundity, gut samples, etc and 
genetic sampling.  Trawled samples will be deposited in the Cal Poly Biological 
Science Museum. 

 
D. Valid justification for issuance of the EFP  
  

The PMFC has recognized that rockfish stocks are heavily impacted, and has 
closed or severely restricted fishing on many stocks.  Stocks, however, must be 
monitored for continuing updates. This study will provide updated information on 
species of concern. Further, the region between Pt. Conception and Point 
Mendicino is not uniform, as the south central coast (Pt. Sal to San Simeon) has the 
most southern influence as well as the lowest fishing pressure.  Many rockfish 
species may not have reproduced or recruited successfully south of Point 
Conception since the initiation of the warm PDO in 1977.  If, in fact, the PDO is 
presently changing again, this southern section will be key to population 
enhancement. It is important to measure YOY availability as well as recruitment and 
stock enhancement from this area.  Limited sampling from closure areas is needed 
to complement other data we will collect, including nearshore partyboat 
observations and trawl samples, as well as diver recruitment observations and 
SMURF deployment for larval settlement.  We also are committed to doing some 
genetic sampling from these stocks for NMFS studies, which is being coordinated 
with Steve Ralston of NMFS. We intend for this study to be renewed annually and 
continue for at least ten years to enhance the regional data base for marine fish 
species. 

 
E. A statement of whether the proposal has broader significance than the 

applicant’s individual goals. 
 

The applicant believes that these data collected from this area of the south central 
coast of California, has broad implications for rockfish populations throughout 
California and the west coast. 
 
 The study will produce data not available from any other source. 

   
We will be monitoring YOY and larval settlement as well as size and  numbers of 
adult rockfish caught by partyboat anglers both in the open nearshore 
environment(<20fm)  and in the deeper area of closure. 

 



 

 The limited trawl data will compliment the bightwide regional study (SCCWRP, 
2003) for the southern California bight.     

 
   
F. Vessels covered under the EFP. 

 
Vessels covered under this EFP will be vessel from Port San Luis and Morro Bay 
participating in the partyboat fishery. 
Patriot Sports Fishing:  F/V Patriot and/or F/V Mallard. 
Virg’s Sports Fishing:  F/V Pathfinder and/or F/V Lotafun 

  
 No more than 2 trips per week will fish in the closure zone. 

Trawling will be conducted from the F/V Suzanne owned by Guy Grundmeier. 
 

G. Species targeted a numbers. 

Because entry into the closure area will be closely monitored and limited to two trips 
per week (August –November) excessive harvest is not likely.  All rockfish caught, 
both retained and discarded, will be recorded by observers on partyboats entering 
the closure zone. Eighteen species of rockfish were recorded by the Department 
from the southern study area during the 1995-1996 observer program.  These were, 
in order of abundance, Sebastes mystinus, S. flavidus, S. miniatus, S. rosaceous, 
S. entomelas, S. carnatus, S. constellatus, S. serranoides, S. paucispinnis, S. 
caurinus, S. auriculatus, S. pinniger, S. melanops, S. chlorostichus, S. nebulosus, 
S. elongatus, S. ruberrimus, and S. goodei.  The other primary species targeted in 
this fishery is the lingcod Ophiodon elongatus. 

Observer data from the Department’s CPFV observer program in the San Luis 
Obispo port complex from 1988-1998 were used to estimate the average mortality 
per trip for overfished rockfish species.   Therefore, the total estimated fish mortality 
for overfished rockfish species is as follows:  

         
Species/Species 
Group 

Avg. 
weight per 
fish (lbs) 

Avg. # fish 
per trip  

Total 
EFP 
trips 

Total 
Estimated 
Catch (lbs) 

Total 
Estimated 
Catch (mt) 

Bocaccio Rockfish 2.41 65.0 44 6892.60  3.13 
Canary Rockfish 1.47 84.0 44 5433.12 2.46 
Cowcod Rockfish 11.29 1.4 44 695.46 0.32 
Yelloweye Rockfish 2.53 28 44 3116.96 1.41 

* There are 2 trips per week scheduled during the 4-month EFP period, for a total of 44 trips.   

 

 



 

H. For each vessel covered by the EFP, the approximate time(s) and place(s) fishing 
will take place. 

The study will begin August 1, 2004 and continue until November 30, 2004. 

The EFP will be valid in closed waters between Pt. Conception and Piedras 
Blancas.  The maximum depth of the rockfish study will be 100 fm while the larval 
trawl survey may reach 200 fm.  

 

I.  All vessels under the authority of the EFP: 

• Must carry trained observers  

• Must land all fish caught under the authority of the EFP into the State of 
California. 

• Must sign a contract with the Applicant detailing the vessel’s responsibility to 
the EFP fishery. Failure to abide by conditions in the contract or to follow 
provisions in the EFP will result in revocation of the contract and the EFP for 
the year. 

 

J. Signature of the applicant 

 

______________________________________   
John S. Stephens, Jr. PhD.  Adjunct Professor 

 

California Polytechnic University, San Luis Obispo; 
Executive Director, Vantuna Research Group: and 
James Irvine Professor of Environmental Biology Emeritus, 
Occidental College, Los Angeles. 

    
 

I  
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Application for Issuance of an Exempted Fishing Permit Test a Selective Flatfish Trawl 

(including Scottish Seine) in an area otherwise closed to fishing, 2004 
 
 

A. Date of application:  August 20, 2003 
 

B. Applicant Contact 
California Department of Fish and Game 

 350 Harbor Blvd. 
 Belmont, CA 94002 
 
 Contact:  Susan Ashcraft (650) 631-6786 
    
 

C. Statement of purpose and goals of the experiment, for which an EFP is 
needed, including a general description of the arrangements for the 
disposition of all species harvested under the EFP: 

 
The purpose of the experiment is to determine whether a shelf flatfish fishery can be 
prosecuted in an otherwise closed area using modified trawl gear designed to 
minimize the bycatch of overfished rockfish species.  The first year of this study was 
initiated in 2003, due to be completed in November 2003.  A second year of study is 
necessary to draw conclusive results to demonstrate its applicability to other 
geographic regions. 
 
Pacific Coast groundfish are managed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council 
(PFMC) under a federal fishery management plan (FMP) for the west coast. The 
management goals of the FMP are to: 
 

• Prevent overfishing by managing for appropriate harvest levels and prevent 
any net loss of the habitat of living marine resources. 

 
• Maximize the value of the groundfish resource as a whole. 

 
• Achieve the maximum biological yield of the overall groundfish fishery, 

promote year-round availability of quality seafood to the consumer, and 
promote recreational fishing opportunities.   

 
The experiment conducted through an EFP will assist the PFMC in achieving the 
goals set forth in the FMP while collecting bycatch data on overfished stocks and 
evaluating the effectiveness of trawl gear modifications in avoiding bycatch of 
overfished stocks. 

 
The specific goals of the experiment are: 
 



• To evaluate the effectiveness of modified trawl gear to catch shelf flatfish 
while minimizing take of overfished rockfish species. 

 
• To measure bycatch rates of bocaccio and other rockfish species that may 

be associated with the small footrope trawl shelf flatfish fishery between 60 
fm (shoreward boundary of the trawl RCA) and 100 fm through an at-sea 
observer program. 

 
• To provide fishermen with an incentive to modify their gear by giving them 

the opportunity to take shelf flatfish in areas that are otherwise closed. 
 
Disposition of the species harvested under the EFP will be as follows: 
 

• Species caught within the normal current trip limits may be retained and sold 
by the vessel. 

 
• All rockfish caught while targeting shelf flatfish during the EFP must be 

retained and offloaded.  Overages of rockfish must be surrendered and 
proceeds from these species in excess of trip limits will be forfeited to the 
State of California.   

 
 

D. Valid justification explaining why issuance of an EFP is warranted: 
 

Since 1998, the PFMC has initiated rebuilding plans for several species, including 
bocaccio rockfish.  Conservation areas have since been established and closed to 
groundfish fishing in order to prevent harvest of the overfished stocks in multi-
species fisheries.  Critical to these rebuilding plans and to the overall improvement 
of groundfish management, is the need for more and better scientific data.  There 
are 82 species covered under the FMP, and at present, there is little or no data on a 
large number of these species.  There is a need for comprehensive, timely, and 
credible data for priority species to aid in the conservation and rebuilding efforts for 
these stocks. 
 
The shelf flatfish are an extremely important group of groundfish in the California 
groundfish fisheries.  These stocks are believed to be healthy, and California fishers 
and processors have worked aggressively to develop strong markets for these 
species.  A component of the California trawl fleet and processors are heavily 
dependent upon these flatfish.   
 
A depth closure was enacted from July 1 to December 31, 2002 to prohibit landing 
of all shelf groundfish, including vessels using small footrope trawl gear to target 
flatfish.  An EFP was approved for use in the shelf flatfish trawl fishery during this 
closed period.  Results from the 2002 EFP indicated that the incidental take of 
bocaccio and other sensitive rockfish species was minimal in depths from 3 miles to 
70 fm using conventional flatfish trawl gear.   
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In 2003, a new EFP was issued to conduct a follow-up fishery experiment in deeper 
water, where the likelihood of incidental take of bocaccio increases. An important 
condition added under this EFP was a requirement to use a modified trawl design to 
determine if bocaccio and other shelf rockfish catch is kept to a minimum using the 
modified trawl gear.  The 2003 EFP is not complete at the time of this application.  
However, a second year of study is necessary to draw conclusive results to 
demonstrate its applicability to other geographic regions. 

 
 

E. A statement of whether the proposed experimental fishing has broader 
significance than the applicant’s individual goals. 

 
The applicant of this EFP believes that the information collected during this 
experiment will have significance, broader than the applicant’s individual goals, 
applicable to fisheries throughout California and the West Coast.   
 
• The experiment will produce data on the amount and location of any bocaccio 

and other depleted rockfish bycatch in the shelf flatfish fishery using this trawl.  
  
• Results indicating that rockfish bycatch rates are minimized while using this 

modified trawl could lead to a management tool that allows the Council to 
maximize sustainable access to healthy shelf flatfish stocks while depleted 
rockfish stocks are rebuilt.  

 
• This EFP complements an EFP experiment that was conducted off the coast of 

Oregon in 2003, in slope habitat to avoid catch of overfished darkblotched 
rockfish, and a previous EFP experiment conducted in 2002 in shelf habitat, to 
avoid catch of overfished canary rockfish.  An experiment off the coast of 
California in shelf habitat to evaluate ability to avoid overfished bocaccio rockfish 
was designed increase validity and applicability of the use of the modified trawl 
design in other geographic regions.  

 
 

F. Vessels covered under the EFP: 
  

Vessels covered under the EFP will include those which have historically 
participated in the targeted shelf flatfish fishery off California according to criteria 
used in the 2002 and 2003 flatfish EFP: 
 

• Vessels must have landed into California ports at least 10,000 pounds of 
shelf flatfish (California halibut, Pacific sanddab, English sole, sand and rock 
sole, starry flounder, and unspecified flatfishes) taken with trawl gear in each 
of two years during 1998 to 2000. 

• Vessels must have a valid California delivery permit. 
 

Vessels identified as qualifiers in the 2003 EFP process will qualify for this pool of 
applicants. 
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A letter of inquiry will be sent to the owners of each of the qualifying vessels 
requesting a statement of interest to be returned by a specified closing date.   
 
A maximum of six vessels will be selected to participate throughout the EFP fishing 
period, with a goal of issuing permits to two vessels per California port group 
between Pt. Conception and Pt. Mendocino.  Potential port complexes are Morro 
Bay/Avila, Monterey/Moss Landing, and Half Moon Bay/San Francisco/Bodega Bay.  
 
Applications received will be selected at random following the closing date if more 
vessels apply than can be accommodated by observers. 
 
Any EFP may be canceled and made available to another vessel if the permitted 
vessel: 1) does not follow the terms and conditions of the permit; 2) fails to follow 
federal or State fishing regulations; 3) does not prosecute shelf flatfish using small 
footrope trawl gear as provided in the EFP; or 4) does not reasonable 
accommodate the observer or cooperate with the applicant. 
 
A permitted vessel may withdraw once from the EFP program and resume 
participation the following month. 
 
 

G. A description of the species (target and incidental) to be harvested under the 
EFP and the amount(s) of such harvest necessary to conduct the experiment: 

 
The target species are collectively referred to as shelf flatfish and include California 
halibut, Pacific sanddab, English sole, rock and sand sole, and unspecified flatfish. 
The maximum expected catch per vessel for all species will be the normal trip limits 
in place in Period 3.  That allowable trip limit for other flatfish is 70,000 pounds per 
two months of which no more than 20,000 pounds may be petrale sole.  EFP 
participants will be exempted from any closures or reductions in allowable trip limits 
during the EFP study period.  Trip limits for EFP participants will be increased to 
match any increases in federal trip limits resulting from in-season adjustments.  
Note that California halibut is not included in the trip limit and is estimated later in 
this section.  Total harvest of target species for the EFP fishery is anticipated to be 
the same as in the 2003 EFP and will therefore be: 
 
Species/Species 
Group 

Vessels * no. periods in EFP1 Maximum allowable catch (lbs) 

Other flatfish 6*2=12 840,000 
of which no more than 

120,000 is Petrale sole  
1 There are 6 vessels that will be operating for the entire EFP period, encompassing 2 periods of 

cumulative trip limits.   
 
All rockfish species will be landed to enhance biological sampling and to document 
the actual rockfish mortality, with catch thresholds in place for overfished rockfish 
species to ensure that take remains below allocated bycatch caps.  The EFP 

 4 



thresholds for incidental take of bocaccio, cowcod, canary, and yelloweye rockfish 
will be applied as follows: 
 
• Monthly per species threshold:  An individual vessel will be constrained to a 

maximum of 100 pounds each of bocaccio, canary, and yelloweye rockfish per 
fishing month.  Additionally, an individual vessel will be constrained to a 
maximum of 50 pounds of cowcod rockfish per fishing month.  If that amount is 
exceeded for any of the four species, then all fishing by that vessel will be 
terminated for the balance of the month, but may resume for the following 
month. 

 
• Monthly cumulative threshold:  The cumulative amount of bocaccio, canary, or 

yelloweye rockfish harvested by all vessels fishing under the EFP must not 
exceed 500 pounds in a fishing month.  Additionally, the cumulative amount of 
cowcod rockfish must not exceed 100 pounds.  If that amount is exceeded for 
any of the four species by all vessels combined, then all EFP fishing will be 
terminated for the remainder of the month, but may resume for the following 
month. 

 
• EFP threshold:  The cumulative amount of bocaccio, canary, or yelloweye 

rockfish harvested by all vessels fishing under the EFP must not exceed 1,000 
pounds at any time.  Additionally, the cumulative amount of cowcod rockfish 
must not exceed 250 pounds at any time.  If the cumulative EFP threshold 
amount is exceeded for any of the four species, then all EFP fishing will be 
terminated for the remainder of the year.  

 
Data from the 2003 EFP using modified shelf flatfish trawl gear is not available 
at the time of this application; the 2003 EFP study will not be completed until 
November 30, 2003.  We have therefore based estimates of expected fishing 
mortality on estimates included in the 2003 EFP study application, which used 
bycatch rates from our 2002 EFP experiment, except that estimated take of 
overfished rockfish species is based on the EFP species thresholds contained in 
this proposal.  Actual bycatch rates of these overfished rockfish species during 
the 2002 EFP fm were well below these thresholds, with bycatch rates of 0.01% 
for bocaccio, 0.02% for cowcod rockfish, and 0% for canary and yelloweye 
rockfish.  Although 2002 NMFS observer data indicates that from 70 fm to the 
100 fm depth proposed in this study, the probability of bocaccio catch increases 
significantly when using unmodified conventional flatfish trawl gear, it is 
anticipated that the use of the selective flatfish trawl during this EFP period will 
significantly reduce the probable take of overfished rockfish, including bocaccio.  
However, some bycatch is likely to occur.  Therefore, the total estimated fish 
mortality for overfished rockfish species provided is the species thresholds for 
this EFP, as follows:  
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Species/Species Group EFP Threshold (lbs) Total Estimated Catch (lbs) 
Bocaccio Rockfish 1,000  1,000  
Canary Rockfish 1,000 1,000 
Cowcod Rockfish 250 250 
Yelloweye Rockfish 1,000 1,000 

 
 

Based on bycatch information from our EFP program in 2002, the following catches 
would be expected in addition to target flatfish and overfished rockfish species, if 
the bycatch rates were the same as in 2002: 

 
Species/Species Group Bycatch Rate1 (2002) Expected Bycatch2 (lbs) 
Other Flatfish 2.67 22,455 
California Halibut  8.02 67,332 
Nearshore Rockfish 0.14 1,183 
Shelf Rockfish 2.86 24,042 
Lingcod 0.56 4,699 
Sablefish 0.44 3,678 
Sharks 1.23 10,367 
Skates 5.87 49,295 
Crab, Dungeness and misc. 7.02 59,000 
King Salmon 0.09 774 
Green Sturgeon 0.06 465 
Misc. Fish3 4.74 39,820 
Nominal Bycatch Species4 0.16 1,334 

1 Bycatch is defined as the total landed and discarded pounds of a species relative to the total 
landed target species group (i.e., the trip limit).  An estimate of discarded ‘other flatfish’ is 
included in this table as discards of target species may occur due to size, market, etc.  

2 There are six vessels that will be operating for the entire 4 months of the EFP, encompassing 2 
periods of cumulative trip limits.  Expected bycatch is bycatch rate*70,000(2-month trip limit)*6*2. 

3  Miscellaneous fish includes white croaker, squid, hake, ratfish, sculpin, and shad, and other 
misc. fish. 

4 Nominal bycatch includes species with individual bycatch rates of <0.05% in 2002, and includes 
the following species:  slope rockfish, white seabass, striped bass, cabezon, surfperch, 
greenlings, midshipman, and surfperch. 

 
   
H.  For each vessel covered by the EFP, the approximate time(s) and place(s) 

fishing will take place: 
 
• The test fishery will be conducted from September through November 2004. 
   
• The EFP will be valid in those Pacific Ocean waters adjacent to California 

coastwide between 3 miles and a maximum depth of 100 fm.  While this depth 
exceeds the inner boundary for the trawl RCA (up to 80 fm during the proposed 
study period), this depth is necessary to test the modified trawl gear in areas 
with a history of bocaccio catches.   
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I. All participating vessels under the authority of the EFP: 

 
• Must exclusively employ legal small footrope trawl as defined in current 

federal regulation, except that modification is required to create a severely 
cut-back top section, which allows roundfishes to “rise” out of the trawl while 
flatfish, which remain near the bottom, are captured.   

 
• Must apply and submit a net plan for approval.   Net plans must meet 

specifications utilized by the 2003 Oregon Flatfish EFP, and by the 2003 
California Flatfish EFP, which specified that: 

 
o  “The trawl must have a headrope to footrope ratio of at least 1.30 

(i.e., 30% longer footrope).   
 

o The trawl must have a maximum rise of 5 ft at the center of the 
headrope.   

 
o There must be no floats along the middle 33% of the headrope”, 

except for Scottish seine, for which there must be no floats along the 
middle 25% of the headrope. 

 
o The headrope must be wide in the center, not a narrow V-shape that 

creates shoulders that would trap ascending fish. 
 

• Must carry a National Marine Fisheries Service-trained observer onboard all 
trips using the selective flatfish net in the NTZ.  A total of three observers is 
necessary to execute the EFP.  Vessels participating in the program must 
share observer time. 

 
• Must land all fish caught under the authority of the EFP into the State of 

California. 
 

• Must sign a contract with the State of California detailing the vessel’s 
responsibility for the EFP fishery.  Failure to abide by the conditions in the 
contract or to follow provisions in the EFP will result in revocation of the 
contract and of the EFP for the year. 

 
J. Signature of the applicant: 
 
 
 
 _________________________________ 
 California Department of Fish and Game 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE                    
 
 

 
 
DATE: July 11, 2003 
 
TO:   Mark Saelens, Patty Burke 
 
FROM: Bob Hannah, Steve Parker  
 
SUBJ:  Flatfish Trawl EFP Bycatch Data for May-June Period 
 
This is a summary of the bycatch rate estimates generated from the selective flatfish trawl 
EFP to date. The time period covered is the complete May-June trawl period.  In the 
May-June period, 34 EFP trips (5 large footrope trips outside 200 fathoms were 
excluded) were completed by 8 vessels landing into 3 ports.  Of the 34 trips, 32 were 
observed.  The EFP incorporates two fishing strategies, with somewhat different limits 
and rules.  Five of the vessels are in the “Mixed Shelf Flatfish” (MSF) strategy and 3 are 
in the “Beach” (B) strategy.  Of the 34 trips, 22 (20 observed) were in the MSF strategy 
and 12 (all observed) were in the B strategy.  The B strategy is confined to inside of 100 
fathoms, while the MSF strategy is confined to within 150 fathoms (generally 50 to 150 
fathoms; all logbooks have not been collected yet).  
 
In compiling this summary, we have excluded fishing trips targeting longspine 
thornyheads outside 200 fathoms and the 2 unobserved trips. We have utilized primarily 
fish ticket data to generate the table, however,  for the total catch of the 4 overfished 
rockfish species, observer weights were used, not ticket weights.  The denominator, “All 
Target”, includes all non-overfished species landed (including lingcod).  The second 
column (Shelf Flatfish) uses the sum of petrale sole, English sole, Dover sole and other 
flatfish (essentially all flatfish except arrowtooth flounder) in the denominator.  
 
The market categories included in “All Target” were Dover sole, English sole, petrale 
sole, arrowtooth flounder, skates, lingcod, yellowtail rockfish, Pacific cod, sand sole, 
sanddabs, Bellingham sole, curlfin sole, starry flounder, rex sole, shortspine thornyhead, 
shelf rockfish, slope rockfish, longspine thornyhead and nearshore rockfish. 

Exhibit C.5.c 
ODFW_Report 

September 2003



 
Strategy Overfished 

Species 
Bycatch Rate 
All Target 

Bycatch Rate 
Shelf Flatfish  

Mixed Shelf Flatfish Canary Rockfish 0.001352 0.002710 
 Darkblotched Rockfish 0.003660 0.007338 
 Yelloweye Rockfish 0.000037 0.000075 
 Widow Rockfish 0.000000 0.000000 
    
Beach Canary Rockfish 0.000031 0.000045 
 Darkblotched Rockfish 0.000044 0.000065 
 Yelloweye Rockfish 0.000000 0.000000 
 Widow Rockfish 0.000000 0.000000 
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Application for Exempted Fishing Permit to Test a Reduced-Discard Strategy for The 

Deepwater Complex Fishery 
 

A. Application Date 
September 1, 2003 
 

B. Applicant Contact 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
2040 SE Marine Science Drive 
Newport, OR  97365 
 
Phone: 541 867-4741 
FAX: 541 867-0311 
Contacts: Dr. Patricia Burke 
 

C. Statement of Purpose and Goal 
 
The purpose of this EFP is to test a discard reduction strategy for the deepwater complex 
trawl fishery for Dover sole, shortspine thornyhead and sablefish (DTS).  The strategy 
uses written vessel-processor, state-vessel and state-processor agreements to reduce 
economic incentives for discarding, mandate more complete or possibly full retention of  
DTS species, and create modest incentives for retention of DTS.  The incentives created 
promote reduced discard, fewer tows, higher economic efficiency, and may be scalable to 
the West Coast fishery as a whole. 
 

D. Justification 
 
Reduced catch limits in recent years and size-related prices in the DTS fishery have created 
strong incentives for vessels to high-grade their catch to maximize income obtained from 
the reduced limits (Table 1).  At the same time, any mismatch between the ratio of Dover 
sole, shortspine thornyhead (SST) and sablefish in the catch and the ratio of the respective 
limits, can create very high “regulatory” discard.  These two factors, in combination, can 
result in very high discard rates in this fishery. Typically, low harvest limits for SST, 
followed by sablefish, result in high discard of these species while targeting Dover sole. 
 
Comments from fishermen and research trawl data from the May-June period of 2003 can 
be used to illustrate the extent of this problem.  All values presented are based on 
simulation modeling conducted by ODFW using actual catch data from research fishing 
conducted off Newport, Oregon with normal trawl gear in May 2003 in the deepwater 
complex fishery.  Accordingly, the simulation data are considered reasonably 
representative of catches in the actual trawl fishery in that area at that time.  Table 1 shows 
that to maximize ex-vessel value from the limits that were in place, a vessel can high-grade 
sablefish and thornyheads to land a combined catch with an ex-vessel value of about 
$31,400 (Table 1). Simulations with more realistic retention of all medium and large 
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sablefish and thornyheads produced an average ex-vessel value of about $30,000 for this 
“high-grading” scenario. These simulations suggested however, that with this realistic 
“high-grading” scenario, combined DTS discard rates averaged 69% of the DTS brought 
aboard (43,800 lbs retained, 99,000 lbs discarded). In the simulations modeled, about 
80-90 tows were required to catch all limits (a short tow duration was standardized across 
all simulations only for comparative purposes; the number of tows would be less if longer 
duration was modeled).  
 

 
Table 1.  Example DTS limits and prices, by size grade from May-June 2003. 
  
Species 

 
Size 
 

 
Price/lb 
 

 
Catch Limit 
 

 
Maximum Value 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Dover Sole All 
Marketable 

$0.33 31,000 lbs $10,230 

     
SST Over 16” $1.12 2,800 lbs $3,136 
 10-15” $0.79   
 8.5-10” $0.42   
     
Sablefish Large $1.80 10,000 lbs $18,000 
 Medium $1.61   
 Small $1.48   
 Extra Small $0.98   
Total    $31,366 
 
 

 
Table 2 shows an example of how vessel-processor agreements could be used to redefine 
the market categories, prices, and limits to reduce discard incentives. In this example, the 
fish grades that are likely to be high-graded for are lumped under the existing limits for that 
species; in this case medium and large sablefish under the “high-value sablefish” limit, and 
medium and large SST under the “high-value SST” limit.  The species that are likely to be 
graded out and discarded, but are still marketable are combined under one market category 
named “Low-value DTS complex” (LVDTS), which is sold at a single price (how this will 
work is described below under “EFP Structure”). As can be seen from Table 2, the total 
maximum ex-vessel value obtained from catching all of the redefined limits goes up, 
however this depends on the actual negotiated ex-vessel price for low-value DTS complex, 
which is impossible to predict (we used $0.42/lb only for illustration, although a price 
somewhere between the Dover sole price and the small SST price is anticipated).  More 
importantly though, simulation modeling shows that if the redefined limits are combined 
with a requirement that the vessel cease fishing for DTS when any 2 of the 3 redefined 
limits in Table 2 are met, discard falls to only about 11% of the DTS brought on board 
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(42,300 lbs retained, 5,400 lbs discarded), all of which is fish that are below the minimum 
marketable size.  In essence, with this limit structure, “regulatory discard” of DTS is 
brought to zero lbs. If this approach is combined with full retention requirements for DTS, 
then DTS discard can be brought completely to zero, however the sub-marketable fish 
would likely be thrown away after landing. 
 
The other important result from the simulation modeling is that using the redefined limits, 
the vessel quits fishing after only 25-30 tows, versus 80-90 tows for the “high-grading’ 
scenario.  If we assume complete mortality for discarded DTS, the population impacts on 
DTS species and on all other incidental species would be greatly reduced under the 
“redefined limits”.  A side benefit of a reduced number of tows needed to reach redefined 
DTS limits would be reduced bycatch of other species, such as darkblotched rockfish. 

 
 
Table 2.  Example of redefined DTS limits and prices, based on this EFP. 

  
Market Category 

 
Species 
 

 
Grade 
 

 
Price/lb 
 

 
Catch Limit 

 
Maximum 
Value  

Low-value DTS 
Complex 

 
 

 
 

 
$0.42 

 
31,000 lbs 

 
$13,020 

 Dover sole All 
Marketable 

   

 SST 8.5-10”    
 Sablefish Small    
 Sablefish Extra Small    
      
High-value SST SST Over 16” $1.12 2,800 lbs $3,136 
 SST 10-15” $0.79   
      
High Value Sablefish  Large $1.80 10,000 lbs $18,000 
  Medium $1.61   
Total     $34,156 
 

 
     E. Significance of Results 

 
The information collected will have a broad and timely significance for fishery 
management on the West Coast, and potentially in other regions because it will provide 
information on the feasibility and scalability of a discard reduction strategy based on 
altering vessel incentives for discarding fish without increasing the total mortality imposed 
on any stock. Reduced discard could ultimately allow for higher directed fishing limits for 
DTS species, and because of reduced waste, could increase economic yield from this and 
possibly other mixed stock fisheries where high-grading occurs.  
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F. EFP Structure 
 
This EFP is a small-scale test to judge the feasibility of potential expansion to the 
coast-wide DTS fishery.  Therefore, only one vessel in each of three ports will participate, 
and this test will be conducted in the March-April and May-June trip limit periods.  The 
three test ports will be Astoria, Newport, and Charleston. 
 
Observer Coverage 
The Northwest Fisheries Science Center’s Observer Program would need to provide the 
chosen vessels with observer coverage for all trips within the two periods.  If supplied, 
and an observer is not available, the vessel must wait for an observer to become available.  
The two trip limit periods will not count towards normal observer coverage requirements.  
Observer coverage will be coordinated through the Observer Program. 
 
The observer will have two tasks.  First, the observer will document discard of any 
species, estimating weight and number discarded, as normal. Second, the observer will 
sample the discarded Dover sole, shortspine and longspine  thornyheads, and sablefish to 
document size selectivity.  This data will serve as a check to ensure vessels are retaining 
all marketable DTS species.  Following the end of the field test, observer data will be error 
checked and provided to the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife for analysis. 

 
Processor Participation 
 
Processors will be enter into written agreements with the State of Oregon, and with the test 
vessel.  Processors and vessel owners will be required to negotiate a single price to be paid 
for the LVDTS market category. The “low-value DTS complex” market category price 
may be re-negotiated during the EFP period, provided new written copies of the 
vessel–processor agreement are provided to the state. The low-value DTS category must 
include at least one grade of both SST and sablefish.  Processors must also agree not to set 
separate market limits on LVDTS component species and agree to accept landings of all 
rockfish and DTS retained by the vessel.  The ex-vessel value of  catches of high-value 
sablefish and SST or LVDTS in excess of redefined limits will be forfeited to the state of 
Oregon as a legal overage. 
 

G.  Vessel Obligations 
 
Vessels will be identified through an application process beginning in January 2004. The 
applicant must be the registered owner of the vessel named in the application. A total of 3 
vessels will be selected to participate in the EFP fishery. The EFP fishery will be conducted 
from March 1 through June, 2004.  
 
All fishing and processor activities under this EFP will be conducted subject to written 
agreements with ODFW, and authorization to participate in this EFP can be revoked by 
ODFW at any time. After a vessel is selected for the EFP program, agreements between the 
state and vessel owner and between the state and processor will be completed. All 
marketable DTS will be retained, as well as all rockfish captured (excluding longspine and 
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shortspine thornyheads). At the sole option of ODFW, vessel and processor agreements 
can require full retention of all DTS.  
The vessel must agree to take an observer for all trips during the trip limit period so that 
data can be collected on any discard that occurs. We expect that through cooperation with 
the West Coast Groundfish Observer Program, we will be able to provide 100% coverage 
for three vessels. If the vessel operator chooses to fish without an observer, the contract 
with the ODFW will be terminated, and the vessel can return to fishing under normal trip 
limit regulations. 
 
Vessels operating under this EFP must agree to abide by the terms and conditions of the 
EFP.  Each participating vessel will also have a contract with the ODFW detailing the 
vessel’s responsibilities for the EFP fishery.  Failure to abide by the conditions in the 
contract or to follow provisions in the EFP will result in revocation of the contract and of 
the EFP for the year. 
 
Vessels must retain all catch of marketable DTS and all Sebastes.  If the “full retention” 
option is specified by ODFW, the vessel must retain all DTS captured, including all 
longspine and shortspine thornyheads. The vessel must agree to cease fishing as soon as 
any 2 of the 3 “redefined” DTS limits illustrated by example in Table 2 are met (actual 
limits will depend on PFMC specified limits for DTS for March-June 2004).  The vessel 
will not be allowed to fish for groundfish for the remainder of the trip limit period.  The 
vessel owner will be responsible (via the vessel operator) to ensure that all trip period limits 
are observed and tracked so that when 2 of the 3 redefined DTS limits are reached, the 
vessel will stop fishing and return to port. All other trip period limits remain in effect 
during the fishery. 
 

H. Bycatch Limits 
 
No increased take of any overfished rockfish species is anticipated as a result of this EFP 
program. In fact, due to a reduced number of hauls needed to reach redefined DTS limits, 
reduced bycatch of rockfish is anticipated under this EFP program. 
 

I.  Incentives 
 

The incentive to participate in this EFP program is a modest increase in modeled revenue to 
the vessel and a decrease in vessel operation costs.  Costs to vessels are minimal, 
consisting mostly of forfeited incidental catch of other species such as arrowtooth flounder 
and skate which would normally accumulate during the additional tows.  Benefits to 
processors include access to more sablefish and SST catch, and the opportunity to 
participate in a discard reduction program.   

 
J.  Signature of Applicant 

 
 
________________________________ 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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Dr. Patricia M. Burke, Manager 
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APPLICATION FOR ISSUANCE OF AN EXEMPTED (EXPERIMENTAL) FISHING 
PERMIT FOR ARROWTOOTH FLOUNDER 

 
A. Date of application: August 19, 2003 
 
B. Applicant’s names, mailing addresses, and telephone numbers:    
 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
600 Capitol Way North, Olympia, WA 98501-1091 
Contacts: Philip Anderson (360) 902-2720 

Brian Culver (360) 249-1205 
Michele Robinson (360) 249-1211 

 
C. A statement of the purpose and goals of the experiment for which an EFP is needed, 

including a general description of the arrangements for the disposition of all species 
harvested under the EFP. 

 
Pacific Coast groundfish are managed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council under a 
federal fishery management plan (FMP).  The management goals of the FMP are to: 

 
1. Prevent overfishing by managing for appropriate harvest levels and prevent any net 

loss of the habitat of living marine resources. 
2. Maximize the value of the groundfish resource as a whole. 
3. Achieve the maximum biological yield of the overall groundfish fishery, promote 

year-round availability of quality seafood to the consumer, and promote 
recreational fishing opportunities. 

 
The purpose of the experiment is to assist the Pacific Fishery Management Council in 
achieving the goals of the FMP by collecting bycatch data on overfished stocks to allow for 
informed management decisions in setting appropriate trip limits to maximize safe harvest 
levels of healthy stocks. 

 
Specifically, the goals of the experiment are to: 

 
• Measure bycatch rates for canary and other rockfish associated with the arrowtooth 

flounder fishery through an at-sea observer program,  
• Test specific selective flatfish gear off northern Washington, and 
• Collect data that could be used to augment the National Marine Fisheries Service 

groundfish observer program. 
 

With regard to the disposition of the species harvested under the EFP: 
• Species caught within current trip limits as published in the Federal Register, may 

be retained by the vessel. 
• Species caught in excess of current trip limits, but permitted within the EFP (i.e., 
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arrowtooth flounder, petrale sole), will be retained by the vessel. 
• Rockfish caught in excess of current trip limits, but required to be retained under 

the EFP, will be sold at fair market value and the revenue will be forfeited to the 
state. 

 
D. Valid justification explaining why issuance of an EFP is warranted: 
 

Since 1998, the Pacific Council has initiated rebuilding plans for several species, including 
canary rockfish and widow rockfish.  Critical to these rebuilding plans and to the overall 
improvement of groundfish management is the need for more and better scientific data.  
Fishery dependent data that is needed includes amount of total catch and catch location, as 
well as biological data (e.g., age and sex).  There are 82 species covered under the Pacific 
coast groundfish FMP, and at present, there is little or no biological data on a large 
number of these species.  There is a need for comprehensive, timely and credible data 
for priority species to aid in the conservation and rebuilding efforts for these stocks.  
The data collected under this EFP will include total catch (amount and species 
composition) data, catch location, bycatch data on associated species, and biological data. 

 
Arrowtooth flounder are an extremely important species in Washington groundfish 
fisheries.  The stock is healthy and Washington fishers and processors have worked 
aggressively to develop strong markets for this species.  A large component of the 
Washington trawl fleet, and at least two major processors, are heavily dependent upon 
arrowtooth flounder.  Fishers targeting arrowtooth are currently constrained by their 
limit of canary rockfish. The current flatfish trip limit is based upon the assumed bycatch 
rate of canary rockfish.  Fishers who have historically targeted arrowtooth have 
indicated that under this monthly trip limit, targeting arrowtooth will not be economically 
feasible.  Further, these fishers believe that they can prosecute an arrowtooth fishery 
with a much lower canary bycatch rate, thereby allowing a higher arrowtooth catch. 

 
This EFP is expected to provide much needed information that can be used to assess 
bycatch rates in the directed arrowtooth fishery which in turn may be used to establish 
trip limits in the future that maximize fishing opportunities on healthy stocks while 
meeting conservation goals for depleted stocks. 

 
Without this EFP vessels would not be allowed to fish for arrowtooth flounder and 
petrale sole the Trawl Rockfish Conservation Area.  According to some Washington 
fishermen, the majority of the arrowtooth flounder catch occurs inside this closed area. 

 
E. A statement of whether the proposed experimental fishing has broader significance than 

the applicant’s individual goals. 
 

The applicant of this EFP believes that the information collected during this experiment 
will have broader significance than the applicant’s individual goals by: 
· Producing data on the amount and location of canary rockfish bycatch in the 
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arrowtooth flounder fishery, which can be used to set appropriate management  
 

measures in the future (e.g., trip limits, area closures) 
· Providing valuable and accurate data on the catch composition by species of the 

trawl flatfish fishery off the Washington coast, 
· Providing a pilot program for assessing the feasibility of the retention of rockfish 

overages, and 
· Providing a pilot program for experimenting with gear modifications to 

selectively fish for flatfish. 
· Age and sex data may also be collected to aid in future groundfish stock 

assessments. 
 

These data could allow the Council to establish trip limits in the future that maximize 
fishing opportunities on healthy stocks while meeting conservation goals for depleted 
stocks. 

 
F. Vessels covered under the EFP: 
 

Fishers covered under the EFP will include those who have historically participated in the 
targeted arrowtooth fishery off Washington.  These fishers must: 

 
• Have a 3-year cumulative total of at least 400,000 lbs of arrowtooth flounder 

landed into Washington in the following calendar years: 1998, 1999, and 2000, 
• Have landed of arrowtooth flounder into Washington in all three consecutive years 

(1998, 1999, and 2000), and 
• Be a Washington resident and have a valid Washington delivery permit 

 
There are six vessels that meet this criteria.  This EFP may include up to a total of eight 
vessels; therefore, the Department may issue up to two additional permits by designating 
additional criteria or by random drawing.  A list of the fishers (and their designated 
vessels) that meet these criteria are attached. 

 
G. A description of the species (target and incidental) to be harvested under the EFP and the 

amount(s) of such harvest necessary to conduct the experiment: 
 
The targeted species is arrowtooth flounder which would not be subject to a monthly trip 
limit, but which would be constrained by the measured bycatch allowance of canary 
rockfish for the flatfish fishery.  Fishers are currently allowed 300 lbs per month of canary 
rockfish with an assumed 16% discard rate (when applied, this equals 348 lbs total).  
Under the EFP, the bycatch allowance for canary rockfish would be divided as follows: 

 
• Individual vessels would be limited to 175 lbs/month of canary rockfish for tows 

that are identified as directed arrowtooth tows by the skipper of the vessel (in 
advance) and all tows within the federal groundfish conservation area (GCA) for 
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trawl.  Once the 175 lbs of canary rockfish are caught, and if the vessel has 
already reached the current monthly trip limits for arrowtooth and petrale sole 
published in the Federal Register, then  the vessel cannot have any directed 
arrowtooth tows for the rest of the month and cannot retain any more arrowtooth 
or petrale. 

 
• Once 175 lbs/month of canary rockfish are caught, and if the vessel has not 

reached the current monthly trip limits for arrowtooth and petrale sole published 
in the Federal Register, then the vessel can continue to conduct directed 
arrowtooth tows until the current monthly trip limits for arrowtooth and petrale 
have been reached.  Once those trip limits have been reached, the vessel cannot 
have any directed arrowtooth tows for the rest of the month and cannot retain any 
more arrowtooth or petrale. 

 
• The balance of the canary rockfish would be used to accommodate the bycatch of 

canary while targeting other groundfish species. 
 

• An individual bycatch cap of 700 lbs. of canary rockfish will also apply to each 
vessel.  Once this cap has been reached by an individual vessel in directed tows, 
the vessel will not be allowed to continue to fish under the EFP. 

 
• All tows conducted within the federal rockfish conservation area (RCA) for trawl 

will be considered “directed” tows. 
 

• For all fishing under the EFP overall bycatch amounts would be as follows:  
Canary rockfish - 2.5 mt 
Darkblotched rockfish - 3.0 mt 
Widow rockfish - 3.0 mt 
POP - 18.0 mt 
Yelloweye rockfish - 0.5 mt 

 
Once one or more of these bycatch caps has been reached, the EFP will be 
terminated. 

 
• Petrale sole caught in a directed arrowtooth tow would not be subject to a monthly 

trip limit. 
 

• Other species could be landed under current trip limit levels and fishers could 
land up to the current limit of other flatfish in addition to their arrowtooth 
flounder landings. There is not expected to be any interactions with protected 
species (e.g., seabirds), ESA-listed species, nor marine mammals.  

 
• Based upon the EFP programs conducted in 2001 and 2002, expected amounts of targeted 

species taken above trip limits in the arrowtooth EFP are: 
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Arrowtooth Flounder - 455 mt 
Petrale sole  -   36 mt   

 
In addition, rockfish species taken in directed EFP tows and forfeited to the state as 
required (above trip limit or non-market size) are anticipated as follows: 

Slope rockfish  - 2.3 mt 
Shelf rockfish  - 2.7 mt 
Yellowtail rockfish - 3.6 mt 
S.spine thornyhead  - 1.8 mt 

 
Fish above trip limits taken in non-EFP tows would be consistent with fishing activities 
of the fleet at large and will be estimated separately. 

 
General           
• Incidental catches of rockfish in excess of the trip limit must be retained. 

 
H. For each vessel covered by the EFP, the approximate time(s) and place(s) fishing will take 

place, and the type, size, and amount of gear to be used: 
 

The EFP will be valid in Pacific Ocean waters adjacent to Washington, outside three miles.  
Vessels must fish north of 46°16'00" north latitude for all of their fishing strategies during 
the months of the EFP.  The area open to the EFP will be further specified in the final 
EFP application. 

 
Approximate time for the experimental fishery is May 1-August 31, 2004.  
Total estimated duration of the EFP:  This is year 4 of 4 (final year). 

 
Vessels covered by the EFP can use large footrope for directed arrowtooth tows on the 
slope only.  Slope tows must be conducted entirely in depths greater than 120 fathoms.  
If a vessel uses small footrope while fishing in the RCA, the vessel may still retain and 
sell up to the higher trip limits for sablefish, Dover sole, arrowtooth, petrale, and other 
flatfish (large footrope only limits) for the duration of the EFP. 
Vessels are allowed to have more than one type of gear onboard (large footrope, small 
footrope, and midwater gear). 

 
All vessels fishing under the authority of the EFP must: 

 
• Carry a Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife-provided observer  or a 

federal observer onboard all fishing trips.  State-sponsored observers must 
successfully complete an observer training course that prepares them for 
collecting data with sampling protocols as defined in the NMFS West Coast 
Groundfish Observer Program manual.  In addition, NMFS observer coverage 
requirements at 50 CFR 660.360 are independent of EFP observer requirements, 
so vessels that carry state-sponsored observers may also be required to carry a 
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NMFS observer.  
 

• Employ legal trawl gear as defined in current federal regulations.  Vessels 
fishing under the EFP must experiment with flatfish selective gears (including 
excluders), including large footrope gears.  Parameters for legal gear to be used 
under the EFP will be specified in the final EFP application. 

 
• Land all fish caught under the authority of the EFP into the State of Washington 

to a processor designated to participate in this program by the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. In order for a processor to be able to participate 
in this program, it must hold a contract with the Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife and abide by the conditions listed in the contract.  Failure to abide 
by the conditions in the contract will result in revocation of the contract by the 
Director of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

 
 

• Hold a contract with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and abide 
by the conditions listed in the contract.  Failure to abide by the conditions in the 
contract and/or to follow the provisions in the EFP will result in revocation of the 
contract by the Director of the Department of Fish and Wildlife. The Director of 
the Department of Fish and Wildlife may modify the terms of the contract based 
on the status of the stocks which are caught incidentally in the experimental 
fishery. 

 

 

I. The signature of the applicant: 
 
 

____________________________________________ 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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APPLICATION FOR ISSUANCE OF AN EXEMPTED (EXPERIMENTAL) FISHING 
PERMIT FOR NEARSHORE FLATFISH 

 
A. Date of application: August 19, 2003 
 
B. Applicant’s names, mailing addresses, and telephone numbers:    
 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
600 Capitol Way North, Olympia, WA 98501-1091 
Contacts: Philip Anderson (360) 902-2720 

Brian Culver (360) 249-1205 
Michele Robinson (360) 249-1211 

 
C. A statement of the purpose and goals of the experiment for which an EFP is needed, 

including a general description of the arrangements for the disposition of all species 
harvested under the EFP. 

 
Pacific Coast groundfish are managed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council under a 
federal fishery management plan (FMP).  The management goals of the FMP are to: 

 
1. Prevent overfishing by managing for appropriate harvest levels and prevent any net 

loss of the habitat of living marine resources. 
2. Maximize the value of the groundfish resource as a whole. 
3. Achieve the maximum biological yield of the overall groundfish fishery, promote 

year-round availability of quality seafood to the consumer, and promote 
recreational fishing opportunities. 

 
The purpose of the experiment is to assist the Pacific Fishery Management Council in 
achieving the goals of the FMP by collecting bycatch data on overfished stocks to allow for 
informed management decisions in setting appropriate trip limits to maximize safe harvest 
levels of healthy stocks. 

 
Specifically, the goals of the experiment are to: 

 
• Measure bycatch rates for canary and other rockfish associated with the nearshore 

flatfish fishery through an at-sea observer program, 
• Test selective flatfish gear off northern Washington in nearshore areas (< 150 fms), 

and 
• Collect data that could be used to augment the National Marine Fisheries Service 

groundfish observer program. 
 

With regard to the disposition of the species harvested under the EFP: 
• Species caught within current trip limits as published in the Federal Register, may 

be retained by the vessel. 
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• Species caught in excess of current trip limits, but permitted within the EFP (i.e., 
English, rex, and Dover sole), will be retained by the vessel. 

• Rockfish caught in excess of current trip limits, but required to be retained under 
the EFP, will be sold at fair market value and the revenue will be forfeited to the 
state. 

 
· Valid justification explaining why issuance of an EFP is warranted: 
 

Since 1998, the Pacific Council has initiated rebuilding plans for several species, 
including canary rockfish and widow rockfish.  Critical to these rebuilding plans and to 
the overall improvement of groundfish management is the need for more and better 
scientific data.  Fishery dependent data that is needed includes amount of total catch and 
catch location, as well as biological data (e.g., age and sex).  There are 82 species 
covered under the Pacific coast groundfish FMP, and at present, there is little or no 
biological data on a large number of these species.  There is a need for comprehensive, 
timely and credible data for priority species to aid in the conservation and rebuilding 
efforts for these stocks.  The data collected under this EFP will include total catch 
(amount and species composition) data, catch location, bycatch data on associated 
species, and biological data. 

 
Nearshore flatfish are an extremely important species in Washington groundfish fisheries.  
The stocks are healthy and Washington fishers and processors have worked aggressively 
to develop strong markets for these species.  A large component of the Washington 
trawl fleet, and at least two major processors, are heavily dependent upon nearshore 
flatfish.  Fishers targeting nearshore flatfish are currently constrained by their limit of 
canary rockfish. The current flatfish trip limit is based upon the assumed bycatch rate of 
canary rockfish.  Fishers who have historically targeted flatfish have indicated that 
under this monthly trip limit, targeting flatfish will not be economically feasible.  
Further, these fishers believe that they can prosecute a nearshore flatfish fishery with a 
much lower canary bycatch rate, thereby allowing a higher flatfish catch. 

 
This EFP is expected to provide much needed information that can be used to assess 
bycatch rates in the directed nearshore flatfish fishery which in turn may be used to 
establish trip limits in the future that maximize fishing opportunities on healthy stocks 
while meeting conservation goals for depleted stocks. 

 
· A statement of whether the proposed experimental fishing has broader significance than 

the applicant’s individual goals. 
 

The applicant of this EFP believes that the information collected during this experiment 
will have broader significance than the applicant’s individual goals by: 
· Producing data on the amount and location of canary rockfish bycatch in the 

nearshore flatfish fishery, which can be used to set appropriate management 
measures in the future (e.g., trip limits, area closures) 
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· Providing valuable and accurate data on the catch composition by species of the 
trawl flatfish fishery off the Washington coast, 

· Providing a pilot program for assessing the feasibility of the retention of rockfish 
overages, and 

· Providing a pilot program for experimenting with gear modifications to 
selectively fish for flatfish. 

· Age and sex data may also be collected to aid in future groundfish stock 
assessments. 

 
These data could allow the Council to establish trip limits in the future that maximize 
fishing opportunities on healthy stocks while meeting conservation goals for depleted 
stocks. 

 
F. Vessels covered under the EFP: 
 

Fishers covered under the EFP will include those who have historically participated in the 
targeted nearshore flatfish fishery off Washington.  These fishers must: 

 
• Have a cumulative total of at least XXX lbs of nearshore flatfish landed into 

Washington in the following calendar years: ____________, and 
• Be a Washington resident and have a valid Washington delivery permit 

 
This EFP may include up to a total of six vessels; therefore, the Department may issue up to 
six permits by designating additional criteria or by random drawing.  A list of the fishers 
(and their designated vessels) that meet these criteria are attached. 

 
G. A description of the species (target and incidental) to be harvested under the EFP and the 

amount(s) of such harvest necessary to conduct the experiment: 
 
The targeted species is nearshore flatfish which would not be subject to a monthly trip 
limit, but which would be constrained by the measured bycatch allowance of canary 
rockfish for the flatfish fishery.  Under the EFP, the bycatch allowance for canary rockfish 
would be divided as follows: 

 
• Individual vessels would be limited to 95 lbs/month of canary rockfish for tows 

that are identified as directed nearshore flatfish tows by the skipper of the vessel 
(in advance) and all tows within the federal rockfish conservation area (RCA) for 
trawl.  Once the 95 lbs of canary rockfish are caught, and if the vessel has 
already reached the current monthly trip limits for nearshore flatfish species 
published in the Federal Register, then the vessel cannot have any directed 
nearshore flatfish tows for the rest of the month and cannot retain any more 
nearshore flatfish. 

 
• Once 95 lbs/month of canary rockfish are caught, and if the vessel has not 
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reached the current monthly trip limits for nearshore flatfish published in the 
Federal Register, then the vessel can continue to conduct directed nearshore 
flatfish tows until the current monthly trip limits for nearshore flatfish have been 
reached.  Once those trip limits have been reached, the vessel cannot have any 
directed nearshore flatfish tows for the rest of the month and cannot retain any 
more nearshore flatfish. 

 
• The balance of the canary rockfish would be used to accommodate the bycatch of 

canary while targeting other groundfish species. 
 

• An individual bycatch cap of 380 lbs. of canary rockfish will also apply to each 
vessel.  Once this cap has been reached by an individual vessel in directed tows, 
the vessel will not be allowed to continue to fish under the EFP. 

 
• All tows conducted within the federal rockfish conservation area (RCA) for trawl 

will be considered “directed” tows. 
 

• For all fishing under the EFP overall bycatch amounts would be as follows:  
Canary rockfish - 1.0 mt 
Widow rockfish - 1.0 mt 
Yelloweye rockfish - 0.1 mt 

 
Once one or more of these bycatch caps has been reached, the EFP will be 
terminated. 

 
• Other species could be landed under current trip limit levels. There is not 

expected to be any interactions with protected species (e.g., seabirds), ESA-listed 
species, nor marine mammals.  

 
• The expected amounts of targeted species taken above trip limits in the nearshore flatfish 

EFP are: 
XXX 

 
In addition, rockfish species taken in directed EFP tows and forfeited to the state as 
required (above trip limit or non-market size) are anticipated as follows: 

Slope rockfish  - 0 
Shelf rockfish  - 1.0 mt 
Yellowtail rockfish - 3.0 mt 
S.spine thornyhead  - 0 mt 

 
Fish above trip limits taken in non-EFP tows would be consistent with fishing activities 
of the fleet at large and will be estimated separately. 

 
General           
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• Incidental catches of rockfish in excess of the trip limit must be retained. 
 
