Agendum C.1.a
Agendum Overview
September 2004

CALIFORNIA RECREATIONAL FISHERY SURVEY
2004 PROGRAM REVIEW

In response to concerns from the Council, constituents, and policy representatives about the
credibility of the Marine Recreational Fishery Statistical Survey (MRFSS), staff from the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission
(PSMFC) designed a new program for estimating the catch of groundfish in California's marine
recreational fisheries, incorporating some modified elements of the previous MRFSS program and
the high quality sampling of California's Ocean Salmon Project.
This new program, the California Recreational Fisheries Survey (CRFS), was implemented in
January 2004 and preliminary results are anticipated for review at this Council meeting. MRFSS
has been an integral part of recreational fishery monitoring, but was not designed to estimate catch
and effort at the level of precision needed for management or assessment; it was designed to provide
a broad perspective on national fisheries. Until 2004, California recreational groundfish fishery
monitoring has relied solely on MRFSS, however, because these data may be imprecise and are
highly variable, particularly for rare or non-retained species, management of California recreational
groundfish fisheries has been difficult. Aspects of the MRFSS program will be conducted in parallel
with the new CRFS program for 2004 to allow calibration of prior year estimates to the CRFS
methods.
Mr. Russell Porter, Field Programs Administrator for PSMFC, and Mr. Steve Crook, CRFS Mandate
Coordinator for CDFG will update the Council on CRFS program methodology and implementation.
The Council is to hear the program review, as well as advice from the Council advisory bodies and
the public, and consider providing recommendations and guidance on further implementation of the
CRFS program.
Council Task:
Consider the report on CRFS and provide guidance on the next steps in the CRFS program.

Reference Materials:
1. Agendum C.1.b, Attachment 1: California Recreational Fisheries Survey (CRFS), A Review
of the New Sampling Methods for 2004.
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Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
Program Report
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Guidance on the Next Steps in the CRFS Program
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Agendum C.1.b
Attachment 1
September 2004

California Recreational Fisheries Survey (CRFS)
A Review of the New Sampling Methods for 2004

BY

Russell Porter
Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission
Senior Program Manager
RecFIN Committee Chairman
And
Steve Crooke
California Department of Fish & Game
CRFS Mandate Coordinator

Pacific Fishery Management Council Meeting
September 14, 2004

CALIFORNIA
METHODS

RECREATIONAL

FISHERIES

SURVEY

(CRFS)

SAMPLING

This new recreational sampling program covers all modes of marine fishing in
California. The CRFS is funded by state funds and RecFIN funds. CRFS utilizes
California Department of Fish & Game (CDFG) employees and Pacific States Marine
Fisheries Commission (PSMFC) employees as field samplers and supervisors. Catch
and effort estimates are made for six geographic areas of the coast and by integration of
seven sampling and estimation methods:
A. Primary Private Boat Sites [PR1] (90% of catch of important species
occurs here) – Each site sampled 8 days per month
Effort Survey: Counts all boats returning from fishing and trailer
counts of trailers remaining on site at the end of the day. Angler
effort is from the count of anglers per fishing boat. Fishing vs. nonfishing vessels, anglers per vessel and catch per vessel are applied
to remaining trailers at the end of the sampling day.
Creel Survey: Samples most fishing boats for the day. Sample unit
is the boat. Data elements collected include target species, species
caught, length & weight, angler data, area of catch, and fish
discarded by the angler.
Catch Estimates: Vessel counts and total anglers from sampled days
are expanded to all days of the month based on weekday and
weekend samples. CPUE by species from the creel survey for all
days sampled is multiplied by total angler trips to estimate total
catch for the month by six geographic areas for all the PR1 sites in
each geographic area.
B. Secondary Private Boat Sites [PR2] (10% of catch of important species
occurs here) - Sites sampled in a roving clusters 3 days per month.
Effort Survey: Roving instantaneous counts of trailers at these sites
and monitoring of changes of effort while on-site.
Creel Survey: Samples fishing boats completing their trips at the
site. Sample unit is the boat. Data elements collected include target
species, species caught, length and weight of fish, anglers/boat,