H. For each vessel covered by the EFP, the approximate time(s) and place(s) fishing will take 

place, and the type, size, and amount of gear to be used: 
 

The EFP will be valid in Pacific Ocean waters adjacent to Washington, outside three miles.  
Vessels must fish north of Destruction Island and in waters shallower than 150 fms for all 
of their fishing strategies during the months of the EFP.  The area open to the EFP will be 
further specified in the final EFP application. 

 
Approximate time for the experimental fishery is March 1-June 30, 2004.  
Total estimated duration of the EFP:  This is year 1 of 2. 

 
Vessels covered by the EFP must use small footrope for directed nearshore flatfish tows 
and while fishing in the RCA.  

 
All vessels fishing under the authority of the EFP must: 

 
• Carry a Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife-provided observer  or a 

federal observer onboard all fishing trips.  State-sponsored observers must 
successfully complete an observer training course that prepares them for 
collecting data with sampling protocols as defined in the NMFS West Coast 
Groundfish Observer Program manual.  In addition, NMFS observer coverage 
requirements at 50 CFR 660.360 are independent of EFP observer requirements, 
so vessels that carry state-sponsored observers may also be required to carry a 
NMFS observer.  

 
• Employ legal trawl gear as defined in current federal regulations.  Vessels 

fishing under the EFP must experiment with flatfish selective gears (including 
excluders).  Parameters for legal gear to be used under the EFP will be 
specified in the final EFP application. 

 
• Land all fish caught under the authority of the EFP into the State of Washington 

to a processor designated to participate in this program by the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. In order for a processor to be able to participate 
in this program, it must hold a contract with the Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife and abide by the conditions listed in the contract.  Failure to abide 
by the conditions in the contract will result in revocation of the contract by the 
Director of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

 
• Hold a contract with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and abide 

by the conditions listed in the contract.  Failure to abide by the conditions in the 
contract and/or to follow the provisions in the EFP will result in revocation of the 
contract by the Director of the Department of Fish and Wildlife. The Director of 

 
DRAFT WDFW EFP Application 

for Nearshore Flatfish - 2004 5 



DRAFT - DRAFT - DRAFT - DRAFT - DRAFT - DRAFT - DRAFT - DRAFT - DRAFT - DRAFT 

 

the Department of Fish and Wildlife may modify the terms of the contract based 
on the status of the stocks which are caught incidentally in the experimental 
fishery. 

 
 
I. The signature of the applicant: 
 
 

____________________________________________ 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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APPLICATION FOR ISSUANCE OF AN EXEMPTED (EXPERIMENTAL) FISHING 
PERMIT FOR POLLOCK 

 
A. Date of application: August 19, 2003 
 
B. Applicant’s names, mailing addresses, and telephone numbers:    
 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
600 Capitol Way North, Olympia, WA 98501-1091 
Contacts: Philip Anderson (360) 902-2720 

Brian Culver (360) 249-1205 
Michele Robinson (360) 249-1211 

 
C. A statement of the purpose and goals of the experiment for which an EFP is needed, 

including a general description of the arrangements for the disposition of all species 
harvested under the EFP. 

 
Pollock are not part of the Pacific Fishery Management Council’s groundfish fishery 
management plan (FMP); however, the State of Washington plans to pursue including 
pollock in the FMP in the near future.  In the interim, the purpose of the experiment is to 
assist the Pacific Fishery Management Council and the State of Washington in achieving 
the goals of the FMP which are to: 

 
1. Prevent overfishing by managing for appropriate harvest levels and prevent any 

net loss of the habitat of living marine resources. 
2. Maximize the value of the groundfish resource as a whole. 
3. Achieve the maximum biological yield of the overall groundfish fishery, promote 

year-round availability of quality seafood to the consumer, and promote 
recreational fishing opportunities. 

 
by collecting bycatch data on overfished stocks and other species of fish to allow for 
informed management decisions in setting appropriate trip limits to maximize safe 
harvest levels of healthy stocks. 

 
Specifically, the goals of the experiment are to: 

 
• Measure bycatch rates for rockfish, whiting, and prohibited species associated 

with the midwater trawl pollock fishery through an at-sea observer program, and 
• To allow participating fishers to land unsorted groundfish catches. 

 
With regard to the disposition of the species harvested under the EFP: 

 
• Species caught within current trip limits as published in the Federal Register, may 

be retained by the vessel. 
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• Groundfish caught in excess of current trip limits, but required to be retained 
under the EFP, will be sold at fair market value and the revenue will be forfeited 
to the state. 

D. Valid justification explaining why issuance of an EFP is warranted: 
 
In July 2002, there were three midwater trawl vessels who participated in the coastal 
whiting fishery that discovered harvestable quantities of pollock off the northern coast of 
Washington.  This stock is primarily located off the West Coast of Vancouver Island, and 
occasionally moves south to be available off Washington approximately every five to 
seven years.  The length of time that they are available south of the U.S./Canada border is 
unknown. 

 
The nature of the midwater pollock fishery is similar to the whiting fishery in that sorting 
catches at sea is difficult, at best.  While fishers are targeting pollock (state managed 
species), there are encounters with non-target species, such as yellowtail rockfish and 
whiting (federally managed species).  One of the primary problems associated with these 
incidental catches is that the federal species are, at times, either prohibited or subject to a 
trip limit.  Because the nature of the fishery makes it difficult to comply with these federal 
regulations, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife adopted an emergency 
regulation in September 2002 to close the state pollock fishery.  Therefore, while the 
pollock resource is available off the Washington coast, fishers are not able to target them 
and economically profit from the opportunity. 

 
Additionally, the State of Washington is pursuing adding pollock to the list of management 
unit species under the West Coast groundfish fishery management plan.  If this occurs 
over the long-term, then the EFP would have allowed us to collect much-needed bycatch 
data on this fishery prior to it becoming federally managed.  Fishery dependent data that is 
needed includes amount of total catch and catch location, as well as biological data (e.g., 
age and sex).  The data collected under this EFP will include total catch (amount and 
species composition) data, catch location, bycatch data on associated species, and 
biological data.  These data can then be used to assess bycatch rates in the directed 
pollock fishery which in turn may be used to establish trip limits in the future that 
maximize fishing opportunities on healthy stocks while meeting conservation goals for 
depleted stocks. 

 
Without this EFP vessels would not be allowed to fish for pollock, as the sorting 
requirements would not be feasible.  

 
E. A statement of whether the proposed experimental fishing has broader significance than 

the applicant’s individual goals. 
 

The applicant of this EFP believes that the information collected during this experiment 
will have broader significance than the applicant’s individual goals by: 
· Producing data on the amount and location of rockfish and whiting bycatch in the 
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midwater trawl pollock fishery, which can be used to set appropriate management 
measures in the future (e.g., trip limits, area closures) 

· Providing valuable and accurate data catch composition by species of the 
midwater trawl pollock fishery off the Washington coast, and 

· Provide a pilot program for assessing the feasibility of the retention of groundfish 
overages. 

· Age and sex data may also be collected to aid in future groundfish stock 
assessments. 

 
These data could allow the Council to establish trip limits in the future that maximize 
fishing opportunities on healthy stocks while meeting conservation goals for depleted 
stocks. 

 
F. Vessels covered under the EFP: 
 

Fishers covered under the EFP will include those who have historically participated in the 
targeted pollock fishery off Washington.  These fishers must: 

 
• Have landed pollock from directed midwater trips into Washington in 2002; and 
• Have a valid Washington delivery permit 

 
There are three vessels that meet this criteria.  A list of the fishers (and their designated 
vessels) that meet these criteria are attached. 

 
G. A description of the species (target and incidental) to be harvested under the EFP and the 

amount(s) of such harvest necessary to conduct the experiment: 
 
The targeted species is pollock which would not be subject to a monthly trip limit, but 
which would be constrained by the measured bycatch allowance of canary and widow 
rockfish. Under the EFP, the bycatch allowances for canary and widow rockfish would be 
divided as follows: 

 
• Individual vessels would be limited to 500 lbs/month of widow rockfish for tows 

that are identified as directed pollock tows by the skipper of the vessel (in 
advance) and all tows within the federal rockfish conservation area (RCA) for 
trawl.  Once the 500 lbs of widow rockfish are caught, the vessel cannot have 
any directed pollock tows for the rest of the month.  

 
• An individual bycatch cap of 200 lbs. of canary rockfish will also apply to each 

vessel.  Once this cap has been reached by an individual vessel in directed tows, 
the vessel will not be allowed to continue to fish under the EFP. 

 
• All tows conducted within the federal RCA for trawl will be considered 

“directed” tows. 
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• For all fishing under the EFP overall bycatch amounts would be as follows: 

Canary rockfish - 0.1 mt 
Widow rockfish - 3.0 mt 
Yelloweye rockfish - 0.1 mt 
Pacific whiting - 1,000 mt 

 
Once one or more of these bycatch caps has been reached, the EFP will be 
terminated. 

 
• Expected amounts of targeted species taken in the pollock EFP are: 

Pollock  - 9,000 mt 
 

In addition, rockfish species taken in directed EFP tows and forfeited to the state as 
required (above trip limit or non-market size) are anticipated as follows: 

Yellowtail rockfish - 5.0 mt 
 

Fish above trip limits taken in non-EFP tows would be consistent with fishing activities 
of the fleet at large and will be estimated separately. 

 
• Other species could be landed under current trip limit levels; however, it is not 

anticipated that the participating vessels will fish for groundfish other than 
pollock for the duration of the EFP.  There is not expected to be any interactions 
with protected species (e.g., seabirds), ESA-listed species, nor marine mammals.  

 
General           
• Incidental catches of all groundfish (except spiny dogfish) in excess of the trip 

limit must be retained. 
 
H. For each vessel covered by the EFP, the approximate time(s) and place(s) fishing will take 

place, and the type, size, and amount of gear to be used: 
 

The EFP will be valid in Pacific Ocean waters adjacent to Washington, outside three miles.  
Vessels must fish north of 46°16'00" north latitude for all of their fishing strategies during 
the months of the EFP. 

 
Approximate time for the experimental fishery is August 1-October 31, 2004.   
Total estimated duration of the EFP:  This is year 2 of 2 (final year). 

 
All vessels fishing under the authority of the EFP must: 

 
• Carry a Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife-provided observer  or a 

federal observer onboard all fishing trips.  State-sponsored observers must 
successfully complete an observer training course that prepares them for collecting 
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data with sampling protocols as defined in the NMFS West Coast Groundfish 
Observer Program manual.  In addition, NMFS observer coverage requirements at 
50 CFR 660.360 are independent of EFP observer requirements, so vessels that 
carry state-sponsored observers may also be required to carry a NMFS observer. 

 
• Employ legal midwater trawl gear as defined in current federal regulations.  

 
• Land all fish caught under the authority of the EFP into the State of Washington 

to a processor designated to participate in this program by the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. In order for a processor to be able to participate 
in this program, it must hold a contract with the Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife and abide by the conditions listed in the contract.  Failure to abide 
by the conditions in the contract will result in revocation of the contract by the 
Director of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

 
• Hold a contract with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and abide 

by the conditions listed in the contract.  Failure to abide by the conditions in the 
contract and/or to follow the provisions in the EFP will result in revocation of the 
contract by the Director of the Department of Fish and Wildlife. The Director of 
the Department of Fish and Wildlife may modify the terms of the contract based 
on the status of the stocks which are caught incidentally in the experimental 
fishery. 

 
I. The signature of the applicant: 
 
 

____________________________________________ 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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APPLICATION FOR ISSUANCE OF AN EXEMPTED (EXPERIMENTAL) FISHING 
PERMIT FOR SPINY DOGFISH 

 
A. Date of application: August 19, 2003 
 
B. Applicant’s names, mailing addresses, and telephone numbers:    
 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
600 Capitol Way North, Olympia, WA 98501-1091 
Contacts: Philip Anderson (360) 902-2720 

Brian Culver (360) 249-1205 
Michele Robinson (360) 249-1211 

 
C. A statement of the purpose and goals of the experiment for which an EFP is needed, 

including a general description of the arrangements for the disposition of all species 
harvested under the EFP. 

 
Pacific Coast groundfish are managed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council under a 
federal fishery management plan (FMP).  The management goals of the FMP are to: 

 
1. Prevent overfishing by managing for appropriate harvest levels and prevent any net 

loss of the habitat of living marine resources. 
2. Maximize the value of the groundfish resource as a whole. 
3. Achieve the maximum biological yield of the overall groundfish fishery, promote 

year-round availability of quality seafood to the consumer, and promote 
recreational fishing opportunities. 

 
The purpose of the experiment is to assist the Pacific Fishery Management Council in 
achieving the goals of the FMP by collecting bycatch data on overfished stocks to allow for 
informed management decisions in setting appropriate trip limits to maximize safe harvest 
levels of healthy stocks. 

 
Specifically, the goals of the experiment are to: 

 
• Measure bycatch rates for canary, yelloweye and other rockfish associated with the 

longline dogfish fishery through an at-sea observer program, and 
• Collect data that could be used to augment the National Marine Fisheries Service 

groundfish observer program. 
 

With regard to the disposition of the species harvested under the EFP: 
 

• Species caught within current trip limits, as published in the Federal Register,  
may be retained by the vessel. 

• Groundfish caught in excess of current trip limits, but required to be retained under 
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the EFP, will be sold at fair market value and the revenue will be forfeited to the 
state 

 
D. Valid justification explaining why issuance of an EFP is warranted: 
 

Since 1998, the PFMC has initiated rebuilding plans for several species including canary 
and yelloweye rockfish. Critical to these rebuilding plans and to the overall improvement 
of the ground fish management, is the need for more and better scientific data.  Fishery 
dependent data that is needed includes amount of total catch and catch location, as well as 
biological data (e.g., age and sex).  There are 82 species covered under the Pacific Coast 
groundfish FMP, and at present, there is little or no biological data on a large number of 
these species. There is a need for comprehensive, timely and credible data for priority 
species to aid in the conservation and rebuilding efforts for these stocks.  The data 
collected under this EFP will include total catch (amount and species composition) data, 
catch location, bycatch data on associated species, and biological data. 

 
Spiny dogfish is an extremely important species in Washington groundfish fisheries. The 
stock is healthy, and Washington fishermen and processors have worked aggressively to 
develop and maintain strong markets for this species. A number of Washington groundfish 
longline fishers and at least one major processor are heavily dependent upon spiny dogfish. 
Fishermen targeting dogfish are currently constrained by their limit of yelloweye and 
canary rockfish. In 2002, dogfish were prohibited for fixed gear due to the associated 
bycatch of yelloweye rockfish.  Fishermen who have historically targeted dogfish have 
indicated that under without a bycatch allowance of yelloweye and canary rockfish, the 
dogfish fishery cannot be pursued. Further, these fishermen believe that they can pursue a 
dogfish fishery with a much lower yelloweye and canary bycatch rate than data indicates, 
thereby allowing a dogfish fishery to continue.  This EFP is expected to provide much 
needed information that can be used to assess bycatch rates in the directed dogfish fishery 
which in turn may be used to establish trip limits in the future that maximize fishing 
opportunities on healthy stocks while meeting conservation goals for depleted stocks. 

 
Without this EFP vessels would not be allowed to fish for dogfish and other groundfish 
within the Non-Trawl Groundfish Conservation Area (< 100 fms north of 40°10'N 
latitude).  According to some Washington longline dogfish fishermen, the majority of the 
dogfish catch occurs inside this closed area. 

 
E. A statement of whether the proposed experimental fishing has broader significance than 

the applicant’s individual goals. 
 

The applicant of this EFP believes that the information collected during this experiment 
will have broader significance than the applicant’s individual goals by: 

 
· Producing data on the amount and location of rockfish bycatch in the longline 

dogfish fishery; which can be used to set appropriate management measures in the 
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future (e.g., trip limits, area closures) 
· Providing valuable and accurate data on the catch composition by species in the 

longline dogfish fishery off the Washington coast, and 
· Providing a pilot program for assessing the feasibility of the retention of groundfish 

overages. 
· Age and sex data may also be collected to aid in future groundfish stock 

assessments 
 

These data could allow the Council to establish trip limits in the future that maximize 
fishing opportunities on healthy stocks while meeting conservation goals for depleted 
stocks. 

 
F. Vessels covered under the EFP: 
 

Fishers covered under the EFP will include those who have historically participated in the 
targeted arrowtooth fishery off Washington.  These fishers must: 

 
• Have a 3-year cumulative total of at least 300,000 lbs of spiny dogfish landed into 

Washington in the following calendar years: 2000, 2001, and 2002 with longline 
gear, 

• Have landed spiny dogfish with longline gear into Washington in all three 
consecutive years (2000, 2001, and 2002), and 

• Be a Washington resident and have a valid Washington delivery permit 
 

There are three vessels that meet this criteria; however, since two of the three qualifying 
vessels will not be participating, the Department may issue up to two replacement permits 
by designating additional criteria or by random drawing.  A list of the fishers (and their 
designated vessels) that meet these criteria are attached.  

 
G. A description of the species (target and incidental) to be harvested under the EFP and the 

amount(s) of such harvest necessary to conduct the experiment: 
 
The targeted species is spiny dogfish which would not be subject to a monthly trip limit, 
but which would be constrained by the measured bycatch allowance of canary and 
yelloweye rockfish. Under the EFP, the bycatch allowances for canary and yelloweye 
rockfish would be divided as follows: 

 
• Individual vessels would be limited to 75 lbs of canary rockfish and 185 lbs/month 

of yelloweye rockfish for sets within the federal rockfish conservation area (RCA) 
for longline (< 100 fms north of 40°10').  Once the 185 lbs of yelloweye rockfish 
are caught, the vessel cannot fish in the RCA for the rest of the month.  Once the 
75 lbs of canary rockfish are caught, the vessel can no longer participate in the EFP. 

 
• For all fishing under the EFP overall bycatch amounts would be as follows: 
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Canary rockfish - 0.1 mt 
Yelloweye rockfish - 1.0 mt 
Widow rockfish - 0.5 mt 
Darkblotched rockfish - 0.5 mt 
Pacific ocean perch - 0.5 mt 
Lingcod - 2.0 mt 
Once one or more of these bycatch caps has been reached, the EFP will be 
terminated. 

 
• Other species could be landed under current trip limit levels, however, it is not 

anticipated that the participating vessels will fish for groundfish other than dogfish 
for the duration of the EFP.  There is not expected to be any interactions with 
protected species (e.g., seabirds), ESA-listed species, nor marine mammals.  

 
• Expected amounts of targeted species taken in the dogfish EFP are: 

Spiny dogfish - 300 mt 
 

Fish above trip limits taken in non-EFP sets would be consistent with fishing activities of 
the fleet at large and will be estimated separately. 

 
General           
• Incidental catches of all groundfish in excess of the trip limit must be retained. 

 
H. For each vessel covered by the EFP, the approximate time(s) and place(s) fishing will take 

place, and the type, size, and amount of gear to be used: 
 

The EFP will be valid in Pacific Ocean waters adjacent to Washington, outside three miles.  
Vessels must fish north of 46°16'00" north latitude for all of their fishing strategies during 
the months of the EFP.  The area open to the EFP will be further specified in the final 
EFP application. 

 
Approximate time for the experimental fishery is February 1-May 31, 2004.  
Total estimated duration of the EFP:  This is year 2 of 2 (final year). 

 
All vessels fishing under the authority of the EFP must: 

 
• Carry a Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife-provided observer or a 

federal observer onboard all fishing trips.  State-sponsored observers must 
successfully complete an observer training course that prepares them for collecting 
data with sampling protocols as defined in the NMFS West Coast Groundfish 
Observer Program manual.  In addition, NMFS observer coverage requirements at 
50 CFR 660.360 are independent of EFP observer requirements, so vessels that 
carry state-sponsored observers may also be required to carry a NMFS observer.  
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• Employ legal longline gear as defined in current federal regulations.  
 

• Land all fish caught under the authority of the EFP into the State of Washington 
to a processor designated to participate in this program by the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. In order for a processor to be able to participate 
in this program, it must hold a contract with the Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife and abide by the conditions listed in the contract.  Failure to abide 
by the conditions in the contract will result in revocation of the contract by the 
Director of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

 
• Hold a contract with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and abide 

by the conditions listed in the contract.  Failure to abide by the conditions in the 
contract and/or to follow the provisions in the EFP will result in revocation of the 
contract by the Director of the Department of Fish and Wildlife. The Director of 
the Department of Fish and Wildlife may modify the terms of the contract based 
on the status of the stocks which are caught incidentally in the experimental 
fishery. 

 
I. The signature of the applicant: 
 
 

____________________________________________ 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 How This Document is Organized

This document provides background information about, and analysis of, harvest specifications and
management measures for fisheries covered by the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) and developed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (hereafter, the Council).  These measures
must conform to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), the principal
legal basis for fishery management within the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), which extends from the outer
boundary of the territorial sea to a distance of 200 nautical miles from shore.  In addition to addressing MSA
mandates, this document is organized so that it contains the analyses required under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), and Executive Order (EO) 12866,
which mandates an analysis similar to the RFA.  For the sake of brevity, this document is referred to as an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), although it address the mandates just mentioned and may also be
considered an Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) pursuant to the RFA and a Regulatory Impact
Review (RIR) pursuant to EO 12866.

This EIS is divided into the following eight chapters:

The rest of this chapter discusses why the Council must establish management measures for fisheries
anticipated to catch groundfish in 2004 and the process that has been used to develop these measures.  This
description of purpose and need defines the need for, and goals and objectives of, the proposed action, which
also defines the scope of the subsequent analysis.  Chapter 1 also describes the scoping process by which
Council and NMFS staff identified the range of alternatives and the potentially significant environmental
impacts to be analyzed in this document.  

Chapter 2 outlines different alternatives the Council considered to address the purpose and need.  One of
these alternatives is chosen by the Council as its preferred alternative, representing the harvest specifications
and management measures that could be applied in 2004.  Each alternative has two components.  One is a
specification of an optimum yield (OY) for each species or species complex managed under the groundfish
FMP.  These OYs represent the total fishing mortality (which includes bycatch mortality) that stocks can
safely sustain.  Each alternative also contains a suite of management measures that can be periodically
implemented through the management framework described in the FMP.  These measures include gear
restrictions, limits on how many fish a vessel can catch in a specified time period (referred to as trip limits),
closed areas, and for recreational fisheries, bag limits and seasons.  The allocation of fishing opportunity
between fishery sectors and the states (usually expressed as percentage shares of a species’ OY) is another
important component of each alternative.  The suite of management measures in each alternative is crafted
so as to constrain total fishing mortality, across all fishery sectors, to a level at or below the OY for each
identified species or species complex.

Chapter 3 describes the affected environment, or baseline environmental and social conditions as they exist
before implementation of the proposed action.  

Chapter 4 assesses the potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the alternatives outlined in
Chapter 2.  This analysis compares and contrasts the alternatives and evaluates how the human environment
will be changed by the proposed action in comparison to the baseline conditions described in Chapter 3.  

Chapter 5 explains how these management measures are consistent with the groundfish FMP and 10 National
Standards set forth in the MSA (§301(a)) and governing plans, plan amendments, and pursuant regulations.
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Chapter 6 describes how this EIS addresses relevant laws and EOs, other than the MSA.  As appropriate, it
also includes additional information and determinations required by these mandates.  

Chapters 7 and 8 provide background information on the staff who prepared this document and its
distribution to other agencies and interested parties.

1.2 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

The proposed action falls within the management framework described in the groundfish FMP, which
enumerates 18 objectives that management measures must satisfy (organized under three broad goals),
describes more specific criteria for determining the level of harvest that will provide the greatest overall
benefit to the Nation (defined as optimum yield), and authorizes the range and type of measures that may be
used to achieve optimum yield.  The management regime described in the groundfish FMP is itself consistent
with 10 National Standards described in the MSA.  Harvest specifications (OYs) and management measures
must be consistent with the goals, objectives, and management framework described in the groundfish  FMP.

1.2.1 The Proposed Action

The Council’s proposed action, evaluated in this document, is to specify acceptable biological catch (ABC)
and OY values for species and species complexes in the fishery management unit and establish management
measures to constrain total fishing mortality to these specifications.  These specifications and management
measures will be established for calendar year 2004, although they are considered within the context of past
management and long-term sustainability of managed fish stocks.  Harvest specifications for 2004 include
new harvest levels for species withe new stock assessments and re-established harvest levels for species with
stock assessments completed in prior years. Long-term management programs, such as capacity reduction
programs, are not developed as part of the annual management process, but in separate Council deliberations.
Management measures may be modified in 2004 so that total fishing mortality is at the OYs identified in the
preferred alternative.  The environmental impact of any such changes in management measures is expected
to fall within the range of impacts evaluated in this EIS.  Federally-managed Pacific groundfish fisheries
occurring off the coasts of Washington, Oregon, and California (WOC) establish the geographic context for
the proposed action. 

1.2.2 Need (Problems for Resolution)

The proposed action is needed to constrain commercial and recreational harvests in 2004 to levels that will
ensure groundfish stocks are maintained at, or restored to, sizes and structures that will produce the highest
net benefit to the nation, while balancing environmental and social values.

1.2.3 Purpose of the Proposed action

The purpose of this action is to ensure that Pacific Coast groundfish subject to federal management are
harvested at OY during 2004 and in a manner consistent with the aforementioned groundfish FMP and
National Standards Guidelines (50 CFR 600 Subpart D), using routine management tools available to the
specifications and management measures process (FMP at 6.2.1, 50 CFR 660.323(b)).  Chapter 5 of this EIS
describes how the proposed action (preferred alternative) is consistent with the FMP and MSA.



1/ The groundfish FMP has been amended 13 times to date.
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1.3 Background

1.3.1 Background to Purpose and Need

Marine fish are “common pool” resources with access and use stemming from the public trust doctrine.  It
is difficult to exclude people from using a common pool resource, because of the physical characteristics of
these resources (Ostrom 1990).  (Fish are a relatively mobile, “fugitive” resource, making it impossible for
any one individual to precisely know their location or control their distribution.)  A fish stock is also
“subtractable,” meaning that exploitation by any one person diminishes the total amount available to others.
Under the common law public trust doctrine, resources in ocean areas under U.S. jurisdiction are believed
to be held in trust by government to satisfy a broadly-defined public interest (Committee to Review
Individual Fishing Quotas 1999).  This doctrine also makes a legally defensible exclusive property right to
fishery resources difficult or impossible (at least before fish are harvested).  The MSA, originally enacted
in 1976 as part of the extension of jurisdiction to the 200-mile EEZ (and most recently amended in 1996),
establishes the goals, standards, responsibilities, and processes needed to address the characteristics of the
fishery resource.  A paramount purpose is to “conserve and manage the fishery resources found off the coasts
of the United States” (§2(b)(1)).  This Act delegates management responsibility to the U.S. Secretary of
Commerce (Secretary) who, with the aid of eight regional fishery management councils and through the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), implements measures to ensure the conservation and
management goals of the MSA and fulfills the trust responsibility.  Councils develop FMPs describing how
particular species and fisheries will be managed.  The Pacific Fishery Management Council was assigned
stewardship responsibilities for the fish resources in the EEZ off the Pacific Coast (see Figure 1.4-1) and first
approved the groundfish FMP in 1982.1  

Chapter 6 in the groundfish FMP describes the management measures the Council may recommend NMFS
use and the process of establishing and adjusting such measures.  Various biological reference points and
information on fishery performance are used to determine, on an annual basis, the OY for particular species
or species groups.  (See Section 3.2. for a description of these reference points.)  The groundfish FMP also
describes “points of concern” and socioeconomic frameworks, which help managers determine whether and
what types of management measures are needed.  Section 6.2 of the groundfish FMP describes the
deliberative process the Council must follow and the parallel process NMFS uses to translate Council
recommendations into regulations.  NEPA-mandated environmental impact assessment is a central
component of this process. (Due to recent litigation, Natural Resources Defense Council  v. Evans discussed
below, the current process differs somewhat from what is described in the groundfish FMP.  The NEPA
analysis has gained greater prominence, and there is more opportunity for public notice and comment during
rulemaking.)  

1.3.2 Background to Groundfish Management and the Annual
Specifications Process

The groundfish FMP lists three overall goals to guide the management process:

1. Conservation - prevent overfishing by managing for appropriate harvest levels and prevent any net loss
of habitat of living marine resources. 

2. Economics - maximize the value of the groundfish resource as a whole.



2/ Table 3.2-2 lists the overfished species and associated rebuilding parameters.  The species are: 
bocaccio (Sebastes levis), cowcod (S. levis), canary rockfish (S. pinninger), darkblotched rockfish (S.
crameri), Pacific ocean perch (S. alutus), widow rockfish (S. entomalas), yelloweye rockfish (S.
ruberimus), lingcod (Ophidon elongates), and Pacific whiting (Merluccius productus).

3/ Amendment 16-1 to the groundfish FMP, establishing a framework for rebuilding overfished stocks,
is currently under NMFS review.

4/ These are:  bocaccio, Pacific ocean perch, and widow rockfish, which have been declared overfished;
and black rockfish (Sebastes melanops) and yellowtail rockfish (S. flavidus), which are considered
healthy stocks.
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3. Utilization - achieve the maximum biological yield of the overall groundfish fishery, promote year-round
availability of quality seafood to the consumer, and promote recreational fishing opportunities.

A variety of management measures have been employed to achieve these goals, including gear restrictions,
a license limitation program, time/area closures, the specification of OYs or other harvest limitations for
some species, seasons, and trip/cumulative landing limits, which are limitations on the amount of certain
species that may be caught, retained, and landed by any vessel.  The groundfish FMP allows harvest
guidelines and quotas to be re-specified on a periodic basis.  Harvest guidelines are specified numerical
harvest objectives which are treated as targets but not absolute limitations.  Therefore, a fishery does not have
to be closed if its harvest guideline is reached, although the Council may choose to do so.  All recent
numerical harvest specifications, including OY values, have been harvest guidelines.  A quota is defined as
a specified numerical harvest objective, the attainment (or expected attainment) of which causes closure of
the fishery for that species or species group.  The main use of harvest guidelines and quotas recently has been
to designate allocations and sub-components of a specified OY.  

In accordance with the groundfish FMP, since 1990 the Council has annually set Pacific Coast groundfish
harvest specifications (acceptable and sustainable harvest amounts) and management measures designed to
achieve those harvest specifications.  Of the more than 80 groundfish species managed under the FMP, only
about 20 are assessed for stock size and status on a regular basis.  As a general principal, assessments are
scheduled for stocks on a three-year rotating basis, although the actual schedule can vary due to the
availability of scientists to conduct the assessments and the role a stock plays in structuring management
measures.  Thus, when the Council recommends a new set of harvest specifications in a given year, normally
only specifications for those species with new assessments, or past assessments containing an OY projection
for the coming year, are changed from the previous year’s value.  In addition, nine groundfish species have
been declared overfished by the Secretary of Commerce, pursuant to provisions in the MSA.2  Based on stock
assessments, scientists have conducted rebuilding analyses for these species in order to determine suitable
harvest levels consistent with the rebuilding framework established by the MSA and the groundfish FMP.3

For these species, the rebuilding analysis represents an additional analytical step used to determine an OY.
OYs for unassessed stocks are based on more limited data, such as catch history, and are not usually changed
year to year.  

Proposed 2004 OYs differ from 2003 values for 12 stocks (see Table 2.x-x).  Five of these are based on data
from new stock assessments conducted in 2003, and in the case of overfished species, updated rebuilding
analyses using the new assessment information.4  Of the remaining seven stocks, new values for all but
Pacific whiting are based on projections contained in assessments conducted in earlier years.  In the case of
Pacific whiting a new assessment will be completed by March 2004, in time for the May 1 start of this
fishery.  The range of whiting OYs evaluated in this EIS captures the range of potential values expected from
that assessment.  In summary, the alternatives described in Chapter 2 are structured around different OY



5/ Incidental catch includes retained catch of non-target species and discards.  The MSA defines
bycatch as “fish which are harvested in a fishery, but which are not sold or kept for personal use . . .” 
Bycatch, under the MSA definition, accords with discards, as the term is used here.

6/ The number of trawl vessels targeting Pacific Coast groundfish is limited by a licensing program
established in the groundfish FMP.  Although only one of several fishery sectors catching
groundfish, a large proportion of total groundfish landings is attributable to this sector.  Accurately
predicting total catch mortality in this sector is, therefore, crucial in determining how well a given set
of management measures will constrain fishing to OYs.
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values for a limited number of stocks.  However, the different management measures needed to achieve these
OYs can limit catches of other species, resulting in large differences among the alternatives in terms of actual
landings. 

In order to rebuild overfished groundfish species while satisfying the groundfish FMP’s resource utilization
goal, Council policy is to use management measures that discourage or prevent targeting of these species.
The Council has also recommended management policies to reduce the incidental catch of overfished species
taken in fisheries targeting healthier stocks.  In 2002 the Council began using an analysis of the incidental
catch rates of particular overfished species taken in trawl fisheries targeting healthy stocks.5  Then, in setting
management measures for the year, the Council recommended trip limit combinations that allowed higher
landings of healthy stocks in months and seasons when those healthy stocks co-occur less frequently with
overfished stocks.  Since that time a “trawl bycatch model” has been developed by NMFS (Hastie 2001;
Hastie [2003]), which is used to project total fishing mortality in the limited entry groundfish trawl fishery
for key species, based on a given set of management measures.6  In late 2002 the Council also implemented
large closed areas for commercial groundfish fisheries, which are intended to prohibit fishing in depth ranges
where certain overfished species are most abundant.  These “Rockfish Conservation Areas”  were a key
feature of 2003 management.  Observer data from the first year of the West Coast groundfish observer
program (August 2001 through August 2002) also became available in early 2003.  Although still relatively
limited, the Council directed that these data should be used to estimate total fishing mortality beginning in
mid-2003.  The trawl bycatch model has been continually updated, both to evaluate the effect of different
closed area configurations on total fishing mortality and to incorporate new bycatch rates based on observer
data (Hastie 2003).  

The main issues considered in 2003 play a role in the development of management measures for 2004:  key
overfished species will continue to constrain harvest opportunities for healthier stocks.  In response, various
combinations of sector-specific trip limits and closed area configurations will be a central management
feature.  Finally, the availability of a second year’s worth of observer data (September 2002 through
August 2003), available in early 2004, could lead to adjustments in the bycatch rates used in modeling
projected total fishing mortality.  This could require inseason changes in management measures, as occurred
in 2003.  In addition, sufficient data may be available to extend model-based bycatch projections to other
fishery sectors in addition to limited entry trawl.

In summary, in addition to a general need to manage fisheries for sustainable harvests, the proposed action
satisfies several objectives.  Management is based on “the best available science,” the second National
Standard enumerated in the MSA.  Regular stock assessments for target species in groundfish fisheries,
whenever possible, are an example of the application of this requirement.  Managers are improving the
quality of data and analysis; this supports assessment and catch accounting.  Because of the decline in several
groundfish stocks revealed by these assessments, preventing overfishing and rebuilding overfished stocks
is a paramount concern.  However, the ability of fishers to access healthy stocks is also considered, because



7/ Sometimes spawning stock biomass is used instead of total stock biomass, and sometimes spawning
potential is used.  Where there is insufficient information to develop a numerical OY, the groundfish
FMP still allows establishment of a non-numerical OY.
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a competing goal in the groundfish FMP is to maximize the value of the groundfish resource.  Striking this
balance between conservation of and direct social benefit from groundfish is another way to understand the
purpose of this action.

1.3.3 Changes to the FMP Affecting Annual Management

Although the groundfish FMP was first implemented 20 years ago, changes in the fishery and the MSA have
resulted in substantial modification through plan amendments.  Three recent amendments (numbered 11
through 13), which in part respond to new requirements imposed by the 1996 Sustainable Fisheries Act
(SFA) reauthorizing and amending the MSA, have affected the framework for specifying harvest levels and
management measures.  Amendments 11 and 12 were adopted in order to make the groundfish FMP
consistent with MSA National Standard 1: Conservation and management measures shall prevent
overfishing while achieving on a continuing basis, the optimum yield from each fishery for the United States
fishing industry. 

Approved in 1999, Amendment 11 establishes a default OY policy that reduces the numerical OY of any
stock believed to be below its precautionary threshold, which is defined as smaller than 40% of its pristine
(unfished) abundance (denoted B0) unless better information is available.7  A groundfish stock is defined as
overfished if its abundance is less than 25% of its unfished abundance (B25%).  The procedures and criteria
for determining OYs for Pacific groundfish are detailed in Section 3.2.  

Amendment 12, although subsequently remanded in part, by court order, establishes procedures to rebuild
overfished stocks.  In response to the remand, the Council is developing Amendment 16, which is being
adopted in several different parts.  Amendment 16-1 establishes a framework for adopting and reviewing
rebuilding plans for overfished species.  Under this framework key targets that will guide the rebuilding
process will be specified in the FMP and federal regulations.  If these target values need to be changed, new
values would be published in regulations.  Amendment 16-2 adopts rebuilding plans for four species:
darkblotched rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, canary rockfish, and lingcod.  A third amendment will adopt
rebuilding plans for the remaining overfished species.  Amendment 16-1 and 16-2 have been submitted for
Secretarial review; decisions on both amendments (approval, partial approval, or disapproval) should be
rendered by early 2004.  Adoption of rebuilding plans will have a modest effect on the harvest specifications
and management process.  The Council has managed overfished stocks under interim rebuilding plans and
chose the targets from these plans for the four species covered by Amendment 16-2.  Adoption and approval
of the amendment obligates the Council to manage to these targets. 

Amendment 13 was developed in response to SFA requirements to address bycatch and bycatch accounting.
(It also added to the list of routine management measures that are part of the groundfish FMP framework.
This allows more effective management of overfished species and bycatch.)  This amendment addresses
MSA National Standard 9:  Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable
(A) minimize bycatch and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize mortality of such bycatch.
Bycatch (fish discarded at sea for regulatory or economic reasons) has emerged as a difficult problem in
groundfish management.  In order to manage for overfished stocks, it is necessary to estimate total catch,
rather than only the catch landed at the dock.  At the same time, reductions in cumulative landing limits can
increase the amount of fish discarded, since these limits are based on landed catch rather than total catch.



8/ Even with the earlier decision-making framework, regulations cannot be promulgated by January 1. 
Therefore, NMFS must promulgate emergency regulations, which are exempt from regular
rulemaking procedures, for January and February, with the full rulemaking procedure applying to
regulations implemented March 1.  (This EIS covers the March 1 regulations; an environmental
assessment is prepared for the regulations covering January and February.)
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(Until the recent development of an observer program, it has been difficult to effectively monitor discards,
confounding the ability to accurately estimate total catch.)  NMFS has been developing a programmatic EIS
(PEIS) for the groundfish FMP, which would evaluate strategic goals and the overall management
framework.  In May 2003 NMFS announced they will re-scope this EIS in order to focus exclusively on
bycatch-related issues.  A draft EIS will be published in early 2004.

Although the groundfish FMP states that all specifications will remain in effect until changed, they are
announced annually on or about January 1.  These management specifications are developed by the Council,
based on a review of available stock status information, over the course of several meetings.  Until 2002, this
occurred at the September meeting, when the Council would adopt a range of alternatives representing
preliminary harvest specifications (the ABC and OY for species or species groups) and management
measures intended to limit catches to those targets.  At its November meeting, the Council would then choose
a preferred alternative, representing final harvest specifications and management measures.  However, the
court ruling in Natural Resources Defense Council v. Evans, 2001 168 F. Supp. 2d 1149 (N.D. Cal. 2001)
found that NMFS was not allowing sufficient time for public notice and comment on the regulations before
they were implemented at the beginning of the new year.  Now, in order to allow enough time for the
required comment period and still implement management measures early in the year, the Council must make
its final decision at its September meeting, with the development of alternatives pushed back to the June
meeting.8  

Amendment 17, currently under Secretarial review, implements a biennial management cycle.  Assuming it
is approved, 2004 will be the last year managed under an annual cycle, with biennial management beginning
in 2005–2006.  Under the biennial management cycle harvest specifications and management measures will
be established for the two-year period in advance of the period (as is the case with annual management).
Council decision making will occur over three meetings, culminating in June of the year preceding the
biennium.  In addition to allowing more careful consideration of management proposals, promulgation of an
emergency rule to cover management at the beginning of the cycle (as described in footnote #8 for annual
management) will no longer be necessary.

1.4 Scoping Summary

1.4.1 Background to Scoping

According to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) the public and other agencies must be
involved in the decision-making process.  “Scoping” is an important part of this process.  Scoping is designed
to provide interested citizens, government officials, and tribes an opportunity to help define the range of
issues and alternatives that should be evaluated in the environmental impact statement (EIS).  NEPA
regulations stress that agencies should provide public notice of NEPA-related proceedings and hold public
hearings whenever appropriate during EIS development (40 CFR 1506.6).  

The scoping process is designed to ensure all significant issues are properly identified and fully addressed
during the course of the EIS process.  The main objectives of the scoping process are to provide stakeholders
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with a basic understanding of the proposed action; explain where to find additional information about the
project; provide a framework for the public to ask questions, raise concerns, identify issues, and recommend
options other than those being considered by the agency conducting the scoping; and ensure that those
concerns are included within the scope of the EIS.

1.4.2 Council and Agency NEPA Scoping

On June 5, 2003, NMFS and the Council published a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register
announcing their intent to prepare an EIS in accordance with the NEPA for the 2004 acceptable biological
catch and optimum yield specifications and management measures for the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery.
The NOI described the proposed action and the way in which alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS would
be formulated; it also enumerated a preliminary list of potentially significant impacts that could result from
implementing the proposed action.  A public scoping period, ending on July 7, 2003, was announced in the
NOI.  Two opportunities for the public to comment orally on the scope of the EIS occurred on June 17, 2003
and June 20, 2003 as part of the regular agenda of a Council meeting.  In addition, written comments were
accepted through the end of the scoping period.

In addition to the formally announced public scoping period, the Council process, which is based on
stakeholder involvement, allows for public participation and public comment on fishery management
proposals during Council, subcommittee, and advisory body meetings.  The advisory bodies involved in
groundfish management include the Groundfish Management Team (GMT), with representation from state,
federal, and tribal fishery scientists; and the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP), whose members are
drawn from the commercial and recreational fishery, processing, and conservation sectors.  The Ad Hoc
Allocation Committee, a subpanel of the whole Council, provides advice on allocating harvest opportunity
among the various fishery sectors.  These opportunities all constitute the broadly defined Council scoping
process, not all of which focuses on the scope and content of NEPA analysis.  

The Council and its advisory bodies considered 2004 specifications and management measures at several
meetings.  The Ad Hoc Allocation Subcommittee of the Council met on June 10 and 11 and reviewed new
stock assessments and rebuilding analyses, which apply to overfished groundfish species; and considered the
types of management measures that might be used in 2004.  During its June 2003 meeting the Council
identified three sets of harvest specifications for managed groundfish species or species groups, representing
limits on total fishing mortality.  These form the basis of alternatives that will be analyzed in the EIS:  a low
OY alternative, medium OY alternative, and high OY alternative.  They also identified a preliminary range
of management measures that could be used to constrain fishing mortality to these different OY levels.  The
GMT met July 14-18, 2003, to further develop the range of management measures incorporated into the
alternatives.  The Council and their advisory bodies meet in September 2003 to finalize the management
measures included in the alternatives.  The Council will also choose a preferred alternative, which could be
one of three alternatives identified, or a new alternative based on the range of OYs and management
measures included in these alternatives.

In addition, although not part of the formal scoping process, both the Oregon and California state fish and
game departments held public hearings to solicit input on the formulation of management measures. 
Comments made at these hearings are summarized and made available to the Council in advance of their
September 2003 meeting, when they identify their preferred alternative.
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1.4.3 Summary of Comments Received

The Council received two letters with written comments on the scope of EIS, one from the Natural Resources
Defense Council (NRDC) and the second from The Ocean Conservancy, which are conservation
organizations.  Nine people spoke during the public comment periods at the June 2003 Council meeting.
Four were representatives of conservation groups, three represented commercial fishing (as an individual or
member of an industry group), and two represented sports fishing (one as an individual and one as a member
of an industry group).  As discussed below, not all comments bear directly on the scope of the EIS, and some
recommendations were outside the scope of the proposed action (actions requiring an FMP amendment, for
example).  These comments are categorized by different components of the EIS, such as the range of
alternatives, description of the affected environment, and potentially significant impacts that should be
analyzed.  Commenters often raised the same, or a closely related, issue.  These comments have been
combined in the summary below.  The number of times an issue is raised during the scoping process provides
an indication of the issues that commenters are most concerned about.  Scoping also helps agencies eliminate
from detailed study issues that are not significant (40 CFR 1501.4(g)).  

1.4.3.1 The Range of Harvest Specifications (OYs) For Overfished Species

• Evaluate time periods for rebuilding overfished species that are as short as possible.

• Evaluate alternatives that include a 90% probability of recovery of overfished stocks in the
maximum allowable time under National Standard Guidelines (TMAX).

• Include a target time period that is the mid-point between TM IN and TMAX, which serves as the
upper bounds of the rebuilding time frame.

• Present a full range of rebuilding time period alternatives for each overfished species.

• Consider zero mortality levels for cowcod, bocaccio, and canary rockfish.

The choice of target rebuilding time period helps determine annual OYs.  Although the 2003 groundfish
harvest specifications EIS evaluated a range of OYs based on different rebuilding periods (expressed in
terms of the relate rebuilding probability), in this EIS these rebuilding targets are less of an issue for several
reasons.  Foremost, the Council recently adopted formal rebuilding plans for four of the overfished
groundfish species, and these rebuilding periods are used in determining OYs in the alternatives.  (Other
sources of uncertainty in the stock assessment modeling process are the basis for the range of possible OYs
that could be adopted for these species.)  For the remaining overfished species, interim targets were used,
if available, although in some cases an evaluation of different rebuilding probabilities may be one among
several factors used in formulating a range of OYs.  NMFS is currently reviewing two groundfish FMP
amendments establishing a framework for overfished species rebuilding plans and the initial set of plans
mentioned above.  One or more additional amendments will adopt rebuilding plans for the remaining
overfished species. These EISs evaluate the environmental impacts of managing to different target years and
associated rebuilding probabilities.  Section 2.1.1 provides further rationale for the range of OYs used in
the alternatives.
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1.4.3.2 Management Measures and the Range of Alternatives

Overfished Species

• Explore a full range of management measures to successfully rebuild overfished species within the
rebuilding target time.

Bycatch Reduction

• Analyze available bycatch reduction techniques.

• Consider “hard” bycatch caps for limiting total allowable fishing mortality including fleet-wide, sector-
wide, and vessel-by-vessel caps.  A pilot program for sector-wide hard bycatch caps should be
implemented as part of the 2004 harvest specifications.  Under such a program managers would estimate
the date by which total mortality will be attained for each overfished species within a particular sector
allocation.  Once the hard bycatch cap is reached, fishing would cease.  Caps would apply on a quarterly
basis or some other increment of the fishing year.

• Consider management measures that reduce bycatch of both managed and prey species.

Closed Areas, Marine Protected Areas

• Discuss the value of area closures for protecting groundfish and their habitat and consider a range of area
closure alternatives.

• To reduce bycatch, consider no-take marine protected areas.

• Consider management measures to reduce impacts to marine habitats, including marine protected areas,
gear modifications and prohibitions, and area closures by gear type.

• Closed area boundaries should be implemented on a regional basis.

Other Management Measures

• Consider capacity reduction as a management measure.

• To reduce bycatch, consider gear modifications.

• Provide a range of options for managing groundfish at OY with varying probability of success.

• Do not include within the range of alternatives zero retention of cabezon.  If this is included in the range
of alternatives, make it apply to both commercial and recreational fisheries.

• The FMP should be amended to allow limited entry trawl vessels to fish with fixed gear.

• Do not eliminate the “B platoon” in the limited entry trawl fishery.  Many fishermen and processors
favor this measure.
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• Individual transferrable fishing quotas (ITQs) should be implemented in the groundfish fishery as soon
as possible.

Many of the recommendations summarized above have been incorporated into the alternatives.  Those that
were not were either outside the scope of the proposed action or eliminated from further detailed study as
part of the process of screening alternatives.  Implementation of permanent marine protected areas
(including no-take marine reserves), implementing a capacity reduction program (reducing the number of
vessels participating in the fishery), allowing trawl vessels with limited entry permits to use fixed gear, and
establishing an ITQ program cannot be implemented through the harvest specification process and are thus
outside the scope of the proposed action.  However, it should be noted that NMFS has implemented a
capacity reduction program, and the Council is considering separate initiatives addressing these other
recommendations.  Implementing a “hard” bycatch caps pilot program was considered but eliminated from
further detailed study for reasons of feasibility.  Section 2.2.6 discusses the reasons for its elimination.  OYs
do represent a total mortality cap in that both projected landings and bycatch are estimated when
formulating management measures and evaluating their impacts.  In addition, NMFS is preparing a separate
EIS evaluating bycatch reduction measures; it includes the use of bycatch caps in the range of alternatives.

1.4.3.3 Allocation of Harvest Opportunity

• The allocation of overfished species among states and fishery sectors should be based on catch histories
in the period shortly before they were declared overfished.  The FMP establishes a process for changing
allocations, and this process should be followed if they are to be changed.

• An alternative should be considered under which the allocation of black rockfish between California and
Oregon is based on the total amount of nearshore habitat along each state’s shoreline.

These recommendations have been incorporated into the alternatives.

1.4.3.4 Description of the Baseline Affected Environment

Overfished Species

• Describe the current status of different managed groundfish species.

• Discuss whether actual mortality levels have exceeded OY in past years.

• Discuss the ability of current management measures to constrain fishing mortality within OYs.

Bycatch

• Discuss bycatch issues, including the amount and types of bycatch, effects of bycatch on overfished
species, and the effect of current management techniques on bycatch.

These issues will be discussed in Chapter 3.0, describing the affected environment.

1.4.3.5 Evaluation of Impacts

• Evaluate the environmental impact of using small trip limits.
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• Evaluate the environmental impacts of different fishing gears and techniques.

• Comprehensively discuss cumulative impacts.

• Discuss the impact of non-groundfish fisheries on groundfish.

• Analyze the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable adverse impacts of fishing and non-fishing
activities on overfished groundfish species’ habitats.

• Analyze the effect of closed-area-related fishing effort shifts on essential fish habitat.

The kinds of impacts described in these comments are evaluated in Chapter 4 of the EIS.  Section 1.4.4,
below, discusses the way in which the EIS evaluates these potential impacts.

1.4.3.6 Monitoring and Evaluation of Management Program, Adequacy of Data,
Enforcement of Management Measures

• Are the catch-by-depth data accurate enough to analyze different closed area configurations whose
boundaries vary in 10-fathom increments?

• Evaluate the adequacy of observer coverage for assessing bycatch and administering management
measures and catch limits.

• Discuss NMFS’s ability to enforce harvest limits.

• Analyze the current data collection systems for assessing bycatch and establish a system that accurately
measures landed catch and bycatch.

• Establish a monitoring system that measures the depths at which species are caught.

• Adequately enforce areas closed to certain gear types or fishing methods.

Section 4.4 evaluates institutional capability to monitor total fishing mortality and the resulting risk that OYs
could be exceeded.  The feasibility of enforcing proposed management measures under each alternative is
also assessed.

1.4.3.7 Other Issues

• Evaluate the objective of a year-round groundfish fishery and alternatives to a year-round fishery.

1.4.4 Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts Identified Through
Scoping and Criteria Used to Evaluate Them

Chapter 4 is organized around different components of the human environment that could be significantly
affected by the proposed action.  The alternatives are evaluated in terms of the ways in which they may affect
these environmental components.  The nature and intensity of these effects constitute evaluation criteria used
to determine the effect of the alternatives.  Evaluation criteria are summarized below under headings for the
different environmental components, which mirror the headings in Chapter 4.  (Chapter 3, describing the
affected environment, is similarly organized.)
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1.4.4.1 Habitat and Ecosystem

Essential fish habitat may be damaged by both fishing and non-fishing activities.  Marine ecosystems may
be affected by removal of biomass at different trophic levels that results in long-term changes in ecosystem
structure.  Direct and indirect effects of the proposed action result from the location and intensity of fishing
activity as authorized under each alternative.  Cumulative effects stem from the proposed action when
combined with past fishing authorized under the groundfish FMP, fishing in the future, and non-fishing
impacts.  Currently, the location and intensity of fishing effort cannot be directly predicted.  Instead, it is
inferred from the harvest levels established under the different alternatives and the types of management
measures.  The proposed action would have a significant impact on essential habitat or fishery ecosystems
if it resulted in a measurable change in the productivity of managed stocks equivalent to or greater than
productivity changes due to natural fluctuations in environmental conditions.
 

1.4.4.2 The Fishery Management Unit

The fishery management unit (stocks managed under the FMP) my be subdivided into three categories for
the purposes of evaluating impacts:  overfished species, species subject to precautionary management, and
species believed to be at or above BMSY .  A goal of the management framework is to maintain stocks at
BMSY ; for stocks below that size harvests must be limited in order to allow the stock, over time, to reach that
size.  The management framework takes a precautionary approach by requiring increasing reductions in
harvest levels the more stock size falls below BMSY .  If a stock falls below the minimum stock size threshold
(MSST) defining an overfished stock (which for groundfish is 25% of unfished biomass) a still more
stringent framework applies:  for a given harvest rate managers identify a time frame for recovery and assess
the likelihood of recovery during that time period.  Fishing mortality, or the removal of stock biomass, in
2004 is the direct effect of the proposed action.  From the standpoint of impact assessment this has relatively
little utility; fishery management depends on the cumulative effects of past management (which partly
determines current biomass) and focuses on the future effect of current fishing mortality.  One criterion for
evaluating alternatives, therefore, is their likelihood of satisfying the BMSY  management goal.  The
framework for overfished species provides a quantification of this likelihood, the probability of stock
recovery within a given time period.  For stocks above MSST the evaluation must rely on a more qualitative
discussion of the types of risk associated with a given harvest level.  Any harvest level that constitutes
overfishing, a rate that exceeds FMSY  or its proxy, represents a clear threshold for significance.  (FMSY  is
shorthand for the fishing mortality rate that will maintain the stock at maximum sustainable yield [MSY]
biomass.  The true value for this rate is not known for groundfish species.  Instead, proxy values are used.)
The MSA does not allow the Council to knowingly authorize overfishing (that is, a harvest rate that keeps
stock size below BMSY).  Therefore, the alternatives must be assessed for overfishing risk—failing to
maintain stocks at BMSY  over the long term and on a continuing basis—which would represent a significant
impact.

Once a range of OYs has been identified, the Council formulates a suite of management measures and
estimates the resulting projected catch (or total fishing mortality, including bycatch).  The management
measures must constrain total fishing mortality of each stock or stock complex to a level at or below the OYs
in a given alternative; if they don’t, further adjustments are made until projected catch of each stock or stock
complex falls below the OYs for that alternative.  Thus, the impact of management measures represents
another level of the same analytical question: what is the likelihood that actual harvests (as opposed to the
potential harvest levels represented by OYs) will satisfy the goal of maintaining stocks at BMSY?  Because
the intent is to manage within OYs, the likelihood that management measures will not sufficiently constrain
fishing mortality represents the impact to be evaluated.  However, this risk remains unquantified and must
be evaluated qualitatively.  The level of bycatch resulting from a given suite of management measures is an



9/ It is important to recognize that bycatch may represent a social cost.  Marketable fish may be
discarded due to regulatory restrictions, decreasing potential revenue.  Even if fish are discarded
because there is no market for them or because production costs exceed potential revenues, a social
cost may be incurred.  This cost represents foregone opportunities, environmental services provided
by the living fish, the value society attaches to the mere existence of the fish, and other values not
adequately captured in prices.
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important aspect of this evaluation.  From a biological perspective the amount of bycatch is immaterial as
long as total fishing mortality is sufficiently constrained (assuming that discarding fish into the marine
environment does not by itself result in significant impacts).9  However, bycatch mortality is much more
difficult to monitor and assess than landed catch mortality.  Thus, as bycatch increases there is a greater risk
that total fishing mortality will be under-estimated.  As harvest limits for certain species are reduced, there
is greater incentive for fishermen to discard fish so that they may continue fishing for other species with
higher limits.  Alternatives, therefore, must be evaluated for their bycatch-producing effect.

1.4.4.3 Protected Species

A range of species other than federally-managed fish, are protected under the Endangered Species Act,
Marine Mammal Protection Act, and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  Groundfish fisheries may interact with
these species, causing mortality or otherwise harming them.  Although data on these interactions are limited,
impact may be evaluated using a similar framework as described for habitat and ecosystem impacts.  The
relative level of fishing effort is assumed to correlate with projected catch and also increase the likelihood
of interactions with protected species.  Significant impacts would occur if standards established pursuant to
the relevant laws were exceeded.

1.4.4.4 Monitoring and Enforcement

Management measures included in the alternatives affect the ability of government agencies to enforce
management regulations.  The cost and feasibility of enforcing these measures is evaluated qualitatively.

Determining total catch mortality, both in advance of and during the fishing year, is also needed for effective
management.  Landed catch is relatively easily monitored at dockside. However, fish are also discarded at
sea for economic or regulatory reasons; and these are most often overfished species, which have low harvest
limits.  The cost and feasibility of monitoring catch is evaluated for each alternative.

1.4.4.5 Socioeconomic Impacts

The socioeconomic environment is divided into five categories for the purposes of analysis:  fisheries, buyers
and processors, markets, fishing communities, and the general public.  Fisheries are categorized for the
purpose of analysis; the broadest categories are commercial, recreational, and tribal fisheries.  There are
further subdivisions of the commercial fishery based on regulatory category and fishing strategies, as
discussed in Section 3.5.  In order to account for total fishing mortality to fishery management unit species,
groundfish fisheries are defined broadly, including vessels targeting fishery management unit species, with
catches mainly comprising groundfish species, to those catching groundfish incidentally, and in small
proportion to their total catch.  

A screening for potentially significant socioeconomic impacts was conducted.  The main determinant of
which issues should receive attention were comments received during the scoping process and augmented
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by the analysts assessment of additional areas of potentially significant impacts.  Table 1.4.5-1 summarizes
the screening criteria applied to different components of the socioeconomic environment form table rows.
These criteria are screened against the socioeconomic environment components listed in the column
headings.  (The column headings also list the Chapter 4 sections addressing each component.)   The body
of the table indicates for each criteria the components of the socioeconomic environment for which additional
analysis was warranted to assess the potential for significant impacts and the section of Chapter 4 in which
the analysis is provided (see the table key).  Note that all socioeconomic impacts ultimately affect
communities and the general public.

TABLE 1.4.5-1.  Evaluation criteria screening matrix.
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Net Value and Profits I I I I I I

 -  Revenue I I I I

 -  Compliance I I I

 -  Flexiblity I I

 -  Capacity I I

 -  Debt Servicing I I

Long-term Issues (Production Levels and Risk) I AS AS AS AS AS AS

Markets Distortions and Barriers

Distribution of Benefits and Costs I I I I I I

Adjacent Fisheries I I

Public Health and Safety I I

Fairness and Equity I AS AS AS AS AS

Bargaining Strength/Competitive Position I

Income C C C C I

Employment C C C C I

Key: 
“I”: potential impacts warranting analysis and addressed in the indicated section.  
“AS”: potential impacts were identified but are addressed in Section 4.5.1, covering all sectors.  
“C”: potential impacts were identified but are addressed in Section 4.5.6, covering coastal communities.   

Government institutions are also part of the socioeconomic environment.  As mentioned above in
Section 1.4.4.4, there are costs to government of management and enforcement.  These are discussed in
Section 4.4.
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2.0 Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Alternatives for managing the 2004 West Coast groundfish fishery analyzed in this EIS were decided by the
Council at its June 2003 meeting in Foster City, California.  Two public scoping sessions coinciding with
the June Council meeting were advertised in the Federal Register and heard by the Council prior to a
decision on the suite of harvest levels and management specifications that were analyzed in this EIS.
Additional scoping for structuring the alternatives analyzed in this EIS is described in Section 1.4.  In
general, alternative management specifications address measures designed to reduce total mortality of
overfished groundfish stocks and are analyzed for their potential effect on groundfish habitats, groundfish
stocks and other marine resources, and the socioeconomic infrastructure of the West Coast fishery and
fishing-dependent coastal communities.

2.1 How the Alternatives Address Key Management Issues

Target harvest levels for groundfish stocks and stock complexes for 2004 are based on results of new stock
assessments and rebuilding analyses for overfished stocks, projected harvest levels from previous
assessments and rebuilding analyses, Council-adopted rebuilding plans, or precautionary adjustments to the
historical harvest of unassessed stocks based on catch trends and other considerations as laid out in the
National Standard Guidelines (NSGs) and/or the groundfish FMP.  Harvest levels for stocks managed under
the latter case tend to be set at status quo levels unless new information is brought forward recommending
a change.

Management measure options for 2004 were scoped during the Council process and are structured in this EIS
to capture the full range of outcomes and considerations the Council and other entities have recommended
for analysis.  A range of catch sharing options, management measures and specifications, and policy choices
were decided by the Council in June 2003 for analysis.  These management measure options are structured
in the alternatives analyzed in this EIS to understand the full effect of implementing them in combination.
One overriding evaluation criterion in this analysis is the effectiveness of management measures to attain
and not exceed alternative harvest levels.  To the extent possible, sensitivity analyses are offered to better
understand the impact, contribution, and effect of individual management measures and specifications.  The
following is a description and rationale for considering alternative 2004 groundfish harvest levels, catch
sharing options, and other management measures and specifications.
 

2.1.1 Alternative Harvest Levels

New stock assessments for black rockfish (Sebastes melanops), bocaccio (S. paucispinis), darkblotched
rockfish (S. crameri), Pacific ocean perch (S. alutus), widow rockfish (S. entomelas), and yellowtail rockfish
(S. flavidus), as well as a cowcod (S. levis) rebuilding review, and rebuilding analyses for bocaccio,
darkblotched rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, and widow rockfish have been approved by the Council for 2004
groundfish management decision-making.  These new assessments and rebuilding analyses were used to
range alternative harvest levels for these stocks as depicted in Table 2.1.1-1.  Alternative acceptable
biological catch (ABC) and optimum yield (OY) specifications are structured to capture either a range of
rebuilding probabilities for the overfished stocks and/or the key scientific uncertainties in assessments.  The
2004 harvest specifications for the other groundfish stocks and stock complexes managed under the
groundfish FMP shown in Table 2.1.1-1 are projected from past assessments and rebuilding analyses or are
status quo.  The rationale for ranging alternative harvest levels are described in this section for those stocks
with new assessments and for those stocks with harvest levels different than status quo.



DRAFT 2004 GF Specifications September 2003
F:\!PFMC\MEE TING\2003\September\Groundfish\Ex_C6_Att1 Chapters 1 and 2.wpd

2-2

2.1.1.1 Black Rockfish

A new black rockfish assessment was done for the portion of the coastwide stock occurring off the coasts
of Oregon and California (Ralston and Dick 2003).  Previous assessments were done for the portion of the
stock occurring off the coasts of Oregon north of Cape Falcon and Washington.  Alternative harvest levels
for the portion of the black rockfish stock occurring off Oregon and California were ranged to capture the
major uncertainty of historical landings prior to 1978.  Black rockfish catches prior to 1945 were assumed
to be zero in the assessment.  Many gaps in historical landings of black rockfish since 1945 were evident and
these landings were reconstructed using a variety of data sources.  The base model assumed cumulative
landings of black rockfish from all fisheries was 17,100 mt during 1945-1977.  This base case catch scenario
formed the basis for the Medium OY harvest alternative.  The Low OY harvest alternative for black rockfish
assumes lower landings in recreational and trawl fisheries prior to 1978 than used in the base model and
assumes a cumulative catch during 1945-1977 of 9,400 mt.  The high catch scenario in the assessment
assumes a cumulative catch of 26,100 mt during 1945-1977 and forms the basis for the High OY alternative.

2.1.1.2 Bocaccio

A new bocaccio assessment (MacCall 2003b) and rebuilding analysis (MacCall 2003a) was done for the
portion of the stock declared overfished occurring off California south of Cape Mendocino at 40°10' N
latitude  Three models were presented in the rebuilding analysis; STARb1 and STARb2 were recommended
by the bocaccio Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Panel to bracket the uncertainty in the assessment and
STATc recommended by the author that combines the assumptions in the two STAR Panel-recommended
models (MacCall 2003a).  Model STARb1 omits data from the NMFS triennial surveys and holds estimated
recruitment constant to 1959, whereas model STARb2 omits the recreational catch per unit of effort (CPUE)
data and holds estimated recruitment constant to 1969.  Model STATc omits neither data source, holds
estimated recruitment constant to 1959, and places a low emphasis on the stock-recruitment relationship to
stabilize estimates of recent (post-1999) recruitment.  The alternative bocaccio harvest levels recommended
by the Council for analysis were ranged to capture uncertainty in these models as well as the differential
rebuilding likelihoods as represented by probabilities of rebuilding within the maximum allowable time
(PMAX).  The Low OY alternative harvest level is based on the use of model STARb2 with a PMAX of 80%.
The Medium OY alternative assumes model STATc with a PMAX of 70% and the High OY alternative assumes
model STARb1 with a PMAX of 60%.  The Council chose the Medium OY bocaccio harvest level as its
preferred alternative.

2.1.1.3 Canary Rockfish

Although canary rockfish were not assessed in 2003, alternative harvest levels are analyzed because the OY
is dependent on recreational and commercial catch sharing (see Section 2.1.2).  This is because the
recreational fishery tends to take smaller canary rockfish than the commercial fishery, and therefore, has a
greater "per ton" impact on canary rockfish rebuilding than the commercial fishery.  That is, as the
recreational share of the available canary rockfish harvest increases, the OY decreases.  Alternative canary
rockfish harvest levels are based on projections from the 2002 rebuilding analysis (Methot and Piner 2002a)
and the Council's adoption of a canary rockfish rebuilding plan as part of FMP Amendment 16-2 which
specifies rebuilding targets consistent with a PMAX of 60%.  The Low OY canary rockfish harvest level is
based on 50% recreational and 50% commercial catch shares.  The Medium OY and High OY alternatives
are based on 39% recreational and 61% commercial catch shares which represent the status quo catch shares
adopted as harvest guidelines in 2003.  The Council chose the Medium OY (same as High OY) canary
rockfish harvest level as its preferred alternative.
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2.1.1.4 Darkblotched Rockfish

Darkblotched rockfish alternative harvest levels are based on variable rebuilding projections from the new
stock assessment and rebuilding analysis (Rogers 2003).  Harvest projections are influenced by recent strong
recruitment (the 2000 and 2001 year classes) which has not been completely validated in the data used to
assess the stock.  The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) STAR Lite Panel requested progressive
inclusion of 1997-1999, 2000, and 2001 recruitment estimates (Ralston et al. 2003).  Risk of error
progressively increased from including those recruitment estimates because they were based on increasingly
limited data.  Rebuilding results were sensitive to the high 2000 and 2001 recruitment estimates and
including them allowed much greater 2004 OYs because those recruits enter the fishery and help rebuild the
stock before the maximum allowable year (2028).  The ABCs, on the other hand, were not as affected
because the 2000 and 2001 recruits were too small to have entered the fishery in 2004.  This led to 2004 OY
estimates which were higher than the ABC, even given 90% probability of rebuilding by 2028.  When the
ending year was 1999 (2000 and 2001 estimates not included), the ABC was lower than the OY at an 80%
probability of rebuilding by 2031.  All alternative darkblotched rockfish harvest levels are consistent with
the Council's adoption of a darkblotched rockfish rebuilding plan as part of FMP Amendment 16-2, which
specifies rebuilding targets consistent with a PMAX of 80%.  The Low OY harvest level projects the OY by
resampling recruits from the 1983-1999 period, the Medium OY harvest level projects the OY by resampling
recruits from the 1983-2000 period, and the High OY harvest level projects the OY by resampling recruits
from the 1983-2001 period.  It is reiterated that the Medium OY and High OY ABCs are lower than the
projected OYs for these alternatives.  Since the Magnuson-Stevens Act does not allow harvest greater than
the ABC, these ABC values are the harvest limits for these 2004 alternatives.  The Council chose the Medium
OY darkblotched rockfish harvest level as its preferred alternative.  

2.1.1.5 Lingcod

The 2004 lingcod ABC and OY are projected from the most recent rebuilding analysis (Jagielo and Hastie
2001).  The same OY is analyzed under each alternative and is consistent with the Council's adoption of a
lingcod rebuilding plan as part of FMP Amendment 16-2, which specifies rebuilding targets consistent with
a PMAX of 60%.  No departure from this rebuilding plan is contemplated in this EIS.

2.1.1.6 Pacific Ocean Perch

Alternative harvest levels for Pacific ocean perch were derived from a new rebuilding analysis done this year
(Punt et al. 2003).  Many cases were presented in the rebuilding analysis, and the one the Council chose,
based on SSC advice, was the one based on the full Bayesian posterior distribution where recruits were
resampled to project future recruitment (Case C).  Using the full Bayesian posterior distribution captured
more of the assessment model uncertainty than using the maximum of the posterior density function.
Resampling recruits rather than recruits/spawner was recommended because only the southern fringe of the
stock occurs in waters off the U.S. West Coast.  One would want to resample recruits/spawner if measured
recruitment is a function of measured stock size.  However, it is not likely the recruitment measured off the
U.S. West Coast is wholly from the portion of the parental stock occurring in the same waters.  Therefore,
resampling recruits was advised.  Harvest alternatives were therefore ranged using Case C with different
rebuilding probabilities.  The Low OY, Medium OY, and High OY alternatives were based on rebuilding
probabilities of 80%, 70%, and 60%, respectively.  The Council adopted a rebuilding plan under FMP
Amendment 16-2 that established a target rebuilding year of 2027 with a PMAX of 70%.  The target rebuilding
year estimated in the new rebuilding analysis under the 70% rebuilding likelihood is 2026.  A formal change
in the rebuilding plan for Pacific ocean perch is contemplated in this EIS.  However, the Council-preferred
harvest level for Pacific ocean perch is the OY under the Medium OY alternative.  According to the
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rebuilding framework adopted under FMP Amendment 16-1, the Council does not need to formally change
the rebuilding plan if a new assessment or rebuilding analysis indicates faster rebuilding than previously
anticipated in the adopted rebuilding plan.  However, a new harvest rate for rebuilding the stock may need
to be specified according to the new rebuilding analysis.

2.1.1.7 Pacific Whiting

The portion of the Pacific whiting stock in waters off the U.S. West Coast was declared overfished in
April 2002.  However, no formal rebuilding analysis has been approved for use in managing the stock and
directing a rebuilding program.  Furthermore, the SSC recommended that the 2002 assessment (Helser et al.
2002) not be used to project future harvest levels.  A new assessment and rebuilding analysis are expected
to be completed this winter and brought to the Council for approval in March 2004 prior to the April 1, 2004
start of the whiting fishery.  These new analyses will form the basis for managing the 2004 whiting fishery.
In lieu of a more informed range of possible 2004 whiting harvest levels, the Council decided to range
whiting OYs ±50% of the status quo (2003) harvest level for analytical purposes.  Therefore, the Low OY
harvest level is -50% of the 2003 OY, the Medium OY is equal to the 2003 OY, and the High OY harvest level
is +50% of the 2003 OY.  It is expected that this range is adequately broad to encompass the range of
outcomes from the new assessment and rebuilding analysis anticipated early next year.

2.1.1.8 Sablefish

The GMT recommended updating the sablefish ABC and OY ranges analyzed in last year's EIS for 2003
management.  Therefore, updated harvest level alternatives are presented as derived in the 2002 assessment
update (Schirripa 2002).  The Low OY harvest level is based on an F60% harvest rate under the assumption
that sablefish recruitment is driven by the density of the parental stock (density-dependence hypothesis).  The
F60% harvest rate is one predicted to result in increased abundance of the spawning stock biomass in the next
ten years after the strong 2000 and 2001 year classes have finished contributing to stock productivity.  The
Medium OY harvest level also assumes a density-dependence recruitment hypothesis but is derived using the
stock's default FMSY  harvest rate of F45%.  The High OY harvest level is based on the default F45% harvest rate
but assumes recruitment variability is driven more by environmental regime shifts (regime shift hypothesis)
than parental stock density.  The “40-10" adjustment is applied to all the alternative OYs since the stock's
spawning biomass is predicted to be less than 40% of its initial, unfished level (B32% under a density-
dependence hypothesis and B39% under a regime shift hypothesis).

During the course of updating sablefish harvest level alternatives, a mistake was discovered in the 2003
sablefish harvest specifications.  Past sablefish assessments assessed only the portion of the stock occurring
north of Pt. Conception at 34°27' N latitude  A separate sablefish allocation was made for Conception area
fishers since the trawl/nontrawl sablefish allocation is specified in the FMP only for the Monterey area north
(north of 36° N latitude).  Therefore, the GMT had made an adjustment to sablefish specifications in the past
to calculate the OY for the portion of the stock in the assessed area between 34°27' N latitude and
36° N latitude (the “Conception wedge”).  This amount of available harvest was then added to the rest of the
Conception area ABC and OY, which was based on the proportion of recent coastwide landings made south
of Pt. Conception.  The north of Conception OY was reduced accordingly to represent the OY for the
Monterey, Eureka, Columbia, and U.S./Vancouver International North Pacific Fishery Commission (INPFC)
areas.  This adjustment was made to the 2003 sablefish specifications without realizing that the new
assessment determined coastwide stock status and ABCs/OYs.  The 2003 coastwide ABC and OY depicted
in Table 2.1.1-1 are the correct specifications projected in the most recent assessment.  The alternative
coastwide 2004 specifications depicted in Table 2.1.1-1 are projected from the Schirripa (2002) assessment.
These were stratified for the Conception and north of Conception areas by apportioning the coastwide ABCs
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and OYs based on average sablefish landings north and south of 36° N latitude during 1998-2002 (see
Section 2.1.2.5). 

2.1.1.9 Shortspine Thornyhead

The 2004 shortspine thornyhead ABC and OY are projected from the 2001 assessment (Piner and Methot
2001).  The “40-10" adjustment was applied to the ABC to derive the OY since the stock's spawning biomass
is estimated to be below 40% of its initial, unfished level.

2.1.1.10 Widow Rockfish

A new widow rockfish stock assessment (He et al. 2003b) and rebuilding analysis (He et al. 2003a) were
approved this year for use in 2004 management.  The models and simulations presented in the rebuilding
analysis and recommended by the SSC were used to range 2004 widow rockfish ABCs and OYs for analysis
in this EIS.  The SSC recommended the rebuilding simulations presented in the rebuilding analysis under
models 7, 8, and 9.  These models pre-specify the recruitment for 2003-2005, do not use a stock-recruitment
relationship (recruits per spawner ratios were used instead to project future recruitment), and vary the power
coefficient between 2.0 and 4.0 in the Santa Cruz midwater juvenile survey.  Models 7, 8, and 9 assume a
midwater survey power coefficient of 2.0, 3.0, and 4.0, respectively.  All harvest level alternatives chosen
by the Council have a rebuilding probability (PMAX) of 60%.  The Low OY, Medium OY, and High OY
harvest level alternatives are based on models 7, 8, and 9, respectively.

2.1.1.11 Yelloweye Rockfish

The 2004 yelloweye rockfish ABC and OY were projected from last year's rebuilding analysis (Methot and
Piner 2002b).  Both the ABC and OY are projected higher in 2004 relative to 2003; however, the increase
is so small that the OY rounds to the same value as the 2003 OY while the ABC rounds to one mt higher.

2.1.1.12 Yellowtail Rockfish

A new yellowtail rockfish stock assessment (Lai et al. 2003) was approved for 2004 management.  The 2004
ABC and OY are derived using model YT2003N in the assessment which updates the catch series used in
the previous assessment (Tagart et al. 2000) with a newly revised series from Pacific Coast Fisheries
Information Network (PacFIN), revised Canadian catches in INPFC area 3C, and new estimates of 1967-1976
foreign catches (Rogers In prep).  The OY equals the ABC since the stock is estimated to be above the
abundance level that supports maximum sustainable yield (or 40% of initial, unfished biomass).  The
yellowtail rockfish stock was estimated to be at 46% of its initial, unfished biomass in 2002 (Lai et al. 2003).

2.1.1.13 Other Harvest Level Changes from Status Quo

The only other changes to status quo harvest levels were to the rockfish complexes that used to contain the
black rockfish stock.  The ABCs and OYs for the “Remaining Rockfish North” and “Other Rockfish South”
complexes were reduced when the black rockfish component was removed.  Table 2.1.1-1 displays the 2004
harvest specifications for these two complexes as well as the ABCs and OYs for black rockfish in waters off
Washington and waters off Oregon and California.  
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2.1.2 Catch Sharing Options

Harvest allocations for the most constraining groundfish stocks and those newly assessed stocks that have
not been formally allocated (i.e., black rockfish) are based on criteria provided by the Council in June.
Table 2.1.2-1 provides the catch sharing scenarios and analytical basis for these scenarios that are part of the
analysis of alternatives presented in this EIS.  Table 2.1.2-2 depicts the actual allocation of OY under each
catch sharing scenario and alternative.

The following are some of the equity concerns expressed by Council members in identifying harvest levels
for various sectors in the fishery:

• Recent and historic periods used as the basis for allocation should have total harvest levels similar to the
levels proposed for 2004.  In the past, sectors may have been differentially affected by changes in fishing
opportunity.  When available harvests were greater, absent a significant conservation issue, some sectors
may have been allowed to take more of a now overfished species than was necessary to prosecute their
primary target fisheries. 

• Historic periods used for allocation should not penalize groups or geographic regions that voluntarily
reduced harvest based on preliminary indications of future conservation issues (for example, Washington
reduced its recreational yelloweye bag limits in 2000, but the Council did not have a reviewed and
validated stock assessment indicating the need for such a reduction prior to the time it made final
recommendations for the 2002 fishery).

• In evaluating historic catch, sectors should not receive credit for harvest in a particular year that was in
excess of that sector's harvest guideline, and sectors should not be penalized if its harvest was cut short
due to the overage of another sector. 

• Data reliability and validity need to be taken into account.  In particular, there was a break in the Marine
Recreational Fisheries Statistical Survey (MRFSS) data in the early 1990s.  The data series was partially
restored in 1993 and not fully restored until 1997.  Additionally, there have been serious concerns about
differences between MRFSS estimates and state estimates of recreational harvest.  For the commercial
fisheries, consideration should be given to whether or not sorting of the species to be allocated was
required in the years on which an allocation was based.  If sorting was not required, some harvest of the
species may have been grouped in a market fishery category.  In such cases, the reliability of species
composition data collected by port samplers for a particular gear type will affect the harvest estimate.

In the above listed concerns, an importance appears to be placed on the degree to which a sector utilized a
particular species during a base period.  Given this concern, and that a sector will need to cover its discard
mortality with the amount of fish it is allocated in 2004, it may be appropriate to consider whether or not
estimates of discard mortality during the historical harvest should be included as part of the base period
harvest. 

The species where alternative catch sharing options were offered for analysis and the rationale for these
options are described as follows.
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2.1.2.1 Black Rockfish

The black rockfish ABC/OY for the portion of the stock in waters off California and Oregon is derived from
new assessment.  How to equitably share this harvest between the two states is now posed.  The Council
considered a variety of criteria for analyzing catch share alternatives.  Recent historical catches of black
rockfish in California and Oregon commercial and recreational fisheries are used as a basis for two of the
options analyzed.  The time periods for these catch-based options are the 1990-2002, where the average
shares are 37% California and 63% Oregon, and 1985-2002, where the average shares are 42% California
and 58% Oregon.  Two catch sharing options are based on the relative amount of area where black rockfish
are generally found in each state.  These area-based options assume the southern limit of the black rockfish
distribution is San Francisco.  The relative area within zero fm to 50 fm off each coast is 44% California and
56% Oregon which is the catch share under this option.  Alternatively the relative lineal distance of coastline
in each state where black rockfish occur is 51% California and 49% Oregon, which is the catch share under
this option.  Lastly, the GMT recommended a fifth catch sharing option where the available harvest greater
than the actual 2002 harvest in each state is shared equally.

Black rockfish catch sharing options analyzed in the alternatives are the 49% Oregon/51% California option
under the Low OY alternative, the 58% Oregon, 42% California option under the Medium OY alternative, and
the 65% Oregon/35% California option under the High OY alternative.

The recreational and commercial harvest shares of black rockfish analyzed in this EIS are generally based
on state nearshore fish management plans.  While the states may propose black rockfish catch among sectors,
the final shares will be determined by the Council with the general objective to maintain the northern minor
rockfish (includes all non-overfished nearshore, shelf, and slope rockfish species) allocation of 91.7% limited
entry and 8.3% open access; and the southern minor rockfish allocation of 55.7% limited entry and 44.3%
open access.

2.1.2.2 Bocaccio

Decisions on how to share the available harvest of bocaccio only need to be made for California fisheries
since the stock is only declared overfished south of Cape Mendocino and the specified OY alternatives only
apply for that area.  The commercial:recreational fishery sharing options the Council chose for analysis are
a 50:50 option and a 44:56 option based on the 2002 harvest guidelines decided by the Council.

The bocaccio harvest sharing option for the affected commercial fishing sectors in California is 60%
trawl:40% nontrawl based on the average catch sharing percentage during 1997-1999.

2.1.2.3 Canary Rockfish

Canary rockfish are distributed coastwide and are caught with a variety of fishing gears.  Given the low
available harvest of canary rockfish under the Council's adopted rebuilding plan and the wide variety of
fisheries that incidentally catch canary rockfish, this stock is the most binding constraint to West Coast
groundfish fisheries.  Sharing the available canary rockfish harvest is perhaps the most difficult decision
facing the Council and NMFS.  With bocaccio constraints significantly eased in 2004 relative to 2003, canary
rockfish catch sharing will now be an even weightier decision with California fisheries vying for available
harvest to allow some increased shelf fishing opportunity.

The Council decided two commercial:recreational fishery canary rockfish sharing options for analysis, (1) a
50:50 share which would result in a 42 mt OY in 2004 under the Council's rebuilding plan, and (2) a 61:39
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share which would result in a 46 mt OY in 2004 under the Council's rebuilding plan.  The Council expressed
a preference for the latter since it is based on the same catch shares adopted for 2003.  Catch shares based
on other years were not favored by the Council since canary rockfish OYs were significantly higher prior
to 2003, and canary rockfish rebuilding did not constrain fishing opportunities to the same extent.

The same rationale for catch sharing options among commercial fishery sectors compelled the Council to
recommend using the 2003 catch projections as the basis for analyzing commercial catch shares.  These
projections and resulting catch shares for analyzing allocation of the commercial harvest guideline among
commercial sectors are 59% trawl, 3% limited entry fixed gear, 12% open access, and 26% tribal fisheries.

Sharing the available harvest of canary rockfish among states for the state-managed recreational fisheries
could not be based on 2003 catch projections since California fisheries were largely constrained by bocaccio
rebuilding measures.  This year, with the bocaccio OY increasing significantly, shaping the California
recreational fishery by some relaxation of the seasonal and depth restrictions imposed in 2003 to protect
bocaccio will require a greater share of the available harvest of canary rockfish.  A less biased approach
recommended by the Council was to use recreational catch histories from the 1990s to analyze impacts in
recreational fisheries.  The choice of these data was based on the fact that the catches occurred prior to
canary rockfish being declared overfished and thus rebuilding canary rockfish was not a primary factor in
constraining fisheries.  Older recreational data is less reliable since species catch compositions were not
uniformly calculated and/or reported.  In fact, the GMT recommended that catch histories from the 1993-
1999 period be used for these reasons.  The GMT also underscored other data biases such as California
recreational catch estimates being generated from MRFSS, which has generally estimated higher catches than
other data systems, while Oregon and Washington estimates are largely derived from the states' ocean
sampling programs.  Likewise, estimates of recreational discards are differentially sampled and reported by
the coastal states.  States also differentially implemented more conservative constraints on their recreational
fisheries during the 1990s.  For instance, in 1996 Washington went from a 15 rockfish daily bag limit to a
10 rockfish limit while the other states maintained a 15 rockfish limit.  Despite recognized data bias, the
GMT recommended using Recreational Fishery Information Network (RecFIN) estimates of landed catch
during 1993-1999 to analyze recreational catch shares among the states.  The resulting catch shares are 60%
California, 34% Oregon, and 6% Washington.

As in the process the Council used to determine the canary rockfish harvest shares and ultimately the OY in
2003, the Council is expected to use the analyses in this EIS to understand the tradeoffs of different
allocation scenarios and negotiate and adopt a final canary rockfish harvest sharing strategy and OY at the
September meeting in Seattle, Washington.

2.1.2.4 Lingcod

A similar analytical approach and rationale for sharing the available lingcod harvest to sharing canary
rockfish harvest was proposed by the Council, since access to lingcod was and will largely depend on
controlling canary rockfish impacts.  Therefore, the Council proposed using 2003 projected catch shares to
determine the commercial:recreational lingcod catch sharing for analysis.  This catch share is 31%
commercial and 69% recreational.  The same rationale for analyzing lingcod catch shares among commercial
fishery sectors using 2003 catch projections gives 49% trawl, 12% limited entry fixed gear, 32% open access,
and 7% tribal fisheries.  Sharing the recreational harvest guideline of lingcod among the states by calculating
the percentage of coastwide recreational landings during 1993-1999 using RecFIN data gives shares of 65%
California, 22% Oregon, and 13% Washington.  As in the canary rockfish example, the Council is expected
to use the analyses in this EIS to understand the tradeoffs of different allocation scenarios, and negotiate and
adopt a final lingcod harvest sharing strategy and OY at the September meeting in Seattle, Washington.
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2.1.2.5 Sablefish

Trawl and nontrawl sablefish allocations are frameworked in the groundfish FMP and specified in federal
regulations.  Since all the specified allocations are based on the available harvest of sablefish north of
36° N latitude (the Conception-Monterey INPFC area boundary), the problem in the sablefish specifications
discussed in Section 2.1.1.8 requires apportioning the coastwide sablefish OY to the Conception and north
of Conception areas.  The GMT proposed using the last five years (1998-2002) of commercial sablefish
landings north and south of 36° N latitude to proportionally stratify the coastwide OY.  The average share
of total sablefish landings occurring in the Conception area during 1998-2002 is 3.5%.

Sablefish catch sharing would be based on the north of Conception OY alternatives.  The allocations
specified in the 2003 federal regulations (50 CFR 660) are as follows:  10% of the north of Conception OY
off the top as a tribal set-aside, the expected research catch and estimated take in non-groundfish fisheries
off the top with the remaining north of Conception OY allocated to the commercial fishery.  This commercial
OY is then allocated 9.4% to open access fisheries north of Conception with the remainder allocated to
limited entry.  The trawl/nontrawl limited entry allocation is 58% trawl and 42% nontrawl with the expected
take of sablefish in the at-sea whiting fishery taken off the top of the limited entry trawl allocation.  Assumed
sablefish discard mortality rates are 8% of landed catch in limited entry and fixed gear non-tribal fisheries,
and 3% of landed catch in fixed gear tribal fisheries.  Although a 21% discard mortality rate has been
assumed in the past for limited entry trawl fisheries, observed sablefish discard rates from the federal
groundfish observer program will be used to analyze expected trawl impacts in this  EIS.  Observer data from
the federal groundfish observer program for limited entry and open access fixed gear fisheries is anticipated
in early 2004.  These data are expected to be used inseason in 2004 to manage fixed gear fisheries.

2.1.2.6 Widow Rockfish

Directed non-tribal midwater fisheries targeting yellowtail and widow rockfish have not been considered
since 2002 due to high canary rockfish bycatch.  Canary and widow rockfish constraints in 2004 will likely
continue to exclude consideration of directed midwater fisheries.  Therefore, without directed
yellowtail/widow rockfish midwater fisheries, the sectors that have the highest bycatch of widow rockfish
are the at-sea and shoreside whiting fisheries.  The Council directed that the analysis of 2004 management
options presume that non-whiting fisheries be held harmless in managing widow rockfish bycatch and that
all the widow rockfish impacts be managed in the tribal at-sea whiting, non-tribal at-sea whiting, and
shoreside whiting sectors.  The GMT recommended that the widow rockfish bycatch rate used for the at-sea
whiting sectors be derived from the 1999-2002 average bycatch.  They further recommended the widow
rockfish bycatch rate assumed for the shoreside whiting sector be derived from the bycatch scorecard under
the No Action alternative (Table 2.2.1-1).

2.1.2.7 Yelloweye Rockfish

Yelloweye rockfish catch sharing will assume the proportion of the estimated take of yelloweye rockfish in
the 2003 catch projections as depicted in the bycatch scorecard under the No Action alternative (Table 2.2.1-
1) for analysis of 2004 alternatives.

2.1.3 Exempted Fishing Permits

Exempted fishing permits (EFPs) allow fishing activities that would otherwise be prohibited.  As an example,
EFPs provide a process for testing innovative fishing gears and strategies to substantiate methods for
prosecuting sustainable and risk-averse fishing opportunities. The Council requested consideration and



10/ There are actually three EFPs under consideration, but two of them are similar enough to be
categorized as one in that they are testing similar gears in waters off two different states.  These two
EFPs are the Oregon-sponsored selective flatfish trawl EFP and the California-sponsored nearshore
flatfish EFP.  Both are testing low-rise trawls with cutback head ropes to test the selectivity of this
gear to catch flatfish and avoid rockfish.  Both EFPs will be discussed in this EIS as one
characterized as the selective flatfish trawl EFP.
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analysis of incorporating two ongoing EFPs10 into regulations in 2004 to provide increased fleetwide fishing
opportunities for the limited entry trawl sector.  These ongoing EFPs are the Washington-sponsored
arrowtooth trawl EFP and selective flatfish trawl EFPs sponsored by Oregon and California.  This EIS
analyzes the potential costs, benefits, and risks of converting these EFPs into regulations and thereby
providing increased fishing opportunities using the gears and strategies tested while prosecuting these EFPs.
A description of these two EFPs follows.

2.1.3.1 Arrowtooth Trawl EFP

The arrowtooth trawl EFP was designed to test strategies and trawl configurations for the ability to
selectively harvest arrowtooth flounder (Atheresthes stomias) and avoid overfished species, most notably
canary and yelloweye rockfish.  This EFP included provisions for 100% observer coverage (originally funded
by Washington using federal disaster relief monies but later funded by participating vessel owners),
individual vessel monthly and yearly bycatch caps on overfished species, overall (all participating vessels
combined) bycatch caps on overfished species, and full retention of rockfish.  If the individual vessel or
overall bycatch cap was attained for any one species, the individual or all participating vessels (in the case
of the overall cap being attained) would terminate their activities for the period or year.  

The management option of converting this EFP into regulations in 2004 includes the same provisions that
were adopted for the EFP.  Such provisions include vessel owner-funded observer coverage to monitor
compliance, bycatch caps, and full retention of rockfish regardless of size or condition.  The potential benefit
of allowing fleetwide opportunity would be access to the trawl Groundfish Conservation Area (GCA or also
known as Rockfish Conservation Areas or RCAs) to pursue arrowtooth flounder. 

2.1.3.2 Selective Flatfish Trawl EFP

The selective trawl EFPs include those sponsored by Oregon and California to test a new low-rise trawl with
a cutback headrope designed to selectively catch flatfish while avoiding rockfish.  Full observer coverage
and bycatch caps for overfished groundfish species were provided in these EFPs.

The management option of converting these EFPs into regulations in 2004 includes the same provisions that
were adopted for the EFP.  Such provisions include full observer coverage (presumably vessel owner-funded)
to monitor compliance, and bycatch caps for overfished groundfish species.  The potential benefit of allowing
fleetwide opportunity would not necessarily be higher flatfish limits, but access to the trawl GCA to pursue
shelf flatfish species.

2.1.4 Trawl B Platoon

The GMT recommended that the trawl B platoon be eliminated in 2004 and beyond because the costs to our
management and regulatory systems resulting from offering the trawl B platoon option to the groundfish
trawl fishery currently outweigh the benefits to the industry.  Implementation and enforcement of inseason
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line movements, administration of vessel monitoring systems, bycatch modeling, real time catch accounting
and observer scheduling are all complicated by a trawl fleet fishing under two different regulatory time
periods.  Originally, the trawl B platoon was implemented as a means of dispersing landings over a longer
period of time, increasing the value of the product and improving the stability of the supply.  In 2003 only
28 vessels are currently in the trawl B platoon, and smoothing of product flow can be accomplished by the
scheduling of landings between the vessel and processor.  Also, should an emergency fishing closure be
required as a result of attaining an OY for an overfished species, the trawl B platoon could be deprived of
fishing time equal to the rest of the fleet or the Council could be faced with the decision of allowing
continued fishing in order to provide equal opportunity to the trawl B platoon.

The GAP objected because it is the experience of both fishermen and processors who are involved with the
dual platoon system that having the ability to better spread deliveries, even of smaller amounts of fish,
produces a better product and more economic efficiency.  Vessels also have more opportunities to take
advantage of weather breaks, thereby promoting vessel safety, a key component of Magnuson-Stevens Act
requirements and an issue often raised by the Coast Guard member of the Council.  Use of a dual platoon
system does not detract from conservation but does promote the economic welfare of coastal communities.
In sum the dual platoon system directly embodies National Standards 8 and 10.  The GAP understands that
there may be some minor additional cost and inconvenience with the dual platoon structure.

The Council included this as a management measure for analysis in order to weigh the potential costs and
benefits of eliminating the dual platoon system.
 

2.2 Description of the Alternatives

The alternatives analyzed in this EIS include a No Action alternative that describes the status quo regulations
implemented in 2003, a Low OY alternative that describes the most conservative harvest levels analyzed, a
Medium OY alternative that describes an intermediate level of harvest, a High OY alternative that describes
the most liberal harvest levels analyzed, and a Council OY alternative that describes the harvest levels and
management measures preferred by the Council.  While the Council has indicated preferences for most of
the harvest levels ranged in this analysis, they have not indicated preferred alternative management measures
for 2004.  Those decisions will be made at the September Council meeting in Seattle, Washington and
analyzed before the Draft EIS is submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency for public comment.  All
alternatives analyzed will utilize the best available science for determining stock status, monitoring total
catch, and understanding stock impacts.  A description of the alternatives follows.

2.2.1 The No Action Alternative

The No Action alternative represents the harvest specifications and management measures implemented in
regulations for the 2003 West Coast groundfish fishery.  Depth-based restrictions, imposed by implementing
seasonal area restrictions, termed GCAs, and other significant constraints to fishing opportunities imposed
by rebuilding measures for bocaccio, canary rockfish, darkblotched rockfish, and yelloweye rockfish
generally characterize 2003 management measures.  The trip limits, area restrictions, and other regulatory
constraints decided through June 2003 form the basis for the No Action alternative.  The estimated mortality
of overfished groundfish species under these regulations are shown in Table 2.1.1-1.  All other alternatives
analyzed in this EIS are compared to No Action.  The estimated mortality of overfished groundfish species
under the No Action alternative are depicted in Table 2.2.1-1.  A description of the No Action alternative by
fishery sector follows.
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2.2.1.1 Limited Entry Trawl

Trip limits, cumulative landing limits, and the depth lines describing the trawl GCA by two-month period
in 2003 are shown in Tables 2.2.1-2 and 2.2.1-3 for the limited entry trawl fishery north and south of
40°10' N latitude, respectively.

Non-Whiting Trawl

The limited entry trawl fishery was largely constrained at the outset of 2003 to waters deeper than a line
specified by latitude/longitude waypoints approximating 250 fm north of 38° N latitude (near Pt. Reyes,
California) to reduce mortality of darkblotched rockfish and Pacific ocean perch (overfished slope rockfish
species).  Specific areas between 150 fm and 250 fm were opened in periods 1 and 6 to provide access to
petrale sole which aggregate in winter months in these areas and are an important trawl target species.
Shallow water opportunities inside 100 fm except period 4, when the GCA was extended inshore to 75 fm,
were available to trawlers using small footropes to access shelf flatfish species north of 40°10' N latitude
(near Cape Mendocino, California).  The 100 fm to 150 fm depth zone was closed year-round to trawling to
protect overfished slope rockfish species and canary rockfish.

The limited entry trawl GCA south of 38° N latitude extended offshore to a specified line approximating
150 fm to protect bocaccio, canary rockfish, cowcod, and other overfished groundfish species inhabiting the
shelf off California.  Inshore opportunities to target shelf flatfish were provided by allowing trawl vessels
south of 40°10' N latitude and north of Pt. Conception at 34°27' N latitude to fish from the bounds of the
California territorial sea at three miles offshore to a line approximating 50 fm during period 1 and out to a
line approximating 60 fm for the rest of the year.  Trawlers fishing south of Pt. Conception were able to fish
from three miles offshore out to a line approximating 100 fm along the mainland coast and offshore from a
line approximating 150 fm.

In January 2003 a report from the first year of the NMFS Groundfish Observer Program with raw trawl
discard data was provided by the Northwest Fisheries Science Center.  An analysis of these data that included
a reconciliation of total catch impacts in the trawl fishery using observer data and fish receiving tickets was
presented to the Council at the April 2003 meeting in Vancouver, Washington.  These data were also filtered
using logbook records to emulate depth-based management by only including records where tows were
initiated in currently open depth zones.  The results of this analysis indicated the trawl bycatch rates used
to manage bycatch of bocaccio, canary rockfish (S. pinniger), and lingcod (Ophiodon elongatus) were
significantly higher than previously modeled.  The Council decided to use these new observer-based bycatch
rates for inseason management.  Therefore, as of May 1, 2003, the trawl GCA was extended inshore to a line
approximating 50 fm north of Cape Mendocino primarily to reduce canary rockfish and lingcod impacts.
In June the Council decided to move the inshore GCA line to 75 fm during period 4 to avoid trawl
interactions with molting Dungeness crab.  The offshore trawl GCA line was moved from 250 fm to 200 fm
coastwide as of May 1 since new observer-based trawl bycatch rates for darkblotched rockfish indicated there
would still be a buffer between expected impacts on this stock and the total catch OY of 172 mt.  The
rationale for moving the deeper trawl GCA line out from 150 fm to 200 fm south of Pt. Reyes was to reduce
mortality of bocaccio.  Additionally, the Council decided to adopt differential trip limits for trawl-caught
Dover sole, thornyheads, and sablefish (DTS species) using small footropes.  Smaller trip limits for DTS
species were applied to trawlers forced to use small footropes when fishing inshore of the trawl GCA.  The
larger limits allowed for trawlers fishing offshore of the GCA using large footropes were designed to provide
an incentive for trawlers to fish deeper and avoid overfished groundfish species (particularly canary rockfish)
residing on the shelf.  The smaller DTS limits would apply for the entire two-month cumulative limit period
if DTS species were landed using small footrope gear.
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Whiting Trawl

The U.S. portion of the calculated U.S./Canada total catch Pacific whiting OY in 2003 was 148,200 mt.  This
was 80% of the projected U.S./Canada OY from the most recent assessment (Helser et al. 2002).  The OY
was apportioned among commercial sectors according to the allocations in federal regulations (50 CFR
660.306 and 550 CFR 660.323(a)(4)).  The tribal allocation was based on the sliding scale methodology that
has been in use since 1999, which specifies tribal allocation relative to incremental changes to the U.S.
whiting OY.  The 2003 tribal whiting allocation was 25,000 mt based on this methodology, which was taken
off the top of the U.S. OY.  An additional 2,000 mt of whiting was set-aside to accommodate bycatch in non-
whiting fisheries to derive the non-tribal commercial OY of 121,200 mt.  This commercial OY was allocated
34% (41,288 mt) to the catcher-processor sector, 24% (29,080 mt) to the mothership sector, and 42%
(50,904 mt) to the shoreside sector.

2.2.1.2 Limited Entry Fixed Gear

The 2003 limited entry fixed gear fishery north of 40°10' N latitude was largely constrained to areas deeper
than a line approximating 100 fm and nearshore areas inside of 27 fm in territorial waters off northern
California and Oregon.  No nearshore commercial groundfish opportunities were available in Washington
territorial waters.  This depth restriction was imposed on the northern fixed gear fisheries to reduce mortality
of the overfished shelf groundfish species and particularly canary and yelloweye (S. ruberrimus) rockfish.
Fixed gears are particularly efficient targeting valuable canary and yelloweye rockfish in the high relief,
rocky habitats they reside.  Gear restrictions, such as the small footrope restrictions imposed on the trawl
sector when operating on the shelf, were not judged effective in controlling total mortality of shelf rockfish
in fixed gear fisheries.  Therefore, a conservative nontrawl GCA was established based on the depth
distribution of these species and the depth-based species catch composition in fixed gear International Pacific
Halibut Commission surveys (PFMC 2003).  More direct sources of bycatch data such as direct observations
and logbook records were not available for the fixed gear fleets.

The limited entry fixed gear fishery south of 40°10' N latitude in 2003 was largely constrained to waters
deeper than a line approximating 150 fm and inshore of the 20 fm contour.  As in the northern fishery, this
GCA was designed to reduce mortality of overfished shelf groundfish species.  However, unlike the northern
fishery, the extent of the GCA was primarily based on the need to significantly reduce mortality of bocaccio.
One exception to the southern nontrawl GCA in 2003 was adopted for a small area in the Southern California
Bight to access aggregating California scorpionfish (Scorpaena guttata).  During period 4, on Huntington
Flats between a line drawn due south from Point Fermin (33°42'30" N latitude/118°17'30" W  longitude) and
a line drawn due west from the Newport South Jetty (33°35'37" N latitude/117°52'50" W  longitude) vessels
fishing for all federal groundfish species, except all rockfish and lingcod, with fixed gears were able to
operate from shore to a line approximating 50 fm.

Trip limits, cumulative landing limits, and the depth lines describing the nontrawl GCA by two-month period
in 2003 are shown in Tables 2.2.1-4 and 2.2.1-5 for the limited entry fixed gear fishery north and south of
40°10' N latitude, respectively.

2.2.1.3 Open Access

The open access sectors include directed groundfish fisheries that use fixed gears and a sector comprised of
vessels targeting non-groundfish species but which incidentally catch groundfish species.  The latter
incidental open access sector use a variety of gears including fixed gears and exempted trawl gears (the
groundfish FMP only allows groundfish targeting by trawls in the limited entry trawl sector).  All nontrawl
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commercial groundfish fishing sectors in 2003 were subject to the nontrawl GCA described for the limited
entry fixed gear fleet in Section 2.1.2.  Many of the incidental open access fisheries such as the pink shrimp,
Dungeness crab, and salmon troll fisheries were not subject to the GCA restrictions given either the lack of
groundfish bycatch in the fishery or new gear modifications imposed to reduce groundfish bycatch.
Mandatory use of finfish excluders or bycatch reduction devices (BRDs) in the pink shrimp fishery is an
example of a precautionary gear modification in an incidental open access fishery.

Trip limits, cumulative landing limits, and the depth lines describing the nontrawl GCA by two-month period
in 2003 are shown in Tables 2.2.1-6 and 2.2.1-7 for the open access fisheries north and south of
40°10' N latitude, respectively.

2.2.1.4 Tribal Fisheries

The Washington coastal tribes (Makah, Quileute, Hoh, and Quinault) prosecuted their groundfish fisheries
in 2003 with the following allocations and trip limits.  The sablefish allocation was 10% of the total catch
OY (for the portion of the stock north of 36° N latitude) of 6,500 mt.  This provided an allocation of 631 mt
of sablefish after deducting an assumed 3% discard mortality.  The tribal commercial harvest of black
rockfish was managed with a harvest guideline of 20,000 pounds north of Cape Alava, Washington at
48°09'30" N latitude and 10,000 pounds between Destruction Island, Washington at 47°40' N latitude and
Leadbetter Point, Washington at 46°38'10" N latitude  Thornyheads were subject to a 300 pound trip limit
as were canary rockfish.  Yelloweye rockfish were subject to a 100-pound trip limit.  Yellowtail rockfish
taken in tribal midwater trawl fisheries were subject to a 30,000-pound, two-month cumulative landing limit
and widow rockfish landings were limited to 10% of the weight of yellowtail rockfish landed in any two-
month  period.  These midwater landing limits were subject to inseason adjustments to minimize the take of
canary and widow rockfish.  The tribes also delayed the start of their midwater fishery until September 2003
to minimize canary rockfish impacts.  Other rockfish, including species in the minor nearshore, minor shelf,
and minor slope rockfish complexes were subject to either a 300-pound trip limit per species or complex, or
to the non-tribal limited entry trip limit for those species if those limits were less restrictive.  Rockfish taken
during the open competitive tribal commercial fisheries for Pacific halibut were not subject to trip limits.
A full rockfish retention program as well as a tribal observer program were instituted to provide catch
accountability.  Lingcod were subject to a 300-pound trip limit and a 900-pound weekly landing limit.  Trip
limits for Pacific cod, petrale sole, English sole, rex sole, arrowtooth flounder, and other flatfish in the tribal
bottom trawl fishery were the same as for non-tribal limited entry fixed gear at the start of the season
(Table 2.2.1-2) using the same Council-approved gear.  The tribal plan was not to reduce these limits
inseason because of the low expected catch unless catch statistics indicated that the tribes would attain more
than half the harvest of these species in their usual and accustomed fishing areas.  The tribal allocation of
Pacific whiting in 2003 was described in Section 2.2.1.1.  The Makah tribe was the only one of the four tribes
prosecuting a whiting-directed fishery in 2003.