angler data, area of catch, duration of trip, and fish discarded by
the angler.
Catch Estimates: Vessel and trailer counts and total anglers from
sampled days are expanded to all days of the month based on
weekday and weekend samples. CPUE by species from the creel
survey for all days sampled is multiplied by total angler trips to
estimate total catch for the month by six geographic areas for all the
PR2 cluster sites in each geographic area.
C. Private Boats at Night and at Private Access Sites
Effort Survey: The Angler License Telephone Survey (G) is used to
estimate angler trips by trip type from private or locked marinas or
private waterfront homes and night fishing.
Creel Survey: Trips by trip type from the Primary Boat Sites (A) and
the Secondary Boat Sites (B) are combined to estimate the CPUE by
time period, geographic area and water body fished.
Catch Estimation: CPUE by trip type, time period, geographic area
and water body are multiplied by matching trip estimates to get
catch estimates by species.
D. Commercial Passenger Fishing Vessels (Party/Charter Boats)
Effort Survey: Weekly telephone survey of vessel skippers. A 10%
sample of all active boats selected at random each week. Skippers
provide data on trips taken for the week including the number of
anglers carried each trip. Vessel trip samples, field validation rates
and an adjustment for boats not included in the telephone survey
are used to estimate total angler trips for the month.
Creel Survey: On-board samplers ride most passenger fishing boats
to sample anglers and catch for species, lengths & weights, area of
catch, discards and angler specific data.
Catch Estimation: The CPUE from the creel survey is multiplied by
total trips to get total catch estimates by species and catch category,
including discarded catch weight estimates.

E. Beach and Bank Fishing
Effort Survey: The Angler License Telephone Survey (G) estimates
total angler trips for all access, day and night fishing by geographic
area, time period and water body fished.
Creel Survey: Roving access point survey at publicly accessible
beaches during daylight hours. Individual angler interviews collect
species caught, lengths and weights, biological and angler data,
and discards.
Catch Estimation: CPUE by trip type, time period, geographic area
and water body are multiplied by matching trip estimates to get
catch estimates by species.
F. Man Made Structure Fishing
Effort Survey: Roving instantaneous counts of anglers at access
points with monitoring for changes in effort while on-site is used
for estimation of effort. The Angler License Telephone Survey (G) is
used to estimate the private access and night fishing effort.
Creel Survey: Interviews of anglers at completion or during their
trip to collect species, lengths & weights, target species, angler and
biological data, and discards.
Catch Estimation: CPUE by trip type, time period, geographic area
and water body are multiplied by matching trip estimates to get
catch estimates by species.
G. Angler License Telephone Survey
Effort Survey Only: This survey of licensed anglers estimates fishing
effort by trip type, time period, geographic area and water body
fished for all modes of fishing for trips taken in daylight or night or
by private or public means of access. The estimates are used for
total Beach/Bank effort estimates and for the effort from private
access sites and night fishing in all modes except for CPFV (D),
which already includes night fishing and chartered passenger trips.
This is a monthly survey of licensed anglers that captures saltwater
angler trips taken the previous month.

CALIFORNIA RECREATIONAL FISHING SURVEY (CRFS) UPDATE
Prepared by the California Department of Fish and Game
August 23, 2004