2.2.1.5 Washington Recreational

In 2003 the Washington recreational fishery was open year round for groundfish except lingcod which was
open from March 16 to October 15.  There was a recreational groundfish bag limit of 15 fish per day
including rockfish and lingcod.  Of the 15 recreational groundfish allowed to be landed per day, only 10
could be rockfish, with a sublimit of one canary rockfish, no retention of yelloweye rockfish, and a sublimit
of two lingcod with a 24 inch minimum size during the open lingcod season.  A “C-shaped” Yelloweye
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Rockfish Conservation Area (YRCA) was established where recreational groundfish and recreational halibut
fishing was prohibited.  The YRCA was defined by the following coordinates:

48°18' N latitude/125°18' W longitude,
48°18' N latitude/124°59' W longitude,
48°11' N latitude/125°11' W longitude,
48°11' N latitude/124°59' W longitude,
48°04' N latitude/125°11' W longitude,
48°04' N latitude/124°59' W longitude,
48°00' N latitude/125°18' W longitude, and
48°00' N latitude/124°59' W longitude

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) used their Ocean Sampling Program to monitor
groundfish catches inseason.  If canary or yelloweye rockfish harvest guidelines were projected to be attained
inseason, WDFW would close the recreational groundfish fishery to inside the 25 fm contour to reduce
impacts on these species.

2.2.1.6 Oregon Recreational

In 2003 the Oregon recreational groundfish fishery was open year round.  Catches were managed using a
10 marine fish daily-bag-limit including rockfish, greenling (Hexagrammos spp.), cabezon (Scorpaenichthys
marmoratus), and other groundfish species, but excluding salmon, lingcod, perch species, sturgeon,
sanddabs, striped bass, tuna, and baitfish.  Included in the marine fish daily-bag-limit were sublimits of one
canary and one yelloweye rockfish.  Additionally, anglers could keep two lingcod with a 24-inch minimum
size and one Pacific halibut with a 32-inch minimum size when the halibut season was open.  No canary or
yelloweye were allowed to be retained if Pacific halibut were on board during the all-depth halibut season.

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) used their Ocean Sampling Program to monitor
groundfish catches inseason.  If canary or yelloweye rockfish harvest guidelines were projected to be attained
inseason, ODFW would close the recreational groundfish fishery to inside the 27 fm contour to reduce
impacts on these species.

2.2.1.7 California Recreational

South of Cape Mendocino

The California recreational groundfish fishery south of Cape Mendocino was restricted to waters shallower
than 20 fm in most areas with a six-month July through December season to significantly reduce bocaccio,
canary rockfish, and yelloweye rockfish mortality.  The area restriction exception is the Huntington Flats (as
described for the nontrawl GCA exception in Section 2.1.2) where recreational fishing could occur out to
50 fm during July and August to access aggregating California scorpionfish.  The daily-bag-limit was 10 fish
in the RGC (rockfish, cabezon, greenling) complex, of which two could be from the shallow nearshore
rockfish group (black and yellow rockfish (S. chrysomelas), gopher rockfish (S. carnatus), China rockfish
(S. nebulosus), kelp rockfish (S. atrovirens), and grass rockfish (S. rastrelliger)), three could be cabezon (15-
inch minimum size), and two could be greenling species (12 inch minimum size).  Additionally, two lingcod
with a 24 inch minimum size could be caught during the July through December recreational groundfish
season.  Up to five California scorpionfish could be taken per day with a 10-inch minimum size limit during
January through February and July through December.  Ocean whitefish could only be taken during July
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through December in waters shallower than 20 fm due to the close association with bocaccio on the shelf.
No retention of bocaccio, canary rockfish, cowcod, or yelloweye rockfish was allowed.

The Cowcod Conservation Areas (CCAs) are two specific areas in the Southern California Bight closed to
the taking of rockfish, lingcod, California scorpionfish, and ocean whitefish in waters deeper than 20 fm
(Figure 2.2.1-1).  These bottomfishing activities have been shown to incidentally catch cowcod.  The CCAs
are areas of highest cowcod density closed to these bottomfishing activities and, along with non-retention
regulations, are the centerpiece of cowcod protective measures.  The two CCAs (Area 1 and Area 2) in place
for 2003 encompass about 4,300 square miles and are delineated as follows: 

Area 1 is an area south of Point Conception that is bound by straight lines connecting the following points
in the order listed:

33°50' N latitude, 119°30' W  longitude;
33°50' N latitude, 118°50' W  longitude;
32°20' N latitude, 118°50' W  longitude;
32°20' N latitude, 119°37' W  longitude;
33°00' N latitude, 119°37' W  longitude;
33°00' N latitude, 119°53' W  longitude;
33°33' N latitude, 119°53' W  longitude;
33°33' N latitude, 119°30' W  longitude;
33°50' N latitude, 119°30' W  longitude; and
Area 2 is a smaller area west of San Diego that is bound by straight lines connecting the following points in
the order listed:

32°42' N latitude, 118°02' W  longitude;
32°42' N latitude, 117°50' W  longitude;
32°36' 42” N latitude, 117°50' W  longitude;
32°30' N latitude, 117°53'30” W  longitude;
32°30' N latitude, 118°02' W  longitude; and
32°42' N latitude, 118°02' W  longitude

North of Cape Mendocino
 
The recreational groundfish fishery north of Cape Mendocino was managed to closely match the Oregon
recreational management measures.  The recreational groundfish season was open year round.  An aggregate
of 20 marine finfish were allowed per day of which 10 could be rockfish (with sublimits of two bocaccio,
one canary rockfish, one yelloweye rockfish, and no retention of cowcod), 10 could be cabezon (15-inch
minimum size), 10 could be greenling species (12-inch minimum size), two could be lingcod (24-inch
minimum size), 10 could be California scorpionfish (10-inch minimum size), five could be California
sheephead (Semicossyphus pulcher, 12-inch minimum size), and three could be California halibut
(Paralichthys californicus, 22-inch minimum size).

2.2.2 The Low OY Alternative

The Low OY alternative represents the most conservative harvest specifications and management measures
analyzed in this EIS for the 2004 West Coast groundfish fishery.  These specifications and management
measures were generally decided by the Council at its June 2003 meeting and subsequently refined by the
GMT.  The estimated mortality of overfished groundfish species under the Low OY alternative are shown
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in Table 2.2.2-1.  The Low OY alternative is the environmentally preferable alternative.  It results in the
lowest levels of fishing mortality and is based on generally higher modeled probabilities of overfished
species reaching target biomass within the time frame specified in the management framework.  A
description of the Low OY alternative by fishery sector follows.

2.2.2.1 Limited Entry Trawl

Trip limits, cumulative landing limits, and the depth lines describing the trawl GCA by two-month period
under the Low OY alternative for 2004 are shown in Tables 2.2.2-2 and 2.2.2-3 for the limited entry trawl
fishery north and south of 40°10' N latitude, respectively.

Non-Whiting Trawl

The limited entry trawl fishery would be constrained under the Low OY alternative to waters deeper than a
line specified by latitude/longitude waypoints approximating 150 fm coastwide.  Shallow water opportunities
north of 40°10' N latitude inside 75 fm, except periods 2 and 3 when the GCA is extended inshore to 60 fm,
would be available to trawlers using small footropes to access shelf flatfish species.  The 75 fm to 150 fm
depth zone would be closed year-round to trawling to protect overfished shelf and slope rockfish species.

The limited entry trawl GCA south of 40°10' N latitude would be extended offshore to a specified line
approximating 150 fm to protect bocaccio, canary rockfish, cowcod, and other overfished groundfish species
inhabiting the shelf off California.  Inshore opportunities to target shelf flatfish would be provided by
allowing trawl vessels to fish from the bounds of the California territorial sea at three miles offshore to a line
approximating 75 fm during periods 1, 2, 5, and 6, and out to a line approximating 100 fm for periods 3
and 4.

As in 2003, the Low OY alternative specifies smaller trip limits north of 40°10' N latitude for DTS species
for trawlers forced to use small footropes when fishing inshore of the trawl GCA.  The larger limits allowed
for trawlers fishing offshore of the GCA using large footropes are designed to provide an incentive for
trawlers to fish deeper and avoid overfished groundfish species (particularly canary rockfish) residing on the
shelf.  The smaller DTS limits would apply for the entire two-month cumulative limit period if DTS species
were landed using small footrope gear.

Whiting Trawl

The U.S. portion of the total catch Pacific whiting OY under the Low OY alternative is 74,100 mt.  This OY
was apportioned among commercial sectors according to the allocations in federal regulations (50 CFR
660.306 and 550 CFR 660.323(a)(4).  The tribal allocation was based on the sliding scale methodology that
has been in use since 1999, which specifies tribal allocation relative to incremental changes to the U.S.
whiting OY.  The Low OY tribal whiting allocation is 12,967.5 mt based on this methodology, which was
taken off the top of the U.S. OY.  An additional 2,000 mt of whiting was set-aside to accommodate bycatch
in non-whiting fisheries and 1,000 mt to accommodate a cap for a WDFW-sponsored pollock EFP to derive
the non-tribal commercial OY of 58,133 mt.  This commercial OY was allocated 34% (19,765 mt) to the
catcher-processor sector, 24% (13,952 mt) to the mothership sector, and 42% (24,416 mt) to the shoreside
sector.
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2.2.2.2 Limited Entry Fixed Gear

Trip limits, cumulative landing limits, and the depth lines describing the nontrawl GCA by two-month period
under the Low OY alternative for 2004 are shown in Tables 2.2.2-4 and 2.2.2-5 for the limited entry fixed
gear fishery north and south of 40°10' N latitude, respectively.

Discard rates of groundfish in the limited entry fixed gear fishery, determined using the first two years of
observations from the federal groundfish observer program, are anticipated to be available for management
use inseason during 2004.  Although the management implications of using these new data are not yet known,
the Council wanted consideration of a deeper nontrawl GCA boundary in case it is needed to manage he 2004
fishery.  Therefore, under the Low OY alternative, an option of a 125 fm deeper line is considered to describe
the outer bounds of the nontrawl GCA north of Cape Mendocino.

The CDFG is proposing establishing four marine regions to manage nearshore commercial and  recreational
fisheries off California under all 2004 alternatives.  These regions are described as follows:

1. U.S./Mexico border to Pt. Conception at 34°27' N latitude.
2. Pt. Conception to Pt. San Pedro (near San Francisco Bay entrance at 37°59.4' N latitude).
3. Pt. San Pedro to Cape Mendocino at 40°10' N latitude.
4. Cape Mendocino to the California/Oregon border.

All the nearshore commercial seasons and depth restrictions by region would be the same as for the
recreational fishery (see Section 2.2.2.7).  A 50-pound bocaccio trip limit is specified under the Low OY
alternative for nearshore commercial fisheries south of Cape Mendocino.  There would be no cabezon
retention and the greenling minimum size limit would be 16 inches

2.2.2.3 Open Access

Trip limits, cumulative landing limits, and the depth lines describing the nontrawl GCA by two-month period
under the Low OY alternative for 2004 are shown in Tables 2.2.2-6 and 2.2.2-7 for open access gears north
and south of 40°10' N latitude, respectively.

Discard rates of groundfish using open access gears, determined using the first two years of observations
from the federal groundfish observer program, are anticipated to be available for management use inseason
during 2004.  Although the management implications of using these new data are not yet known, the Council
wanted consideration of a deeper nontrawl GCA boundary in case it is needed to manage 2004 fixed gear
fisheries.  Therefore, under the Low OY alternative, an option of a 125 fm deeper line is considered to define
the outer bounds of the nontrawl GCA.

The CDFG is proposing establishing four marine regions to manage nearshore commercial and  recreational
fisheries off California under all 2004 alternatives.  These regions are described as follows:

1. U.S./Mexico border to Pt. Conception at 34°27' N latitude.
2. Pt. Conception to Pt. San Pedro (near San Francisco Bay entrance at 37°59.4' N latitude).
3. Pt. San Pedro to Cape Mendocino at 40°10' N latitude.
4. Cape Mendocino to the California-Oregon border.
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All the nearshore commercial seasons and depth restrictions by region would be the same as for the
recreational fishery under the Low OY alternative (see Section 2.2.2.7).  A 50-pound bocaccio trip limit is
specified under the Low OY alternative for nearshore commercial fisheries south of Cape Mendocino.  There
would be no cabezon retention and the greenling minimum size limit would be 16 inches

Elimination of the spot prawn trawl fishery in Oregon (the last remaining West Coast spot prawn trawl
fishery) is anticipated under the Low OY alternative (and all other 2004 alternatives).  The pink shrimp
fishery will be required to install approved BRDs in their trawls as was the case in 2003.  This became a
permanent rule last year for all the West Coast states.

2.2.2.4 Tribal Fisheries

Tribal allocations and harvest guidelines for black rockfish, canary rockfish, thornyheads, yelloweye
rockfish, minor nearshore, minor shelf, and minor slope rockfish under the Low OY alternative (and all other
2004 alternatives) are status quo (same as No Action).  The sablefish harvest guideline under the Low OY
alternative is 441 mt, which assumes a 4.38% average discard rate in tribal trawl and fixed gear fisheries.
The proposed flatfish limits in tribal bottom trawl fisheries are based on the framework described under the
No Action alternative.  Trip limits for these species will be the same as those adopted for the non-tribal
limited entry trawl fishery at the start of the year with the same gear restrictions.  The tribes will continue
to develop depth, area, and time restrictions in their directed Pacific halibut fishery to minimize impacts on
yelloweye rockfish.  The tribes are proposing an overall lingcod harvest guideline of 25 mt in 2004 for all
tribal fisheries combined.  Tribal fisheries would be restricted to 450 pounds per day and 1,350 pound, per
week lingcod limits for all fisheries, which would be adjusted inseason to stay within the overall harvest
guideline.  The tribes propose a midwater trawl option of 150,000 pound, two-month limit of yellowtail
rockfish  on a fleet-wide basis, which is the same as the status quo vessel-based landing limit of
30,000 pounds per two months given that there are about five participating vessels in the fleet.  Widow
rockfish would be limited to 10% of the landed yellowtail rockfish.  The tribes are proposing to again delay
the start of their midwater trawl fishery until September 2004 to reduce the incidental take of canary rockfish.

2.2.2.5 Washington Recreational

The Washington recreational groundfish fishery regulations under the Low OY alternative would be the same
as status quo except for the following changes:

• The canary rockfish sublimit is reduced from one per day to no retention.
• The lingcod season changes from March 16 through October 15 to the Saturday closest to March 16

through the Sunday closest to October 15.
• The nearshore line of 25 fm (used in inseason management to restrict depths where the recreational

fishery would operate if the canary or yelloweye rockfish harvest guideline is projected to be
attained early) would change to a 30-fm line; an inseason depth restriction would apply only in
specific high bycatch areas.

2.2.2.6 Oregon Recreational

The Oregon recreational groundfish fishery regulations under the Low OY alternative would be the same as
status quo except for the following changes:

• Groundfish open inside 40 fm year round. 
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• The canary rockfish sublimit is reduced from one per day to no retention.
• The yelloweye rockfish sublimit is reduced from one per day to no retention.
• The minimum size limit for lingcod increases from 24 inches to 26 inches.
• Cabezon retention is disallowed.
• A 12-inch minimum size limit is established for greenling species.

2.2.2.7 California Recreational

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is proposing establishing four marine regions to
manage nearshore commercial and  recreational fisheries off California under all 2004 alternatives.  These
regions are described as follows:

1. U.S./Mexico border to Pt. Conception at 34°27' N latitude.
2. Pt. Conception to Pt. San Pedro (near San Francisco Bay entrance at 37°59.4' N latitude).
3. Pt. San Pedro to Cape Mendocino at 40°10' N latitude.
4. Cape Mendocino to the California/Oregon border.

U.S./Mexico Border to Pt. Conception

The California recreational groundfish fishery regulations south of Pt. Conception under the Low OY
alternative would be the same as status quo except for the following changes:

• Groundfish open January through February and May through December inside 80 fm.
• The bocaccio sublimit is increased from no retention to one fish per day.
• The lingcod minimum size limit is increased from 24 inches to 26 inches.
• Cabezon retention is disallowed.
• The greenling species' minimum size limit is increased from 12 inches to 16 inches.

Additionally, the CDFG proposes changing the boundaries of the Cowcod Conservation Areas to open more
area to recreational (and commercial) bottomfishing.  Under the Low OY alternative, the CCAs would be
reduced to three areas that are bounded within the 20 fm to 260 fm depth range (Figure 2.2.2-1).  Two of
these closed area polygons are mostly within the status quo Area 1 described under the No Action alternative
and the fourth closed area polygon is mostly within the status quo Area 2 described under the No Action
alternative.

Pt. Conception to Pt. San Pedro

The California recreational groundfish fishery regulations for the area between Pt. Conception and Pt. San
Pedro under the Low OY alternative would be the same as status quo except for the following changes:

• Groundfish open March through June inside 20 fm and July through December inside 30 fm.
• The bocaccio sublimit is increased from no retention to one fish per day.
• The lingcod minimum size limit is increased from 24 inches to 26 inches.
• Cabezon retention is disallowed.
• The greenling species' minimum size limit is increased from 12 inches to 16 inches.



DRAFT 2004 GF Specifications September 2003
F:\!PFMC\MEE TING\2003\September\Groundfish\Ex_C6_Att1 Chapters 1 and 2.wpd

2-21

Pt. San Pedro to Cape Mendocino

The California recreational groundfish fishery regulations for the area between Pt. San Pedro and Cape
Mendocino under the Low OY alternative would be the same as described for the area between Pt.
Conception and Pt. San Pedro.

Cape Mendocino to the California-Oregon Border

The California recreational groundfish fishery regulations for the area between Cape Mendocino and the
California/Oregon border under the Low OY alternative would be the same as status quo except for the
following changes:

• Groundfish open March through December inside 30 fm.
• The lingcod minimum size limit is increased from 24 inches to 26 inches.
• Cabezon retention is disallowed.
• The greenling species' minimum size limit is increased from 12 inches to 16 inches.

2.2.3 The Medium OY Alternative

The Medium OY alternative represents intermediate harvest specifications and management measures
analyzed in this EIS for the 2004 West Coast groundfish fishery.  These specifications and management
measures were generally decided by the Council at its June 2003 meeting and subsequently refined by the
GMT.  The estimated mortality of overfished groundfish species under the Medium OY alternative are shown
in Table 2.2.3-1.  A description of the Medium OY alternative by fishery sector follows.

2.2.3.1 Limited Entry Trawl

Trip limits, cumulative landing limits, and the depth lines describing the trawl GCA by two-month period
under the Medium OY alternative for 2004 are shown in Tables 2.2.3-2 and 2.2.3-3 for the limited entry trawl
fishery north and south of 40°10' N latitude, respectively.

Non-Whiting Trawl

The limited entry trawl fishery would be constrained under the Medium OY alternative to waters deeper than
a line specified by latitude/longitude waypoints approximating 150 fm coastwide.  Shallow water
opportunities north of 40°10' N latitude inside 75 fm, except periods 2 and 3 when the GCA is extended
inshore to 60 fm, would be available to trawlers using small footropes to access shelf flatfish species.  The
75 fm to 150 fm depth zone would be closed year-round to trawling to protect overfished shelf and slope
rockfish species.

The limited entry trawl GCA south of 40°10' N latitude would be extended offshore to a specified line
approximating 150 fm to protect bocaccio, canary rockfish, cowcod, and other overfished groundfish species
inhabiting the shelf off California.  Inshore opportunities to target shelf flatfish would be provided by
allowing trawl vessels to fish from the bounds of the California territorial sea at three  miles offshore to a
line approximating 100 fm year-round.

As in 2003, the Medium OY alternative specifies smaller trip limits north of 40°10' N latitude for DTS species
for trawlers forced to use small footropes when fishing inshore of the trawl GCA.  The larger limits allowed
for trawlers fishing offshore of the GCA using large footropes are designed to provide an incentive for
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trawlers to fish deeper and avoid overfished groundfish species (particularly canary rockfish) residing on the
shelf.  The smaller DTS limits would apply for the entire two-month cumulative limit period if DTS species
were landed using small footrope gear.

Whiting Trawl

The U.S. portion of the total catch Pacific whiting OY and the sector allocations under the Medium OY
alternative are the same as described in Section 2.2.1.1 under the No Action alternative, with the exception
of an additional 1,000 mt of whiting set-aside to accommodate a cap for a WDFW-sponsored pollock EFP.

2.2.3.2 Limited Entry Fixed Gear

Trip limits, cumulative landing limits, and the depth lines describing the nontrawl GCA by two-month period
under the Medium OY alternative for 2004 are shown in Tables 2.2.3-4 and 2.2.3-5 for the limited entry fixed
gear fishery north and south of 40°10' N latitude, respectively.

Under the Medium OY alternative for 2004, the nontrawl GCA would be defined by management lines
specified with waypoints at roughly 30 fm to 100 fm in waters off Oregon and zero fm to 100 fm (status quo
or same as No Action) in waters off Washington.

The CDFG is proposing establishing four marine regions to manage nearshore commercial and  recreational
fisheries off California under all 2004 alternatives.  These regions are described as follows:

1. U.S./Mexico border to Pt. Conception at 34°27' N latitude.
2, Pt. Conception to Pt. San Pedro (near San Francisco Bay entrance at 37°59.4' N latitude).
3. Pt. San Pedro to Cape Mendocino at 40°10' N latitude.
4. Cape Mendocino to the California/Oregon border.

All the nearshore commercial seasons and depth restrictions by region would be the same as for the
recreational fishery under the Medium OY alternative (see Section 2.2.3.7).  A 100-pound  bocaccio trip limit
is specified under the Medium OY alternative for nearshore commercial fisheries south of Cape Mendocino.
There would be a specified cabezon slot limit of 15 inches to 21 inches and the greenling minimum size limit
would be 13 inches

2.2.3.3 Open Access

Trip limits, cumulative landing limits, and the depth lines describing the nontrawl GCA by 2-month period
under the Medium OY alternative for 2004 are shown in Tables 2.2.3-6 and 2.2.3-7 for open access gears
north and south of 40°10' N latitude, respectively.

The same nontrawl GCA described for limited entry fixed gears under the Medium OY alternative
(Section 2.2.3.2) would also apply for those open access fisheries not exempt from the GCA restrictions.

2.2.3.4 Tribal Fisheries

Tribal groundfish allocations and harvest guidelines under the Medium OY alternative are the same as
described for the Low OY alternative (Section 2.2.2.4), except for Pacific whiting which is based on a sliding
scale proportioned to the U.S. whiting OY, and sablefish.  Under the Medium OY alternative, the tribal
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Pacific whiting harvest guideline is 25,000 mt or status quo.  The sablefish harvest guideline is 722 mt, which
assumes a 3.85% average discard mortality rate for tribal trawl and fixed gear fisheries.

2.2.3.5 Washington Recreational

The Washington recreational groundfish fishery regulations under the Medium OY alternative would be the
same as status quo except for the following changes:

• The canary rockfish sublimit is reduced from one per day to no retention.
• The lingcod season changes from March 16 through October 15 to the Saturday closest to March 16

through the Sunday closest to October 15.
• The nearshore line of 25 fm (used in inseason management to restrict depths where the recreational

fishery would operate if the canary or yelloweye rockfish harvest guideline is projected to be attained
early) would change to a 30 fm line; an inseason depth restriction would apply only in specific high
bycatch areas.

2.2.3.6 Oregon Recreational

The Oregon recreational groundfish fishery regulations under the Medium OY alternative would be the same
as status quo except for the following changes:

• Groundfish open year round with no depth restrictions except during June through September when the
fishery is open only inside 40 fm. 

• The canary rockfish sublimit is reduced from one per day to no retention.
• The yelloweye rockfish sublimit is reduced from one per day to no retention.
• The minimum size limit for cabezon increases from 15 inches to 16 inches
• An 11-inch minimum size limit is established for greenling species.

2.2.3.7 California Recreational

U.S./Mexico Border to Pt. Conception

The California recreational groundfish fishery regulations south of Pt. Conception under the Medium OY
alternative would be the same as status quo except for the following changes:

• Groundfish open year round inside 80 fm.
• The bocaccio sublimit is increased from no retention to one fish per day.
• A cabezon slot limit of 15 inches to 21 inches is established.
• The greenling species' minimum size limit is increased from 12 inches to 13 inches

Additionally, the CDFG proposes changing the boundaries of the Cowcod Conservation Areas to open more
area to recreational (and commercial) bottomfishing.  Under the Medium OY alternative, the CCAs would
be reduced to four areas that are bounded within the 20 fm to 200 fm depth range (Figure 2.2.3-1).  Three
of these closed area polygons are mostly within the status quo Area 1 described under the No Action
alternative and the fourth closed area polygon is mostly within the status quo Area 2 described under the No
Action alternative.
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Pt. Conception to Pt. San Pedro

The California recreational groundfish fishery regulations for the area between Pt. Conception and Pt. San
Pedro under the Medium OY alternative would be the same as status quo except for the following changes:

• Groundfish open January through April and November through December inside 20 fm and May through
October inside 30 fm.

• The bocaccio sublimit is increased from no retention to one fish per day.
• A cabezon slot limit of 15 inches to 21 inches is established.
• The greenling species' minimum size limit is increased from 12 inches to 13 inches

Pt. San Pedro to Cape Mendocino

The California recreational groundfish fishery regulations for the area between Pt. San Pedro and Cape
Mendocino under the Medium OY alternative would be the same as described for the area between Pt.
Conception and Pt. San Pedro.

Cape Mendocino to the California/Oregon Border

The California recreational groundfish fishery regulations for the area between Cape Mendocino and the
California-Oregon border under the Medium OY alternative would be the same as status quo except for the
following changes:

• Groundfish open March-December inside 30 fm.
• The yelloweye sublimit is increased from no retention to one fish per day.
• A cabezon slot limit of 15 inches to 21 inches is established.
• The greenling species' minimum size limit is increased from 12 inches to 13 inches

2.2.4 The High OY Alternative

The High OY alternative represents the most liberal harvest specifications and management measures
analyzed in this EIS for the 2004 West Coast groundfish fishery.  These specifications and management
measures were generally decided by the Council at its June 2003 meeting and subsequently refined by the
GMT.  The estimated mortality of overfished groundfish species under the High OY alternative are shown
in Table 2.2.4-1.  A description of the High OY alternative by fishery sector follows.

2.2.4.1 Limited Entry Trawl

Trip limits, cumulative landing limits, and the depth lines describing the trawl GCA by two-month period
under the High OY alternative for 2004 are shown in Tables 2.2.4-2 and 2.2.4-3 for the limited entry trawl
fishery north and south of 40°10' N latitude, respectively.

Non-Whiting Trawl

The limited entry trawl fishery would be constrained under the High OY alternative to waters deeper than
a line specified by latitude/longitude waypoints approximating 150 fm coastwide.  Shallow water
opportunities north of 40°10' N latitude inside 75 fm, except periods 2 and 3 when the GCA is extended
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inshore to 60 fm, would be available to trawlers using small footropes to access shelf flatfish species.  The
75 fm to 150 fm depth zone would be closed year-round to trawling to protect overfished shelf and slope
rockfish species.

The limited entry trawl GCA south of 40°10' N latitude would be extended offshore to a specified line
approximating 150 fm to protect bocaccio, canary rockfish, cowcod, and other overfished groundfish species
inhabiting the shelf off California.  Inshore opportunities to target shelf flatfish would be provided by
allowing trawl vessels to fish from the bounds of the California territorial sea at three miles offshore to a line
approximating 100 fm year-round.

As in 2003, the High OY alternative specifies smaller trip limits north of 40°10' N latitude for DTS species
for trawlers forced to use small footropes when fishing inshore of the trawl GCA.  The larger limits allowed
for trawlers fishing offshore of the GCA using large footropes are designed to provide an incentive for
trawlers to fish deeper and avoid overfished groundfish species (particularly canary rockfish) residing on the
shelf.  The smaller DTS limits would apply for the entire two-month cumulative limit period if DTS species
were landed using small footrope gear.

Whiting Trawl

The U.S. portion of the total catch Pacific whiting OY under the High OY alternative is 222,300 mt.  This
OY was apportioned among commercial sectors according to the allocations in federal regulations (50 CFR
660.306 and 550 CFR 660.323(a)(4).  The tribal allocation was based on the sliding scale methodology that
has been in use since 1999, which specifies tribal allocation relative to incremental changes to the U.S.
whiting OY.  The High OY tribal whiting allocation is 30,000 mt based on this methodology, which was
taken off the top of the U.S. OY.  An additional 2,000 mt of whiting was set-aside to accommodate bycatch
in non-whiting fisheries and 1,000 mt to accommodate a cap for a WDFW-sponsored pollock EFP to derive
the non-tribal commercial OY of 189,300 mt.  This commercial OY was allocated 34% (64,362 mt) to the
catcher-processor sector, 24% (45,432 mt) to the mothership sector, and 42% (79,506 mt) to the shoreside
sector.

2.2.4.2 Limited Entry Fixed Gear

Trip limits, cumulative landing limits, and the depth lines describing the nontrawl GCA by two-month period
under the High OY alternative for 2004 are shown in Tables 2.2.4-4 and 2.2.4-5 for the limited entry fixed
gear fishery north and south of 40°10' N latitude, respectively.

The CDFG is proposing establishing four marine regions to manage nearshore commercial and  recreational
fisheries off California under all 2004 alternatives.  These regions are described as follows:

1. U.S./Mexico border to Pt. Conception at 34°27' N latitude.
2. Pt. Conception to Pt. San Pedro (near San Francisco Bay entrance at 37°59.4' N latitude).
3. Pt. San Pedro to Cape Mendocino at 40°10' N latitude.
4. Cape Mendocino to the California/Oregon border.

All the nearshore commercial seasons and depth restrictions by region would be the same as for the
recreational fishery (see Section 2.2.4.7).  A 150-pound bocaccio trip limit is specified under the High OY
alternative for nearshore commercial fisheries south of Cape Mendocino.  There would be a specified
cabezon slot limit of 15 inches to 22 inches and the greenling minimum size limit would be 12 inches.
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2.2.4.3 Open Access

Trip limits, cumulative landing limits, and the depth lines describing the nontrawl GCA by two-month period
under the High OY alternative for 2004 are shown in Tables 2.2.4-6 and 2.2.4-7 for open access gears north
and south of 40°10' N latitude, respectively.

2.2.4.4 Tribal Fisheries

Tribal groundfish allocations and harvest guidelines under the High OY alternative are the same as described
for the Low OY alternative (Section 2.2.2.4), except for Pacific whiting which is based on a sliding scale
proportioned to the U.S. whiting OY and sablefish.  The tribal Pacific whiting harvest guideline is 30,000
mt under the High OY alternative.  The sablefish harvest guideline is 781 mt, which assumes a 3.79% average
discard mortality rate for tribal trawl and fixed gear fisheries.

2.2.4.5 Washington Recreational

The Washington recreational groundfish fishery regulations under the High OY alternative would be the same
as status quo except for the following changes:

• The lingcod season changes from March 16 through October 15 to the Saturday closest to March 16
through the Sunday closest to October 15.

• The nearshore line of 25 fm (used in inseason management to restrict depths where the recreational
fishery would operate if the canary or yelloweye rockfish harvest guideline is projected to be attained
early) would change to a 30 fm line; an inseason depth restriction would apply only in specific high
bycatch areas.

2.2.4.6 Oregon Recreational

The Oregon recreational groundfish fishery regulations under the High OY alternative would be the same as
status quo except for the following changes:

• Groundfish open year round with no depth restrictions except during July when the fishery is open only
inside 50 fm. 

• A 10-inch minimum size limit is established for greenling species.

2.2.4.7 California Recreational

U.S./Mexico Border to Pt. Conception

The California recreational groundfish fishery regulations south of Pt. Conception under the High OY
alternative would be the same as status quo except for the following changes:

• Groundfish open year round without depth restrictions.
• The bocaccio sublimit is increased from no retention to two fish per day.
• The canary rockfish sublimit is increased from no retention to one fish per day.
• A cabezon slot limit of 15 inches to 22 inches is established.

Additionally, the CDFG proposes changing the boundaries of the Cowcod Conservation Areas to open more
area to recreational (and commercial) bottomfishing.  Under the High OY alternative, the CCAs would be
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reduced to four areas that are bounded within the 20 fm to 180 fm depth range (Figure 2.2.4-1).  Three of
these closed area polygons are mostly within the status quo Area 1 described under the No Action alternative
and the fourth closed area polygon is mostly within the status quo Area 2 described under the No Action
alternative.

Pt. Conception to Pt. San Pedro

The California recreational groundfish fishery regulations for the area between Pt. Conception and Pt. San
Pedro under the High OY alternative would be the same as status quo except for the following changes:

• Groundfish open March through December inside 30 fm.
• The bocaccio sublimit is increased from no retention to two fish per day.
• The canary rockfish sublimit is increased from no retention to one fish per day.
• A cabezon slot limit of 15 inches to 22 inches is established.

Pt. San Pedro to Cape Mendocino

The California recreational groundfish fishery regulations for the area between Pt. San Pedro and Cape
Mendocino under the High OY alternative would be the same as described for the area between Pt.
Conception and Pt. San Pedro.

Cape Mendocino to the California-Oregon Border

The California recreational groundfish fishery regulations for the area between Cape Mendocino and the
California-Oregon border under the High OY alternative would be the same as status quo except for the
following changes:

• Groundfish open year round inside 30 fm.
• The canary rockfish sublimit is increased from no retention to one fish per day.
• The yelloweye sublimit is increased from no retention to one fish per day.
• A cabezon slot limit of 15 inches to 22 inches is established.

2.2.5 The Council OY Alternative

The Council OY alternative represents the Council-preferred groundfish harvest specifications and
management measures recommended to NMFS and the U.S. Secretary of Commerce for 2004.  The Council
will adopt these specifications and management measures at its September 8-12, 2003 meeting in Seattle,
Washington.

2.2.6 Alternatives Considered, But Eliminated From Detailed Study

Bycatch caps
OYs for overfished species determined to have a PMAX <50%
Commercial seasonal closures
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Tribal Groundfish Fisheries Proposals for 2004 

 

 

 

Black Rockfish - The 2004 tribal harvest guidelines will be set at 20,000 pounds for the 

management area between the US/Canada border and Cape Alava, and 10,000 pounds for the 

management area located between Destruction Island and Leadbetter Point.  No tribal harvest 

restrictions are proposed for the management area between Cape Alava and Destruction Island. 

 

Sablefish - The 2004 tribal set aside for sablefish will be set at 10 percent of the Monterey 

through Vancouver area OY minus 3 % to account for expected discard mortality.  This 

represents 728.5 mt based on the harvest levels approved by the Council for 2004.  Allocations 

among tribes and among gear types, if any, will be determined by the tribes. 

 

Lingcod - The tribes propose an overall harvest guideline of 25 mt for all tribal fisheries.  

Tribal fisheries will be restricted to 450 pound per day and 1350 pound per week limits for all 

fisheries, which may be adjusted inseason to stay within the overall harvest guideline.  

 

For all other tribal groundfish fisheries the following trip limits will apply: 

 

Thornyhead rockfish - Tribal fisheries will be restricted to a 300 pound per trip limit.  This 

trip limit will be for short and longspine thornyheads combined. 

 

Canary rockfish - Tribal fisheries will be restricted to a 300 pound per trip limit. 

 

Other Minor Nearshore, Shelf and Slope Rockfish - Tribal fisheries will be restricted to a 300 

pound per trip limit for each species group, or the limited entry trip limits if they are less 

restrictive than the 300 pound per trip limit. 

 

Yelloweye Rockfish – The tribes will continue developing depth, area, and time restrictions in 

their directed Pacific halibut fishery to minimize impacts on yelloweye rockfish.  Tribal 

fisheries will be restricted to 100 pounds per trip. 

 

Full Retention- The tribes will allow full retention of all rockfish species during open 

competition fisheries for Pacific halibut. 
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Makah Trawl fisheries proposals for 2004 

 

Pacific Whiting - For the 2004 Pacific whiting fishery, the tribal set aside will be as provided in 

the Makah tribe’s proposed allocation framework. 

 

Mid-water Trawl Fishery-  Treaty mid-water trawl fishermen will be restricted to a 

cumulative limit of yellowtail rockfish, based on the number of vessels participating, not to 

exceed 150,000 pounds per two month period for the entire fleet.  Their landings of widow 

rockfish must not exceed 10% of the poundage of yellowtail rockfish landed in any given period. 

 The tribe may adjust the cumulative limit for any two-month period to minimize the incidental 

catch of canary and widow rockfish, provided the average cumulative limit does not exceed 

150,000 pounds for the fleet. 

 

Bottom Trawl Fishery - Treaty fishermen using bottom trawl gear will be subject to the trip 

limits applicable to the limited entry fishery for Pacific cod, English sole, rex sole, arrowtooth 

flounder, and other flatfish.  For petrale sole, fishermen would be restricted to 30,000 lbs/2 

month period for the entire year.  Because of the relatively small expected harvest, the trip 

limits for the tribal fishery will be those in place at the beginning of the season in the limited 

entry fishery and will not be adjusted downward, nor will time restrictions or closures be 

imposed, unless in-season catch statistics demonstrate that the tribes have taken ½ of the harvest 

in the tribal area.  Fishermen will be restricted to PFMC approved trawl gear. 

 

Observer Program – The Makah tribe has an observer program in place to monitor and enforce 

the limits proposed above. 
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COMMERCIAL FISHERY REVENUE PROJECTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

 
TABLE ComRev-1. Projected groundfish revenue for the low, medium, and high OY options ($ millions). 

 
2002 

Projected 2003  

(Status Quo) 
Low OY Medium OY High OY 

All Groundfish 47.3 47.5 35.5 46.8 57.5 

Whiting (as constrained by widow) 11.3 12.6 4.9 10.1 19.8 

Trawl Groundfish Nonwhiting  23.9 22.8 21.1 23.4 23.8 

Nontrawl Groundfish 12.1 12.2 9.6 13.4 13.9 

Notes:  Results based on output for the trawl model, sablefish OY, black rockfish caps, and adjustments for shelf closures based on performance of the 2003 fishery 

relative to the 2002 fishery.  The 2003 projection does not take into account this week’s inseason management actions. 



TABLE ComRev-2.  Projected groundfish revenue by period and landing area for the low, medium, and high OY options ($ millions). 

 Jan-Feb Mar-Apr May-June July-Aug Sept_Oct Nov-Dec Total 

Washington        

Status Quo (2003 Proj) 0.4 0.6 1.1 1.8 1.1 0.3 5.3 

Low OY Option 0.4 0.5 1.0 1.6 1.0 0.3 4.8 

Medium OY Option 0.4 0.6 1.3 2.1 1.4 0.3 6.1 

High OY Option 0.4 0.6 1.4 2.2 1.5 0.3 6.3 

        

Oregon        

Status Quo (2003 Proj) 2.0 2.0 2.6 2.2 2.7 1.3 12.8 

Low OY Option 1.9 1.9 2.2 1.9 2.3 1.1 11.3 

Medium OY Option 2.0 2.2 2.8 2.4 3.0 1.2 13.7 

High OY Option 2.1 2.3 2.9 2.5 3.2 1.3 14.2 

        

California - North        

Status Quo (2003 Proj) 0.6 0.8 0.7 0.7 1.0 0.6 4.4 

Low OY Option 0.6 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.5 4.1 

Medium OY Option 0.6 0.9 0.8 0.8 1.1 0.5 4.6 

High OY Option 0.6 0.9 0.8 0.8 1.2 0.5 4.7 

        

California - South        

Status Quo (2003 Proj) 1.8 1.6 2.2 2.5 2.1 2.1 12.4 

Low OY Option 1.7 1.4 1.9 2.0 1.7 1.7 10.4 

Medium OY Option 1.9 1.8 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.0 12.4 

High OY Option 1.7 1.9 2.2 2.4 2.2 2.0 12.4 

        

Coastwide        

Status Quo (2003 Proj) 4.7 5.1 6.7 7.2 7.0 4.2 35.0 

Low OY Option 4.5 4.6 5.8 6.3 5.9 3.5 30.6 

Medium OY Option 4.9 5.5 7.1 7.6 7.6 4.0 36.7 

High OY Option 4.8 5.6 7.3 7.8 8.0 4.2 37.7 
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AMENDMENT 10
TO THE PACIFIC COAST GROUNDFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN

IMPLEMENTING A MONITORING PROGRAM TO  PROVIDE A FULL
RETENTION OPPORTUNITY IN THE SHORE-BASED PACIFIC WHITING FISHERY

PRELIMINARY DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Abstract:  This preliminary Environmental Assessment (EA) provides an initial analysis of the effects of
implementing a monitoring program to provide a full retention opportunity in the shore-based Pacific whiting fishery
off the coasts of Washington, Oregon, and California.  A full retention opportunity will enable the shore-based
whiting fleet to land unsorted catch at processing plants while the monitoring program will improving the ability of
fishery management agencies to track the incidental catch of prohibited species (i.e., Pacific salmon) and overfished
groundfish species (i.e., widow rockfish, darkblotched rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, canary rockfish, bocaccio,
lingcod), as well as tracking the forfeiture and/or donation of groundfish caught in excess of Pacific Coast
groundfish trip limits by the shore-based whiting fleet.  The effects of different types of monitoring programs on the
socioeconomic, biological, and physical environment of the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery were given a
preliminary analysis and areas needing further analysis were identified.  

The purpose of this document is to present and discuss the different types of monitoring programs that could be
implemented to provide a full retention opportunity in the shore-based whiting fishery and the effects of those
monitoring programs.  At its September 8 - 12, 2003, meeting in Seattle, Washington, the Pacific Fishery
Management Council (Pacific Council) will review this EA and adopt a range of alternatives for public review.  The
Pacific Council is scheduled to select a preferred alternative (i.e., a preferred monitoring program) at their November
3 - 7, 2003, meeting in San Diego, Calfornia.  After the Pacific Council’s November meeting, a proposed rule
describing the proposed monitoring program and requesting public comment will be published in the Federal
Register.  After receiving public comment on the proposed rule, a final rule will implement a monitoring program
into federal regulation prior to the start of the 2004 primary whiting season.  Implementing a monitoring program for
the shore-based whiting fleet will aid in sustainable management of Pacific Coast salmon and groundfish stocks
while providing an important economic opportunity to those associated with the harvest, processing, and selling of
whiting taken by the shore-based whiting fleet.      
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1.0   PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1  Introduction

The groundfish fishery in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), offshore waters between 3 and
200 miles, off the coasts of Washington, Oregon, and California (WOC) is managed under the
Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP).  The Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP
was prepared by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (Pacific Council) under the authority
of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act (subsequently amended and
renamed the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act).  The Pacific Coast
Groundfish FMP has been in effect since 1982.

Actions taken to amend FMPs or to implement regulations to govern the groundfish fishery must
meet the requirements of several federal laws, regulations, and executive orders .  In addition to
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act),
these federal laws, regulations, and executive orders include:  National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), Endangered Species Act (ESA), Marine
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), Paperwork
Reduction Act (PRA), Executive Orders (E.O.) 12866, 12898, 13132, and 13175, and the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

The regulations which implement NEPA allow NEPA documents to be combined with other
agency documents to reduce duplication and paperwork (40 CFR§§1506.4).  Therefore, this EA
will ultimately become a combined regulatory document to be used for compliance with not only
NEPA but also E.O. 12866 and RFA.  NEPA, E.O. 12866, and the RFA require a description of
the purpose and need for the proposed action as well as a description of alternative actions that
may address the problem.  The purpose and need and general background materials are included
in Chapter One of this document.  Chapter Two describes a reasonable range of alternative
management actions that may be taken under the proposed action.  In accordance with NEPA
requirements, Chapter Three contains a description of the socioeconomic, biological, and
physical characteristics of the affected environment and Chapter Four examines the
socioeconomic, biological, and physical impacts of the management options as required by
NEPA, E.O. 12866 and the RFA.  Chapter Five provides the list of references and an appendix is
attached.  

In the final EA, Chapter Five will contain the NEPA conclusions, Chapter Six will addresses the
consistency of the proposed actions with the FMP, Magnuson-Stevens Act, ESA, MPA, CZMA,
PRA, E.O. 12866, E.O. 13175 and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  The Regulatory Impact
Review required by E.O. 12866 to address the economic significance of the action, and the
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis required by the RFA to addresses the impacts of the proposed
actions on small businesses will be found in Chapters Seven and Eight, respectively.
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The purposes of the proposed action are as follows:

% Provide for a full retention opportunity within in the Pacific Coast
groundfish fishery.

% Meet the terms and conditions of the “Section 7 Consultation -
Biological Opinion:  Fishing conducted under the Pacific Coast
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan for California, Oregon, and
Washington Groundfish Fishery” by accurately tracking salmon species
incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery and collecting
morphological information from salmon species.

% Maintain the integrity of Pacific Coast groundfish rebuilding plans for 
overfished species by accurately tracking overfished species taken in the
shore-based whiting fishery to manage the total mortality of overfished 
species.

% Reduce bycatch by allowing for the landing of prohibited species and 
groundfish taken in excess of cumulative trip limits and accurately 
tracking the forfeiture and/or donation of these fish to state or charitable 
donation agencies.

1.2  Summary of Proposed Action

The proposed action is to implement a monitoring program to provide for a full retention
opportunity in the shore-based Pacific whiting (whiting) fishery in the EEZ off the coasts of
Washington, Oregon, and California.  

1.3  Purpose of and Need for Action

The need for implementing a permanent monitoring program in the shore-based whiting fishery
is to provide for a full retention fishery by enabling the shore-based whiting fleet, comprised
exclusively of catcher vessels, to deliver unsorted catch to processing plants, a practice necessary
to ensure that whiting landings are of market quality, while abiding by federal groundfish
regulations and those implementing the Pacific Coast salmon and groundfish fishery
management plans (FMPs), thereby, providing an important economic opportunity to those
associated with the harvest, processing, and selling of whiting taken by the shore-based whiting
fleet. 
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1.4  Background to the Purpose and Need

The need for the proposed action is linked to the treatment and disposition of prohibited species
and groundfish taken in excess of cumulative trip limits in the Pacific Coast groundfish trawl as 
specified by federal regulations and those implementing the Pacific Coast salmon and groundfish
FMPs.

%  In section 6.5.2.2 “Catch Restrictions” of the 2002 groundfish FMP, it specifies that 
salmon caught in trawl nets are classified as a prohibited species.  As specified under 
federal regulation at 50 CFR 660.306 and in section 6.5.5.4 “Prohibited Species” of the 
2002 groundfish FMP, salmon captured in trawl nets and brought aboard must be 
returned to the sea as soon as practicable, after allowing for sampling by an observer, 
with a minimum of injury (PFMC 2002).  [Note:  Because of the high mortality rate for 
trawl caught salmon, all salmon discards are presumed dead.]  

% In section 6.6.2 “Net Prohibition” of the 2003 salmon FMP, it specifies that the use of 
nets to capture salmon, with the exception of a hand-held net used to lift hooked salmon 
on board a vessel, is prohibited (PFMC 2003).  

% Under federal regulation at 50 CFR 660.306, the taking, retaining, possessing, or landing 
of groundfish in excess of cumulative trip limits is prohibited without an exempted 
fishing permit. 

Trawl fisheries regulated by the Pacific Coast groundfish FMP include those using either bottom
trawl gear, a type of gear routinely fished with the footrope in contact with the ocean floor, or
those using midwater trawl gear, a type of gear that is routinely fished above the ocean floor.  In
general, bottom trawl gear is used to harvest flatfish, rockfish, and some roundfish species while
midwater trawl gear is primarily used to capture whiting. 

Relatively low numbers of salmon are incidentally taken during trawl fishing operations for
groundfish.  Between September 2001 and August 2002, 9,413 lbs of salmon were incidentally
taken by the limited entry groundfish trawl fleet with observer coverage during that period
(about 10% of landings) off the Pacific Coast (NMFS 2003).  The incidental capture of salmon is
generally an unusual occurrence with most tows containing no salmon and a few tows containing
many salmon.  Variation in the incidental take of salmon appears to be influenced by the time of
year, area, depth of fishing, and general salmon abundance.  Knowledge of these variations
shared between fishers can sometimes be used to help limit the incidental take of salmon in the
groundfish fishery, especially in the whiting fishery.  The salmon species predominantly taken in
the whiting fishery is chinook.  Pink, chum, and coho salmon may also contribute to a significant
proportion of the catch in the midwater trawl fishery, depending on the year and location of the
fishery.  In 2002, 2,741 salmon were incidentally taken in the non-tribal whiting fishery (S.
Parker, Marine Resources Program, ODFW, 2003, personal communication).  
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The 1992 Biological Opinion analyzing the effects of the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery on
salmon stocks listed under the ESA, requires the Pacific Council to provide for monitoring of the
salmon incidentally taken in the midwater trawl whiting fishery but not in the bottom trawl
fishery (NMFS 1992).  Gear is fished within the water column in the midwater trawl whiting
fishery and it is fished near and/or on the ocean floor in the bottom trawl fishery.  Because
salmon are most often present in the water column, as opposed to being associated with the
ocean floor, and because there is a spatial/temporal overlap between the whiting fishery and
salmon distribution, there is an opportunity to take more salmon in the whiting fishery than in
the bottom trawl fishery.  For the bottom trawl fishery, the Pacific Council must provide an
annual summary which characterizes that fishery and which can be used to assess any changing
trends in that fishery that may jeopardize a listed salmon stock.  Currently, the need for
monitoring in the whiting fishery is based on not jeopardizing the existence of listed salmon
species, including the Snake River fall chinook, lower Columbia River chinook, upper
Willamette River chinook, and Puget Sound chinook (NMFS 2002).  Monitoring needs could
change if additional salmon species are listed or additional incidental take data are needed for
other management purposes.

The whiting stock is the most abundant of any managed fishery resource off the coasts of
Washington, Oregon, and California.  Whiting landings in 2002 represented approximately 81%
of the total groundfish landings by weight for the year (PacFIN 2002).  The primary value of
whiting lies in its conversion to a protein paste known as "surimi" which is used as the base for
many analog products such as imitation crab, shrimp, and scallops.  The conversion of fish flesh
to an acceptable quality of surimi is highly dependent on the freshness of the raw product and
demands careful handling and immediate cooling or processing to be economically feasible. 
Processing of whiting into surimi is more critical than with some other fish species because
whiting contains a parasite which releases an enzyme that begins to soften the flesh of the fish
soon after it dies.  Rapid cooling of the whiting catch can retard this deterioration should whiting
need to be stored for any duration prior to processing (PFMC 1996).  

At present, the whiting fishery consists of at-sea and shore-based components.  In the at-sea
fishery, the trawl nets are emptied on the deck of either a mothership or catcher-processor, the
catch is sorted, and the whiting are quickly processed to retain freshness and prevent loss of
quality.  During this time, incidentally caught salmon can be removed from the catch by an
observer, either on deck or during processing of the catch, counted, and thrown overboard. 
Therefore, owing to vessel configuration and 100 % observer coverage, disposition of the
salmon incidentally taken with midwater trawl gear by the at-sea whiting fleet satisfies the
requirements of both the salmon and groundfish FMPs.  In the shore-based fishery, catcher
vessels must store the whiting, for up to several hours as they transit from the fishing grounds to
shore-based plants where the fish are processed.  In this situation, it is imperative for the catch to
be cooled as rapidly as possible, often by immediately emptying the contents of the trawl net into
refrigerated seawater holds below deck, to retain product freshness and quality.  The shore-based
fleet’s rapid dumping of catch into refrigerated seawater holds below deck precludes immediate
sorting, sampling, and removing prohibited species from the catch.  Consequently, this handling
of salmon species and groundfish species taken in excess of cumulative trip limits by the shore-
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based whiting fleet is not in accordance with the Pacific Coast salmon or groundfish FMPs or
under federal regulation at 50 CFR 660.306.

The sorting, sampling, and immediate release of salmon incidentally taken in the whiting fishery
is possible for the at-sea component of the fishery, but it is not practical for the shore-based
component of the whiting fishery because of their need to rapidly cool the fish in refrigerated
seawater holds to preserve freshness and quality.  As a temporary means to meet the monitoring
requirements of the 1992 Biological Opinion and allow for efficient utilization of the whiting
resource, the Pacific Council implemented an exempted fishing permit (EFP) process for the
shore-based component.  Through the initial use of on-board observers and the continued use of
dock-side monitors, this EFP process authorized the retention of incidentally caught salmon in
the shore-based whiting fishery until the catch is sorted at the processing plant.  At the plants,
incidentally taken salmon are counted, sampled, and either forfeited to the state or donated to
charitable institutions.  EFPs are intended to provide for limited testing of a fishing strategy, gear
type, or monitoring program that may eventually be implemented on a larger fleet-wide scale and
are not a permanent solution to the monitoring needs of the shore-based whiting fishery. 
Because the results of the shore-based whiting EFP indicate that it is feasible to retain and
monitor the incidental take of salmon in the shore-based whiting fishery, it is now appropriate to
implement a permanent monitoring system for salmon and other non-target species incidentally
taken in the shore-based whiting fishery. 

The harvest of Pacific Coast groundfish species is managed under a cumulative trip limit system. 
Trip limits are the specified quantity of groundfish that can be taken, retained, possessed, or
landed on either a daily, weekly, monthly, or two month schedule.  Because non-whiting species
are sometimes captured during directed fishing for whiting and because sorting catch at sea is
difficult for the shore-based whiting fleet, adherence to a trip limit management regime is not
practical for the shore-based whiting fleet.  In the fall of 2001, the West Coast Groundfish
Observer Program (Observer Program) was implemented in the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery. 
The purpose of the Observer Program is to provide accurate accounts of total catch, bycatch, and
discard under the cumulative trip limit management system.  Vessels with limited entry permits
carry observers on a random schedule and the Observer Program’s initial goal was to provide
coverage for trips resulting in about 10% of the limited entry trawl fleet’s coastwide landings
(NMFS 2003).  Because of the shore-based whiting fleet’s difficulty with sorting catch at sea,
they have been able to take, retain, possess, and land groundfish species taken in excess of
groundfish cumulative trip limits through the EFP process.  Without an EFP, shore-based
whiting vessels would be prohibited from retaining and landing groundfish in excess of trip
limits under federal regulation at 50 CFR 660.306.  Through the EFP process, the shore-based
whiting fishery has been acting as a full retention fishery.  Because the Observer Program is not
designed to provide coverage for a full retention fishery, there is a need for a monitoring
program in the shore-based whiting fishery that is designed to provide the higher level of
coverage necessary for a full retention fishery.  
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In addition to tracking salmon incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery, there is an
increasing need to accurately track other aspects of the shore-based whiting fishery.  There are
currently nine overfished groundfish species along the Pacific Coast and at least six of these
species (widow rockfish, darkblotched rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, canary rockfish, bocaccio,
and lingcod) are incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery.  In 2002, the incidental
catch of overfished species was as follows:  5,319 kg of widow rockfish, 432 kg of canary
rockfish, 221 kg of Pacific ocean perch, 216 kg of lingcod, 24 kg of bocaccio, and 10 kg of
darkblotched rockfish (Wiedoff and Parker 2002).  The take of these species by the shore-based
whiting fleet should be closely tracked for two reasons.  It is important to not underestimate the
total mortality of overfished species because that may result in harvest levels exceeding the
rebuilding optimum yields (OYs) for those species, potentially slowing the rebuilding of those
stocks.  It is also important not to overestimate the catch of overfished species by the shore-
based whiting fleet as that may result in other sectors of the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery
being unnecessarily constrained in order to limit the incidental take of overfished species.  

Additionally, as both state and federal agencies are experiencing budget reductions that affect the
presence of enforcement personnel and dock-side samplers in and around processing plants, it is
important to closely monitor what becomes of groundfish taken in excess of cumulative trip
limits.  Because of the shore-based whiting fleet’s difficulty with sorting catch at sea, they have
been able to take, retain, and land groundfish species taken in excess of groundfish cumulative
trip limits through the EFP process.  Groundfish taken in excess of trip limits are either forfeited
to state agencies or donated to charitable agencies.  Whether these fish are forfeited to the state
or surrendered as charitable donations, a monitoring system is necessary to track these activities.  

The proposed action is to implement a permanent monitoring program that provides for a full
retention opportunity in the shore-based whiting fishery.  The different monitoring programs for
the shore-based whiting fishery analyzed in this EA are based on the existing monitoring
program for shore-based whiting EFP, they are intended to meet the coverage needs of a full
retention fishery, and will aid in the sustainable management of Pacific Coast salmon and
groundfish fisheries. 

1.5  Environmental Review Process

The purpose of the environmental review process is to determine the range of issues that the
NEPA document (in this case the EA) needs to address.  This allows the preparation of the
document to be effectively managed.  The environmental review process is intended to ensure
that problems are identified early and properly reviewed, that issues of little significance do not
consume time and effort, and that the draft NEPA document is thorough and balanced.  The
environmental review process should identify the public and agency concerns; clearly define the
environmental issues and alternatives to be examined in the NEPA document including, the
elimination of non-significant issues; identify related issues; and identify state and local agency
requirements that must be addressed.
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1.5.1  Public Scoping

To address the treatment and disposition of salmon in the groundfish trawl fisheries, specifically
the shore-based component of the whiting fishery, an EA to amend both the groundfish and
salmon FMPs was drafted in 1996 by Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) staff. 
Amendments to the FMPs numbered 10 and 12 for groundfish and salmon, respectively.  The
1996 EA analyzed two management measures (alternatives) regarding the retention of salmon
taken with groundfish trawl gear.  The first alternative (status quo) was to maintain the current
salmon and groundfish FMPs, therefore, retention of salmon in the trawl fisheries would not
have been permitted and the practice of retaining salmon in the shore-based whiting fishery was
only authorized as a temporary experimental measure under the authority of the EFP process. 
The second alternative (proposed action) maintained salmon as a prohibited species in the
groundfish FMP.  However, it added trawl gear to the list of gears which may retain salmon if
allowed under other pertinent regulations (such as salmon fishing regulations at 50 CFR Part
660, Subpart H).  Under the second alternative, the salmon FMP would be amended to allow
retention of salmonids in the trawl fishery, when a  Pacific Council approved monitoring
program, one that meets certain minimum guidelines, is established in the shore-based whiting
fishery (PFMC 1996).  At their October 21 - 25, 1996, meeting in San Francisco, California, the
Pacific Council discussed the retention of salmon in groundfish trawl fisheries, specifically the
shore-based whiting fishery, and took final action implementing the second alternative (proposed
action) to maintain a viable shore-based whiting fishery while using EFPs to temporarily monitor
the incidental take of salmon until a permanent monitoring program could be implemented. 
Interested members of the public had the opportunity to comment on the retention of salmon in
groundfish trawl fisheries at that same meeting in San Francisco, California.

In keeping with the Pacific Council’s recommendation, to maintain a viable shore-based whiting
fishery using EFPs to temporarily monitor the incidental take of salmon until a Pacific Council
approved monitoring and disposition program is established, NMFS is proceeding with
implementing a monitoring program for the shore-based whiting fishery.  A preliminary EA is to
be brought before the Pacific Council at their September 8 - 12, 2003, meeting in Seattle,
Washington.  The Pacific Council will review this preliminary EA and adopt a range of
alternatives for public review.  At their November 3 - 7, 2003, meeting in San Diego, California,
the Pacific Council will review a final EA and select a preferred alternative (i.e., a preferred
monitoring program).  

On April 18, 2003, NMFS Northwest Region staff met with Northwest Fisheries Science Center
(NWFSC) and West Coast Observer Program (Observer Program) staff to discuss implementing
a monitoring program for the shore-based whiting fishery.  Meeting discussion focused on what
types of monitoring programs would be appropriate for the shore-based whiting fishery, what
NWFSC and Observer Program resources, if any, would be available for monitoring the shore-
based whiting fishery, and identifying an Observer Program staff member available to serve as a
contact individual for the development and implementation of a shore-based whiting monitoring
program.  
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On May 22, 2003, NMFS Northwest Region staff met with personnel from Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW),
and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to discuss implementing a monitoring
program for the shore-based whiting fishery.  Meeting discussion focused on identifying state
issues and concerns associated with different types of monitoring systems and identifying a
contact individual from each state for the development and implementation of a monitoring
system in shore-based whiting fishery.  

1.5.2  Issues and Concerns Raised Through Scoping

While the initial purpose of the proposed action was to develop and implement a monitoring
program for the treatment and disposition of incidentally taken salmon in the shore-based
whiting fishery, the importance of developing and implementing a monitoring program capable
of tracking multiple aspects of the shore-based whiting fishery became apparent through the
scoping process.

Issues and concerns identified by staff from the NWFSC and Observer Program staff on April
18, 2003, include:  the merits of a full retention program, allowing discard at sea would require
observers/monitors to be aboard shore-based vessels, placing federal observers aboard shore-side
is an inefficient use of resources, perhaps this shore-based fishery is a candidate for testing hard
bycatch caps, video cameras may have insurance/liability concerns for industry, and valuable
data could be collected dock-side but logistics of port sampling is difficult for the Observer
Program.

Issues and concerns identified by staff from state (Washington, Oregon, and California) agencies
on May 22, 2003, include:  the relative economic importance of the shore-based whiting fishery
varies by state, the resources available to implement a monitoring program differ by state, the
monitoring program should be relatively consistent across states and build on the existing EFP
monitoring infrastructure, currently monitoring is funded by industry, NMFS, and the states,
there should be port specific market values for overage fish, the monitoring program could use a 
“penalty box” concept, and the monitoring program could implement individual vessel bycatch
caps.
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1.6  Decision to be Made

From the information in this EA, the Regional Administrator of NMFS, Northwest Region must
decide which monitoring program should be implemented in the shore-based whiting fishery. 
The Regional Administrator must also determine if the selected alternative (monitoring program)
would or would not be a major federal action, significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment.  If the Regional Administrator determines that the proposed action would not
significantly affect the quality of the human environment, then a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) can be prepared and a monitoring program can be implemented in the shore-
based whiting fishery.  If the Regional Administrator determines that the action would
significantly affect the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery, then preparation of an Environmental
Impact Statement will be required.

1.7  Applicable Federal Permits, Licences, or Authorizations Needed in Conjunction with
Implementing this Proposal

No additional federal permits, licences, or authorizations are needed to implement a monitoring
program in the shore-based whiting fishery.
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2.0  ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

2.1  Introduction

This chapter describes the different monitoring options or alternatives that may be implemented
in the shore-based whiting fishery to meet the purpose and need of the proposed action.  When
deciding what type of a monitoring system is appropriate for the shore-based whiting fishery, the
advantages and disadvantages associated with three different components of a monitoring
program in the shore-based whiting fishery and four different monitoring options for the shore-
based whiting fishery should be considered.  The three different components of a monitoring
program for shore-based whiting fishery that should be considered include:  monitoring the
harvesting and dock-side aspects of the fishery, tracking the overage/donation fish and the
money paid for these fish, and the funding sources for a shore-based monitoring program.  These
three different components of the shore-based whiting fishery are termed “issues” in this EA. 
The four different monitoring options to provide for a full retention fishery include:  the EFP
process, a federal monitoring program, a state monitoring program, and a combination
monitoring program.  These four different monitoring options are referred to as the “alternatives”
in this EA.  The relationship between the issues and alternatives is explored in this EA.     

2.2  Development of Alternatives and How the Alternatives are Structured

Because of the treatment and disposition of salmon incidentally taken in groundfish trawl
fisheries specified in federal regulation and the Pacific Coast salmon and groundfish FMPs, as
well as the conditions specified in the 1992 Biological Opinion analyzing the effects of the
groundfish fishery on salmon stocks listed under the ESA, there is a need to implement a
permanent monitoring program in the shore-based whiting fishery (PFMC 2003; PFMC 2002;
NMFS 1992).  The issue of salmon retention in the groundfish trawl fisheries has already been
brought before the Pacific Council in 1996 in the form of Amendment 10 to the Pacific Coast
Groundfish FMP.  Based on the EA drafted to analyze Amendment 10, the Pacific Council
recommended that the EFP process be used temporarily until a permanent monitoring program
could be developed and implemented in the shore-based whiting fishery.  In addition, the Pacific
Council also recommended that both the groundfish and salmon FMPs be amended to allow the
retention of salmon in certain groundfish trawl fisheries once an approved monitoring program is
implemented in the shore-based whiting fishery (PFMC 1996).  

Analysis of the alternatives will weigh the effects of the alternatives, specifically the different
types of monitoring programs, on the human environment.  For the purpose of this analysis, the
human environment is defined as the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery.  It is important for the
preferred monitoring program to adequately provide for monitoring during the harvesting and
dock-side aspects of the fishery, the tracking of overage/donation fish and the money paid for
these fish, and a source of funding for such monitoring activities.  Additionally, the preferred
monitoring program should be capable of tracking salmon incidentally taken in the shore-based
whiting fishery, tracking the incidental take of overfished groundfish species in the shore-based
whiting fishery, as well as tracking overage/donation fish taken in the shore-based whiting
fishery and the money paid for those fish. 
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2.3  Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study

There are two issues relevant to the retention of salmon in groundfish trawl fisheries and the
shore-based whiting fleet that were not analyzed in this EA.  The first issue relates to the
treatment and disposition of salmon in groundfish trawl fisheries.  Currently, the salmon FMP
prohibits the use of nets to capture salmon and the groundfish FMP classifies salmon caught in
trawl nets as a prohibited species (NMFS 2003; NMFS 2002).  Therefore, salmon taken in trawl
nets and brought aboard must be returned to the sea as soon as practicable, after allowing for
sampling by an observer, with a minimum of injury.  Both FMPs could be amended to allow
retention of salmon with groundfish trawl gear without developing and implementing a
monitoring program for the shore-based whiting fleet.  However, based on the analysis in the
1996 Amendment 10 EA, the Pacific Council recommended revising both FMPs only after a
Pacific Council approved monitoring program was developed and implemented in the shore-
based whiting fishery (PFMC 1996). Allowing salmon retention without a monitoring program
would make it difficult to track the amount of salmon incidentally taken in the shore-based
whiting fishery.  Additionally, allowing retention of salmon in groundfish trawl fisheries would
likely create incentives for groundfish fishers to target salmon making it increasingly difficult for
NMFS to manage for sustainable fisheries.  Therefore, this action will not consider further
revisions to either the salmon and groundfish FMPs without first implementing a monitoring
program in the shore-based whiting fishery because doing so would not be in accordance with
the purposes of the proposed action, including accurately tracking the amount of salmon
incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery and managing for sustainable fisheries.   

The second issue not fully analyzed in this EA relates to the EFPs that are annually issued to
participants in the shore-based whiting fishery.  It is possible to discontinue issuing EFPs to the
shore-based whiting fleet without implementing any type of permanent monitoring program.  In
that case, the shore-based whiting fleet would be forced to either sort their catch on deck,
returning all salmon immediately to the sea, or to simply not harvest whiting.  Sorting on deck
would compromise the freshness and quality of the catch, due to the enzyme released by a
whiting parasite that softens the flesh soon after death, diminishing the market value of the fish
and, perhaps, rendering the catch valueless.  Eliminating the shore-based whiting fleet’s ability
to harvest whiting would have significant economic impacts for those who had participated in
the fishery and for coastal communities and business that rely on the shore-based whiting
harvest.  Additionally, the whiting fishery has always had a relatively low incidental take of
other marine organisms and overfished groundfish species.  Therefore, the action of
discontinuing the EFP process without implementing a permanent monitoring program in the
shore-based whiting fishery will not be considered any further because it does not satisfy the
need for this proposed action which is managing for sustainable fisheries.
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2.4 No Action Alternative

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative):  The annual process of issuing EFPs to participants in
the shore-based whiting fleet would continue as has for over a decade.  However, EFPs are
intended to provide for limited testing of a fishing strategy, gear type, or monitoring program
that may eventually be implemented on a larger, fleet-wide scale and not for the long-term
purpose of providing a harvest opportunity which may otherwise be prohibited.  Terms and
conditions of the EFPs would be similar to the terms and conditions of years past, but they may
be modified to reflect new issues or concerns in the shore-based whiting fishery.  [See appendix
for a 2003 shore-based whiting EFP.] 

The EFP process would continue to be funded by the shore-based whiting fishery along with
state and federal management agencies.

2.5 Alternatives

Alternative 2 (Federal Monitoring):  The new permanent monitoring program for the shore-
based whiting fleet would be a federal monitoring program.  

Observer Program observers would monitor both the harvesting and dock-side aspects of the
shore-based whiting fishery.  While aboard the vessel, observers would verify whether the vessel
retained all their catch or if any catch was discarded at sea.  If catch was discarded at sea,
observers would estimate catch quantity and species composition.  Observers may also collect
sighting/interaction data for marine mammals and seabirds.  Dock-side at the processing plants,
observers would sample salmon and overfished groundfish species incidentally taken in the
shore-based whiting fishery.  All shore-based whiting deliveries would be sampled.  The
groundfish FMP addresses observers placed on vessels but does not address observers placed at
processing plants.  Therefore, regulatory language would need to be developed for observer
protocol at plants and the plants’ responsibilities to observers.

Overage and donation fish would be forfeited to the state in which catch was landed.  Federal
enforcement personnel would track overage/donation fish and the money paid for those fish. 

Alternative 2A:  The federal monitoring program would be federally funded.  However, the
Observer Program only has a limited number of observers, during the whiting primary season
(April - July) few observers would be available to provide observer coverage in other sectors of
the groundfish fishery.  In 2002, the Observer Program deployed approximately 40 observers and
participation in the shore-based whiting fishery included 29 shore-based catcher vessels and 8
plants participated in the shore-based whiting fishery.

Alternative 2B:  The federal monitoring program would be industry funded through a direct pay
system (similar to the funding for the observers in the at-sea whiting fishery) and would use
Observer Program observers.  Under this system, shore-based whiting vessels would pay either
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the federal government or an independent observer contractor the costs associated with an
observer collecting data aboard their vessel (e.g., salary, travel).  As with Alternative 2A,
observer training, certification, and data collection would be controlled by NMFS.

Alternative 3 (State Monitoring):  The new permanent monitoring program for the shore-based
whiting fleet would be a state monitoring program.  

State monitors would be trained by the Observer Program and would monitor both the harvesting
and dock-side aspects of the shore-based whiting fishery.  While aboard the vessel, state
monitors would verify whether the vessel retained all their catch or if any catch was discarded at
sea.  If catch was discarded at sea, monitors would estimate catch quantity and species
composition.  Dock-side at the processing plants, state monitors would sample salmon and
overfished groundfish species incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery.  Based on
sampling done by the state port samplers under the Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative),
between 10% - 50% of shore-based whiting deliveries would be sampled.  

Overage and donation fish would be forfeited to the state in which catch was landed.  State
enforcement personnel would track overage/donation fish and the money paid for those fish.

Alternative 3A:  The state monitoring program would be funded by each state.  

Alternative 3B:  The state monitoring program would be industry funded through a tax system,
whereby, processing plants pay for their participation in the shore-based whiting fishery.  For
example, if the shore-based monitoring program is projected to cost $100,000 to operate in 2004
and one plant processed 25% of the whiting taken by the shore-based fleet during 2003.  Then to
fund the monitoring program in 2004, that plant would pay 25% of the projected operating costs
for 2004 or $25,000. 

Alternative 4 (Combination Monitoring):  The new permanent monitoring program for the
shore-based whiting fleet would be a combination of electronic monitoring, state monitors, and
federal/state enforcement personnel.  

Electronic monitoring equipment is automated monitoring equipment to provide accurate, timely
and verifiable fisheries data of equivalent or better quality and lower cost than that provided by
an at-sea observer.  The electronic monitoring system integrates an assortment of available
electronic components with a software operating system to create a unique and powerful data
collection tool.  The system operates on either DC or AC voltage and autonomously logs video
and vessel sensor data during the fishing trip.  The system automatically restarts and resumes
program functions following power interruptions.  The electronic monitoring system is designed
to independently monitor fishing activities on the vessel (McElderry et al. 2002).  Electronic
monitoring has been tested in various fisheries, including the shore-based whiting fishery, and
has been found to be able to address specific fishery monitoring objectives.  The installation,
maintenance, and data analysis necessary for implementing an  electronic monitoring system
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would likely be contracted out to a private company.  [See appendix for the report “Electronic
Monitoring for Shoreside Hake Fishing: A Pilot Study.”] 

Electronic monitoring would monitor all the shore-based whiting trips and would be used to
verify full retention.  Dock-side at the processing plants, state monitors would sample salmon
and overfished groundfish species incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery.  Based
on sampling done by the state port samplers under Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative),
between 10% - 50% of shore-based whiting deliveries would be sampled.

Overage and donation fish would be forfeited to the state in which catch was landed.  Federal
and state enforcement personnel would share the tracking of overage/donation fish and the
money paid for those fish. 

The combination monitoring program would be funded by the shore-based whiting fishery along
with state and federal management agencies, similar to the funding under Alternative 1 (No
Action Alternative).       
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2.6 Comparison of the Alternatives

Table 2.6.1.  A comparison of different monitoring programs to implement full retention in the shore-based whiting fishery.

Issues Alternative 1
(No Action Alternative)

Alternative 2
(Federal Monitoring)

Alternative 3
(State Monitoring)

Alternative 4
(Combination
Monitoring)

Issue 1 - Staffing the
Monitoring Program
for the Shore-based
Whiting Fishery

*State port samplers track
and sample salmon and
overfished groundfish
species at processing plants.  

* Federal observers would monitor for
full retention versus discard at sea.

* Federal observers would sample
salmon and overfished groundfish
species at processing plants.

* State monitors would monitor for
full retention versus discard at sea.

* State monitors would sample salmon
and overfished groundfish species at
processing plants.

* Electronic monitoring
would monitor all shore-
based whiting trips for
full retention versus
discard at sea.

* State monitors would
sample salmon and
overfished groundfish
species at processing
plants.

Issue 2 - Disposition of
Overage/Donation
Fish Taken by the
Shore-based Whiting
Fishery

* State and federal
enforcement staff share the
tracking of overage/donation
fish and the money paid for
those fish.    

*  Federal enforcement personnel would
track overage/donation fish and the
money paid for those fish.  

* State enforcement personnel would
track overage/donation fish and the
money paid for those fish.  

* State and federal
enforcement staff would
share the tracking of
overage/donation fish and
the money paid for those
fish.

Issue 3 - Funding the
Monitoring Program
for the Shore-based
Whiting Fishery 

* Monitoring program is
funded by the shore-based
whiting fishery and state and
federal management
agencies.

Alternative 2A Alternative 2B Alternative 3A Alternative 3B * Monitoring program is
funded by the shore-based
whiting fishery and state
and federal management
agencies.

* Monitoring
program would be
federally funded. 
Therefore, there
would be fewer
observers to cover
other sectors of
groundfish fleet
during the primary
whiting season.

* Monitoring
program would
be funded by the
shore-based
whiting fleet
through a direct
pay system,
much like the at-
sea whiting
monitoring
program.

* Monitoring
program would
be funded by
each state.

* Monitoring
program would
be funded
through a tax
system.
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3.0  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1  Introduction

This chapter describes the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery and the resources that would be
affected by the proposed action.  Resources are discussed in the order they are affected by the
proposed action.  In other words, those resources that are most affected by the proposed action
are discussed first followed by those least affected by the proposed action.  Socioeconomic
resources are discussed in Chapter 3.2, biological resources are discussed in Chapter 3.3, and
physical resources are discussed in Chapter 3.4.

3.2  Socioeconomic Characteristics of the Affected Resource 

History of the Whiting Fishery
During the late 1970s and 1980s, the whiting fishery was conducted primarily by foreign fishing
vessels and by joint venture partnerships between foreign and U.S. firms.  Joint ventures were
arrangements between U.S. catcher vessels and foreign companies during which the U.S. fishers
would catch and deliver whiting to foreign processing vessels.  Fishing operations during this
period were low intensity compared to those of the 1990s and fishing typically lasted from April
through September or October.  In the late 1980s, surimi technology was introduced and the
fishery immediately changed to a fast-paced competition for the available quota.  Surimi is a
thick, paste-like or gel product made from washing and de-watering fish flesh that is further
processed to create such products as artificial crab and shrimp.  This accelerated whiting fishery
continued in the early 1990s when U.S. firms preempted all foreign fishing and processing
activities (NMFS 2002).  

By 1991, surimi technology and market conditions for whiting were sufficiently developed to
allow for large-scale production.  This resulted in an influx of high capacity domestic
catcher/processors and mothership processors which were capable of fully harvesting the whiting
allocation.  As these high volume domestic processors joined the fishery, the fishing pattern of
the 1980s and early 1990s was replaced by a fast-paced fishery concentrated earlier in the season
and further south along the coast (PFMC 1996).  The pattern of fishing earlier in the year and
further south changed in 1992 with the implementation of regulations designed to minimize the
bycatch of salmon and rockfish in the whiting fishery. 

Currently, the whiting fishery occurs primarily during April - November along the coasts of
northern California, Oregon, and Washington.  The fishery is conducted almost exclusively with
midwater trawls.  Most fishing activity occurs over bottom depths of 100 - 500 m, but offshore
extensions of fishing activity have occurred.  Whiting is a high volume species, but commands a
relatively low price per pound.  The whiting industry is composed of the tribal and non-tribal
commercial fisheries each of which has their own allocations.  The tribal whiting fishery has an
allocation of 25,000 mt. The non- non-tribal commercial fishery is composed of the shore-based
sector, and the at-sea sector which includes both the catcher/processor and mothership sectors. 
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Figure 3.2.1.  Landings (mt) of whiting by the shore-based fleet 
        during 1992 - 2002 (Wiedoff and Parker 2002).
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Table 3.2.2.  The number of catcher vessels and
processing plants participating in the shore-based
whiting fishery between 1994 - 2002.

Year Number of
Catcher Vessels

Number of
Processing

Plants

1994 33 8

1995 35 15

1996 43 11

1997 40 12

1998 38 13

1999 36 14

2000 35 14

2001 29 13

2002 29 8

Data are taken from the annual “Shoreside Whiting Observer
Program” summary reports compiled by Oregon Department of Fish
and Wildlife and available on the web at
http://hmsc.oregonstate.edu/odfw/finfish/wh/index.html.

These sectors are not
completely distinct. 
Separate allocations of the
commercial OY have been
effective since 1997 and
they are 42 % to the shore-
based, 34 % to the
catcher/processor, and 24 %
to the mothership sectors.

Shore-based Sector of the
Whiting Fishery
This proposed action
concerns the shore-based
sector, which is made up of
processing plants, catcher
vessels that deliver to the
processing plants, and the
support network that
supplies goods and services to the vessels and plants.  

The type of catcher vessel participating in
the shore-based whiting fishery is varied. 
Some catcher vessels harvest whiting
almost exclusively, while others primarily
target other Pacific Coast groundfish
species and only occasionally land
whiting.  Some catcher vessels alternate
between the Pacific Coast and Alaska
fisheries while some vessels only fish off
Washington, Oregon, and California.

The type of processing plant that
participates in the shore-based whiting
fishery is also diverse.  Some plants
process a variety of species and produce a
variety of products, while others
concentrate exclusively on whiting
products or even a single whiting product. 
Companies may own one or more
processing plants that process other
groundfish such as rockfish and flatfish,
and non-groundfish species such as
salmon, crab, and shrimp.
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Figure 3.2.3.  Map of the Pacific Coast showing important ports for the processing of 
whiting taken by the shore-based whiting fishery.
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Table 3.2.4.  Location and seasonality of landings in the shore-based whiting
fishery between 1998 - 2002.  

Year Percentage of Total Landings by
State

Duration of the Shore-based
Season

Washington Oregon California

1998 11.8% 81.7% 6.5% April 1 (CA) and June 15 (WA &
OR) - October 13, 2003

1999 10.9% 87.6% 1.6% April 1 (CA) and June 15 (WA &
OR) - September 13, 1999

2000 14.0% 80.2% 5.8% April 1 (CA) and June 15 (WA &
OR) - September 15, 2000

2001 24% 72.9% 3.1% April 1 (CA) and June 15 (WA &
OR) - September 26, 20011

2002 23% 71% 6% April 1 (CA) and June 15 (WA &
OR) - July 17, 2002

1.  In 2001, the fishery closed on 8/21/03, shortly there after the Makah tribe returned 10,000 mt of its
allocation to NMFS and it was re-allocated to other fishery sectors.  The shore-based fishery was reopened
from 9/17/01 - 9/26/01.

Data are taken from the annual “Shoreside Whiting Observer Program” summary reports compiled by
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and available on the web at
http://hmsc.oregonstate.edu/odfw/finfish/wh/index.html.

As is evident in Figure 3.2.3 and Table 3.2.4, landings of whiting by the shore-based fishery are
not evenly distributed along the coast but concentrated in areas in Oregon, southern Washington,
and
northern
California. 
In recent
years, the
ports that
have been
involved in
the shore-
based
fishery have
remained
relatively
consistent. 
In Oregon,
whiting
landings by
the shore-
based fleet
are typically
made in
Newport,
Astoria, and
Charleston. 
Westport
and Ilwaco
are the two
ports in Washington that have traditionally handled landings by the shore-based whiting fleet,
while Crescent City and Eureka are the California ports that have handled landings by the shore-
based whiting fleet.

The shore-based whiting season has also remained fairly consistent over time;  it always occurs
during summer months and usually starts between the 1st and 15th of April off California and
the 15th of June off Oregon and Washington.  Recently, the shore-based whiting season has been
shorten because vessels attain their allocation more quickly than in past years.  This can be
attributed, in part, to lower allocations, due to lower whiting OYs, and more efficient fishing
practices.
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Shoreside Observer Program
The Shoreside Whiting Observation Program (SWOP) was established in 1992 to provide
information for evaluating incidental catch in the shore-based whiting fishery and conservation
measures adopted to protect salmon and other prohibited species.  The program is a cooperative
effort between the fishing industry and state and federal management agencies conducted on an
annual basis to account for total catch and accommodate the landing of non-sorted catch in the
shore-based whiting fishery.  Participating vessels apply for and carry EFPs, issued by NMFS,
that allow them to land unsorted catch at designated processing plants.  Additionally, the EFPs
allow vessels to land prohibited species (i.e., Pacific salmon, Pacific halibut, Dungeness crab)
and groundfish in excess of trip limits without penalty, provided catch is forfeited to the state. 
Participants in the SWOP include:  catcher vessels carrying EFPs, designated processing plants
along the Pacific Coast, PFMC, NMFS, Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC),
ODFW, California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife (Wiedoff and Parker 2002).

Over time, the goals of the SWOP and associated sampling methodologies have changed in
response to the data needs and funding of state and federal fishery management agencies. 
During the first few years of the program, SWOP’s goals were a high target rate of observation
(50% of the landings) and a focus on prohibited species.  In 1995, the SWOP changed its
emphasis to a lower rate of observation (10% of the landings) and an increased collection of
biological information (length, weight, age, maturity) from whiting and selected bycatch species
(yellowtail rockfish, widow rockfish, sablefish, Pacific mackerel, jack mackerel, and prohibited
species)(Weeks and Hutton 1998).  The required observation rate was decreased as studies
indicated that fish tickets were a good representation of the species composition of landed catch. 
In 1997, sampling protocols changed again in response to an increased bycatch rates of
yelloweye and yellowtail rockfish.  Since then, the bycatch of yellowtail and widow rockfish in
the shore-based fishery has dramatically decreased because of fishers’ increased awareness of
bycatch and allocation issues in the shore-based whiting fishery.  In 2002, there was some
concern about sablefish bycatch in the shore-based whiting fishery because of increased numbers
of juvenile sablefish found along the Pacific Coast (Wiedoff and Parker 2002).

Much like program goals, the costs associating with operating the SWOP have also changed
since the program began in 1992.  The cost was approximately $60,000 (approximately $30,000
for coordination/data processing costs and approximately $30,000 for observers) in 1996 (Weeks
and Hutton 1997) as compared to approximately $82,508 (approximately $46,738 for
coordination/data processing costs and an estimated $35,770 for observers) in 2001 (Parker
2001).  Because of a shorter season in 2002, the cost was approximately $68,121 (approximately
$38,318 for coordination/data processing coast and an estimated $29,808 for observers) (Wiedoff
and Parker 2002).  Government costs, which are not included in the above estimates, cover state
agencies providing sampling personnel, infrastructure, data summary and analysis during winter
months, data tracking, and Pacific Council support on bycatch issues have also changed over
time.  In the past, these costs were relatively minor.  However, these costs have become
increasingly substantial over time, as management agencies are increasing their focus on bycatch
issues, and they are now quite considerable, resulting in months of staff time and costing more
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Salmon

Endangered
Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)

Sacramento River Winter; Upper Columbia Spring

Sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka)
Snake River

Steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss)
Southern California; Upper Columbia River

Threatened
Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch)

Central California; Southern Oregon, and Northern California
Coasts

Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)
Snake River Fall, Spring, and Summer; Puget Sound; Lower

Columbia; Upper Willamette; Central Valley Spring; California
Coastal

Chum salmon (Oncorhynchus keta)
Hood Canal Summer; Columbia River

Sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka)
Ozette Lake

Steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss)
South-Central California; Central California Coast; Snake River

Basin; Lower Columbia; California Central Valley; Upper
Willamette; Middle Columbia River; Northern California

than $20,000.  In 2002, Oregon
processing plants hired five
observers to make observations at
six processing plants while
WDFW and CDFG provided
minimal landings coverage at the
plants using existing staff. 
Additionally, eight processing
plants contributed to the cost of
the SWOP in 2002 (Wiedoff and
Parker 2002).      

3.3  Biological Characteristics of
the Affected Resource 

Salmon Resources
As discussed in Chapter 1, the first
objective for the proposed action is
to track and collect morphological
information from those salmon
species incidentally taken in the
shore-based whiting fishery. 
Several species of salmon found
along the Pacific Coast have been
listed under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) and data from
the SWOP indicate that some of
these species are incidentally taken
in the shore-based whiting fishery.

Review of SWOP data in Table
3.3.1 indicates that the sockeye, chum, and pink are rarely encountered in the shore-based
whiting fishery.  Coho is caught in relatively low numbers and chinook is the most common
salmonid encountered in the shore-based whiting fishery.
 
Because several chinook salmon runs are listed under the ESA, the incidental catch of chinook
salmon in the shore-based whiting fishery is a concern.  The 1999 Biological Opinion analyzing
the effects of the groundfish fishery on Pacific Coast salmon specifies a threshold for the
incidental take of 0.05 mt chinook for all the sectors of the whiting fishery (at-sea, tribal, and
shore-based) (NMFS 1999).  

Chinook salmon is the largest of the Pacific salmon with a distribution ranging from the Ventura
River in California to Point Hope, Alaska in North America, and in northeastern Asia from
Hokkaido, Japan to the Anadyr River in Russia (Healey 1991).  Additionally, chinook salmon
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have been reported in the Mackenzie River area of northern Canada (McPhail and Lindsey
1970).  Of the Pacific salmon, chinook salmon exhibit arguably the most diverse and complex
life history strategies.  Healey (1986) described 16 age categories for chinook salmon, 7 total
ages with 3 possible freshwater ages.  This level of complexity is roughly comparable to sockeye
salmon, although sockeye salmon have a more extended freshwater residence period and utilize
different freshwater habitats (Miller and Brannon 1982; Burgner 1991).  Two generalized
freshwater life-history types were initially described by Gilbert (1912): “stream-type” chinook
salmon reside in freshwater for a year or more following emergence, whereas
“ocean-type”chinook salmon migrate to the ocean within their first year.  Healey (1983; 1991)
has promoted the use of broader definitions for “ocean-type” and “stream-type” to describe two
distinct races of chinook salmon.  This racial approach incorporates life history traits, geographic
distribution, and genetic differentiation and provides a valuable frame of reference for
comparisons of chinook salmon populations.

The generalized life history of Pacific salmon involves incubation, hatching, and emergence in
freshwater, migration to the ocean, and subsequent initiation of maturation and return to
freshwater for completion of maturation and spawning.  Juvenile rearing in freshwater can be
minimal or extended.  Additionally, some male chinook salmon mature in freshwater, thereby
foregoing emigration to the ocean.  The timing and duration of each of these stages is related to
genetic and environmental determinants and their interactions.  Salmon exhibit a high degree of
variability in life-history traits; however, there is considerable debate as to what degree this
variability is the result of local adaptation or the general plasticity of the salmonid genome
(Ricker 1972; Healey 1991; Taylor 1991).

In 2000, the incidental take of chinook salmon in the shore-based whiting fishery was almost
double that of past years.  The incidental take of chinook salmon in the other sectors of the
whiting fishery was also high and resulted in a combined bycatch rate of 0.057.  This incidental
take exceeded the chinook threshold for the whiting fishery and led to a re-evaluation of the
biological opinion that sets the allowable chinook salmon threshold.  Discussions with fishers
did not reveal any change in fishing behavior that would have accounted for the increased
chinook catch.  One possible explanation for the increased catch was that there were simply
more chinook available to the whiting fishery than in past years (Hutton and Parker 2000).
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Table 3.3.1.  Salmon incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery during 1991 - 2003.

Year Whiting
(mt)

Number
of

Chinook

Rate of
Chinook
(#/mt of
whiting)

Number
of Coho

Rate of
Coho

(#/mt of
whiting)

Number
of Pink

Rate of
Pink

(#/mt of
whiting)

Number
of Chum

Number
of

Sockeye

Total
Number

of
Salmon

Total
Rate of
Salmon

1991 20,359 41 0.002 41 0.002

1992 49,092 491 0.010 491 0.010

1993 41,926 419 0.010 419 0.010

1994 72,367 581 0.008 4 0 0 0 585 0.008

1995 73,397 2,954 0.040 2 15 1 0 2,972 0.040

1996 84,680 651 0.008 0 0 0 0 651 0.008

1997 87,499 1,482 0.017 2 0 0 0 1,484 0.017

1998 87,627 1,699 0.019 8 0 5 1 1,713 0.020

1999 83,388 1,696 0.020 5 11 0 0 1,712 0.021

2000 85,653 3,321 0.039 23 0 1 0 3,345 0.039

2001 73,326 2,634 0.036 35 304 0.004 32 0 3,005 0.041

2002 45,276 1,062 0.023 14 0 72 0 1,148 0.025

2003 50,964 425 0.008 0 0 0 0 425 0.008

Data are complied from an ODFW report “Salmon Bycatch in the Pacific Whiting Fisheries” (Weeks and Kaiser 1997) and unpublished ODFW data (B.
Wiedoff, Marine Resources Program, ODFW, 2003, personal communication).

Note:  The numbers for 1991 - 1993 are based on observer bycatch rates (approximately 50% observer  coverage) and rates for 1994 - 1996 represent
salmon that was provided by processors.
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Groundfish Resources
The Pacific Coast groundfish FMP manages over 80 species, many of which are caught in multi-
species fisheries.  These species, which include an array of flatfish, rockfish, and roundfish,
occur throughout the EEZ and occupy diverse habitats during all stages of life history. 
Information on the interactions between groundfish species and between groundfish and
non-groundfish species varies in completeness.  While a few species have been intensely studied,
there is relatively little information on most groundfish species and many groundfish species
have never been comprehensively assessed. 

Each fishing year, the Pacific Council assesses the biological condition of the Pacific Coast
groundfish fishery and develops estimates of the allowable biological catch (ABC) for major
groundfish stocks.  Species and species groups with ABCs in 2002 include:  lingcod, Pacific
whiting, sablefish, POP, shortbelly rockfish, shortspine thornyhead, longspine thornyhead,
widow rockfish, chilipepper rockfish, splitnose rockfish, cowcod, darkblotched rockfish,
yellowtail rockfish, bocaccio, canary rockfish, yelloweye rockfish, Dover sole, and the minor
rockfish complexes (northern and southern for nearshore, continental shelf, and continental slope
species).  The following nine groundfish stocks have been designated as "overfished" (less than
25% of its BMSY):  POP, bocaccio, lingcod, canary rockfish, cowcod, darkblotched rockfish,
widow rockfish, and yelloweye rockfish, and Pacific whiting (hake).

Pacific Whiting
The shore-based fleet targets Pacific whiting (Merluccius productus), also known as Pacific
hake, a semi-pelagic merlucciid (a cod-like fish species) that range from Sanak Island in the
western Gulf of Alaska to Magdalena Bay, Baja California Sur.  They are most abundant in the
California Current System (Bailey 1982; Hart 1973; Love 1991; NOAA 1990).  Smaller
populations of Pacific whiting occur in several of the larger semi-enclosed inlets of the northeast
Pacific Ocean, including the Strait of Georgia, Puget Sound, and the Gulf of California (Bailey et
al. 1982; Stauffer 1985).  The highest densities of Pacific hake are usually between 50 and 500
m, but adults occur as deep as 920 m and as far offshore as 400 km (Bailey 1982; Bailey et al.
1982; Dark and Wilkins 1994; Dorn 1995; Hart 1973; NOAA 1990; Stauffer 1985).  Hake
school at depth during the day, then move to the surface and disband at night for feeding
(McFarlane and Beamish 1986; Sumida and Moser 1984; Tanasich et al. 1991).  Coastal stocks
spawn off Baja California in the winter, then the mature adults begin moving northward and
inshore, following food supply and Davidson currents (NOAA 1990).  Hake reach as far north as
southern British Columbia by fall.  They then begin the southern migration to spawning grounds
and further offshore (Bailey et al. 1982; Dorn 1995; Smith 1995; Stauffer 1985).

Spawning occurs from December through March, peaking in late January (Smith 1995).  Pacific
hake are oviparous with external fertilization.  Eggs of the Pacific hake are neritic and float to
neutral buoyancy (Bailey et al. 1982; NOAA 1990).  Hatching occurs in 5 - 6 days and within 3 -
4 months juveniles are typically 35 mm (Hollowed 1992).  Juveniles move to deeper water as
they get older (NOAA 1990).  Females off mature at 3 - 4 years (34 - 40 cm,) and nearly all
males are mature by 3 years (28 cm).  Females grow more rapidly than males after four years;
growth ceases for both sexes at 10 - 13 years (Bailey et al. 1982).



Amendment 10          September 2003Chapter 3 - 25

Mathematical models that use a variety of survey and observer data to assess stock size, harvest
levels, and recruitment are used to estimate a single ABC for the entire U.S. Canadian coastal
stock.  The whiting stock biomass increased to a historical high of 5.8 million metric tons (mt) 
in 1987 due to exceptionally large 1980 and 1984 year classes, then declined as these year
classes passed through the population and were replaced by more moderate year classes.  The
stock size stabilized briefly between 1995-1997, but has declined continuously over the past
several years to its lowest point in 2001.  

The 2002 stock assessment estimated that the biomass in 2001 was 0.7 million mt, and that the
female spawning biomass was less than 20 % of the unfished biomass.  Because the overfished
threshold under the FMP is 25 % of the unfished biomass, the whiting stock was overfished in
2001.  The female spawning biomass is estimated to increase over the next 3 years due to the
incoming 1999 year-class, but the increase will be dependent upon the magnitude of that cohort
as well as the exploitation rate (NMFS 2002). 

Incidental take in the Shore-based Whiting Fishery
Pacific whiting undertake a diurnal vertical migration and tend to form extensive midwater
aggregations during the day.  These dense schools occur between the depths of 100 and 250
meters (Stauffer 1985).  Because whiting disperse throughout the water column at dusk and
remain near the surface at night, fishing has traditionally occurred during daylight hours.  The
results of fishing on concentrated midwater schools results in almost pure catches, with
incidental catch typically amounting to less than 3 % of the total catch by weight.  Species that
are incidentally taken in the whiting fishery may be commingled with whiting or merely in the
vicinity of whiting schools, depending on the relationships between the various species.  Major
factors affecting bycatch are area, depth, season, time of day, environmental conditions, and
species abundance (NMFS 2002).

One objective of the proposed action is to track the incidental catch of overfished groundfish
species in the shore-based whiting fishery.  In 2002, this fishery had an incidental take of widow
rockfish, canary rockfish, lingcod, Pacific ocean perch (POP), bocaccio, and darkblotched
rockfish.  While this fishery has relatively low takes of non-whiting groundfish species, the most
common groundfish species, by weight, incidentally taken in the 2002 shore-based whiting are
sablefish, yellowtail rockfish, and widow rockfish.  Table 3.3.2 shows the 2002 incidental take
of overfished groundfish species as well as those groundfish species most commonly in the
shore-based fishery during 2002.
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Table 3.3.2.  Catch of prohibited species and groundfish in the 2002 EFP shore-based whiting fishery.

Species Catch (kg) Bycatch Rate
(kg/mt 

of whiting)

Species Catch (kg) Bycatch Rate
(kg/mt 

of whiting)

Pacific halibut 9 (# of fish) 0.000 (#/mt) POP 221 0.005

Dungeness crab 207 (# of fish) 0.002 (#/mt) Darkblotched 10 <0.001

Yellowtail 41,368 0.748 Bocaccio 24 0.001

Widow 5,319 0.189 Lingcod 216 0.004

Sablefish 128,218 2.608 Misc. Rockfish 327 0.008

Canary 432 0.008  In 2002, there was an EFP harvest of 45,276 mt of
whiting and 35% of EFP deliveries were observed.

Data were taken from an ODFW report “Shoreside Whiting Observation Program:  2002” (Wiedoff and
Parker 2002) available on the web at http://hmsc.oregonstate.edu/odfw/finfish/wh/index.html.

Widow Rockfish
Widow rockfish (Sebastes entomelas) range from Albatross Bank of Kodiak Island to Todos
Santos Bay, Baja California (Eschmeyer et al. 1983; Miller and Lea 1972; NOAA 1990). 
Widow rockfish occur over hard bottoms along the continental shelf (NOAA 1990).  Widow
rockfish prefer rocky banks, seamounts, ridges near canyons, headlands, and muddy bottoms
near rocks.  Large widow rockfish concentrations occur off headlands such as Cape Blanco,
Cape Mendocino, Point Reyes, and Point Sur.  Adults form dense, irregular, midwater and
semi-demersal schools deeper than 100 m at night and disperse during the day (Eschmeyer et al.
1983; NOAA 1990; Wilkins 1986).  All life stages are pelagic, but older juveniles and adults are
often associated with the bottom (NOAA 1990).  All life stages are fairly common from
Washington to California (NOAA 1990).  Pelagic larvae and juveniles co-occur with yellowtail
rockfish, chilipepper, shortbelly rockfish, and bocaccio larvae and juveniles off central
California (Reilly et al. 1992). 

Widow rockfish are viviparous, have internal fertilization, and brood their eggs until released as
larvae (NOAA 1990; Ralston et al. 1996; Reilly et al. 1992).  Mating occurs from late fall to
early winter.  Larval release occurs from December - February off California, and from February
- March off Oregon.  Juveniles are 21-31 mm at metamorphosis, and they grow to 25-26 cm over
3 years.  Age and size at sexual maturity varies by region and sex; size generally increases with
age, for females, and the further north the fish are found.  Some widow rockfish mature in 3
years (25-26 cm), 50% are mature by 4-5 years (25-35 cm), and most are mature in 8 years
(39-40 cm) (NOAA 1990).  The maximum age of widow rockfish is 28 years, but rarely over 20
years for females and 15 years for males (NOAA 1990).  The largest size is 53 cm, about 2.1 kg
(Eschmeyer et al. 1983; NOAA 1990). 
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Widow rockfish are carnivorous, with adults feeding on small pelagic crustaceans, midwater
fishes (such as age-1 or younger Pacific hake), salps, caridean shrimp, and small squids (Adams
1987; NOAA 1990).  During spring, the most important prey item is salps, during the fall fish
are more important, and during the winter widow rockfish primarily eat sergestid shrimp (Adams
1987).  Feeding is most intense in the spring after spawning (NOAA 1990).  Pelagic juveniles
are opportunistic feeders and their prey consists of various life stages of calanoid copepods, and
euphausiids (Reilly et al. 1992).  

Canary Rockfish
Canary Rockfish (Sebastes pinniger) are found between Cape Colnett, Baja California, and
southeastern Alaska (Boehlert 1980; Boehlert and Kappenman 1980; Hart 1973; Love 1991;
Miller and Lea 1972; Richardson and Laroche 1979). There is a major population concentration
of canary rockfish off Oregon (Richardson and Laroche 1979).  Canary primarily inhabit waters
91 - 183 m deep (Boehlert and Kappenman 1980).  In general, canary rockfish inhabit shallow
water when they are young and deep water as adults (Mason 1995).  Adult canary rockfish are
associated with pinnacles and sharp drop-offs (Love 1991).  Canary rockfish are most abundant
above hard bottoms (Boehlert and Kappenman 1980).  In the southern part of its range, the
canary rockfish appears to be a reef-associated species (Boehlert 1980). In central California,
newly settled canary rockfish are first observed at the seaward, sand-rock interface and farther
seaward in deeper water (18 - 24 m).

Canary rockfish are ovoviviparous and have internal fertilization (Boehlert and Kappenman
1980; Richardson and Laroche 1979).  Off California, canary rockfish spawn from November -
March and from January - March off Oregon and Washington (Hart 1973; Love 1991;
Richardson and Laroche 1979).  The age of 50% maturity of canary rockfish is 9 years; nearly all
are mature by age 13.  The maximum length canary rockfish grow to is 76 cm (Boehlert and
Kappenman 1980; Hart 1973; Love 1991).  Canary rockfish primarily prey on planktonic
creatures, such as krill, and occasionally on fish (Love 1991).  Canary rockfish feeding increases
during the spring-summer upwelling period when euphausiids are their dominant prey (Boehlert
et al. 1989). 

Lingcod
Lingcod (Ophiodon elongatus), a top order predator of the family Hexagrammidae, ranges from
Baja California to Kodiak Island in the Gulf of Alaska.  Lingcod is demersal at all life stages
(Allen and Smith 1988; NOAA 1990; Shaw and Hassler 1989).  Adult lingcod prefer two main
habitat types: slopes of submerged banks 10 - 70 m below the surface with seaweed, kelp and
eelgrass beds and channels with swift currents that flow around rocky reefs (Emmett et al. 1991;
Giorgi and Congleton 1984; NOAA 1990; Shaw and Hassler 1989).  Juveniles prefer sandy
substrates in estuaries and shallow subtidal zones (Emmett et al. 1991; Forrester 1969; Hart
1973; NOAA 1990; Shaw and Hassler 1989).  As the juveniles grow they move to deeper waters. 
Adult lingcod are considered a relatively sedentary species, but there are reports of migrations of
greater than 100 km by sexually immature fish (Jagielo 1990;  Mathews and LaRiviere 1987;
Mathews 1992; Smith et al. 1990).



Amendment 10          September 2003Chapter 3 - 28

Mature females live in deeper water than males and move from deep water to shallow water in
the winter to spawn (Forrester 1969; Hart 1973; Jagielo 1990; LaRiviere et al. 1980; Mathews
and LaRiviere 1987; Mathews 1992; Smith et al. 1990).  Mature males may live their whole lives
associated with a single rock reef, possibly out of fidelity to a prime spawning or feeding area
(Allen and Smith 1988; Shaw and Hassler 1989).  Spawning generally occurs over rocky reefs in
areas of swift current (Adams 1986; Adams and Hardwick 1992; Giorgi 1981; Giorgi and
Congleton 1984; LaRiviere et al. 1980).  After the females leave the spawning grounds, the
males remain in nearshore areas to guard the nests until the eggs hatch.  Hatching occurs in April
off Washington but as early as January and as late as June at the geographic extremes of the
lingcod range.  Males begin maturing at about 2 years (50 cm), whereas females mature at 3+
years (76 cm).  In the northern extent of their range, fish mature at an older age and larger size
(Emmett et al. 1991; Hart 1973; Mathews and LaRiviere 1987; Miller and Geibel 1973; Shaw
and Hassler 1989).  The maximum age for lingcod is about 20 years (Adams and Hardwick
1992). 

Lingcod are a visual predator, feeding primarily by day. Larvae are zooplanktivores (NOAA
1990).  Small demersal juveniles prey upon copepods, shrimps and other small crustaceans. 
Larger juveniles shift to clupeids and other small fishes (Emmett et al. 1991; NOAA 1990). 
Adults feed primarily on demersal fishes (including smaller lingcod), squids, octopi and crabs
(Hart 1973; Miller and Geibel 1973; Shaw and Hassler 1989).  Lingcod eggs are eaten by
gastropods, crabs, echinoderms, spiny dogfish, and cabezon.  Juveniles and adults are eaten by
marine mammals, sharks, and larger lingcod (Miller and Geibel 1973; NOAA 1990). 

Pacific Ocean Perch
Pacific ocean perch  (Sebastes alutus) are found from La Jolla (southern California) to the
western boundary of the Aleutian Archipelago (Eschmeyer et al 1983; Gunderson 1971; Ito
1986;  Miller and Lea 1972), but are common from Oregon northward (Eschmeyer et al. 1983). 
Pacific ocean perch primarily inhabit waters of the upper continental slope (Dark and Wilkins
1994) and are found along the edge of the continental shelf (Archibald et al. 1983).  Pacific
ocean perch occur as deep as 825 m, but usually are at 100 - 450 m and along submarine canyons
and depressions (NOAA 1990).  Larvae and juveniles are pelagic; subadults and adults are
benthopelagic. Adults form large schools 30 m wide, to 80 m deep, and as much as 1,300 m long
(NOAA 1990). They also form spawning schools (Gunderson 1971).  Juvenile Pacific ocean
perch form ball-shaped schools near the surface or hide in rocks (NOAA 1990).  Throughout its
range, Pacific ocean perch is generally associated with gravel, rocky or boulder type substrate
found in and along gullies, canyons, and submarine depressions of the upper continental slope
(Ito 1986).

Pacific ocean perch winter and spawn in deeper water (>275 m), then move to feeding grounds
in shallower water (180-220 m) in the summer (June-August) as their gonads ripen (Archibald et
al. 1983; Gunderson 1971; NOAA 1990).  Pacific ocean perch are a slow-growing and
long-lived species. The maximum age for Pacific ocean perch has been estimated at about 90
years (ODFW, personal communication).  Largest size is about 54 cm and 2 kg (Archibald et al.
1983; Beamish 1979; Eschmeyer et al. 1983; Ito 1986; Mulligan and Leaman 1992; NOAA
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1990; Richards 1994).  Pacific ocean perch are carnivorous; larvae eat small zooplankton.  Small
juveniles eat copepods, and larger juveniles feed on euphausiids.  Adults eat euphausiids,
shrimps, squids, and small fishes. Immature fish feed throughout the year, but adults feed only
seasonally, mostly April-August (NOAA 1990).  Predators of Pacific ocean perch include
sablefish and Pacific halibut.

Bocaccio
Bocaccio rockfish (Sebastes paucispinis) ranges from Kodiak Island, Alaska to Sacramento
Reef, Baja California.  It is abundant off southern and central California and uncommon between
Cape Mendocino and Cape Blanco, although a second population exists near the Oregon-
Washington border and extends north to Cape Flattery.  They are found at depths ranging from
50 to 300 m (Ralston et al. 1996) and are classified as a middle shelf-mesobenthal species.  

Bocaccio frequent a exceptional variety of habitats including, kelp forests, rocky reefs,
midwater, and open, low relief bottoms.  Larvae and small juveniles are pelagic and are
commonly found in the upper 100 m of the water column.  In central California, post-pelagic
larvae are associated with the giant kelp canopy and also seen throughout the water column. 
Moser et al. (2000) found relatively high average abundances of bocaccio larvae when surveying
stations in the Point Conception and Channel Islands areas, in addition to, a station southwest of
Santa Rosa, a station northeast of San Nicholas Island, and a station southwest of Point
Conception.  

Bocaccio have been categorized as both a nearshore and offshore species because they occupy
different habitats depending on life stage.  After spending their first year in shallow areas along
the coast, bocaccio move into deeper habitats as they age.  Large juvenile and adult bocaccio are
semi-demersal, found in both rocky and non-rocky habitats, and have been known to occur
around artificial structures.  Love et al. (2000) found the highest density of adult bocaccio (10.5
fish/100 m2) around an oil platform was greater than the highest density of bocaccio around a
natural reef (4.4 fish/100 m2).   

While adult bocaccio are usually associated with rocky vertical relief, they are also found
occurring over firm sand-mud bottom, in eelgrass beds, or congregated around floating kelp
beds.  In Soquel Canyon, California, adults were associated with mud-boulder, rock-mud, rock-
ridge, and rock-boulder habitats (Yoklavich et al. 2000).   Adult bocaccio have been known to
aggregate and disperse quickly and may travel more than two km per day.  Bocaccio movements
may also have a seasonal component, as bocaccio disappear from traditional commercial fishing
areas during winter spawning and return in the spring.

All life stages of bocaccio are found in euhaline waters and they may congregate in local areas of
high salinity.  Warm temperatures are preferred by larvae and high larval densities have been
observed in waters of 120C and higher.  However, average larval abundance declined abruptly
during the shift from the cool regime (1951 - 1976) to the warm regime (1977 - 1998) of the
Pacific Decadal Osillation (PDO) in the Southern California Bight region (Moser et al. 2000).    
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Darkblotched Rockfish
Darkblotched rockfish (Sebastes crameri) has a distribution extending from the Bering Sea to
Santa Catalina Island, California (Allen and Smith 1988).  Based on the location of commercial
landings and NMFS triennial survey data, darkblotched rockfish are frequently encountered
along the central Pacific Coast (Oregon and northern California).  Because they can be found at
depths ranging from 29 - 549 m (Rodgers et al. 2000), usually deeper than 76 m, they are
managed in the FMP as part of the slope rockfish complex.  Darkblotched rockfish are an
important component of the commercial groundfish trawl fishery (Nichol and Pikitch 1994;
Weinburg 1994).  For this fishery, they comprise the deep-water assemblage, along with
shortspine thornyhead, Pacific ocean perch, and splitnose rockfish (Weinburg 1994).

Darkblotched rockfish move into deeper water as they increase in size and age.  Older larvae and
pelagic juveniles are found closer to the surface than many other rockfish species (Love 2002). 
Off Oregon, benthic juveniles are taken at depths of 55 - 200 m.  Adults have been found in
water as shallow as 29 m, but are most abundant in the deeper portion of their range.  In 1999,
NMFS triennial survey data found that 91% of the estimated darkblotched rockfish biomass was
found at depths between 180 - 360 m, with the remaining balance between 360 -  540 m
(Rodgers et al. 2000).

Throughout their range, darkblotched rockfish are associated with mud and rock habitats.  The
greatest numbers of darkblotched larvae and pelagic juveniles are found 83 - 93 km offshore;
juvenile darkblotched can be taken as far offshore as 194 km.  Off central California, young
darkblotched rockfish recruit to soft substrate and low relief.  Demersal juveniles are often found
perched on the highest structure in the benthic habitat (Love 2002).  Adults are typically
observed resting on mud, near cobble and boulders and do not often rise above the bottom (Love
2002).  In Soquel Canyon, California, adults were most frequently associated with mud boulder,
mud rock, rock mud, and mud cobble habitats (Yoklavich et al. 2000).  Darkblotched rockfish
make limited migrations once they recruit to the adult stock.  

Darkblotched rockfish are viviparous (Nichol and Pickitch 1994).  Insemination of female
darkblotched rockfish occurs from August to December, fertilization and parturition occurs from
December to March off Oregon and California, primarily in February off Oregon and
Washington (Hart 1973; Nichol and Pickitch 1994; Richardson and Laroche 1979). Females
attain 50% maturity at a greater size (36.5 cm) and age (8.4 years) than males (29.6 cm and 5.1
years) (Nichol and Pickitch 1994).  Adults can grow to 57 cm (Hart 1973).  Pelagic young are
food for albacore (Hart 1973). 

Sablefish
Sablefish  (Anoplopoma fimbria) are abundant in the north Pacific, from Honshu Island, Japan,
north to the Bering Sea, and southeast to Cedros Island, Baja California.  There are at least three
genetically distinct populations off the West Coast of North America: one south of Monterey
characterized by slower growth rates and smaller average size, one that ranges from Monterey to
the U.S./Canada border that is characterized by moderate growth rates and size, and one ranging
off British Columbia and Alaska characterized by fast growth rates and large size.  Large adults
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are uncommon south of Point Conception (Hart 1973; Love 1991; McFarlane and Beamish
1983a; McFarlane and Beamish 1983b; NOAA 1990).  Adults are found as deep as 1,900 m, but
are most abundant between 200 and 1,000 m (Mason et al. 1983).  Off southern California,
sablefish were abundant to depths of 1500 m.  Adults and large juveniles commonly occur over
sand and mud (McFarlane and Beamish 1983a; NOAA 1990) in deep marine waters.

Spawning occurs annually in the late fall through winter in waters greater than 300 m (Hart
1973; NOAA 1990).  Sablefish are oviparous with external fertilization (NOAA 1990).  Eggs
hatch in about 15 days (Mason et al. 1983; NOAA 1990) and are demersal until the yolk sac is
absorbed (Mason et al. 1983).  After yolk sac is absorbed, juveniles become pelagic.  Older
juveniles and adults are benthopelagic.  Larvae and small juveniles move inshore after spawning
and may rear for up to four years (Boehlert and Yoklavich 1985; Mason et al. 1983).  Older
juveniles and adults inhabit progressively deeper waters.

Sablefish larvae prey on copepods and copepod nauplii.  Pelagic juveniles feed on small fishes
and cephalopods, mainly squids (Hart 1973; Mason et al. 1983).  Demersal juveniles eat small
demersal fishes, amphipods and krill (NOAA 1990).  Adult sablefish feed on fishes like
rockfishes and octopus (Hart 1973; McFarlane and Beamish 1983a). Larvae and pelagic juvenile
sablefish are heavily preyed upon by sea birds and pelagic fishes.  Juveniles are eaten by Pacific
cod, Pacific halibut, lingcod, spiny dogfish, and marine mammals, such as Orcas (Cailliet et al.
1988; Hart 1973; Love 1991; Mason et al. 1983; NOAA 1990). Sablefish compete with many
other co-occurring species for food, mainly Pacific cod and spiny dogfish (Allen 1982).

Yellowtail Rockfish
Yellowtail rockfish (Sebastes flavidus) range from San Diego, California, to Kodiak Island,
Alaska (Fraidenburg 1980; Gotshall 1981; Lorz et al. 1983; Love 1991; Miller and Lea 1972;
Norton and MacFarlane 1995).  The center of yellowtail rockfish abundance is from Oregon to
British Columbia (Fraidenburg 1980).  Yellowtail rockfish are a common, demersal species
abundant over the middle shelf (Carlson and Haight 1972; Fraidenburg 1980; Tagart 1991;
Weinberg 1994).  Yellowtail rockfish are most common near the bottom, but not on the bottom
(Love 1991; Stanley et al. 1994).  Yellowtail rockfish adults are considered semi-pelagic
(Stanley et al. 1994; Stein et al. 1992) or pelagic, which allows them to range over wider areas
than benthic rockfish (Pearcy 1992).  Adult yellowtail rockfish occur along steeply sloping
shores or above rocky reefs (Hart 1973).  They can be found above mud with cobble, boulder
and rock ridges, and sand habitats; they are not, however, found on mud, mud with boulder, or
flat rock (Love 1991; Stein et al. 1992).  Yellowtail rockfish form large (sometimes greater than
1,000 fish) schools and can be found alone or in association with other rockfishes (Love 1991;
Pearcy 1992; Rosenthal et al. 1982; Stein et al. 1992; Tagart 1991).  These schools may persist at
the same location for many years (Pearcy 1992). 

Yellowtail rockfish are viviparous (Norton and MacFarlane 1995) and mate from October to
December.  Parturition peaks in February and March and from November to March off
California (Westrheim 1975).  Young-of-the-year pelagic juveniles often appear in kelp beds
beginning in April and live in and around kelp in midwater during the day, descending to the
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Species Listed as Threatened Under the ESA 
Steller sea lion (Eumetopias jubatus )Eastern Stock,

                Guadalupe fur seal (Arctocephalus townsendi), and
                 Southern sea otter (Enhydra lutris) California Stock.

Species Listed as Depleted under the MMPA
Sperm whale (Physeter macrocephalus)  WOC Stock,

Humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae) WOC - Mexico Stock,
Blue whale (Balaenoptera musculus) Eastern North Pacific Stock, and

Fin whale (Balaenoptera physalus) WOC Stock.

bottom at night (Love 1991; Tagart 1991).  Male yellowtail rockfish are 34 cm to 41 cm in
length (five years to nine years) at 50% maturity, females are 37 cm to 45 cm (six years to ten
years) (Tagart 1991).  Yellowtail rockfish are long-lived and slow-growing; the oldest recorded
individual was 64 years old (Fraidenburg 1981; Tagart 1991).  Yellowtail rockfish have a high
growth rate relative to other rockfish species (Tagart 1991).  They reach a maximum size of
about 55 cm in approximately 15 years (Tagart 1991).  Yellowtail rockfish feed mainly on
pelagic animals, but are opportunistic, occasionally eating benthic animals as well (Lorz et al.
1983).  Large juveniles and adults eat fish (small Pacific whiting, Pacific herring, smelt,
anchovies, lanternfishes, and others), along with squid, krill, and other planktonic organisms
(euphausiids, salps, and pyrosomes) (Love 1991; Phillips 1964; Rosenthal et al. 1982; Tagart
1991).

Non-Groundfish Species
Several species managed under the Coastal Pelagic Species Fishery Management Plan, were also
incidentally taken in 2002 shore-based whiting fishery, these include jack mackerel, Pacific
mackerel, and Pacific herring.  Like whiting, these are schooling fish, not associated with the
ocean bottom, that migrate in coastal waters.  The incidental catch of these species in the 2002
shore-based whiting fishery is as follows:  7,257 kg of jack mackerel, 107 kg of Pacific
mackerel, and 6 kg of Pacific herring.  American shad were also incidentally taken in the 2002
shore-based fishery (4,353 kg).  Additionally, there was incidental take of other species (i.e.,
spiny dogfish and “other species”) (Wiedoff and Parker 2002).

Endangered Species
Pacific Coast marine species listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA are discussed in
the salmon resources, marine mammal, seabird, and sea turtle sections.  Under the ESA, a
species is listed as "endangered" if it is in danger of extinction throughout a significant portion of
its range and "threatened" if it is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable
future throughout all, or a significant portion, of its range.

Marine Mammals
The waters off Washington, Oregon, and California (WOC) support a wide variety of marine
mammals.  Approximately thirty species, including seals and sea lions, sea otters, and whales,
dolphins, and porpoise, occur within the EEZ.  Many marine mammal species seasonally migrate
through Pacific Coast
waters, while others are year
round residents.

The Marine Mammal
Protection Act (MMPA) and
the ESA are the Federal
legislation that guide marine
mammal species protection
and conservation policy. 
Under the MMPA on the
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Species Listed as Endangered Under the ESA     
Short-tail albatross (Phoebastria albatrus),

California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis), and
California least tern (Sterna antillarum browni).

Species Listed as Threatened Under the ESA
Marbled murrelet (Brachyramphs marmoratus).

Seabirds Listed by the USFWS as Birds of Conservation
Concern

Black-footed albatross (Phoebastria nigripes)
Ashy storm-petrel (Oceanodroma homochroa)

Gull-billed tern (Sterna nilotica) 
Elegant tern  (Sterna elegans)

Arctic Tern (Sterna paradisaea)
Black skimmer (Rynchops niger)

Xantus’s murrelet (Synthliboramphus hypoleucus)

West Coast, NMFS is responsible for the management of cetaceans and pinnipeds, while the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) manages sea otters.  Stock assessment reports review
new information every year for strategic stocks (those whose human-caused mortality and injury
exceeds the potential biological removal (PBR)) and every three years for non-strategic stocks. 
Marine mammals whose abundance falls below the optimum sustainable population (OSP) are
listed as “depleted” according to the MMPA.

Fisheries that interact with species listed as depleted, threatened, or endangered may be subject
to management restrictions under the MMPA and ESA.  NMFS publishes an annual list of
fisheries in the Federal Register separating commercial fisheries into one of three categories,
based on the level of serious injury and mortality of marine mammals occurring incidentally in
that fishery.  The categorization of a fishery in the list of fisheries determines whether
participants in that fishery are subject to certain provisions of the MMPA, such as registration,
observer coverage, and take reduction plan requirements.  The WOC groundfish fisheries are in
Category III, indicating a remote likelihood of, or no known serious injuries or mortalities, to
marine mammals.

Seabirds
The highly productive California Current System, an eastern boundary current that stretches
from Baja Mexico to southern British Columbia, supports more than two million breeding
seabirds and at least twice that number of migrant visitors.  Tyler et al. (1993) reviewed seabird

distribution and abundance in relation to
oceanographic processes in the California
Current System and found that over 100
species have been recorded within the EEZ
including: albatross, shearwaters, petrels,
storm-petrels, cormorants, pelicans, gulls,
terns and alcids (murres, murrelets,
guillemots, auklets and puffins).  In
addition to these “classic” seabird, millions
of other birds are seasonally abundant in

this oceanic habitat including: waterfowl, waterbirds (loons and grebes), and shorebirds
(phalaropes).  Not surprisingly,
there is considerable overlap of
fishing areas and areas of high bird
density in this highly productive
upwelling system.  The species
composition and abundance of birds
varies spatially and temporally. 
The highest seabird biomass is
found over the continental shelf and
bird density is highest during the
spring and fall when local breeding
species and migrants predominate.
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Species Listed as Endangered Under the ESA
Green turtle (Chelonia mydas),

Leatherback turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), and
Olive ridely turtle (Lepidochelys olivacea). 

Species Listed as Threatened Under the ESA
Loggerhead turtle (Caretta caretta)

The USFWS is the primary Federal agency responsible for seabird conservation and
management.  Under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, NMFS is required to ensure fishery
management actions comply with other laws designed to protect seabirds.  NMFS is also
required to consult with USFWS if fishery management plan actions may affect seabird species
listed as endangered or threatened. 

Sea Turtles
Sea turtles are highly migratory and four of the six species found in U.S. waters have been
sighted off the Pacific Coast.  Little is
known about the interactions between
sea turtles and West Coast commercial
fisheries.  The directed fishing for sea
turtles in WOC groundfish fisheries is
prohibited, because of their ESA
listings, but the incidental take of sea
turtles by trawl gear may occur.  The
management and conservation of sea
turtles is shared between NMFS and
USFWS.

3.4  Physical Characteristics of the Affected Resource

California Current System
In the North Pacific Ocean, the large, clockwise-moving North Pacific Gyre circulates cold, sub-
arctic surface water eastward across the North Pacific, splitting at the North American continent
into the northward-moving Alaska Current and the southward-moving California Current.  Along
the U.S. West Coast, the surface California Current flows southward through the U.S. West
Coast EEZ, the management area for the groundfish FMP.  The California Current is known as
an eastern boundary current, meaning that it draws ocean water along the eastern edge of an
oceanic current gyre.  Along the continental margin and beneath the California Current flows the
northward-moving California Undercurrent.  Influenced by the California Current system and
coastal winds, waters off the U.S. West Coast are subject to major nutrient upwelling,
particularly off Cape Mendocino (Bakun 1996).  Shoreline topographic features such as Cape
Blanco, Point Conception, and bathymetric features such as banks, canyons, and other
submerged features, often create large-scale current patterns like eddies, jets, and squirts. 
Currents off Cape Blanco, for example, are known for a current “jet” that drives surface water
offshore to be replaced by upwelling sub-surface water (Barth et al. 2000).  One of the better-
known current eddies off the West Coast occurs in the Southern California between Point
Conception and Baja California (Longhurst 1998), wherein the current circles back on itself by
moving in a northward and counterclockwise direction just within the Bight.  The influence of
these lesser current patterns and of the California Current on the physical and biological
environment varies seasonally (Lynn 1987) and through larger-scale climate variation, such as El
Niño-La Niña or Pacific Decadal Oscillation (Longhurst 1998).



Amendment 10          September 2003Chapter 3 - 35

Essential Fish Habitat.  The 80 plus groundfish species managed by the FMP occur throughout
the EEZ and occupy diverse habitats at all stages in their life histories.  Some species are widely
dispersed during certain life stages, particularly those with pelagic eggs and larvae; the essential
fish habitat (EFH) for these species/stages is correspondingly large.  On the other hand, the EFH
of some species/stages may be comparatively small, such as that of adults of many nearshore
rockfishes which show strong affinities to a particular location or type of substrate. 

EFH for Pacific coast groundfish is defined as the aquatic habitat necessary to allow for
groundfish production to support long-term sustainable fisheries for groundfish and for
groundfish contributions to a healthy ecosystem.  Descriptions of groundfish fishery EFH for
each of the 80 plus groundfish species and their life stages result in over 400 EFH
identifications.   When these EFHs are taken together, the groundfish fishery EFH includes all
waters from the mean higher high water line, and the upriver extent of saltwater intrusion in river
mouths, along the coasts of Washington, Oregon, and California seaward to the boundary of the
U.S. EEZ.

The FMP groups the various EFH descriptions into seven major habitat types called “composite”
EFHs.  This approach focuses on ecological relationships among species and between the species
and their habitat, reflecting an ecosystem approach in defining EFH.  The seven “composite”
EFH identifications are as follows:  

1.  Estuarine - Those waters, substrates and associated biological communities within bays and
estuaries of  the EEZ, from mean higher high water level (MHHW, which is the high tide line) or
extent of upriver saltwater intrusion to the respective outer boundaries for each bay or estuary as
defined in 33 CFR 80.1 (Coast Guard lines of demarcation).

2.  Rocky Shelf - Those waters, substrates, and associated biological communities living on or
within ten meters (5.5 fathoms) overlying rocky areas, including reefs, pinnacles, boulders and
cobble, along the continental shelf, excluding canyons, from the high tide line MHHW to the
shelf break (~200 meters or 109 fathoms).

3.  Nonrocky Shelf - Those waters, substrates, and associated biological communities living on
or within ten meters (5.5 fathoms) overlying the substrates of the continental shelf, excluding the
rocky shelf and canyon composites, from the high tide line MHHW to the shelf break (~200
meters or 109 fathoms).

4.  Canyon - Those waters, substrates, and associated biological communities living within
submarine canyons, including the walls, beds, seafloor, and any outcrops or landslide
morphology, such as slump scarps and debris fields. 

5.  Continental Slope/Basin - Those waters, substrates, and biological communities living on or
within 20 meters (11 fathoms) overlying the substrates of the continental slope and basin below
the shelf break (~200 meters or 109 fathoms) and extending to the westward boundary of the
EEZ.
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6.  Neritic Zone - Those waters and biological communities living in the water column more than
ten meters (5.5 fathoms) above the continental shelf.

7.  Oceanic Zone - Those waters and biological communities living in the water column more
than 20 meters (11 fathoms) above the continental slope and abyssal plain, extending to the
westward boundary of the EEZ.

Life history and habitat needs for the 80 plus species managed under the FMP are described in
the EFH appendix to Amendment 11, which is available online at
http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/1sustfsh/efhappendix/page1.html

The shore-based whiting fishery typically occurs off the coasts of Washington, Oregon, and
northern California.  Because the proposed action is a monitoring program, it is not predicted to
involve the physical characteristics of the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery. 
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4.0  ANALYSIS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

4.1  Introduction  

This chapter describes the effects of the proposed action, implementing a monitoring program in
the shore-based whiting fishery, on the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery.  Effects are analyzed in
the order that they are affected by the proposed action.  Therefore, those resources most affected
are discussed first, followed by those resources that are least affected.  Effects on the
socioeconomic environment are analyzed in Chapter 4.2, effects on the biological environment
are analyzed in Chapter 4.3, and effects on the physical environment are analyzed in Chapter 4.4.

4.2  Effects on the Socioeconomic Environment

The primary socioeconomic effects of implementing a monitoring program to provide for full
retention in the shore-based whiting fishery on the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery are the costs
associated with the different types of monitoring programs and how the costs are absorbed by the
different participants in the shore-based fishery.

Monitoring System Coverage Levels
Coverage levels play an important role in determining the effectiveness of a monitoring program
as well as the cost of monitoring program.  Appropriate coverage levels for the different aspects
of the shore-based whiting fishery are still under discussion, however, this EA attempts to
analyze a range of coverage levels under the different alternatives.  Even though coverage levels
affect both the biological and socioeconomic resources of the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery,
coverage levels will only be discussed at length in this section because of their direct influence
on the cost associated with the different monitoring systems.  

Under Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative), the Shoreside Whiting Observer Program (SWOP)
has adjusted their sampling goals and coverage requirements over time to meet the needs of
fishery managers and keep costs within the available budget.  The SWOP does not provide
coverage aboard the shore-based whiting vessels but does sample 10% - 35% of shore-based
deliveries to processing plants.  State and federal enforcement personnel track overage/donation
fish and the money paid for those fish.  Coverage levels under Alternative 1 would be less than
under all other Alternatives. 

Under Alternative 2 (Federal Monitoring), the proposed coverage levels are based on observer
coverage in the at-sea sector of the whiting fishery and desired coverage levels at processing
plants.  Under Alternative 2, federal observers would cover 100% of shore-based whiting trips
(approximately 600 - 700) per season to verify full retention of catch.  Because several
groundfish species have been declared overfished, including whiting and several species
incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery (e.g., widow rockfish, canary rockfish,
Pacific ocean perch, darkblotched rockfish, bocaccio, and lingcod), tracking the total mortality of
these species is important.  Additionally, providing observer coverage on some but not all
whiting trips may result in differential fishing strategies.  For example, if catch were sometimes
discarded at sea when an observer was not onboard as compared to catch never being discarded
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at sea when an observer is aboard.  Therefore, 100% observer coverage on shore-based whiting
trips would aid in quantifying the total mortality of overfished species as well as ensuring
accurate data.  The proposed coverage levels at processing plants under Alternative 2 would be
to sample 100% of deliveries.  Having 100% of deliveries sampled would ensure that both
salmon and overfished groundfish species are accurately quantified and sampled.  Federal
enforcement personnel would track overage/donation fish and the money paid for those fish. 
Coverage levels under Alternative 2 would be more than under all other Alternatives.

Under Alternative 3 (State Monitoring), the proposed coverage levels are based on current
coverage levels of the SWOP (Alternative 1) with a few exceptions.  Under Alternative 3, state
monitors would observe a portion of the shore-based whiting trips.  Vessels would be randomly
selected on a rotating basis and observers would verify the full retention of catch and total
mortality of overfished groundfish species.  Under Alternative 3, state monitors would observe a
portion of deliveries shore-based whiting deliveries made to plants.  Similar to Alternative 1, that
portion would likely be at least 10% and less than 50% of the deliveries.  State enforcement
personnel would track overage/donation fish and the money paid for those fish.  Coverage levels
under Alternative 3 would be greater than Alternative 1 but less than Alternative 2 and
Alternative 4.

Under Alternative 4 (Combination Monitoring), the proposed coverage levels would be a
combination of the different alternatives.  Under Alternative 4, an electronic monitoring system
would be installed on each shore-based whiting vessel for the duration of the shore-based
whiting primary season.  This electronic monitoring system would observe 100% of shore-based
whiting trips and verify full retention of catch.  While an electronic monitoring system could be
used to verify whether catch was dumped at sea, it probably could not be used to quantify the
amount of catch dumped or estimate the species composition of catch dumped.  Under
Alternative 4, state monitors would observe a portion of deliveries shore-based whiting
deliveries made to plants.  Similar to Alternative 1 and Alternative 3, that portion would likely
be at least 10% and less than 50% of the deliveries.  State and federal enforcement personnel
would track overage/donation fish and the money paid for those fish.  Coverage levels under
Alternative 4 would be greater than Alternative 1 and Alternative 3 but less than Alternative 2.

The Cost of Monitoring Programs
The cost of the different monitoring programs is an important issue to consider when
implementing a full retention monitoring program in the shore-based whiting fishery, as well as
how those costs are paid.  The cost associated with implementing a monitoring program is not
expected to be substantial, but the cost of a monitoring program and how costs are paid will vary
with alternatives.

Under Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative), the cost of the SWOP in 2004 is estimated at about
$148,000.  This cost is based on SWOP costs over the last few years and provides for
coordination/data analysis, observer coverage, and administrative costs (see Table 4.2.2 for a
preliminary break-down of costs).  Over the last decade, the cost of this program has been shared
between management agencies and the shore-based whiting fishery.  Budget reductions in 2003
and projected budget reductions in 2004 are expected to affect the money that would be available
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Table 4.2.1.  Estimated revenue ($1,000) of whiting landed by the shore-based fleet
and documented by state agencies during 1998 - 2002.

Year CDFW ODFW WDFW Total

1998 393.3 3,756.5 617.5 4,767.8

1999 115.6 5,912.6 802.5 6830.7

2000 765.5 6,081.3 1,121.8 7,968.6

2001 171.9 4,132.0 1,438.7 5,742.6

2002 274.3 3,219.3 1,061.4 4,554.9

Using the estimated revenue averaged over the last five years ($5,972,920) divided
by the average number of catcher vessels participating in the shore-based fishery
over the last five years  (33) equals an estimated annual revenue of $180,998 per
catcher vessel.  Source:  PacFIN.

to fund this program.  Both state and federal budgets for fisheries management have been
reduced from historical levels and these reductions may make it difficult for continuing funding
from these management agencies.  The cost of the monitoring program under Alternative 1 is
less than under all other Alternatives. 

Under Alternative 2 (Federal Monitoring), the cost of a federal monitoring program for the
shore-based whiting fleet in 2004 is estimated at greater than two million dollars.  The cost
provides for 100% observer coverage on all shore-based whiting trips, 100% of shore-based
deliveries being sampled at the processing plants, and federal enforcement personnel tracking
overage and donation fish (see Table 4.2.2 for a preliminary break-down of costs).  Under
Alternative 2A, the cost of a federal monitoring program would be covered by the federal
government.  At the present time, the West Coast Groundfish Observer Program (Observer
Program) does not have the necessary funding or staff to cover the shore-based whiting fishery. 
If the Observer Program provided monitoring for the shore-based whiting fishery, resources
would be diverted from other sectors of the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery during the shore-
based whiting primary season and may comprise the collection of data necessary for effective
management of the
Pacific Coast
groundfish fishery. 
Under Alternative
2B, the shore-based
whiting fleet would
fund the federal
monitoring program
in the shore-based
whiting fishery
through a direct pay
system, much like
the industry funded
system presently in
place for the at-sea
whiting fleet.  While
whiting is a high
volume species, it
commands a
relatively low price per pound.  The annual estimated revenue over the last five years of whiting
landed by the shore-based fleet is approximately 6 million dollars and per catcher vessel is
approximately $181,000.  If the shore-based whiting fleet would be responsible for funding a
federal monitoring program, the costs associated with the monitoring program may represent a
substantial portion of their annual income.  The cost of the monitoring program under
Alternative 2 is greater than under all other Alternatives.

Under Alternative 3 (State Monitoring), the cost of a state monitoring program for the shore-
based whiting fleet in 2004 is estimated at about one million dollars.  The cost is based on
coverage levels similar to the SWOP and provides for coverage on a portion of shore-based
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whiting trips, coverage for a portion of shore-based whiting deliveries, and state enforcement
personnel tracking overage and donation fish (see Table 4.2.2 for a preliminary break-down of
costs).  The portion is likely greater than 10% of trips and deliveries but less than 50%.  Under
Alternative 3A, the states of Washington, Oregon, and California would provide the funding for
the shore-based whiting monitoring program.  The states have experienced severe budget
reductions in 2003 and budgets for 2004 are expected to be similarly restrictive.  At the present
time, the states do not have the financial resources to solely fund this program.  Under
Alternative 3B, the shore-based whiting fleet would fund the state monitoring program in the
shore-based whiting fishery through a tax system.  The cost of the monitoring program under
Alternative 3 is less than Alternative 2 and more than under Alternative 1 or Alternative 4.

Under Alternative 4 (Combination Monitoring), the cost of a combination monitoring program
for the shore-based whiting fleet in 2004 is estimated at about $600,000.  The cost provides for
an electronic monitoring system providing 100% coverage on all shore-based whiting trips for
the duration of the whiting primary season, state monitors sampling 10% - 50% of shore-based
whiting deliveries, and a combination of federal and state enforcement personnel tracking
overage and donation fish (see Table 4.2.2 for a preliminary break-down of costs).  The
responsibility of funding this program would be shared between management agencies (both
federal and state) and the shore-based whiting fishery, much like the funding under Alternative
1.  Budget reductions in 2003 and projected budget reductions in 2004 are expected to affect the
money that would be available to fund this program.  Both state and federal budgets have been
reduced from historical levels and these reductions may make it difficult for continuing funding
from these management agencies.  The cost of the monitoring program under Alternative 4 is
less than Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 but more than under Alternative 1.  
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Table 4.2.2.  Preliminary estimate of costs associated with the full retention monitoring programs for the
shore-based whiting fishery.

Aspects of the
Monitoring System

Alternative 1 (No
Action

Alternative)

Alternative 2
(Federal

Monitoring)

Alternative 3
(State

Monitoring)

Alternative 4
(Combination
Monitoring)

Tracking full
retention of catch

versus discard at sea

No sampling

= 

$0

$900 / sea day

1,500 sea days

100% trips
covered

=
 

$1,350,000

$900 / day

700 sea days

10% - 50% trips
covered

=

$630,000

$1,500 / month
to lease a
camera

30 cameras for
60 days

$60,000 labor &
$20, 000 data

analysis

=

$170,000 

Tracking landings of
prohibited species

(salmon) and
overfished groundfish

species

$150 / day

10 port samplers

60 days

10% - 35% of
deliveries
sampled

=

$90, 000

$550 / day

2 observers @ 10
plants 

(20 observers)

60 days

100% deliveries
sampled

= 

$660,000

$550 / day

10 port samplers

60 days

10% - 50% of
deliveries
sampled

=

$330, 000

$550 / day

10 port samplers

60 days

10% - 50% of
deliveries
sampled

=

$330,000

Tracking
Overage/Donation

Fish
$20,000

Unknown 
at this 
time

$50,000 $50,000

Administrative
Support

$38,000 Unknown at this
time

$50,000 $50,000

Total $148,000 greater than
$2,010,000

$1,060,000 $600,000
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Another socioeconomic effect of implementing a monitoring system in the shore-based fishery is
a monitoring program’s ability to track the money exchanged for and/or donation of landings of
groundfish taken in excess of trip limits and the prohibited species (i.e., salmon).  With an
effective monitoring system in place to track the money associated with the sale of these fish and
the donation of these fish, there would be less incentive for fishers to target and land groundfish
in excess of trip limits or prohibited species in order to receive a profit. 

Need for Further Socioeconomic Analysis
The socioeconomic analysis presented in this EA thus far is only a qualitative discussion of the
costs associated with the different types of monitoring programs and how the costs are absorbed
by the different participants in the shore-based fishery.  Before the Pacific Council takes action
and selects a preferred alternative for implementing a monitoring program in the shore-based
whiting fishery, further socioeconomic analysis is necessary.  Specifically, the following
socioeconomic issues need to be addressed:

% At the time of drafting this preliminary EA, not all the cost information associated with 
each of the alternatives to implement a monitoring program in the shore-based fishery 
was available.  Therefore, the total cost associated with each of the alternatives needs to
be determined.

% Both federal and state budgets for fisheries management have been reduced from 
historical levels and these reductions may make it difficult to provide federal and/or state 
funding for a monitoring program in the shore-based whiting fishery.  Therefore, the total
cost associated with each of the alternatives needs to be analyzed in the context of the 
projected federal and state budgets for 2004 and beyond.

% While whiting is a high volume species, it commands a relatively low price per pound.  
This preliminary EA discussed the costs associated with the range of alternatives and 
compared them to the estimated average annual revenue generated by a shore-based 
whiting fleet over the last five years, but did not project the ability of the shore-based
whiting fleet to cover monitoring program costs into the future.  Additionally, the ability
of the shore-based whiting fleet to cover monitoring costs was not considered in light of 
the additional financial obligations that they are subject to (e.g., the cost of purchasing 
and operating a vessel monitoring system, an increase in landings taxes, costs associated 
with the vessel buy-back program).  Therefore, the shore-based whiting fleet’s ability to
fund a monitoring program should be projected into the future and should consider
cumulative effects.

4.3  Effects on the Biological Environment

The biological effects of implementing a monitoring program in the shore-based whiting fishery
on the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery includes such things as the tracking and sampling of
salmon incidentally taken in the shore-based fishery rebuilding and the tracking and sampling of
overfished species incidentally taken in the shore-based fishery.  Implementing a monitoring
program in the shore-based fishery will also affect what is known about interactions between
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non-groundfish species, marine mammals, seabirds, and sea turtles and the shore-based whiting
fishery. 

Salmon Resources
As discussed in Chapter 1, the need for the proposed action is to track and sample salmon
species incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery.  The August 1992 Biological
Opinion analyzing the effects of the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery on salmon stocks listed
under the ESA requires the Pacific Council to provide for monitoring of the salmon incidentally
taken in the midwater trawl whiting fishery (NMFS 1992).  Currently, the need for monitoring in
the whiting fishery is based on not jeopardizing the existence of threatened Snake River fall
chinook, lower Columbia River chinook, upper Willamette River chinook, and Puget Sound
chinook (NMFS 2002).  Monitoring needs could change if additional salmon species are listed or
as additional incidental take data are needed for other management purposes.

The effects of the alternatives (i.e., different monitoring programs for the shore-based whiting
fishery) on salmon resources include both direct and indirect effects.  The direct effects would
include the acquired knowledge and understanding of salmon incidentally taken in the shore-
based fishery.  For example, knowledge about whether salmon are discarded at sea or whether all
captured salmon are delivered to the processing plants.  Having this type of information would
enable fishery managers to make informed management decisions with respect to managing the
total mortality of salmon.  Additionally, sampling the salmon at processing plants would provide
such information as species, age, length, weight , number, and maturity of those salmon that are
incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery.  The indirect effects of the proposed action
on salmon resources will depend on how the information collected by the monitoring program is
used.  For example, if the incidental take of salmon, specifically chinook salmon, in the shore-
based whiting fishery is higher than originally thought, it may result in a  re-evaluation of the
biological opinion that set the allowable chinook salmon threshold.  This information may also
result in an effort to minimize the total mortality of chinook salmon, perhaps by reducing the
directed harvest of chinook salmon or reducing the season length for the whiting fishery.

Because the proposed action is a monitoring program, all alternatives are predicted to have
minimal effects on Pacific Coast salmon species.  However, the effects on knowledge and
understanding of salmon incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting may vary with the type of
monitoring program implemented in the shore-based whiting fishery.  

It is expected that Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative) would generate the least amount of
information on salmon incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery.  Without any
coverage on shore-based whiting trips, there is no way to verify whether all captured salmon
were retained to be sampled at the plant or whether salmon were discarded at sea.  The SWOP
currently samples between 10% - 35% of shore-based whiting deliveries at processing plants
along the Pacific Coast.

Alternative 2 (Federally Monitoring) would result in the greatest amount of information being
generated on salmon incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery.  This is because there
would be 100% observer coverage on shore-based whiting trips to verify whether all captured
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salmon were retained and sampled at the plant or whether salmon were discarded are sea.  If
salmon were discarded at sea, it may be possible for observers to determine which salmon
species were discarded and to estimate the quantity discarded.  Additionally, Alternative 2 would
provide 100% observer coverage at the processing plants, therefore, all shore-based deliveries
would be sampled.  

Alternative 3 (State Monitoring) would generate less information on salmon incidentally taken in
the shore-based fishery than Alternative 2, but more information than Alternative 1, and a similar
about of information as Alternative 4.  Monitors would be aboard a portion (likely to be greater
than 10% but less than 50%)  of the shore-based whiting trips to verify whether all salmon were
retained to be sampled at the plant or whether some salmon were discarded at sea.  If salmon
were discarded at sea, it may be possible for monitors to determined which salmon species were
discarded and what quantity of salmon were discarded.  Monitors would also be sampling a
portion (likely to be greater than 10% but less than 50%) of deliveries at the processing plant.

Alternative 4 (Combination Monitoring) would generate more information on salmon
incidentally taken in the shore-based fishery than Alternative 1, less information than Alternative
2, and a similar amount of information as Alternative 3.  An electronic monitoring system would
be used to monitor 100% of shore-based whiting trips.  It is expected that the electronic
monitoring system would be able to document if a large amount of catch was discarded at sea but
it is not expected that the electronic monitoring would always be able to document whether a
small amount of catch was discarded at sea.  It is also not expected that the electronic monitoring
would be able to document the species composition of catch dumped at sea.  To monitor the
dock-side aspect of the shore-based whiting fishery, state monitors would be sampling a portion
(likely to be greater than 10% but less than 50%) of the deliveries.
   
Groundfish Resources
As discussed in Chapter 1, there is an increasing need to accurately track other aspects of the
shore-based whiting fishery.  There are currently nine overfished groundfish species along the
Pacific Coast and at least six of these species (widow rockfish, darkblotched rockfish, Pacific
ocean perch, canary rockfish, bocaccio, and lingcod) are incidentally taken in the shore-based
whiting fishery.  Additionally, other groundfish species, sablefish and yellowtail rockfish, are
commonly incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery.

The effects of the alternatives (i.e., different monitoring programs for the shore-based whiting
fishery) on groundfish resources include both direct and indirect effects  The direct effects would
include the acquired knowledge and understanding of groundfish incidentally taken in the shore-
based fishery.  For example, knowledge about whether groundfish are discarded at sea or
whether all captured groundfish are delivered to the processing plants.  Having this type of
information would enable fishery managers to make informed management decisions with
respect to managing the total mortality of groundfish, specifically overfished groundfish species. 
Additionally, sampling groundfish at the processing plants would provide such information as
species, age, length, weight , number, and maturity for those groundfish that are incidentally
taken in the shore-based whiting fishery.  The indirect effects of the proposed action on
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groundfish resources will depend on how the information collected by the monitoring program is
used.  For example, if the incidental take of groundfish species, specifically overfished
groundfish species, in the shore-based whiting fishery is linked to the location, seasonality, or
time of day of fishing activities, efforts may be made to adjust fishing strategies in an effort to
avoid capturing non-whiting groundfish species.

Because the proposed action is a monitoring program, all alternatives are predicted to have
minimal effects on Pacific Coast groundfish species.  However, the effects on knowledge and
understanding of groundfish, specifically overfished groundfish species, incidentally taken in the
shore-based whiting may vary with the type of monitoring program implemented in the shore-
based whiting fishery.  

It is expected that Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative) would generate the least amount of
information on groundfish incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery.  Without any
coverage on shore-based whiting trips, there is no way to verify whether all captured groundfish
were retained to be sampled at the plant or whether groundfish were discarded at sea.  The
SWOP currently samples between 10% - 35% of shore-based whiting deliveries at processing
plants along the Pacific Coast.

Alternative 2 (Federally Monitoring) would result in the greatest amount of information being
generated on groundfish incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting fishery.  This is because
there would be 100% observer coverage on shore-based whiting trips to verify whether all
captured groundfish were retained and sampled at the plant or whether groundfish were
discarded are sea.  If groundfish were discarded at sea, it may be possible for observers to
determined which groundfish species were discarded and what quantity of groundfish were
discarded.  Additionally, Alternative 2 would provide 100% observer coverage at the processing
plants, therefore, all shore-based deliveries would be sampled.  

Alternative 3 (State Monitoring) would generate less information on groundfish incidentally
taken in the shore-based fishery than Alternative 2, more information than Alternative 1, and  a
similar amount of information as Alternative 4.  Monitors would be aboard a portion (likely to be
greater than 10% but less than 50%)  of the shore-based whiting trips to verify whether all
groundfish were retained to be sampled at the plant or whether some groundfish were discarded
at sea.  If groundfish were discarded at sea, it may be possible for monitors to determined which
groundfish species were discarded and what quantity of groundfish were discarded.  Monitors
would also be sampling a portion (likely to be greater than 10% but less than 50%) of deliveries
at the processing plant.

Alternative 4 (Combination Monitoring) would generate more information on groundfish
incidentally taken in the shore-based fishery than Alternative 1, less information than Alternative
2, and a similar amount of information as Alternative 3.  An electronic monitoring system would
be used to monitor 100% of shore-based whiting trips.  It is expected that the electronic
monitoring system would be able to document if a large amount of catch was dumped at sea but
it is not expected that the electronic monitoring would always be able to document whether a
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small amount of catch was discarded at sea.  It is also not expected that the electronic monitoring
would be able to document the species composition of catch dumped at sea.  To monitor the
dock-side aspect of the shore-based whiting fishery, state monitors would be sampling a portion
(likely to be greater than 10% but less than 50%) of the deliveries.

Non-Groundfish Species
The effects of the alternatives (i.e., different monitoring programs for the shore-based whiting
fishery) on non-groundfish resources include both direct and indirect effects  The direct effects
would include the acquired knowledge and understanding of non-groundfish species incidentally
taken in the shore-based fishery.  Having this type of information would enable fishery managers
to make informed management decisions with respect to managing the total mortality of non-
groundfish species, specifically coastal pelagic species groundfish species.  The indirect effects
of the proposed action on groundfish resources will depend on how the information collected by
the monitoring program is used.  For example, if the incidental take of non-groundfish species,
specifically coastal pelagic species, in the shore-based whiting fishery is linked to the location,
seasonality, or time of day of fishing activities, efforts may be made to adjust fishing strategies
in order to avoid capturing non-groundfish species. 

Because the proposed action is a monitoring program, all alternatives are predicted to have
minimal effects on non-groundfish species.  However, the effects on knowledge and
understanding of non-groundfish species incidentally taken in the shore-based whiting may vary
with the type of monitoring program implemented in the shore-based whiting fleet.  The amount
of information generated by this proposed action on non-groundfish species is expected to be the
greatest under Alternative 2 (Federal Monitoring), slightly less under Alternative 3 (State
Monitoring) and Alternative 4 (Combination Monitoring), and the least under Alternative 1 (No
Action Alternative). 

Endangered Species
The effects of this proposed action and the differences between alternatives on endangered
and/or threatened salmon, marine mammals, seabirds, and sea turtles is discussed in the salmon
resources section, the marine mammal section, the seabird section, and the sea turtle section.

Marine Mammals
There is limited information documenting the interactions of groundfish fisheries and marine
mammals, but marine mammals are probably affected by many aspects of groundfish fisheries. 
The incidental take of marine mammals, defined as any serious injury or mortality resulting from
commercial fishing operations, is reported to NMFS by vessel operators.  In the Pacific Coast
groundfish fisheries, incidental take is infrequent and primarily occurs in trawl fisheries (Forney
et al. 2000).  Additional effects of groundfish fisheries on marine mammals are more difficult to
quantify due to a lack of behavioral and ecological information about marine mammals. 
However, marine mammals may be affected by increased noise in the oceans, change in prey
availability, habitat changes due to fishing gear, vessel traffic in and around important habitat
(i.e., areas used for foraging, breeding, raising offspring, or hauling-out), at-sea garbage
dumping, and diesel or oil discharged into the water associated with commercial fisheries. 
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Based on its Category III status, the incidental take of marine mammals in the Pacific Coast
groundfish fisheries does not significantly impact marine mammal stocks.  To date, there are no
documented marine mammals takes in the shore-based whiting fishery (B. Wiedoff, Marine
Resources Program, ODFW, 2003, personal communication).  

Marine mammals species found off the Pacific Coast are either year around residents or
transients traveling to feeding/breeding grounds.  Because the proposed action is a monitoring
program, all alternatives are predicted to have minimal effects on marine mammal species. 
However, the effects on knowledge and understanding of marine mammals interactions with the
shore-based whiting may vary with the type of monitoring program implemented in the shore-
based whiting fleet.  

The amount of information generated by this proposed action on marine mammal interactions
with the shore-based whiting fleet is expected to be the greatest under Alternative 2 (Federal
Monitoring), slightly less under Alternative 3 (State Monitoring) and Alternative 4 (Combination
Monitoring), and the least under Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative). 

Seabirds
Interactions between seabirds and fishing operations are wide-spread and have led to
conservation concerns in many fisheries throughout the world.  Abundant food in the form of
offal (discarded fish and fish processing waste) and bait attract birds to fishing vessels.  Of the
gear used in the Pacific Coast groundfish fisheries, seabirds are occasionally taken incidentally
by trawl and pot gear, but they are most often taken by longline gear.  Besides entanglement in
fishing gear, seabirds may be affected by commercial fisheries in various ways.  Change in prey
availability may be linked to directed fishing and the discarding of fish and offal.  Vessel traffic
may affect seabirds when it occurs in and around important foraging and breeding habitat and
increases the likelihood of bird storms.  In addition, seabirds may be exposed to at-sea garbage
dumping and the diesel and oil discharged into the water associated with commercial fisheries.

To date, there are no documented seabird takes in the shore-based whiting fishery (B. Wiedoff,
Marine Resources Program, ODFW, 2003, personal communication).

Because the proposed action is a monitoring program, all alternatives are predicted to have
minimal effects on seabird species.  However, the effects on knowledge and understanding of
seabird interactions with the shore-based whiting may slightly vary with the type of monitoring
program implemented in the shore-based whiting fleet.  

The amount of information generated by this proposed action on seabird interactions with the
shore-based whiting fleet is expected to be the greatest under Alternative 2 (Federal Monitoring),
slightly less under Alternative 3 (State Monitoring) and Alternative 4 (Combination Monitoring),
and the least under Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative). 

Sea Turtles
There is limited information about interactions between sea turtles and Pacific Coast commercial
fisheries.  Sea turtles are known to be taken incidentally by the California-based pelagic longline
fleet and the California halibut gillnet fishery.  Because of gear and fishing strategies differences
between those fisheries and the groundfish fisheries, the expected take of sea turtles by
groundfish gear is minimal.  In addition to being incidentally taken in fishing gear, turtles are
vulnerable to collisions with vessels and can be killed or injured when struck, especially if struck
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with an engaged propeller.  Entanglement in abandoned fishing gear can also cause death or
injury to sea turtles by drowning or loss of a limb.  The discard of garbage at sea can be harmful
for sea turtles, because the ingestion of such garbage may choke or poison them.  Sea turtles
have ingested plastic bags, beverage six-pack rings, styrofoam, and other items commonly found
aboard fishing vessels.  The accidental discharge of diesel and oil from fishing vessels may also
put sea turtles at risk, as they are sensitive to chemical contaminates in the water.

To date, there are no documented sea turtle takes in the shore-based whiting fishery (B. Wiedoff,
Marine Resources Program, ODFW, 2003, personal communication).

Because the proposed action is a monitoring program, all alternatives are predicted to have
minimal effects on sea turtle species.  However, the effects on knowledge and understanding of
sea turtle interactions with the shore-based whiting may vary with the type of monitoring
program implemented in the shore-based whiting fleet.  

The amount of information generated by this proposed action on sea turtle interactions with the
shore-based whiting fleet is expected to be the greatest under Alternative 2 (Federal Monitoring),
slightly less under Alternative 3 (State Monitoring) and Alternative 4 (Combination Monitoring),
and the least under Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative). 

4.4  Effects on the Physical Environment  
    
The effects of fishery management practices on the physical environment typically include such
things as fishing gear effects on the ocean floor, changes in water quality associated with vessel
traffic, and fish processing discards as a result of fishing practices.  Because the proposed action
is a monitoring program, all alternatives are predicted to have minimal effects on the California
Current System and essential fish habitat.

.  
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4.5 Effects of the Alternatives

Table 4.5.1 The effects of the alternatives on the shore-based whiting fishery.

Issues Alternative 1
(No Action Alternative)

Alternative 2
(Federal Monitoring)

Alternative 3
(State Monitoring)

Alternative 4
(Combination
Monitoring)

Issue 1 - Staffing the
Monitoring Program
for the Shore-based
Whiting Fleet

* There is no monitoring for
shore-based whiting trips to
verify full retention versus
discard at sea. 

*State port samplers sample
10% - 35% of shore-based
whiting deliveries at
processing plants.

* Generates the least amount
of fisheries data.

* Federal observers would monitor 100%
of shore-based whiting trips to verify full
retention versus discard at sea.

* Federal observers would sample 100%
of shore-based whiting deliveries at
processing plants.

* Generates the greatest amount of
fisheries data.

* State monitors would monitor more
than 10% and less than 50% of shore-
based whiting trips to verify full
retention versus discard at sea.

* State monitors would monitor more
than 10% and less than 50% of shore-
based whiting deliveries at processing
plants.

* Generates more fisheries data than
Alt. 1 but less than Alt 2.  Generates a
similar amount of data as Alt. 4.

* Electronic monitoring
would monitor 100% of
shore-based whiting trips
for full retention versus
discard at sea.

* State monitors would
monitor more than 10%
and less than 50% of
shore-based whiting
deliveries at processing
plants.

* Generates more
fisheries data than Alt. 1
but less than Alt 2. 
Generates a similar
amount of data as Alt. 3.

Issue 2 - Disposition of
Overage/Donation
Fish Taken by the
Shore-based Whiting
Fleet

* There is tracking of
overage/donation fish and
the money paid for those
fish by state and federal
enforcement personnel.

*  There would be tracking of
overage/donation fish and the money
paid for those fish by federal
enforcement personnel.  

* There would be tracking of
overage/donation fish and the money
paid for those fish by state
enforcement personnel.  

* There would be tracking
of overage/donation fish
and the money paid for
those fish by state and
federal enforcement
personnel.

Issue 3 - Funding the
Monitoring Program
for the Shore-based
Whiting Fleet 

* Funding is provided by the
shore-based whiting fishery
and state and federal
management agencies.

*  Estimated cost is
$148,000.

Alternative 2A Alternative 2B Alternative 3A Alternative 3B * Funding would be
provided by the shore-
based whiting fishery and
state and federal
management agencies.

* Estimated cost is
$600,000. 

* Funding would be
provided by NMFS
and the West Coast
Observer Program.
Currently, there are
not adequate federal
resources to provide
for this program.

* Estimated cost is
greater than 
$2,010,000. 

* Funding would
be provided by
the shore-based
whiting fleet,
much like
funding for the
at-sea whiting
monitoring
program.

* Estimated cost
is greater than
$2,010,000. 

* Funding would
be provided by
each state.

* Estimated cost
is $1,060,000.

* Funding would
be provided by
the shore-based
whiting fleet,
through a tax
system.

*Estimated cost
is $1,060,000. 
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PACIFIC COAST GROUNDFISH FISHERY EXEMPTED FISHING PERMIT
AUTHORITY: Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations

Sections 600.745 and 660.406, and Subpart G of part 660

MONITORING INCIDENTAL CATCH IN THE PACIFIC WHITING FISHERY

F/V Vessel name PERMIT #  03-HAK-XX
Pacific Coast Groundfish

    Limited Entry Permit # xx

The Administrator of the Northwest Region of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), acting on behalf
of the Secretary of Commerce, hereby permits the master and owner of the fishing vessel [insert vessel name],
documentation number XXXXXX, to engage in the exempted harvest of Pacific Coast groundfish over which
the United States exercises fishery management authority under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act, 16 United States Code 1801 et seq. (Magnuson-Stevens Act), and implementing
groundfish regulations at 50 CFR Part 660, Subpart G and section 600.745, and under salmon regulations at
50 CFR 660.406.  The exempted fishing must be conducted in accordance with the provisions of the
Magnuson-Stevens Act and 50 CFR Parts 600 and 660, Subpart G except as provided in the attached terms
and conditions incorporated herein.  

This permit implements a cooperative state/federal/industry observation program to monitor the bycatch of
salmon and groundfish in the shore-based component of the Pacific whiting fishery.  This permit is valid when
signed by both the Regional Administrator and the authorized representative of the vessel (hereinafter referred
to as the "permit holder").  It expires 24 hours after notification by the Regional Administrator of termination
of this permit, or on December 31, 2003, whichever is earlier.  It also may be terminated or modified earlier
by regulatory action pursuant to 50 CFR Part 660, Subpart G, or revocation, suspension, or modification
pursuant to 15 CFR Part 904, or successor regulations, or by the terms and conditions of this permit.   The
Regional Administrator will notify the vessel owner of the conclusion of the observation program and the
termination of the permit if other than December 31, 2003.

                                                                                                                                  
Signature Date Signed Signature Date Signed

D. Robert Lohn, Acting Regional Administrator XX,  permit holder.

Northwest Region
National Marine Fisheries Service By signing this document, the permit holder  agrees to comply with the

intent and the terms and conditions of this permit, and is responsible
for seeing that this information is understood by the vessel's crew.

Vessel Owner's Name/Address:
name, address, phone, fax XX



EXEMPTED FISHING PERMIT 

MONITORING INCIDENTAL CATCH IN THE PACIFIC WHITING FISHERY

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

A.  PURPOSE.  The purpose of this program is to determine levels of incidental catch of salmon
and groundfish in the shore-based primary season fishery for Pacific whiting.  Target fishing on
any species other than whiting (particularly yellowtail and widow rockfish) is contrary to the
intent of this program and may result in unrealistically high estimates of incidental catch.  This
would reflect on the entire shore-based whiting fleet, and may result in additional restrictions.

Incidental species caught while fishing for whiting are counted against a vessel's cumulative trip
limit for the incidental species.  Although landings in excess of a trip limit currently are allowed
under this EFP, the proceeds from the sale of overages are abandoned to the State where landed or
NMFS.  Any overages are deducted from the optimum yield and therefore reduce the amount of
fish available to non-whiting fishers. 

B. SCOPE.

1. This permit implements a cooperative observation program with the states of
California, Oregon, and Washington to monitor the incidental catch of salmon and
groundfish caught in Pacific whiting trawl operations on vessels that deliver
shoreside.

2. This permit applies to all fishing activities by the permitted vessel targeting on Pacific
whiting during the effective dates of the permit. The permit holder is responsible for
instructing all vessel operators and crew members  concerning the terms and
conditions of this permit.

3. This permit authorizes, for limited purposes as described in this permit, the following
activities which would otherwise be prohibited by 50 CFR 660.306 (b) and (f);  50
CFR 600.725 (p); and  50 CFR 660.405:

a. Retention, until offloading, of prohibited species including, salmonids
incidentally caught in a pelagic  trawl, only if the prohibited species are turned
over to the State or NMFS for disposition; and 

b. Retention, until offloading, of groundfish (except Pacific whiting) in excess
of trip limits, only if the overage proceeds are turned over to the State or
NMFS. 

4. All other provisions of 50 CFR Part 660, Subpart G, including restrictions specified
by or pursuant to 50 CFR 660.323, apply to fishing conducted under this permit. 



5. NMFS sponsors the EFP program.  The States of Oregon, Washington, and California
are the EFP applicants, and as such have the authority to select which vessels and
processors are allowed to participate in the program.  The State(s) where the whiting
are or will be landed may decline to approve a vessel or processor and may choose not
to forward the processor's name to NMFS for inclusion in Appendix A, designated
processor list (DPL), on an EFP permit.   The States may modify Appendix A to an
EFP to add or delete a processor from the DPL, provided such changes are promptly
communicated to the NMFS Fisheries Permit Office staff and the communications
occur before EFP fish are landed at the processing facility.

C. EXEMPTED FISHING.

1. This permit is valid only for fishing with pelagic trawl gear targeting on Pacific
whiting during the primary whiting season, for shoreside delivery under the States'
observation program.  

2. All fishing trips by the permitted vessel targeting on Pacific whiting during the
effective dates must be conducted in accordance with this permit.  

3. A fishing trip targeting on Pacific whiting is defined for the purposes of this permit
as a fishing trip resulting in the landing of 10,000 pounds or more of Pacific whiting.

4. If a vessel lands less than 10,000 pounds of Pacific whiting from a fishing trip,
then that trip will not be considered as "targeting on Pacific whiting," and
therefore that trip will not be governed by this permit.  Consequently, all fish
landed from such a trip will count toward otherwise applicable trip limits in
effect at the time in the Pacific coast groundfish fishery.  Trip limits shall
apply to all trips within a cumulative trip limit period that fail to target on
whiting.

D. EFFECTIVE DATES.

1. This permit is valid from the date signed by the Regional Administrator, NMFS, and
the permit holder.  

2. This permit applies only to the primary whiting season, as announced in the Federal
Register and terminates on December 31, 2003, unless terminated at an earlier date
by one of the following actions: at the request of the vessel owner or the permit
holder, in which case the permit is terminated on the date requested and no further
notification from the Regional Administrator or State is required; at the request of the
cooperating State, when the State observation program ends, or when the processing
plant(s) designated in Appendix A are no longer included in the sampling program
conducted by the State, in which case written notification from the State to the vessel
owner is required and termination occurs no sooner than 24 hours after delivery of the
notification; when the Regional Administrator determines it is necessary to issue
amended permits containing additional restrictions under F.4.b, in which case
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termination occurs no sooner than 24 hours after delivery of the notice of termination
from the Regional Administrator to the vessel owner; when the whiting fishery is
closed because of achievement of the shore-based allocation, commercial harvest
guideline, or species' harvest guideline, in which case termination occurs concurrent
with the closure, as announced in the Federal Register, in which case further written
notification of the vessel owner is not required. 

3. The vessel owner is responsible for advising the permit holder of the termination of
the permit.

E. LANDINGS.

1. This permit is valid only for landings made at processing plants that have been
designated by the States as participants in the observation program.  The States will
require a written agreement to be signed by a representative of a processing plant
before that processing plant is accepted as a "designated processor" to ensure that the
purposes of the EFP program are implemented.

a. Designated processing plants are listed in Appendix A to this permit.  The
DPL in Appendix A may be revised by NMFS or the State observation
program coordinator.  The revised DPL must be attached to this permit.  The
State may decline issuance of an EFP to a vessel if the designated processor
is in a different state, if there is reason to believe the vessel's catch cannot or
will not be sorted according to current laws, cannot be monitored under
reasonable conditions, if there is not an adequate facility for storing prohibited
species, or if there is no designated processor for that vessel.  The State
agency may decline listing a processor as a designated processor if the
processing plant's representative did not sign a written agreement with the
State or if the processor is not, or has not been, in compliance with a signed
written agreement with the State.  

b. The States will provide instructions to each participating processing plant
specifying the plant's role and responsibilities in the observation program and
procedures for   abandoning the market value of any groundfish trip limit
overages to NMFS.  Designated processing plants have agreed to: (1) allow
State personnel and program observers to sample whiting landings and all
associated incidental catch; (2) set-aside all salmonids, Pacific halibut, and
Dungeness Crab for biological sampling and disposition by State agency
personnel; and (3) remit to the State of landing or NMFS the market value of
any groundfish trip limit overages.   

2. The permit holder must contact the appropriate State coordinator listed below to make
arrangements for observations of offloading of catch at a designated processing plant.



In California: Mike Fukushima, California Dept. of  Fish and Game, 707- 441-5797.
In Oregon: Brett Wiedoff, Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, 541-867-0300
In Washington: Brian Culver, Wash. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife,  360-249-4628

3. All fish caught during an exempted fishing trip must be offloaded at only one
designated processing plant (i.e. the offloading of catch from one trip cannot be split
between processing plants).  Once offloading has commenced at a designated
processing plant, all fish onboard the vessel must be offloaded at that plant.

F. FISHING RESTRICTIONS.

1. Discards.  At-sea discarding of any catch is prohibited.  

a. All fish caught during a tow under this permit must be brought onboard the
vessel unless the entire contents of the tow are discarded as a result of vessel
or crew safety concerns.  Any discarded fish must be recorded according to
paragraph I. 1. c.

b. All fish brought on board the vessel under this permit must be retained
onboard the fishing vessel and delivered shoreside for sampling under the
State observation program.

2. Disposition of salmon.  Salmon caught under this permit shall be retained and landed,
but cannot be sold.  Salmon will be set aside for disposition in accordance with State
instructions to processing plants, which may include providing salmon to a food bank
or food bank resource coordinator authorized by the State coordinator.

3. Disposition of Pacific halibut and Dungeness crab.  The permit holder agrees that
Pacific halibut caught while fishing under this permit are voluntarily abandoned.
Pacific halibut will be set aside for disposition in accordance with State instructions
to processing plants.

4. Groundfish trip limits.

a. Groundfish trip limits will apply to vessels operating under this permit except
that overages in trip limits will not be in violation of 50 CFR 660.323 so long
as such overage is surrendered to the State of landing or NMFS.

b. The Regional Administrator may place limits on the overages of groundfish
trip limits during the course of the exempted fishery.  If such restrictions are
necessary, the Regional Administrator will terminate this permit and issue an
amended permit containing the additional restrictions on groundfish trip limits
as determined necessary by NMFS in consultation with the states.



5. Fishing inside the 100-fathom contour in the Eureka area: This permit does not
authorize a vessel to take and retain more than 10,000 pounds of whiting caught
shoreward of the 100-fathom contour in the Eureka area ( 43/00' - 40/30' N. lat.).  

G. GEAR RESTRICTIONS.  Only pelagic trawl gear authorized under 50 CFR Part 660, Subpart G
may be used.

H. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.

1. The permit holder must provide, to the State or observer program coordinator,
departure and arrival notification, including reasonable notice of unexpected changes
in fishing plans, as required by the States to allow for the sampling of the catch at
offloading and for deployment of at-sea observers, if any. 

2. For landings at processing plants in California, the vessel operator must notify CDFG
at least 12 hours before departing port to commence fishing under this permit.

I. DATA REQUIREMENTS.  It is unlawful to fail to report catches as required while fishing
pursuant to an exempted fishing permit (50 CFR 600.725(l)).

1. Trawl Logs.  Trawl logbooks as required by the applicable state law must be
maintained by the vessel operator.  "Exempted Fishing Trip" (or "Experimental
Fishing Trip") shall be written on the log for each trip conducted under this permit.

a.  Estimated pounds of all species caught in each tow must be recorded in the
logbook. 

b.  If salmon, Pacific halibut, or Dungeness crab are observed at-sea, the numbers
observed, by species, are to be recorded by tow in the logbook.  The total number of
salmon, or Pacific halibut, or Dungeness crab landed must be recorded, by species,
in the "remarks" section of the log.

c.  If fish are discarded (see paragraph F. 1.), an estimate of the amount discarded, the
species (list the 3 most prevalent species, if possible), location of the tow, and reason
for discarding (such as "bag too full to safely pull on board") shall be recorded (and
labeled "discard") on a separate line in the logbook required by the State of landing.

2. Other Reports.  This permit does not relieve the vessel operator from any other state
or federal reporting requirements. 

3. Public Release of Information.  The fishing activities carried out under this permit,
which are otherwise prohibited, are for the purpose of collecting information.  The
vessel owner, operator, and permit holder agree to the public release of any and all
information obtained as a result of activities conducted under this permit.  Data from
individual vessels may be released for purposes of examining incidental catch levels
and rates of non-whiting species and prohibited species. 



J. OBSERVER REQUIREMENTS.

1.  Shoreside monitors. The state coordinators will make necessary arrangements to ensure
achievement of the observation program objective for randomly selected coverage of at least
10 percent of the landings by vessels participating in the exempted fishery.  The State will
review coverage rates on a monthly basis and advise the permit holder of any deficiencies in
observer coverage that must be resolved to meet program objectives.  A State may deny
issuance of an EFP if necessary to assure adequate coverage.

2.  At-sea observers.  A state-sponsored at-sea observer may be assigned to a vessel to
monitor discard and  incidental catch levels, to determine fishing practices that may result in
high or low incidental catch levels, and to compare incidental catch from vessels that carry
observers and those that do not.  The vessel owner, operator and permit holder shall allow an
observer to accompany the vessel during fishing under this permit when an observer is
assigned under the states' observation programs.  If an at-sea observer is assigned, the vessel
operator or owner shall abide by groundfish observer regulations at 50 CFR 660.306, and 50
CFR 660.360 (d) & (j).

3.  Any state observer must be approved by the State coordinator before deployment.

4.   NMFS Observer coverage requirements at 50 CFR 660.360 are independent of state
observer requirements.  Vessels that carry a state-sponsored observer may also be required
to  carry a NMFS observer.  A state observer is not a substitute for a NMFS observer and a
vessel carrying a state observer is not exempt from federal observer requirements.  However,
a state may choose to waive state observer coverage for vessels that are carrying federal
observers.  

K.  SANCTIONS.

Failure of the vessel owner, operator, or permit holder to comply with the terms and
conditions of this permit, a notice issued under 50 CFR Part 660, Subpart G, any other
applicable provision of 50 CFR Parts 600 and 660 Subpart G, the Magnuson-Stevens Act, or
any other regulations promulgated thereunder, may be grounds for revocation, suspension,
or modification of this permit as well as civil or criminal penalties under the Magnuson-
Stevens Act with respect to all persons and vessels conducting activities under the EFP (50
CFR  600.745(b)(8)).

L. WAIVER.

The permit holder on his/her own behalf, and on behalf of all persons conducting activities
authorized by the permit under his/her direction, waives any and all claims against the United
States or the State, and its agents and employees, for any liability whatsoever for personal
injury, death, or damage to property directly or indirectly due to activities under this permit.



























































Exhibit C.7 
Situation Summary 

September 2003 
 
 

PROPOSED MONITORING PROGRAM FOR THE SHORE-BASED 
PACIFIC WHITING FISHERY 

 
Situation:  A permanent monitoring program for the shore-based Pacific whiting fleet needs to 
be developed and implemented, because of the specification in the Pacific Coast salmon and 
groundfish fishery management plans (FMPs) and the 1992 Biological Opinion analyzing the 
effects of the groundfish fishery on salmon stocks listed under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA).  The issue of salmon retention in the groundfish trawl fisheries was brought before the 
Council in 1996 in the form of Amendment 10 to the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP and 
Amendment 12 to the Pacific Coast Salmon FMP.  Based on an Environmental Assessment 
drafted to analyze these amendments, the Council recommended the exempted fishery permit 
(EFP) process be used temporarily until a permanent monitoring program could be developed 
and implemented in the shore-based Pacific whiting fishery.  EFPs are intended to provide for 
limited testing of a fishing strategy, gear type, or monitoring program that may eventually be 
implemented on a larger fleet-wide scale and are not a permanent solution to the monitoring 
needs of the shore-based Pacific whiting fishery.  Results of the shore-based Pacific whiting 
EFPs indicate that it is feasible to retain and appropriately monitor the incidental take of salmon 
and groundfish other than Pacific whiting in the shore-based Pacific whiting fishery.  It is now 
appropriate to implement a permanent monitoring program for salmon and other non-target 
species incidentally taken in the shore-based Pacific whiting fishery. 

 
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) developed a preliminary draft Environmental 
Assessment which includes a range of alternative monitoring systems for the shore-based Pacific 
whiting fishery.  The alternatives currently focus on three major issues: 1) staffing the 
monitoring program (i.e., federal observers, state monitors, video cameras, or a combination 
thereof); 2) tracking and disposition prohibited species and groundfish overages; and 3) funding 
of the monitoring program (i.e., federal, state, industry).   
 
The Council needs to consider and adopt for public review the preliminary range of alternatives 
for a monitoring program for the shore-based Pacific whiting fishery.  Final Council action on 
this matter is scheduled for November, when the Council identifies a preferred alternative.   
NMFS will then prepare a proposed rule for public comment followed by a final rule 
implementing a monitoring program before the start of the 2004 primary Pacific whiting season. 

 
Council Action:   
 
1. Adopt Alternatives for Public Review. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Exhibit C.7, Attachment 1, Preliminary Environmental Assessment, Implementing a 

Monitoring Program to Provide a Full Retention Opportunity in the Shore-based Pacific 
Whiting Fishery, NMFS, Northwest Region. 

 
 1 



Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Mike Burner 
b. NMFS Preliminary Environmental Assessment Bill Robinson 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comment 
e. Council Action:  Adopt Alternatives for Public Review 
 
 
PFMC 
08/22/03 

 
Z:\!PFMC\MEETING\1996-2012\2003\SEPTEMBER\GROUNDFISH\EX_C7_SITSUM SHORESIDE HAKE MON.DOCX 

 

 2 



Preliminary Draft Environmental 
Assessment 

 

Amendment 10 to the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP 

  

 

Implementing a Monitoring Program to Provide a Full 
Retention Opportunity in the Shore-based Whiting 

Fishery 

Exhibit C7.b 
Supplemental NMFS PowerPoint Presentation 

September 2003



History of Monitoring in the 
Shore-based Whiting Fishery 

 1992 - Biological Opinion analyzing the effects of 
the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery on salmon 
stocks listed under the ESA 

 1992 - Shoreside Whiting Observer Program 
 1996 - Amendment 10 to the Groundfish FMP and 

Amendment 12 to the Salmon FMP 



Monitoring Needs in the Shore-
based Whiting Fishery 

 Sampling and immediate release of salmon 
incidentally taken in the whiting fishery 

EFPs provide for limited testing of a technique 
that may eventually be implemented on a fleet-
wide scale  

Trip limit management difficult for shore-based 
whiting fleet  

Monitoring program should be designed for a full 
retention fishery 



Purpose of the Proposed Action 

Provide for a full retention fishery 
Meet the terms and conditions of the 1992 

Salmon Biological Opinion 
Maintain the integrity of Pacific Coast 

groundfish rebuilding plans 
Reduce discard by allowing the landing of 

prohibited species and groundfish in excess 
of cumulative trip limits 



Need for the Proposed Action 

Groundfish FMP specifies that salmon caught in 
trawl nets are a prohibited species  

 50 CFR 660.306 and Groundfish FMP specifies 
that salmon must be returned to the sea as soon as 
practicable 

 Salmon FMP specifies that the use of nets to 
capture salmon is prohibited 

 50 CFR 660.306 specifies that landing groundfish 
in excess of trip limits is prohibited 



Components of a Monitoring 
Program (Issues)   

Monitoring the harvesting and dock-side 
aspects of the shore-based fishery 

 
Tracking the overage/donation fish and the 

money paid for those fish 
 
Funding sources for a shore-based 

monitoring program 



Monitoring Options 
(Alternatives) 

No Action Alternative (EFP process) 
 

 Federal Monitoring  Program 
 

 State Monitoring Program 
 

Combination Monitoring Program 



Alternative 1 – EFP Process 

 Issue 1 - State port samplers track and sample 
salmon and overfished groundfish species at 
processing plants 

 Issue 2 - State and federal enforcement staff share 
the tracking of overage/donation fish and the 
money paid for those fish 

Monitoring program is funded by the shore-based 
whiting fishery and state and federal management 
agencies 



Alternative 2 - Federal Monitoring 

 Issue 1 - Federal observers would monitor for full 
retention at sea and sample salmon and overfished 
groundfish species at processing plants 

 Issue 2 - Federal enforcement personnel would 
track overage/donation fish and the money paid 
for those fish 

 Issue 3 - Monitoring program would be federally 
funded (2A) or funded by the shore-based whiting 
fleet through a direct pay system (2B) 



Alternative 3 – State Monitoring 

 Issue 1 - State monitors would monitor for full 
retention at sea and would sample salmon and 
overfished groundfish species at processing plants 

 Issue 2 - State enforcement personnel would track 
overage/donation fish and the money paid for 
those fish 

 Issue 3 -  Monitoring program would be funded by 
each state (3A) or funded through a tax system 
(3B) 



Alternative 4 –  
Combination Monitoring 

 
Electronic monitoring would monitor all shore-

based whiting trips for full retention and state 
monitors would sample salmon and overfished 
groundfish species at processing plants 

 State and federal enforcement staff would share 
the tracking of overage/donation fish and the 
money paid for those fish 

Monitoring program is funded by the shore-based 
whiting fishery and state and federal management 
agencies 



Analysis of the Alternatives 
 

Effects of implementing a monitoring 
program on the Pacific Coast groundfish 
fishery 
Most alternatives predicted to have a 

minimal effect on the groundfish fishery 
Alternatives vary by cost and the quality of 

the data produced 
 



Alternative 1 – EFP Process 

No monitoring at sea to document full 
retention or discard at sea 
State port samplers sample 10% - 35% of 

shore-based whiting deliveries 
Preliminary cost estimate is $148,000 
Program is funded by industry and 

management agencies 
Generates the least amount of fisheries data 



Alternative 2 – Federal Monitoring 

 Federal observers document full retention or 
discard at sea on 100% of shore-based whiting 
trips 

 Federal observers sample 100% of shore-based 
whiting deliveries 

 Preliminary cost estimate is greater than 
$2,000,000 

 Program is either federally funded (2A) or funded 
by industry (2B) 

Generates the greatest amount of fisheries data  



Alternative 3 – State Monitoring 

 State monitors document full retention or discard 
at sea on a portion of shore-based whiting trips 

 State monitors sample a portion of shore-based 
whiting deliveries 

 Preliminary cost estimate is $1,060,000 
 Program is either state funded (3A) or funded by 

industry (3B) 
Generates more fisheries data than Alt. 1, less than 

Alt. 2, and a similar amount as Alt. 4 
 
 
 



Alternative 4 –  
Combination Monitoring 

Electronic monitoring system documents full 
retention or discard at sea on a 100% of shore-
based whiting trips 

 State monitors sample a portion of shore-based 
whiting deliveries 

 Preliminary cost estimate is $600,000 
 Program is funded by industry and management 

agencies 
Generates more fisheries data than Alt. 1, less than 

Alt. 2, and a similar amount as Alt. 3 
 
 



Need for Further Analysis 

Total cost associated with each of the 
alternatives needs to be determined 
Projected federal and state budgets for 2004 

and beyond should be considered 
Shore-based whiting fleet’s funding ability 

should be projected into the future and 
consider cumulative effects  
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Exhibit C.8
Situation Summary

September 2003

STOCK ASSESSMENT OF CANARY ROCKFISH

Situation:  The Council recently adopted a canary rockfish rebuilding plan under the auspices of
fishery management plan amendment 16-2.  The rebuilding plan specifies conservative harvest levels
to rebuild the stock within the required time with the consequence of significantly constrained
fishing opportunities on the West Coast continental shelf to reduce canary rockfish bycatch.  These
constraints come at a high cost of foregone harvest of healthy marine stocks and difficult allocation
decisions to equitably bear the burden of rebuilding canary rockfish.  Canary rockfish are often
viewed as the single most constraining stock in management of the groundfish fishery.

As the Council embarks on a new multi-year groundfish management process, where new
assessments and management specifications are adopted every other year for the subsequent two year
management cycle, concern was expressed the existing canary rockfish stock assessment would be
used for 2004 as well as the first multi-year management cycle in 2005-2006.  The next canary
rockfish assessment would be contemplated for delivery in November 2005 when 2007-2008
management measures would first be deliberated.  Because of the constraining nature of the stock
and the length of time until the next assessment, the Council scheduled consideration of a new
canary rockfish stock assessment for use in the 2005-2006 biennial management period.

There are a number of issues to consider before scheduling a new assessment.  This assessment
would have to be conducted, reviewed, and adopted by the April 2004 Council meeting to be
available for use in 2005-2006 management decision-making.  The Council should first explore
whether the necessary resources are available to conduct a new assessment and what a re-
prioritization of those resources might cost.  Secondly, there are apparently significant data issues
to consider before deciding whether there is enough new useable data available to be informative.
These include: 1) how the recent change in the NMFS West Coast trawl survey methodology would
affect a new assessment, 2)  the availability of other data sources such as the Delta submersible
survey that would be useful, 3) the availability of new fishery-dependent data given the non-retention
regulations and/or small limits that were specified for canary rockfish in 2003, and 4) the availability
of new data from the federal groundfish observer program and their effect on assessment data inputs.
The advice of NOAA scientists, the Scientific and Statistical Committee, and Groundfish
Management Team will be particularly useful in sorting out these data issues.

The Council task is to decide whether to recommend conducting a new canary rockfish stock
assessment in time for the 2005-2006 management period.

Council Action:

1. Consider establishing a new stock assessment process for canary rockfish for use in the
2005-2006 biennial management period.

Reference Materials: 

1. None.
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Agenda Order:

a. Agendum Overview John DeVore
b. NMFS Report Elizabeth Clarke
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
d. Public Comment
e. Council Action:  Consider Establishing a New Stock Assessment Process

for Canary Rockfish for use in the 2005-2006 Biennial Management Period

PFMC
08/22/03



Exhibit C.8.c 
Supplemental SSC Report 

September 2003 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
STOCK ASSESSMENT OF CANARY ROCKFISH 

 
The most recent stock assessment of canary rockfish was conducted during 2002. Given the 
change to multi-year management and the current schedule for stock assessments, this 
assessment will be the most recent until the next assessment of canary rockfish is presented to 
the Council in November 2005. The 2002 assessment will form the scientific basis on which 
management arrangements for the 2005-2006 fishing season will be based. Moreover, 
conducting an assessment of canary rockfish in 2003-2004 would lead to the situation in which 
the results of an assessment are not available by the first of three meetings (November 2003) 
envisaged under the multi-year management process.  
 
There are several potential new sources of data, so any new assessment of canary rockfish would 
necessarily be a “full” assessment, and hence, require a review by a Stock Assessment Review 
Panel. However, both the data from the Delta submersible and from the changed NMFS West 
Coast trawl survey could not be incorporated easily into a new assessment. This is because the 
information from the Delta submersible is only for a single year, and the methodology for 
including the data from the shelf component of NMFS survey in the assessment has yet to be 
developed. In addition, the survey index for this survey will only become available in January 
2004, constraining the time any potential assessment author has to conduct an assessment for 
canary rockfish. 
 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee concluded that accelerating the timing of the canary 
stock assessment will, therefore, be both resource and time consuming, possibly detrimental to 
the multi-year management process, and unlikely to provide a better assessment. 
 
 
PFMC 
09/11/03 
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Exhibit C.9
Situation Summary

September 2003

GROUNDFISH BYCATCH PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Situation:  In 2001 NMFS announced its intention to prepare a Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) for the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP).  The scope of
this EIS has undergone two important changes and the initial draft EIS currently before the Council
focuses on bycatch reduction.  At the June meeting, Mr. Jim Glock briefed the Council on this
narrowing of the scope and presented a revised set of alternatives.  The Council approved the
narrowed scope and revised alternatives during that agendum.

An initial draft EIS is presented for Council consideration.  The economic analysis of the alternatives
has not been completed but is expected before the November Council meeting.  If the Council is
satisfied with the scope and content of the analysis, they should approve this initial draft for public
review.  This review is part of the Council process.  NMFS plans to publish a draft EIS (DEIS) in
early 2004, which will be subject to an additional public comment period required by the National
Environmental Policy Act.  The Council also may make recommendations for revisions to the initial
draft.

The Council is not required to identify a preferred alternative at this meeting, although doing so
would facilitate public review of the initial draft.  If the Council defers at this meeting, it would be
important to choose a preferred alternative at the November meeting, in advance of DEIS
publication.  

Council Action:  

1. Approve Groundfish Bycatch Program initial draft EIS document for public review.
2. Consider identifying the Council-preferred alternative.

Reference Materials:

1. Exhibit C.9, Attachment 1:  West Coast Groundfish Bycatch Program Environmental Impact
Statement - Initial Public Review Draft.

2. Exhibit C.9, Attachment 2: Appendix A. Biological Environment:  Distribution, Life History,
and Status of Relevant Species (Electronic copy on CD-ROM, enclosed separately).

Agenda Order:

a. Agendum Overview Kit Dahl
b. NMFS Report Jim Glock
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
d. Public Comment
e. Council Action:  Approve initial draft EIS for Public Review

PFMC
08/25/03























 Exhibit C.10 
 Situation Summary 
 September 2003 
  
 

CONSIDERATION OF INDIVIDUAL QUOTA PROGRAMS 
 
Situation:  Recently, there have been industry initiatives to begin independent work on 
individual quotas (IQs).  Reports on these efforts will be presented to the Council under this 
agenda item and related background materials are provided as attachments, including 
background information in Attachment 1. 
 
Consideration of IQs has been constrained by a Congressional moratorium on new IQ programs 
which first expired October 1, 2000, but was subsequently extended two additional years.  The 
moratorium was not renewed after its last expiration, October 1, 2002.  However, 
Congressional Representative Wayne Gilchrest has requested the Council postpone any final 
decisions on IQ programs and first assist in the development of national framework guidelines 
for the design of IQ programs (Attachment C.10.a). 
 
IQs for trawlers have been on the Council’s workload list since just after the October 2000 
adoption of the strategic plan.  However, the Council has not had the resources available to 
advance development of a program.  In June 2001, the Council created an Ad Hoc Trawl Permit 
Stacking Work Group.  That group met February 26, 2002, but then activity was suspended 
while the permit buyback program was developed and other Council workload priorities were 
addressed. 
 
After receiving the IQ reports, the Council should consider whether it may want to raise the 
priority for IQs on the workload list so that some progress can be made on this issue.  Given 
other tasks that the Council has previously identified as high priority, the amount of effort that 
can be made between the September and November Council meetings will probably be limited.  
An example of an achievable task would be to authorize the Council chair to work with staff to 
draft a list of seats for an ad hoc IQ committee, identify individuals to fill those seats, and present 
the list in November for Council concurrence.  Such a procedure would be consistent with that 
followed for the appointment of other Council ad hoc committees.  Final determination of 
Council workload priorities is scheduled for Friday under agenda item B.7. 
 
Council Action:  Plan future Council action regarding groundfish IQ development. 
 
Reference Materials:   
 
1. Exhibit C.10.a, Attachment 1 (Background Information on Council Consideration of 

Individual Quota Programs). 
2. Exhibit C.10.a, Attachment 2 ( Letter from Congressional Representative Wayne T. 

Gilchrest, July 8, 2003).  
3. Exhibit C.10.b, Canadian Symposium Report (Memo and Report on Meeting with British 

Columbia Individual Vessel Quota [IVQ] Participants, August 19, 2003). 
4. Exhibit C.10.c, MTC Letter (Letter from Midwater Trawlers Cooperative, August 13, 2003). 
 
Agenda Order: 
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a. Agendum Overview Jim Seger 
b. Report on the Canadian Symposium Dorothy Lowman 
c. Whiting Catcher Vessel Industry Report David Jincks 
d. Newport, Oregon Inclusive Rationalization Meeting Report  Tim Hogan 
e. Trawl Sector Initiatives Pete Leipzig 
f. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
g. Public Comment 
h. Council Action:  Plan Future Council Action Regarding Groundfish IQ Development. 
 
 
PFMC 
08/25/03 
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 Exhibit C.10.a 
 Attachment 1 
 September 2003 
 
 
 BACKGROUND BRIEFING ON 
 COUNCIL CONSIDERATION OF INDIVIDUAL QUOTA PROGRAMS 
 
Individual quota (IQ) programs have been under Council discussion since before the 1987 
inception of the limited entry committee that designed the West Coast groundfish license 
limitation program.  Individual quota programs allocate a share, or amount of fish, to individual 
fishing operations and thereby control “output”(amount of fish harvested). 
 
The groundfish license limitation program is an “input” control, controlling the number of 
vessels, but still requiring government managers to impose numerous regulatory restrictions in 
order to ensure that allowable harvests are not exceeded.    Under the individual quota 
“output” control, fishers are provided considerable latitude as to when and where they harvest 
their quota, allowing them to increase the efficiency of their operations.  Common property 
resource problems faced by harvesters and fishery managers are largely resolved by IQs and, if 
IQs are transferable, market mechanisms will cause individual quota to be transferred into the 
hands of the most efficient producers.  Properly designed IQ programs can substantially resolve 
overcapacity problems. 
 
Council consideration of limited entry programs, such as license limitation and IQs, has been in 
response to significant over capacity problems in the harvesting sector of the groundfish fishery.  
When the Council adopted the groundfish license limitation program in 1991, it acknowledged 
that additional capacity control measures would be required.  It was anticipated that the license 
limitation program would limit the growth of harvesting capacity but would not resolve the 
overcapacity problem. 
 
The groundfish strategic plan, adopted in October 2000, listed reduction of harvesting capacity 
as one of its main goals and included a trawl vessel buyback program as a short to intermediate 
term objective, and a trawl IQ or mandatory stacking program as an intermediate to long-term 
objective.  Since the adoption of the groundfish strategic plan, a significant portion of the fixed 
gear sablefish fishery as been placed under a tiered, stackable permit system that is generally 
regarded as a kind of IQ program.  Currently, there is also a bidding and referendum process 
under way which may result  in a buyback program that will substantially reduce the number of 
groundfish trawl permits.   
 
 
PFMC 
08/25/03 
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Why Look To the North? 

• BC trawl fishery similar to west coast 
– Similar species, gear, markets 

•  Prior to IVQs, fishery faced many of the same  
problems now plaguing west coast fishery 
– Overcapitalization 
– Bycatch/discard concerns 
– Unprofitable fishery 
– Poor data collection and monitoring 
– Market concerns 
– Uncertain future 

 



Why Now? 

• Moratorium on IFQs has been lifted so individual 
quota management now a viable option for US 
fisheries 

• Council has identified IFQ management as 
intermediate to long-term strategic goal 

• Recent Sacramento Bee article indicated that IVQs 
have improved sustainability and economic 
viability of BC fishery 

• Industry interest in IFQs increasing 
 

 
 



The BC Meeting 
Who 

West Coast Participants: 
• Trawl vessel owners 

from 3 states 
• Environmental 

Defense 
staff/consultant  

• Council economist 
 

BC Participants: 
• Vessel Owners 
• Processor 
• Government Managers 
• Union Rep 
• Industry Organization 

Leaders 
• Quota Brokers 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Acknowledge and introduce Bruce



The BC Meeting 

What:  Meeting to learn about IVQ program 
and lessons for west coast groundfish 
fishery 

 
Where:  New Westminster, BC 
 
When:  June 24, 2003 



Pre-IVQ Management 
• Monthly trip limits  
• Individual groundfish 

species TACs managed on 
coastwise basis 

• 12 month season, broken 
into 4 periods 

• Vessel and gear 
restrictions 

• Closed areas 
• 100% dockside 

monitoring 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Note similarity to west coast management



What Was Wrong? 
From a Conservation Perspective 
• Stock-specific management not possible 
• Entire coastwide TAC could be taken out of 

single area 
• Declining trip limits led to higher levels of 

unreported or misreported catch by area 
• Stock assessment capabilities reduced 
• TACs being exceeded 
 



What Was Wrong 
From an Industry Perspective 

• Costs increasing 
• Landed value of catch 

decreasing 
• Fishing time 

decreasing 
• TACs declining 
• Increasingly restrictive 

regulations  

• Markets being lost 
• Long-term planning 

impossible 
• Instability and risk 

increasing 
• Poor earnings for 

vessel and crew 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Sounds familiar?



IVQ Program Development 
Key Elements 

• Government provided strong 
leadership 

• All interest groups involved in 
designing program 

• System designed specifically for needs 
of BC trawl groundfish fishery 



Common IFQ Concerns To Be 
Addressed 

Concern:  Excessive consolidation of  
  quota 

BC solution: 
Each trawl license subject to: 
• total holdings cap 
• individual species caps ranging from 

4%-10% of coastwide TACs 
 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Mention that they have a fairly detailed description of the BC program in their briefing book.  Rather than go through all of the program details, will focus on how the BC program has been structured to respond to some of the concerns often raised when talking about IFQsBruce:  Is there data that helps show this has worked?



Common IFQ concerns to be addressed  

Concern:  Quota transferred away from 
working fishermen  

BC solution: 
• Quota can only be transferred among trawl 

licensed vessels 
• Transferability rules reviewed every 3 years 
• Transferability viewed as critical for 

operational flexibility 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
One of the concerns about transferability is that quota will move out of the hands of working fishermen.  Boat by boat analysis suggested that approximately 90% of IVQ is now held within the “active” fleet….Transferability is critical in order for the fishermen to maximize the value of the catch each year…3,000 trades occurred during the year last year (Bruce is this correct?)…..at the same time, industry aims for transferability rules (combined with caps) that provide this flexibility while avoiding outcomes such as excessive concentration, significant amounts of “absentee ownership”, or rationalization beyond the target level see as socially optimal….in other word, the objective for the BC fishery was to limit fleet rationalization to 60-80 vessels and to keep most of the IVQ on working boats…



Common IFQ concerns to be addressed 

 
Concern:  Duration of program 
 
BC solution: 
• No sunset, but government has the right to 

terminate  
• Program reviewed every 3 years and 

modified to improve the program 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The BC program is dynamic, monitored as to how well it is meeting its objectives, and is structured to include formal review every 3 years…modifications have, and continue to occur



Common IFQ concerns to be addressed 

Concern: Bycatch  
BC solution: 
• Allocate IVQs for all TAC species, including 

bycatch species 
• Monitor at-sea catch/mortality 
• Individual accountability:  All vessels must have 

IVQ to cover bycatch 
• If IVQ exceeded for any species, vessel restricted 

to mid-water fishing until following season or 
until more IVQ obtained 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Halibut cannot be retained by trawl vessels in BC.  Before the IVQ program, bycatch was estimated at 2 million lbs;  total the fleet operates under a total bycatch cap of 1million lbs.  With transferable bycatch IVQs and at-sea monitoring, fishermen are both personally accountable and have some degree of flexibility.  As a result fishermen have shared information about “hot spots”, fished strategically to avoid areas with high bycatch rates….as a result, halibut bycatch is now about 300,000 lbs.Quota for some bycatch species so valuable, that fishermen tend not to lease or transfer until end of year (for fear of running out)….therefore tendency to harvest below TACs for these species



Common IFQ concerns to be addressed 

Concern:  Monitoring 
BC solution: 
• All trawl vessels required to carry observers on 

every trip, except when fishing midwater trawl for 
whiting  

• 100% dock-side monitoring 
• Hail in and out requirements and designated off-

loading locations 
• Comprehensive data mgmt program provides 

quota data on a timely basis 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This monitoring not only supports increased personal accountability, but provides reliable information on stock specific catch and mortality – including discards



Common IFQ concerns to be addressed 

Concern: Effect of IFQs on processing sector and 
coastal communities 

BC solution: 
• Reserve 10% of IVQs to be allocated annually as 

Groundfish Development Quota (GDQ) 
• Provide process where processors and vessel owners 

jointly submit proposals for GDQ  
• Amount of GDQ allocated based on amount of fish 

committed in the proposal, processor production history 
and proposal rating by Groundfish Development 
Authority. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Groundfish Development Authority is a board that was established to evaluate the CDQ proposals and rank them on how well they will achieve the following objectives:  Market stabilization, maintenance of existing processing capability, employment stabilization in the groundfish industry, economic development and benefits in coastal communities, increasing the value of groundfish production, industry training opportunities, and sustainable fishing practices.   Since beginning of IVQ program, number of processing plants has increased slightly, all of processors in existence prior to IVQs are still in operation…..%bottom trawl groundfish purchased by top 5 processors has increased slightly (53% in 1994-1996 to 58% in 1997-98)…Bruce do we have any more recent data?????? – the program had just begun so this information isn’t very compelling/convincing 



GDQ rating criteria 

• Market stabilization 
• Maintenance of  existing processing capability 
• Employment stabilization 
• Economic development/benefits in coastal 

communities 
• Increased value of groundfish production 
• Industry training opportunities 
• Sustainable fishing practices 



How have things changed? 

“When I first saw my quota, I almost 
puked.  I thought I was finished…. 

Now, my revenues are higher than 
they’ve ever been.. 

But what is most interesting to me is 
when I’m out trawling and I see a 
school of fish I’m thinking, ‘I know 
your parents..they did me well..now 
do me well…Be productive..” 

                              --Brian Mose 
                               F/V Frosti 



How have things changed? 
From a conservation perspective 

Individual Stock 
Management 

Before IVQs 
 
Poor:  Unable to 
manage on stock 
specific basis; 
many over-
harvested 

After IVQs 
 
Good:  
Management of 
most species on 
a stock-specific 
basis; all harvest 
within TACs 



How have things changed? 
From a conservation perspective 

Data Collection 
and Information 
for Management 
and Science 

Before IVQs 
Poor 
•No stock 
specific catch 
data or at-sea 
discard info 
•Stock 
assessment 
capabilities 
eroded 

After IVQs 
Improved 
•Reliable stock 
specific catch, 
discard and 
mortality info 
•Increased 
research through 
co-management 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Co-management initiatives have increased substantially:  current conducting/funding 3 surveys; contract with stock assessment scientists, provide cost recovery funding for various DFO science project



How have things changed? 
From a conservation perspective 

At-sea discards 
and mortality 

Before IVQs 
Increasing levels 
of unrecorded 
discards and 
mortality as trip 
limits declined 
 
(halibut bycatch 
2million lbs) 

After IVQs 
Reduced 
discards and 
mortality due to 
individual 
accountability 
and at-sea 
observation 
(halibut bycatch 
300,000lb) 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
(halibut bycatch mortality 2million lbs before IVQs, now 300,000 lbs



How have things changed? 
From a conservation perspective 

Sustainable 
Fishing 
Practices 

Before IVQs 
Poor 
“Race for fish” 
works against 
sustainable 
practices 
 
 

After IVQs 
More Evident 
•Shorter tows 
•More selective 
gear 
•Avoidance of 
high bycatch 
areas 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Add other examples of better stewardship?



How have things changed? 
From a conservation perspective 

Stewardship of 
the Resource 

Before IVQs 
Poor 
•Attitude: 
conservation 
someone else’s 
problem 
 

 

After IVQs 
Improved 
•Attitude: Desire 
to improve 
health of stock  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Health of stock direct relationship to value of asset



How have things changed? 
From an industry perspective 

 
Active Fleet 

Before IVQs 
120-135 vessels 

After IVQs 
60-80 vessels 

Fishing Strategy 
Maximize catch 
each trip 

Maximize value 
of catch for year 

Efficient and 
effective fleet 
operations 

Poor: Most 
vessel fished 
coastwide for all 
trip limits 
available 

Improved: 
Increased 
specialization 
and 
regionalization 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Overcapitalization reduced



How have things changed? 
From an industry perspective 

 
Landed Value of 
Catch 

Before IVQs 
Declining due to 
poor quality, 
supply gluts, lost 
markets 
 
In 1996, 
29,000mt worth 
Can$21 million 
landed by bottom 
trawl gear 

After IVQs 
Increasing due to 
improved quality, 
better servicing of 
market 
 
In 2000, 
26,000mt worth 
Can $34 million 
landed by bottom 
trawl gear 



How have things changed? 
From an industry perspective 

Ex-vessel prices 

Before IVQs 
Poor and 
declining 
1994 
•POP avg. 
price=Can$0.20/
lb 
•Lingcod avg 
price=Can$0.39/
lb 

After IVQs 
Improved and 
increasing 
2001 
•POP avg. 
price=Can$0.61/
lb 
•Lingcod avg 
price=Can$0.76/
lb 



How have things changed? 
From an industry perspective 

 
Costs of 
Operation 

Before IVQs 
Increasing while 
fishing time 
decreasing 

After IVQS 
Increased 
incremental costs 
associated with 
at-sea observers 
and acquiring 
quota 
Other costs 
related to race for 
fish decreased 



How have things changed? 
From an industry perspective 

 
Vessel and Crew 
Earnings 

Before IVQs 
Declining 

After IVQs 
Increased (over 
and above 
increased 
incremental 
costs) 

Number of 
processors 

12 companies 
buying and 
processing 

15 companies 
submitted 
proposals to 
GDA this year 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Using current fish prices and lease rates, earnings to both vessel and crew have improved – other benefits to crew have included more flexible crewing arrangement and rotations on/off vessels, safer work environment? For Bruce:  I thought you said that there was one company that left???Want to be sure that we have all of our facts right, especially where processors might attack….



How have things changed? 
From an industry perspective 

 
Servicing 
Market Needs 

Before IVQs 
Poor:  Markets 
being lost due to 
volatile landing 
patterns and 
closures 

After IVQs 
Improved: 
Vessels and 
processors work 
together so fish 
is landed when 
market needs it; 
reduced 
processing and 
handling costs 



How have things changed? 
 

“…DFO managers follow 
precautionary principles …and 
substantially reduced the 
longspine thornyhead 
quota…Before the IVQ system, 
this action would have caused ill 
feelings in the industry; 
however, a collaborative spirit 
among stakeholders, managers 
and scientists has motivated a 
search for new information…” 

 
Rowan Haigh and John T. Shute. North 

American Journal of Fisheries 
Management 23:120-140. 2003 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Close examination of IVQ program with another quote…like this?



Lessons Learned 

• IFQs can provide real conservation and 
economic benefits in a multi-species fishery 

• In developing an IFQ program it is 
important to: 
– Design it to meet needs of specific fishery 
– Include all stakeholder groups 
– Have strong leadership 



Lessons Learned 

• The IVQ program isn’t perfect but it is a 
significant improvement 

• Overall, fishermen, processors and 
managers all have a positive, long-range 
view of the fishery…..a far different 
situation than before IVQs….or our west 
coast fishery right now 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There is a review/modification process built in ….also now working on Groundfish integration



Lessons Learned 

 
What are we waiting for?  It is time to appoint 

an IFQ committee to consider the potential 
for and design of an IFQ program for the 
west coast trawl groundfish fishery 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
And with this, I’ll turn it over Rich Young to conclude our presentation



MIDWATER TRAWLERS COOPERATIVE 
 P. O. BOX 2352  *   NEWPORT, OREGON  97365 

David Jincks, President 
Phone:  (541) 265-9317    Fax:  (541) 265-4557 

 
 
August 14, 2003 
 
 
 
Dr. Donald McIsaac 
Executive Director 
Pacific Fisheries Management Council 
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200 
Portland, Oregon 97220-1384 
 
Dear Dr. McIsaac: 
 
I am writing on behalf of MTC (Midwater Trawlers Cooperative) MTC was formed in 1982 by a 
handful of whiting fishermen.  This organization later grew to represent over thirty vessels with 
the majority of them still very active in the whiting fishery.  MTC has always been very active in 
the Council process when dealing with Pacific Whiting and other groundfish issues.   
 
MTC has gone from foreign at-sea joint ventures to the first shore-side landings of whiting in 
1990.  MTC was also involved in the inshore offshore allocations stemming from the building 
offshore fishery by American processors thus eliminating a three way Olympic fishery (Inshore, 
Mothership, and Catcher Processor).   
 
The inshore offshore allocation brought a short lived calm to the whiting fishery. In 1994 the 
shore-side fishery was starting to grow rapidly due to the lower trip limits in the traditional 
groundfish fisheries processors were beginning to turn towards whiting to continue to operate at 
full capacity.  The at-sea whiting fleet experienced the same rapid growth as more vessels entered 
the fishery.   
 
The calm we experienced the first two years of the inshore offshore allocation was short; we were 
once again engaged in a derby style fishery in our own sectors.  The shore-side fishery grew from 
a handful of boats to the present day fleet of 36 trawlers.  The processing sector went from two 
facilities to eleven, eight in Oregon, two in Washington, one in California.  
 
The 2003 shore-side whiting fishery lasted 29 days and the mothership whiting fishery went for 
three weeks.  The whiting fishery is once again being managed within a derby style fishery with 
C/Vs (Catcher Vessels) and processors rushing to harvest and process as fast as they can. 
 
Catcher vessels represented by MTC and others believe it’s now time to move towards 
 

- 
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rationalization of the whiting fishery.   
 
The goal is to rationalize the Pacific Whiting fishery so as to reduce continued capitalization of an 
overcapitalized fishery and to provide a means to facilitate Industry management of fishery issues, 
including bycatch. 
 
We also understand that at this time the traditional groundfish fleet and representatives are 
discussing rationalization plans for the traditional Groundfish fishery (other than whiting).  
Representatives of the two groups have met together to discuss ways of working together to 
eliminate Council workload and to move forward in a manner that would facilitate both fisheries in 
a productive way. 
 
The system of rationalization being discussed is a catcher vessel ITQ.  At the September Council 
meeting, MTC will hand out their proposal for the rationalization of the whiting fishery.  This 
document is not ready at this time; it is still being reviewed by catcher vessels owners that belong 
to other organizations.  We are very hopeful that by September the plan we submit will be 
supported, in concept, by a consensus within the Catcher Vessel Whiting industry. 
 
MTC is very aware of the Councils workload, we will keep our testimony at the September 
meeting short and to the point.  We appreciate very much the opportunity to be part of your 
September agenda, if you have any questions before the Council meeting please contact the MTC 
office. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
David Jincks 
Midwater Trawlers Cooperative 
P.O. Box 2352 
Newport, Or 97365 
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SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE STATEMENT ON GROUNDFISH 
BYCATCH PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
Mr. Jim Glock presented a progress report on the Bycatch Program Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) (Exhibit C.9, Attachment 1).  This initial draft is fairly complete with respect to 

the first three chapters (Purpose and Need; Alternatives; and Affected Environment).  However, 

the fourth chapter (Impacts of the Alternatives), which will embody all of the analysis, will not 

be completed until the November 2003 Council meeting.  The planned timeline for the EIS then 

includes: Council release for public review (November 2003); NEPA review (January through 

April 2004); and Council selection of the preferred alternative (April 2004). 

 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) discussion focused primarily on the (1) definition 

of bycatch and (2) aspects of the analyses that should be included in Chapter 4 of the next draft.   

 

1. Definition of Bycatch 

The current draft first defines groundfish as those species covered by the Council’s Groundfish 

Fishery Management Plan and discards as those animals that do not survive after being returned 

to the sea.  Bycatch is then defined as the combination of groundfish discards and nongroundfish 

species caught during the course of a fishing operation.  The SSC notes that this definition 

differs from that used in the Magnuson Act (discards only), and is more closely aligned with the 

definition of bycatch used in Managing the Nation’s Bycatch (NMFS 1998) – the latter being the 

basis for the guidelines on implementation of National Standard 9.   

 

While the bycatch definition in the current draft is workable, the SSC recommends that when 

completing the analysis of alternatives (Chapter 4), the components of bycatch under this 

definition be further delineated.  Namely: 

 

A. Regulation-induced discards, (e.g., catch that exceeds a trip limit, undersized fish, etc.) 

B. Non-regulation-induced discards, (e.g., no or little economic value, recreational releases that 

do not survive, etc.). 

C. The retained part of bycatch that is managed by a something other than the Groundfish FMP, 

(e.g., Pacific halibut, California halibut, etc.). 

D. The retained part of bycatch that is not managed. 

E. Take of protected species. 

 

2. Analysis of Alternatives 

 

For the most part, the alternatives identified in the draft EIS attempt to minimize only component 

A of the bycatch, as defined above.  In order to meet the National Standard 9 guidelines, 

however, it will be necessary to minimize component B as well.  In addition, the Council may 

also find it necessary to gauge the impact of each alternative on components C , D, and E, 

separately. 

 



 

 2 

The various alternatives require greatly differing levels of observer coverage for proper 

implementation.  The level of observer coverage and associated costs should be clearly 

identified for each alternative. 

 

Logbook and other reporting requirements as well as levels of enforcement also differ among the 

alternatives.  The respective costs and practicalities under each of the alternatives should be 

included in the next draft. 

 

For the various alternatives, it is likely that substantial differing levels of bycatch will result as 

well as substantially differing implementation costs.  Consequently, the selection of a preferred 

alternative may not be straightforward.   

 

The SSC recognizes the analyses that will appear in Chapter 4 are likely to be qualitative, and 

this is customary for a programmatic EIS.  However, it should be recognized that at some future 

time, it will become necessary to develop a fully-fledged quantitative model for such analyses.  

The trawl bycatch model may provide a convenient starting point for such model development. 

 

 

PFMC 

09/11/03 
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ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON 

CONSIDERATION OF INDIVIDUAL QUOTA PROGRAMS 
 

The Enforcement Consultants (EC) would like to express the desire to be a part of any 

committee process related to discussions on, and possible development of, individual quota’s 

(IQs).  Several members of the EC are familiar with IQ programs in other areas and could offer 

insight into potential enforcement pitfalls associated with such a program. 

 

 
PFMC 
09/11/03 
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GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 

CONSIDERATION OF INDIVIDUAL QUOTA PROGRAMS 

 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) listened to several presentations on individual quota 

programs and work being done to develop individual quota (IQ) systems.  The GAP wants to 

express its appreciation to representatives of the Canadian fishing industry and the Canadian 

government for providing us with information on the Canadian quota system. 

 

The GAP recommends the Council form a committee to develop a draft IQ system for 

groundfish species harvested by the limited entry trawl fleet.  The committee should include 

those sectors affected.  The Council should devote necessary resources to accomplish this. 

 

 

PFMC 

09/11/03 













Exhibit C.2.c 

Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2003 

 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 

OBSERVER DATA IMPLEMENTATION STATUS 

 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with representatives of the Northwest Fisheries 

Science Center to discuss implementation of the groundfish observer program and use of 

observer data. 

 

The GAP continues to express its frustration that what was supposed to be a real-time data 

program still relies on data that is over a year old and doesn’t reflect significant changes in 

management and the fishery that have occurred since the data was collected.  Projections from 

the observer model reflect neither the reality of the fishery nor the experience of fishermen.  

Model projections of a 50% discard rate of shortspine thornyheads make absolutely no sense.  

The model does not account for changes in markets or entry into alternative fisheries that has 

occurred during the period over which the model is projecting increased discards.  Sampling 

methodology is highly questionable, in that observers are now counting a certain portion of 

bottom mud as catch.  Discard mortality of shortspine thornyheads is assumed to be 100% in 

spite of anecdotal data that shows a far lower mortality rate. 

 

If this is in fact the true level of discard, then it shows such a significant increase in stock 

abundance that OY levels should be adjusted accordingly. 

 

While the GAP recognizes the personnel and funding shortfalls that exist within NMFS, the GAP 

notes that it is the participants in the fishery who are being punished for NMFS’ inability to get 

its own fiscal house in order. 

 

As a way to produce more relevant real-time data, the GAP urges the Council to direct the 

PacFIN data committee to get together with fishermen and processors and develop a means for 

the industry to provide regular landing reports which could be correlated with observer data.  

Such reports must be provided to state agencies and could readily be adapted to NMFS data 

needs without compromising confidentiality. 

 

The GAP also notes, as it has on previous occasions, that the observer data which is being used 

is out of synch with the rest of the fishery management schedule.   Out of synch stock 

assessments are not used for fisheries management; the same rule should apply to out of synch 

observer data. 

 

Finally, in regard to the current discard projections for shortspine thornyheads, accepting the 

flawed model projections as an in-season adjustment will require the closure of the entire trawl 

fishery - for all species - north of 40 10' for the rest of the year and impose significant changes 

on trawl fisheries in the south and fixed gear fisheries coast-wide.   

 

Because of the concerns with the inaccuracy of the projections from the model, the GAP does 

not believe that the projections for the DTS complex should be used for inseason adjustments, 

but should be applied to next year’s fishery, if they are used at all. 
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GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM 

PROPOSED INSEASON SCENARIOS 

 

Scenario 1 

The GMT has developed the following proposed inseason adjustments to be implement if the 

new NMFS observer program discard rates are implemented inseason: 

 

Trawl 

 

North of 40 10' 

 Implement a total trawl fishery closure 

 

Between 40 10' and 34 27' 

 Close trawl fishery deeper than 60 fathoms (current shallow line) 

 Reduce trawl trip limits in Period 6 to: 

– Other flatfish = 50,000 lbs/2 mo. with a sublimit for petrale of 20,000 lbs/2 mo. 

 

South of 34 27' 

 Close trawl fishery deeper than 100 fathoms (current shallow line) 

 Reduce trawl trip limits in Period 6 to: 

– Other flatfish = 50,000 lbs/2 mo. with a sublimit for petrale of 20,000 lbs/2 mo. 

 

Coastwide 

 Remove midwater yellowtail trawl opportunity in Period 6 

 

Fixed Gear and Open Access 

 

Coastwide 

 Keep current fixed gear RCA boundaries in place for Periods 5 and 6 

 Keep current trip limits in place, except no retention of shortspine thornyheads 
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Scenario 2 

 

If the new discard rates are not implemented inseason, then the GMT recommends the following 

inseason adjustments: 

 

Trawl 

 

North of 40 10' 

 Keep current trawl RCA boundaries in place for Periods 5 and 6 

 Reduce DTS trip limits to: 

Large Footrope  Small Footrope 

Shortspine 900 lbs/2 mo.   300 lbs/2 mo. 

Longspine 4500 lbs/2 mo.  2000 lbs/2 mo. 

Sablefish 7000 lbs/2 mo.  2300 lbs/2 mo. 

Dover  30,000 lbs/2 mo.  11,000 lbs/2 mo. 

 

South of 40 10' 

 Keep current trawl RCA boundaries in place for Periods 5 and 6 

 Reduce DTS trip limits to: 

Shortspine 900 lbs/2 mo.  

Longspine 4500 lbs/2 mo. 

Sablefish 7000 lbs/2 mo. 

Dover  30,000 lbs/2 mo. 

 

Coastwide 

 Remove midwater yellowtail trawl opportunity in Period 6 

 

 

Fixed Gear 

 

North of 36  

 Change daily trip limit sablefish limits to 900 lbs/week, no more than 3600 lbs/2 mo.; no 

change to the daily limits 

 

South of 36  

 Keep current limits in place for daily trip limit sablefish fishery 
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GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON 

OBSERVER DATA IMPLEMENTATION STATUS 

 

The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) received an update from Dr. Jim Hastie on the status 

of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) observer program data and the effect of 

incorporating discard rates for targeted species from the observer program inseason.  The new 

discard rates are used as a function of landed catch, rather than target strategy (unlike the 

treatment of overfished species in the bycatch model).  The actual landed catches in Periods 1-4 

for the Dover sole, thornyhead, and sablefish (DTS) complex were higher by varying degrees 

than the projected landed catches as modeled earlier this year.  Adjusting the total catch to 

account for the higher landings results in attainment of a greater portion of the optimum yield 

(OY) at the beginning of Period 5. 

 

While all species in the DTS complex would be affected by inclusion of the new discard rates, 

by far the most constraining is shortspine thornyhead.  If the projections in the model are 

accurate for Period 5, then applying the new discard rates inseason would result in a total catch 

that overruns the shortspine acceptable biological catch (ABC) for 2003 by 24 mt.  If the 

projections in the model are off in Period 5 by 15% (the same amount as in Period 4), then the 

shortspine total catch would exceed the ABC by 53 mt.  As Period 5 has already begun, it is 

unlikely that action could be taken quick enough to significantly affect this outcome. 

 

The GMT struggles in its attempt to develop a recommendation to the Council on this issue.  On 

one hand, the new discard rates could arguably represent the “best available science” and are 

applied in the analyses of the 2004 management measure alternatives.  Those rates, if applied 

inseason this year, would result in an overfishing situation.  On the other hand, the timing of 

applying those rates to the fishery is such that drastic measures (e.g., closing the trawl fishery for 

the remainder of the year) may have to be taken to avoid overfishing.  In April, the GMT stated 

that the NMFS observer data for overfished stocks should be implemented as soon as possible; 

however,  those bycatch rates were applied early enough in the season to provide adequate time 

to implement mitigative measures. The GMT recognizes that revising discard rates for species in 

a healthier condition may not be as urgent; therefore, the Council may wish to weigh the 

socioeconomic impacts against the biological benefits of inseason implementation of observer 

discard rates for non-overfished species. 

 

 

PFMC 
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 Supplemental SSC Report 
 September 2003 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
OBSERVER DATA IMPLEMENTATION STATUS 

 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (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 June 2003 Council meeting.  However 
those changes have yet to be documented and so cannot be reviewed. Documentation 
will be completed prior to the November 2003 Council meeting.  
 
The SSC had a long discussion with Dr. Hastie about issues involving incorporation of 
the model fueled by observer data into both multi-year and inseason management 
decisions. The SSC has the following recommendations: 
 

The Council should manage to total catch rather than landed catch targets. Trip 
limits for achieving the two objectives could be quite different. 

 

The trawl bycatch model in its current form is the preferred basis for inseason 
management.  

 

When all the data for a given year have become available, the cumulative affects 
of inseason adjustment should be evaluated to determine how close actual 
harvests were to the targets. 

 
The SSC would like to point out that, due to the current short observer time series, 

the calculation of 2003 total catch using the bycatch model uses observer discard 
rates from September 2001 to August 2002 applied to fishtickets from calendar 
year 2003. 

 
 
PFMC 
09/09/03 
 











 

 1 

Exhibit C.3.d 

Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2003 

 

 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 

FINAL 2004 HARVEST LEVELS 

 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) discussed proposed harvest levels for the 2004 

groundfish fishery.  The GAP’s recommendations below are based on Table 2.1.1-1, found in 

Exhibit C.3 Attachment 1. 

 

The GAP recommends adoption of the Council’s preferred harvest levels as identified in the 

table, with the following exceptions: 

 

Widow rockfish:  the majority of the GAP recommends the Council adopt an acceptable 

biological catch (ABC) of 3,908 mt and an optimum yield (OY) of 501 mt.  The widow 

rockfish stock assessment from which harvest levels are derived suffers from sparse data and 

inconsistencies between projected abundance levels and actual abundance observed in the ocean. 

 The proposed OY, which is obtained from the rebuilding analysis, is sufficiently precautionary 

and has a probability of rebuilding of greater than 50%.  The GAP’s OY recommendation will 

barely sustain existing fisheries; the lower OY identified as the Council’s Preferred alternative 

will result in harvest reductions and prevent the fishery from achieving the OY on healthy 

stocks. 

 

A minority of the GAP recommends the Council Preferred alternative be adopted in order to 

demonstrate needed precaution. 

 

Bocaccio rockfish:  the GAP notes that the ABC figures shown on the table are incorrect.  The 

majority of the GAP recommends an ABC of 501 mt and an OY of 306 mt, the corrected 

numbers for the Council’s Preferred alternative. 

 

A minority of the GAP recommends adoption of the corrected low value of a 400 mt ABC and 

199 mt OY in order to exercise precaution. 

 

Cowcod:  For the north of Conception and Monterey areas, the GAP recommends an OY of 9 

mt.  The GAP notes that the assessment area covers only south of Point Conception, and the OY 

for the northern area was simply adopted to parallel the southern OY.  Providing a small OY 

will have an insignificant effect on stock rebuilding, but will allow some small amount of 

cowcod to be landed and data obtained for future stock assessments.  The cowcod assessment is 

extremely data-poor, and any additional scientific data will greatly improve our knowledge of 

overall stock status.  

 

Darkblotched rockfish:  The GAP notes that the ABC values shown on the table are lower than 

the OY values, a situation not allowed by law.  The GAP recommends the Council Preferred 

alternative ABC of 240 mt and a corresponding OY of 240 mt. 

 

For those species for which no Council Preferred alternative has been identified, the GAP makes 

the following recommendations: 
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Pacific whiting:  Although a final whiting harvest level will not be determined until after the 

stock assessment has been completed and reviewed next year, the GAP is concerned that the 

upper end of the range identified is too low, based on significant evidence of increased whiting 

abundance in the fishery.  As you recall, the range was established by using the 2003 ABC as a 

base and assuming a 50% range higher and lower.  In order to accommodate the likelihood of 

the stock assessment projecting an ABC above the range in the table, the GAP recommends the 

high end of the ABC range be increased to 400,000 mt for the U.S. portion of the ABC, with 

an OY that corresponds to necessary harvest levels which reflect whiting status in relation to B0, 

the Council’s harvest policy, and other relevant factors.  Increasing the range will provide the 

Council with necessary flexibility to deal with abundance increases. 

 

Sablefish: The majority of the GAP recommends the Council adopt an ABC of 8,487 mt and an 

OY of 8,423 mt, which is identified as the high option, along with the appropriate division 

between the Conception area and the area north of Conception.  This harvest level reflects a 

sablefish stock which is influenced by a regime shift, rather than density dependence.  The 

evidence for existence of a regime shift and accompanying changes in productivity is too strong 

to ignore.  Fishery observations demonstrate several strong year classes of sablefish.  The 

majority of the GAP believes that harvest levels should reflect this evidence. 

 

A minority of the GAP recommends the medium ABC and OY levels in order to ensure 

necessary precaution. 

 

Black rockfish:  For the Oregon/California area, the GAP recommends an ABC of 775 mt and 

an OY of 775 mt, which correspond to the medium levels shown on the table. 

 

 

PFMC 
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Exhibit C.3.d 

Supplemental SSC Report 

September 2003 

 

 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 

FINAL HARVEST LEVELS FOR 2004 

 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) provided detailed comments on 2004 harvest 

levels at the June Council meeting.  SSC recommendations concerning the range of 2004 harvest 

levels are unchanged (See B.4. of SSC minutes for the June Council meeting).  Council staff 

correctly note that for darkblotched rockfish the medium and high optimum yield (OY) 

alternatives are higher than the acceptable biological catch (ABC), which is based on the FMSY  

proxy for rockfish of F50%.  Since the Magnuson-Stevens Act does not allow harvest rates 

greater than FMSY, the ABC constrains the harvest level for these alternatives.  The medium and 

high OY alternatives use assessment estimates of relatively strong (but uncertain) recruitment in 

2000 (medium OY alternative), or both 2000 and 2001 (high OY alternative).  Strong 

recruitment in those years imply that harvest rates could be higher than FMSY, and the stock 

would still rebuild by TMAX with 80% probability.  If subsequent assessments confirm the 

estimates of strong recruitment in 2000 and 2001, FMSY may continue to constrain harvest levels 

as the stock rebuilds. 

 

 

PFMC 
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Exhibit C.4.b 

Supplemental GMT Report 

September 2003 

 

 

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON 

STATUS OF GROUNDFISH FISHERIES AND INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS 

 

The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) recommends the following inseason adjustments: 

 

Trawl 

 

North of 40 10' 

 Keep current trawl RCA boundaries in place for Periods 5 and 6 

 Reduce DTS trip limits in Period 6 to: 

Large Footrope   Small Footrope 

Shortspine 900 lbs/2 mo.   300 lbs/2 mo. 

Longspine  4,500 lbs/2 mo.  2,000 lbs/2 mo. 

Sablefish  7,000 lbs/2 mo.  2,300 lbs/2 mo. 

Dover   30,000 lbs/2 mo.  11,000 lbs/2 mo. 

 

South of 40 10' 

 Keep current trawl RCA boundaries in place for Periods 5 and 6 

 Reduce DTS trip limits in Period 6 to: 

Shortspine 900 lbs/2 mo.  

Longspine  4,500 lbs/2 mo. 

Sablefish  7,000 lbs/2 mo. 

Dover   30,000 lbs/2 mo. 

 

Coastwide 

 Remove midwater yellowtail trawl opportunity in Period 6 

 

Fixed Gear and Open Access 

 

North of 36  

 Change daily trip limit sablefish limits to 900 lbs/week, no more than 3,600 lbs/2 mo.; no 

change to the daily limits for Period 6 

 

South of 36  

 Keep current limits in place for daily trip limit sablefish fishery 

 

South of 40 10' 

· Increase deeper nearshore trip limits for Periods 5 and 6 to 400 lbs/month 

 

 

PFMC 

09/09/03 
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Exhibit C.5.d 

Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2003 

 

 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 

FINAL CRITERIA FOR EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS AND CONSIDERATION OF 

PROPOSALS FOR THE 2004 SEASON 

 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) discussed the Revised Proposed Council Operating 

Procedure for EFPs as presented in Exhibit C.5.b, GMT Attachment 2.  We recommend the 

following revisions. 

 

On page 1, under “Submission,” we recommend the GAP be required to review EFP proposals 

prior to issuance.  While the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) and Scientific and 

Statistical Committee (SSC) have the scientific and technical credentials to comment on 

methodology and management data needs, the GAP has the expertise to consider whether an EFP 

proposal makes sense, especially in regard to gear modifications and effects on participants in 

the fishery. 

 

On page 2, in the list of required information for a completed application, the following should 

be included: 

* a description of how vessels will be chosen to participate in the EFP; and 

* a description of the anticipated cost and known sources of funding. 

 

The GAP believes that including this information will provide a better sense of the practicality of 

a proposed EFP. 

 

On page 3, the GAP notes there is no discussion of who will investigate EFP applicants in terms 

of their enforcement history.  Will this be done by the Council?  The GMT?  The SSC?  Some 

members of the public and the GAP also expressed concern that a double jeopardy standard is 

being imposed: if a fisherman or processor has an exemplary record, but wound up paying a 

single fine during their entire career, they could be banned - by somebody, as it isn’t clear - from 

participating in an EFP fishery, even though they might have innovative proposals for solving 

bycatch problems. 

 

On page 4, under “Report Contents,” the GAP recommends the report should contain a 

discussion of the value of the fishery for which the EFP was issued.  Since EFPs are of short 

duration, this will allow the Council and advisory bodies to better judge whether benefits were 

maximized in the event that a scarce species is provided to an EFP fishery and not to a non-EFP 

fishery. 

 

The GAP also notes the monthly updates of EFP landings of overfished species and others are 

not provided in any formal manner, but are often transmitted informally to the GMT for purposes 

of harvest attainment projections and inseason management.  The GAP requests the EFP landing 

updates be provided to the GAP. 

 

On the issue of how to assign scarce species to EFP and non-EFP fisheries, the majority of the 

GAP recommends that no formal system be put in place, but rather that the GMT, in consultation 
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with the GAP, continue to make its best efforts to assign harvest projections to fisheries. 

 

   

A minority of the GAP recommends that non-EFP fishery needs be calculated first before 

assigning any catches to EFPs. 

 

In regard to the EFP proposals presented to the GAP for review, the GAP was not allowed time 

for appropriate review of individual EFPs and has no comments at this time. 

 

 

PFMC 

09/10/03 



 

 1 

Exhibit C.5.d 
Supplemental GMT Report 

September 2003 
 

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON 
EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS (EFPs) 

 

Standards and Criteria for Approving EFPs 
 
Following the June Council meeting, the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) revised 
its proposed process and timeline for Exempted Fishing Permit (EFP) application review 
and consideration (GMT Attachment 1) to include additional checkpoints for updates to 
the “bycatch scorecard” and potential release of EFP Optimum Yield set asides 
inseason. 
 
The GMT also revised its proposed Council Operating Procedure that describes the 
standards and criteria for approving exempted fishing permits (GMT Attachment 2) in 
response to Council guidance we received at the June meeting (changes are in bold 
and underlined).  In addition, the GMT supports 100% shoreside sampling coverage of 
the EFP trips be conducted by the sponsoring individual or agency.  However, due to 
the tight budget constraints of state fish and wildlife agencies, the GMT recognizes that 
this may not be achieved.   
 
The GMT recommends that the Council approve the revised Council Operating 
Procedure for the standards and criteria for approving EFPs, as well as the proposed 
process and timeline. 
 

EFP Proposals for 2004 

 

The GMT reviewed and had a lengthy discussion on the following EFP proposals for 2004: 

 

ODFW Deepwater Complex (DTS) EFP 

The GMT received a presentation from Mr. Mark Saelens on this EFP proposal.  There were 

concerns initially expressed regarding proposed price differentials for the targeted species (i.e., 

DTS), potential changes in fishing behavior as a result, and the possibility of earlier OY 

attainment for DTS species.  These concerns were adequately addressed through our discussions 

with ODFW staff and EFP processing participants, as well as clarification of the EFP provisions. 

Our understanding is that the EFP would be conducted in Periods 2 and 3 and the GMT would 

like to receive preliminary catch totals for targeted species at the June meeting, so we can 

anticipate adjustments to projected DTS catches, if needed.  As the EFP would take place 

seaward of the RCA, it is unlikely that current rockfish limits will be exceeded with the proposed 

EFP; however, the GMT believes that bycatch caps need to be established, particularly for 

darkblotched rockfish and Pacific ocean perch.  The GMT supports the approval of this EFP 

because the primary objective is bycatch reduction and it will not impact canary rockfish. 

 

CDFG Selective Flatfish Trawl EFP 

The GMT discussed the continuation of this proposed EFP for its final year in 2004, with the 

same bycatch caps as were in place for 2003.  The GMT believes this EFP would provide 

valuable data on the use of the same selective flatfish trawl gear that has been tested in the 
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ODFW Selective Flatfish Trawl EFP in 2002 in a different area. Given the objectives of the EFP, 

and its minimal estimated impact on canary rockfish, the GMT supports this EFP going forward. 

 

California Charter/Party Fishing Vessel (CPFV) EFP 

There is a California CPFV EFP being proposed by a professor at Cal Poly University.  This 

EFP  is research-oriented in nature, collecting data to support stock assessment efforts, rather 

than data that would be directly used to develop management measures (e.g., bycatch data).  

West Coast stock assessments that have used this data set in the past include black rockfish, 

bocaccio, and cabezon.  While the GMT believes that data collection to support stock 

assessment efforts is valuable, the GMT identified several questions regarding this proposed 

EFP.  As these questions are more technical and would be better addressed by research 

scientists, the GMT requested that the SSC review this EFP application.  It is our understanding 

that the SSC plans to refer the EFP to its Groundfish Subcommittee for review and has identified 

additional questions and requested additional analyses of the original data set.  As these 

questions and analyses will take some time to address and develop, the GMT recommends that 

this EFP be deferred until 2005, pending the outcome of the SSC’s review. 

 

WDFW Longline Dogfish EFP 

The GMT received a verbal presentation of the proposed WDFW-sponsored EFPs.  The 

longline dogfish EFP was conducted in 2003, and 2004 would be its final year.  While three 

vessels qualified for the EFP in 2003, only one vessel was able to participate.  The GMT 

believes that the data collected in this EFP is not ready for implementation, as the amount of data 

(one vessel fishing for a few months) is not sufficient to draw conclusions that could be applied 

on a fleetwide basis.  Further, while the NMFS observer program has increased its coverage of 

longline vessels, that coverage has primarily been on vessels targeting sablefish, not dogfish.  

The GMT supports this EFP be approved as the data collected would be valuable and the canary 

impact is estimated to be minimal. 

 

WDFW Midwater Pollock EFP 

The midwater pollock EFP was scheduled for a different time period in 2003 (April-June) than 

the time fishing occurred under state regulation in 2002 (August).  There were three vessels that 

qualified, but only one participated, for a total of three trips in May.  WDFW is proposing that 

this be the final year for this EFP and that this fishery be covered by federal regulations in 2005.  

The proposed EFP for 2004 would take place during the same time period as the initial year 

(August-October).  The GMT supports this EFP be approved as the data collected would be 

valuable and the canary impact is estimated to be minimal. 

 

WDFW Arrowtooth Flounder Trawl EFP 

WDFW is proposing this EFP be continued in 2004 for its final year.  In 2003, this EFP required 

participants to use selective gear (i.e., excluder devices), although a prescribed gear 

configuration was not set.  In 2004, there would be specific gear and area requirements for the 

EFP; the excluder requirements would be narrowed down to three configurations, including one 

that would allow the selective flatfish trawl gear being tested in Oregon and California.  WDFW 

plans to have the 2004 EFP provisions closely mimic the federal regulations that would be in 

place if this fishery was provided fleetwide.  The GMT supports this EFP be approved and 

encourages it moving into regulations in 2005.  The expected canary bycatch for this EFP, while 

reduced from the 2003 cap, is still at 2.5 mt.  In the event that additional canary is needed to 

balance the bycatch scorecard for 2004, the GMT recommends that the amount of canary set 

aside for this EFP be slightly scaled back, perhaps to 2.0 mt. 
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WDFW Selective Flatfish Trawl EFP 

This is a new EFP that is being proposed as the first year of two.  This EFP would have specific 

gear and area requirements, including the use of the selective flatfish trawl being tested in 

Oregon and California.  However, there are a few fishermen that would like to test gear that is 

slightly modified from the current selective flatfish gear being used; therefore, different selective 

gear configurations would be allowed to be tested in this EFP.  There was some concern that 

this EFP could hinder the movement of the Oregon and California selective flatfish EFPs into 

federal regulations.  The GMT recommends that, if the selective gear configuration currently 

being tested would be prescribed in federal regulations that would apply fleetwide, then this EFP 

would not go forward or be continued (depending on the timing of the regulatory action–2004 

vs. 2005).  The GMT believes that the data collected in this EFP would be valuable as it would 

provide data on the use of this gear in a different area by a different portion of the fleet and 

recommends it move forward.  The GMT felt that it is particularly important that the gear 

configurations that are required under the EFP are consistent with the selective flatfish trawl gear 

being tested in Oregon and California. 

 

Whiting EFP 

Additionally, the GMT briefly discussed the Whiting EFP and notes that, while there is not a 

formal  written EFP application available at this time, the proposed EFP for 2004 would not 

differ from the 2003 EFP.  The GMT advocates putting in a placeholder for this EFP with the 

understanding that a final complete EFP application will be available at the November Council 

meeting. 

 

Prioritization of EFPs 

 

The GMT prioritized the EFPs that we are recommending for approval based on the criteria 

outlined in the proposed Council Operating Procedure and the estimated impacts to overfished 

species.  As in the past, the GMT believes that the whiting EFP be given priority consideration 

(absent regulations to implement Amendment 10), and the impacts to overfished stocks for this 

EFP are accounted for as a separate line item in the bycatch scorecard. The GMT’s priority order 

for the remaining EFPs is: 

1. ODFW Deepwater Complex (DTS) EFP (0 mt canary) 

2. CDFG Selective Flatfish Trawl EFP (0.5 mt canary) 

WDFW Longline Dogfish EFP (0.1 mt canary) 

WDFW Midwater Pollock EFP (0.1 mt canary) 

3. WDFW Arrowtooth Flounder Trawl EFP (2.5 mt canary) 

4. WDFW Selective Flatfish Trawl EFP (1.0 mt canary) 

Total Canary: 4.2 mt 



Exhibit C.5.d 

Supplemental SSC Report 

September 2003 

 

 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 

FINAL CRITERIA FOR EXEMPTED FISHING PERMITS AND CONSIDERATION OF 

PROPOSALS FOR THE 2004 SEASON 

 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) considers the protocol for Council consideration 

of exempted fishing permits (EFPs) (see Attachment 2 of Exhibit C.5.b) proposed by the 

Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to be appropriate.  However, there is a need to clarify the 

time line under the multi-year management cycle. 

 

The SSC discussed the EFP application:  “Application for Issuance of an Exempted Fishing 

Permit for the Sport Harvest of Rockfish from Partyboats in Waters Deeper than 20 Fathoms off 

the Central Coast to Duplicate the Sampling Program Conducted by the CDFG from 1988-

1998.”  This EFP proposal is based on the old bag limit regulation, which is different from the 

currently implemented limit.  It is important for the applicant to address the implications of 

changing regulations on the estimation of an abundance index. 

 

This EFP may provide useful time series of abundance indices for many species because data 

will be collected by observers.  As seen in black rockfish and bocaccio stock assessments, 

inclusion of spatio-temporal interactions in the statistical modeling of commercial passenger 

fishing vessel (CPFV) series led to important improvements in the stock assessments of these 

species.  There is no other data source that generates information at this level of spatial 

resolution.   This EFP can also serve as a means to obtain catch per unit effort (CPUE) and 

biological data from the closed area. 

 

The methodology to be used to analyze the future data and the analyses of the 1988-1998 data 

are not presented.  The proposed sample size, 44 trips per year, is around 20% to 25% of annual 

sample size during 1988-1998.  The implications of the proposed annual sample size could be 

evaluated by estimating all coefficients of variation (CVs) by species from the earlier data.   The 

SSC suggests the applicant consider whether to use this EFP as a pilot study to establish a 

reasonable CV level that is attainable under current regulations.  The extension of the study to 

other ports would allow evaluation of port-year-region interactions. 

 

 

PFMC 
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Exhibit C.6.e 

Supplemental EC Report 

September 2003 

 

 
ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON 

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR 2004:  TENTATIVE ADOPTION 
 

The Enforcement Consultants (EC) strongly recommend the Council consider eliminating the 

B Platoon option, so that one set of regulations apply to the entire limited entry trawl fleet 

beginning in the year 2004. The B Platoon option creates a situation of where full 

implementation of management measures are staggered by fifteen days, adding complexity to an 

already challenging regulatory regime. We have already experienced confusion on the part of 

fishers related to which limits apply, particularly when there is an inseason adjustment. 

Additionally, the implementation of a Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) can be hampered.   

From the beginning of discussions of VMS,  the EC has advised the Council to keep depth 

based management simple.  Unfortunately, the system now incorporates multiple lines during 

multiple periods.  At any given time of year, the depth based management is defined by a series 

of way points numbering over 1,000.  When the lines are changed, new lines must be 

programmed, and new alerts must be incorporated.  OLE best estimate is that reprogramming  

could take two to five days.  Additionally, every change of lines creates opportunity for error, 

effecting everyone involved.  

 

It has come to the attention of the EC that, due to an oversight,  intended language restricting 

fixed gear vessel activity in the fixed gear Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA) was left out of the 

proposed VMS rule.  For 2004, the EC recommends the following addition to the Prohibitions 

section of the VMS rule (660.306(z)(5)): 

 

“(cc) Operate any vessel registered to a limited entry permit with a fixed gear endorsement in a 

non-trawl RCA (as defined in 660.302), except for purposes of continuous transiting.” 

 

That same restriction already exists for trawl vessels operating in the trawl RCA and adoption of 

this recommendation creates consistency throughout the limited entry fleet.  In the case of a 

fixed gear vessel, the same argument applies that was made for restricting the activities of trawl 

vessels when in an RCA. A VMS signature left by a vessel drifting in the RCA, and one left by a 

vessel fishing, are similar. Allowing drifting would require costly investigatory responses when 

law enforcement assets are limited.  

 

 

PFMC 
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Exhibit C.6.p 

Supplemental EC Report 2 

September 2003 

 
 

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON 
GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR 2004:  FINAL ACTION 

 
The Enforcement Consultants (EC) have engaged in several discussions with members of the 

Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP), both individually and as a group, related to our proposal 

that limited entry fixed gear vessels not be allowed to drift in the Rockfish Conservation Area 

(RCA).  Members of GAP expressed strong concerns over safety; (i.e.,  drifting in areas where 

conflicts could increase with other vessel traffic, versus being able to drift in the RCA).   

 

Members of the EC familiar with the vessel monitoring system (VMS) and its capabilities, 

advise that drifting vessels and vessels actively fishing will show similar signatures.  Allowing 

drifting in the RCA will adversely effect our ability to use this tool for it’s intended purpose and 

tax our limited resources.  We agree that safety is paramount.  We would point out that, 

consistent with safety and with current U.S.Coast Guard regulations, a full time look-out must be 

provided while a vessel is at sea.  Thus, we would respectfully request adoption of the 

previously proposed language from our earlier statement on this subject  (Exhibit C.6.e, 

Supplemental EC Report) as a regulation for 2004 groundfish management measures.   

 

Concerning the B Platoon, the EC continues to advocate the abolishment of this reportedly 

underutilized marketing tool. 

 

 

PFMC 
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Exhibit C.6.p 

Supplemental GAP Report 

September 2003 

 

 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT 

ON GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR 2004:  FINAL ACTION 

 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) has worked with the Groundfish Management Team 

(GMT) over the last few days to develop groundfish management measures for 2004.  The GAP 

has reviewed the proposed trip limits and fathom boundaries described by the GMT in their 

statement and concurs with their recommendations. 

 

In regard to other management measures, the GAP has the following comments and 

recommendations: 

 

Regulations to prevent “drifting” in the Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA):  the GAP is quite 

concerned the final vessel monitoring system (VMS) regulations not only allegedly (we have not 

yet seen a copy) prevent trawl vessels from drifting in the RCA, but in addition, an attempt is 

being made to establish a further prohibition under 2004 groundfish management regulations.  

The GAP as a whole, and individual GAP members, submitted formal comments to NMFS on 

the vessel safety reasons that could require a vessel to drift for short periods in the RCA.  These 

comments were evidently ignored.  We were told by NMFS, when VMS equipment was first 

described, of how NMFS is able to track a vessel’s activity through the VMS system.  If - as 

claimed by NMFS - a VMS signature allows NMFS to determine when a vessel is fishing, then 

there is no reason to prohibit drifting.  If VMS units are not able to perform as described, then 

we suggest the Council has been sold a bill of goods and perhaps we should re-examine the VMS 

system. 

 

The GAP notes the Ad Hoc VMS Committee will be meeting in October.  We expect further 

VMS regulations are contemplated.  If that is the case, then the drifting issue should be handled 

under the VMS regulations and not under the groundfish specifications. 

Maintaining the “B” Platoon:  The majority of the GAP believes the “B” platoon system should 

be maintained.  In winter months, platooning offers vessels - especially those fishing nearer 

shore - an opportunity to achieve their cumulative limits during a time of poor weather.  In 

summer months, platooning offers processors a means to spread out the flow of product, thereby 

maintaining the efficiency of processing operations and providing a higher quality product to 

consumers. 

 

Given concerns expressed by the Enforcement Consultants, the GAP is willing to recommend 

that fathom line changes apply on the date specified to all vessels, regardless of platoon.  This 

will prevent the confusion of having to enforce multiple fathom lines, an issue identified by the 

Enforcement Consultants.  However, the GAP notes that enforcement agencies have been able 

to deal with differential trip limits for many years, so there should be no increased problem with 

maintaining the “B” platoon.  As the Council examines differential trip limits in conjunction 

with use of more selective gear, enforcement agencies will still have to handle differences in 

landed catch.  There is no practical difference in dealing with different catch levels resulting 

from continuing the “B” platoon and dealing with different catch levels from use of selective 

gear designed to reduce bycatch. 
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A minority of the GAP believes the “B” platoon opportunity should be eliminated. 

 

Sablefish fixed gear season start date:  The GAP disagrees with the recommendation that the 

season start date be delayed by one month.  Planning for next year’s fishery has already begun 

and markets have been established, based on standard season opening dates.  If new discard data 

is going to be incorporated in-season - a practice opposed by the GAP - then it should be done 

so.  The GAP notes that the fixed gear portion of the sablefish OY was not fully attained in 

2003.  The same situation is likely to occur in 2004, providing sufficient overhead to 

accommodate new discard data. 

 

Oregon recreational management:  The Oregon recreational members of the GAP recommend 

that the prohibition on retention of canary rockfish and yelloweye rockfish be removed.  The 

impact of the recreational fishery has already been accounted for in the species scorecard; 

prohibiting retention would simply convert catch to discards. 

 

Oregon selective flatfish trawl fishery:  While the GAP generally concurs with the GMT 

recommendations, we suggest two changes:  first, that the ability to use the selective trawl gear 

be available to fishermen along the entire coast of Oregon and Washington; and second, that the 

cap on incidental species include an appropriate cap on shortspine thornyheads. 

 

Widow  rockfish in the whiting fishery:  The GAP notes that the 2003 fishery, which has not 

yet been completed, has exhibited substantially lower bycatch of widow rockfish.  We expect 

that at such time as the whiting OY is selected next year, the 2003 bycatch data will be included 

as part of the average and that widow bycatch will not be a constraint on the whiting fishery. 

 

The GAP also has two recommendations for issues that need to be analyzed in the environmental 

impact statement for the 2004 groundfish specifications.  We request the Council agree to 

analyze the following: 

 

* A 100-fathom line for fixed gear (both limited entry and open access) and midwater trawl 

gear in periods 2 through 5 in the area south of 38 .  The GAP believes that bocaccio 

impacts will be minimal and can be handled by standard management measures.  By 

analyzing the 100-fathom line, there will be an option for possible in-season adjustments if 

they are feasible. 

 

* The impact of scorpionfish mortality in the area south of Point Conception.  The figures 

currently used for scorpionfish mortality appear to be excessive. 
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GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT 

ON PROPOSED MONITORING PROGRAM FOR THE SHORE-BASED  

PACIFIC WHITING FISHERY 

 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) reviewed the proposed alternatives for a shoreside 

whiting monitoring program as listed in the preliminary draft environmental assessment for 

Amendment 10. 

 

While the GAP appreciates the effort by NMFS to come up with logical alternatives, the GAP 

notes there has been no opportunity for the whiting industry - either harvesters or processors - to 

help NMFS develop alternatives.  Since there is very little chance that final regulations can be 

put in place prior to the start of the 2004 whiting season, and since there are tentative plans for a 

meeting between NMFS and industry this fall, the GAP suggests the Council defer choosing a 

range of alternatives until the November meeting, at which time a better set of alternatives can 

be presented. 
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GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 

STOCK ASSESSMENT OF CANARY ROCKFISH 

 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) discussed the issues surrounding the need to conduct 

a stock assessment for canary rockfish prior to final determinations of 2005 - 2006 harvest 

levels. 

 

As the Council is painfully aware, the low optimum yield (OY) on canary that results from the 

most current stock assessment and rebuilding analysis has significant impacts on all sectors of 

the fishery along the entire coast.  If a new stock assessment is not conducted prior to 

determination of 2005-2006 harvest levels, those impacts will continue for another three years.  

Given the controversies with the current assessment and the disconnect between modeled data 

and anecdotal data, the GAP believes we would be failing in our obligations to use the best 

scientific information available if no stock assessment were conducted before next April. 

 

The GAP has heard several objections raised to conducting a stock assessment.  First, the 

argument that there is no new data doesn’t square with the fact that we have a new survey taking 

place this year and the fact that two states are expending considerable time and effort to 

assemble aging data. 

 

Second, the concept that we are somehow conducting an assessment “out of cycle” makes 

absolutely no sense.  We have done the same sort of “out of cycle” assessments for Pacific 

whiting, sablefish, yellowtail rockfish, and bocaccio rockfish.  Our management system is 

designed to be flexible, and we should not consider ourselves slaves to some arbitrary timetable 

when doing otherwise could have substantial social and economic impacts. 

 

Finally, the complaint that “we don’t have the people or the money” is ridiculous.  Several 

sectors of the fishery have already offered to contribute through whatever neutral party is 

appropriate to the coast of conducting the assessment.  There are highly competent scientists 

within NMFS  (in both the Northwest and Southwest Regions), in state agencies, in academia, 

and in the private sector who could be contacted about performing an assessment. 

 

The GAP holds no illusions a new assessment will magically transform the fishery.  We are 

prepared to live with scientifically valid results; but to refuse to even try to examine new data, 

and instead live for years on old data, is unconscionable and does a dis-service to the fish, the 

fishermen, and the Council process. 
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The Bycatch Mandate 

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 

Conservation and Management Act 

has established policies, definitions, 

standards and requirements relating 

to bycatch. 



SEC. 301. NATIONAL STANDARDS 

FOR FISHERY CONSERVATION 

AND MANAGEMENT 
 (a) IN GENERAL. Any fishery management plan 

prepared, and any regulation promulgated to 
implement any such plan, pursuant to this title 
shall be consistent with the following national 
standards for fishery conservation and 
management:  

 9.  Conservation and management measures 
shall, to the extent practicable, (A) minimize 
bycatch and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot be 
avoided, minimize the mortality of such bycatch.” 

 



SEC. 303. CONTENTS OF 

FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLANS 

 (a) REQUIRED PROVISIONS.  

 Any fishery management plan which is 

prepared by any Council, or by the 

Secretary, with respect to any fishery, shall 

  



(11) establish a standardized reporting 

methodology to assess the amount and type 

of bycatch occurring in the fishery, and 

include conservation and management 

measures that, to the extent practicable and 

in the following priority – 

(A) minimize bycatch; and 

(B) minimize the mortality of bycatch which 

cannot be avoided 



(b) DISCRETIONARY PROVISIONS 

 Any fishery management plan which is prepared by any 

Council, or by the Secretary, with respect to any fishery, 

may  

 (8) require that one or more observers be 

carried on board a vessel of the United 

States engaged in fishing for species that 

are subject to the plan, for the purpose of 

collecting data necessary for the 

conservation and management of the fishery 



DISCRETIONARY PROVISIONS 

(continued) 

 (10) include, consistent with the other 

provisions of this Act, conservation and 

management measures that provide harvest 

incentives for participants within each gear 

group to employ fishing practices that result 

in lower levels of bycatch or in lower levels 

of the mortality of bycatch 



DEFINITIONS 



 The term “bycatch” means fish which are 
harvested in a fishery, but which are not 
sold or kept for personal use, and includes 
economic discards and regulatory discards. 

 

 “Fish” means finfish, mollusks, crustaceans, 
and all other forms of marine animal and 
plant life other than marine mammals 
and birds. 



Specifically, with respect to the groundfish 

fisheries, bycatch includes any capture of 

 (1) all species of finfish that are not 

classified as groundfish by the FMP, and all 

species of crustaceans, mollusks, and 

marine plants, whether retained or not; 

  (2) marine turtles; 

 (3) marine mammals and seabirds; 

 (4) Bycatch also includes all discarded 

groundfish. 



Bycatch does not include groundfish 

that are legally retained and sold or 

kept for personal use. 



GOALS AND OBJECTIVES  

of the Bycatch Program  

    

   These were developed by the Council’s  

 ad hoc Environmental Impact Statement 

Oversight Committee and adopted by the 

Council 



Eight Initial Goals and Objectives 

 account for total fishing mortality by species 

 establish monitoring and accounting 
mechanisms to keep total catch of each 
groundfish stock from exceeding the 
specified limits 

 reduce unwanted incidental catch and 
bycatch of groundfish and other species 

 reduce the mortality of animals taken as 
bycatch 



 provide incentives for fishers to reduce 
bycatch and flexibility/opportunity to develop 
bycatch reduction methods 

 monitor incidental catch and bycatch in 
manner that is accurate, timely, and not 
excessively costly 

 reduce unobserved fishing-caused 
mortalities of all fish 

 gather information on unassessed and/or 
non-commercial species to aid in 
development of ecosystem management 
approaches 



ALTERNATIVES 

 Six alternatives have been developed to 

address the purpose and need for action. 

 Under NEPA, the first alternative is always 

no action or status quo. 



Alternative 1 reduces incidental catch 

and bycatch  through a combination of 

indirect measures:  Optimum Yield 

(OY) specifications, area closures, gear 

restrictions, variable trip limits and bag 

limits, seasons and other measures.  

High priority to minimize cost of catch 

monitoring.  Vessel trip limits are 

calculated using a computer model and 

incidental catch ratios from past years. 



 Alternative 2 would reduce groundfish 

bycatch by increasing the size of trip 

limits.  This would be achieved by 

reducing the trawl fleet by 50%; the goal 

of  maintaining a year-round fishery 

would continue.  The focus on fleet 

reduction is based on the Council’s 

Strategic Plan for Groundfish.  This 

alternative includes the area/depth 

management and modeling  approach of  

Alternative 1. 



 Alternative 3 would reduce groundfish bycatch 

by increasing the size of trip limits.  This 

would be achieved by eliminating the goal of 

maintaining a year-round fishery and 

establishing a short season or series of 

seasons.  This alternative reflects one of the 

conclusions in the Council’s Strategic Plan for 

Groundfish that, if fleet size is not reduced, 

“(m)aintaining a year-round fishery may not be 

a short-term priority.”  This alternative 

includes the area/depth management and 

modeling approach of Alternative 1. 



 Alternative 4 would reduce bycatch by 

establishing catch limits for various fishery 

sectors, rather than landing/ retention 

limits.  Inseason (real-time) monitoring 

procedures would be established, and 

sectors would be closed when the sector 

catch limit is reached (or projected to be 

reached).  This alternative includes the 

area/depth management and modeling 

approach of Alternative 1. 



  

Alternative 5 would reduce bycatch by 

establishing groundfish catch quotas for 

individual commercial fishers.  Monitoring 

would be focused at the individual vessel 

level rather than at the sector level. Certain 

gear regulations would be relaxed to allow 

vessels to improve bycatch reduction 

methods. Vessels could continue fishing 

until any cap was reached, and vessels 

with low incidental or bycatch rates would 

have additional fishing opportunities.  



 Alternative 6 would reduce bycatch to near 
zero by closing large areas where 
overfished groundfish are most likely to be 
encountered and other areas of high 
bycatch of non-groundfish species, 
establishing individual vessel catch 
allowances (caps) for overfished groundfish 
species, and requiring every commercial 
vessel to carry onboard observers.  This 
alternative would include expanded 
area/depth closures (MPAs) and bycatch 
limits or discard prohibitions.   



 FISHERY MANAGEMENT TOOLS 

       (The Mitigation Toolbox) 

 Harvest Levels 

  ABC/OY 

  sector allocations 

  trip (landing) limits 

  catch limits 

  individual quotas 

 Gear Restrictions 

   Trawl mesh size 

  footrope diameter/length 

  net height 

  codend mesh and dimensions 

  design: on-bottom or pelagic 

  bycatch reduction devices (BRDs) 

   Line number of hooks 

  hook size 

  line length 

  retrieval requirements 

   Pot/trap number of pots 

  pot size 

  escape panel in net/pot 

  retrieval requirements 

   Other 

  setnets (gill and trammel nets) 



 Time/Area Restrictions 

 seasons 

  area closures 

  depth closures 

  marine reserves 

 

 Capacity (number of participants) 

  permits/licenses/endorsements 

 limited entry 

 

 Capacity (Vessel Restrictions) 

  vessel size 

  engine power 

  vessel type 

   

 Monitoring/Reporting Requirements 

  permits/licenses 

  registrations 

 Fish tickets (commercial landings/sales receipts) 

  Vessel logbooks  

  Surveys 

  Punch cards/tags (recreational) 

  Port sampling/on-shore observers 

  On-board observers 

  Vessel monitoring systems (VMS) 

  Onboard video recording devices 

  Enforcement 

 



FISHING METHODS AND 

MITIGATION TOOLS 

 



1.  Reducing Incidental 

(Unintended or Unwanted) Catch 

 This “toolbox” includes all available management 
measures (“fishing regulations”) that could be 
used to reduce incidental catch.  Incidental catch 
means accidental, unintentional and/or unwanted 
capture of any marine plant or animal.  This 
includes all non-groundfish species and all 
groundfish that would be discarded for any reason.   

 

 Each tool will be described, and any reporting/ 
monitoring requirements identified. 



2.  Reducing Bycatch Mortality 

(Including Unobserved Mortality) 

 This “toolbox” includes all available 

management measures that could be used 

to reduce mortality of incidental catch, 

including unobserved mortalities resulting 

from gear encountering fish.   

 

 Each tool will be described, and any 

reporting/monitoring requirements identified. 



3. Bycatch Reporting and 

Monitoring 

 This “toolbox” includes all available methods 

to record and/or report bycatch or fishing 

activities related to bycatch.   

 

 Each tool will be described, including 

estimated costs. 



THE ANALYTICAL APPROACH 



1.  Describe the Conditions That Are 

Related to Incidental Catch and 

Bycatch 

 A.  Co-occurrence in time and space 

 B.  Behavior patterns, size, and other 

species characteristics that make them 

vulnerable to the same fishing gears. 

 



 1.  Describe the Conditions That Are 

Related to Incidental Catch and Bycatch 

 2.  Describe/Evaluate the Effects (Impacts) 

and Effectiveness of Each Mitigation Tool 

that Relates to Fishing Gears and Methods 

 3.  Describe/Evaluate the Effects and 

Effectiveness of Each Other Mitigation Tool 

 4.  Apply the Effects/Effectiveness Ratings 

to Each of the Six Alternatives. 
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GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 

GROUNDFISH BYCATCH PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) received an update on the Groundfish Bycatch 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  While the GAP is interested in 

providing comments, we note that the document keeps changing as new information is received.  

Therefore, the GAP prefers to wait until a final document is presented before making final 

comments. 

 

The GAP also urges NMFS and the Council to ensure that adequate opportunity for public 

comment is available on the final document. 
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HABITAT COMMITTEE REPORT ON 

GROUNDFISH BYCATCH PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 

The Habitat Committee received a briefing from Mr. Jim Glock on the Groundfish Bycatch 

Program Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  We felt the document was highly informative, 

useful, readable, and reflected the hard work of its authors.  According to the 

Magnuson-Stevens Act, “bycatch” includes nearly all species of marine organisms except 

seabirds and marine mammals.  This means bycatch includes biogenic species that are important 

as fish habitat.  We concur that bycatch should include such elements.  This produces an 

overlap with the Essential Fish Habitat  EIS.  This overlap is positive; however, the information 

in these two planning documents should be consistent.  As these documents develop, we will 

continue to provide feedback to help ensure consistency.   
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 GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR 2004 
 
Situation:  Management measures adopted during the Council process are designed to implement new and 
existing rebuilding programs, achieve bycatch reduction mandates, keep total catch within the proposed 
harvest levels, and achieve optimum benefits to the various user groups and fishing communities.  In the 
last four years the Council has implemented a substantial restructuring of the groundfish fishery that 
includes seasonal depth-based area closures, gear restrictions, and dramatically lower harvest levels 
consistent with previously-approved rebuilding programs for overfished species. 
 
The Council is scheduled to adopt a preferred suite of harvest levels for groundfish species and complexes 
to recommend for 2004 management in agendum C.3.  The Draft Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch 
and Optimum Yield Specifications and Management Measures For The 2004 Pacific Coast Groundfish 
Fishery documents (Exhibit C.6, Attachments 1, 2, and 3) provide analyses of the potential consequences of 
management measures estimated to conform to the considered range of harvest levels.  Exhibit C.6, 
Attachment 1 contains Chapters 1 and 2 of what will eventually be incorporated in the Draft Annual 
Specifications Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  Important text and tables describing key aspects 
of the affected environment and analyses of the potential consequences of management measures are 
presented in Attachment 2, and further analysis prepared subsequent to the briefing book deadline are 
provided in Attachment 3.  These components of the Draft Annual Specifications EIS will eventually be 
incorporated in the DEIS; however, they are segregated in this attachment due to the expected focus the 
Council will need  to bring to bear on this decision.  Further analyses by the Council's advisory bodies will 
also be presented in supplemental reports prior to the Council's final decision and eventually incorporated 
as well in the DEIS.  All of the adopted management measures and specifications for next year's fishery 
will be noted as the preferred alternative in the DEIS.  
 
The referenced analyses indicate that rebuilding overfished groundfish species (especially canary, widow, 
and yelloweye rockfish) will significantly impact West Coast groundfish fisheries.  Allocation of these 
species to the various states, regions, and sectors of the West Coast groundfish fishery to allow time and 
area access to healthy marine stocks may be the most contentious of actions contemplated under this 
agendum. 
 
The Council task is to adopt final management measures for the 2004 West Coast groundfish fishery by the 
end of the week.  This agendum is spread throughout the week to facilitate continuous narrowing of 
alternatives to a single set of management measures.  Council deliberations of 2004 management measures 
are scheduled to begin on Wednesday, with a checkpoint on Thursday, before a final decision on Friday.  
This strategy is designed to allow the Council opportunities to assign analyses to the Groundfish 
Management Team (GMT) and Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) in order to evaluate tentatively 
adopted measures relative to harvest level limits, impacts to various sectors, and other Council goals and 
objectives, or to consider potential permutations of management alternatives.  Allocation specifications 
consistent with adopted management measures should also be approved by the Council at this time.  
  
While the deliberations on this matter begin on Wednesday, substantial progress should occur at that time in 
order to avoid deliberations on final action continuing late into the evening on Friday.  The goal of the 
Wednesday agendum is to adopt a tentative set of final management measures, including such matters as 
the allocation decision on canary rockfish, area closure boundaries, commercial trip limits, and recreational 
bag limits. 
 

 
 1 



Council Action: 
 
1. Adopt final proposed 2004 management measures. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. The Draft Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield Specifications and Management 

Measures For The 2004 Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery (Exhibit C.6, Attachment 1). 
2. Annual Specifications Data and Analyses (Exhibit C.6, Attachment 2). 
3. Written public comments (Exhibit C.6.c, Public Comment). 
4. Supplemental Annual Specifications Analyses (Exhibit C.6, Supplemental Attachment 3). 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 10, 2003: 
a. Agendum Overview John DeVore 
b. Summary of State Hearings Phil Anderson/Neal Coenen/Marija Vojkovich 
c. Summary of Written Public Comments  John DeVore 
d. Report of the GMT Michele Robinson 
e. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
f. Tribal Comments and Recommendations Jim Harp 
g. Agency Comments and Recommendations Agency Representatives 
h. Public Comment 
i. Council Action:  Tentatively Adopt 2004 Groundfish  

Management Measures for Analysis 
 
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 2003: 
j. Agendum Overview John DeVore 
k. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies   
l. Public Comment 
m. Council Action:  Guidance and Direction as Needed 
 
FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 2003: 
n. Agendum Overview John DeVore 
o. GMT Analysis of Impacts Michele Robinson 
p. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
q. Agency and Tribal Comments Jim Harp/Agency  Representatives 
r. Public Comment 
s. Council Action:  Adopt Final Proposed 2004 Management Measures 
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