CRFS Strengths: CRFS was designed to specifically address data needs that the Marine
Recreational Fisheries Statistical Survey (MRFSS) was unable to provide for recreational
fisheries management in California.
Several significant changes in sampling
methodology were initiated to improve the accuracy and precision of the collected data
as described above. These have provided for the following improvements:
1. Catch estimates are now stratified into six geographic regions of California as
compared to two regions under MRFSS.
2. Effort estimates for all modes except CPFV and beach/bank anglers are now
made by direct daily field counts of anglers at the fishing sites as compared to
the household telephone survey at two-month intervals under MRFSS. This
direct count method was used by the California ocean salmon project and has
produced estimates with a higher degree of precision. Therefore, it was
implemented in CRFS sampling for the entire recreational private boat fishery
and man made structure anglers.
3. The CPFV estimates continue to use the direct sampling of 10% of all skippers
each week began in 2001 to profile angler trips taken for estimation of total
effort. Field samplers ride the CPFV’s to examine angler catch.
4. Catch and effort estimates are made monthly as compared to the two-month
periods under MRFSS.
5. Field sampling rates of anglers at fishing sites under CRFS are in excess of 3
times the MRFSS field sample sizes.
6. Effort and Catch estimates are computed by trip type and mode under CRFS
as compared to only by mode under MRFSS.
7. Difficult effort estimates for some modes (beach/bank anglers and boat
anglers returning to private access areas and taking trips to Mexico) are
estimated by means of a new monthly angler license database phone survey.
The license database effort survey, while not used for CPFV, Private Boat and
Pier and Jetty angler effort estimates, can be used as a tool to verify the effort
estimates made for these modes by direct field counts.
8. The MRFSS household phone survey was discontinued in January, 2004 as
the method for estimating fishing effort.
Field Data Collection: Preliminary results from the first six months of CRFS sampling
for 2004 showed that field sampling increased dramatically over MRFSS sampling in
2003. A total of 44,971 CRFS anglers was interviewed at fishing sites in the field this
year between January-June versus 13,594 MRFSS anglers between January-June last
year. This is a 231% increase in the number of angler interviews. It is projected that for
the year as a whole in excess of 100,000 angler will be sampled. During 2004, CRFS

samplers examined 45,579 fish during January-June field sampling, while during the
same period in 2003, MRFSS samplers examined 17,112 fish. This is a 166% increase in
the number of fish examined. This will contribute to greater accuracy in estimating
catch, especially for overfished species or fish that are rarely taken.
CRFS Challenges: The program still encounters challenges in full implementation,
although these are becoming fewer. Several thousand lines of programming code has
been written and checked to accommodate the CRFS sample frame and catch estimation
programs. California Department of Fish and Game (staff) is working closely with
Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC) staff to assure that coding is
correct and that correct estimates are made. The Department is working diligently to
review preliminary estimates from the new program before releasing catch and effort
numbers for management consideration.
Angler License Database Phone Survey. The Department implemented an angler
license database phone survey in January to estimate fishing effort for beach/bank
anglers and private boats returning to private, inaccessible access sites. This phone
survey is done on a monthly basis. The angler license phone survey methodology is
consistent with the angler license phone surveys used by Oregon for inland boat and
shore effort and in Washington for Puget Sound boat effort which began in mid-2003
under RecFIN. In California, the angler license database represents one angler name
and phone number for each 20 licenses sold from books of 20 licenses. Initial response
by license vendors returning angler name and telephone number cards from each
license book to the Department was poor. However, during early April, after each
vendor was contacted by telephone and sent a follow up mailing, compliance increased
dramatically. Initially, the Department was receiving 500 names and numbers per
month. Currently, we are receiving over 2,500 cards per month. Because of the initial
low vendor response, CRFS did face a challenge in having an adequate license database
upon which to make telephone calls during the first part of this year. Despite this low
vendor response, the distribution of returned cards reflects the distribution of license
sales in past years. At the current rate of 2,500 new entries per month, adequate
numbers are available to insure angler contacts are at planned levels. License books will
be modified in 2005 to further accommodate the collection of angler names and
telephone numbers. With similar sample sizes, angler contacts from the angler license
database are greatly increased over the MRFSS household survey where most
households contacted contained no anglers.
CIC Research Inc. has been contracted to conduct the angler license phone
survey portion of the CRFS. This survey only provides effort estimates for saltwater
anglers fishing from private boats returning to private access sites and effort estimates
for beach/bank anglers. Unlike the MRFSS household survey of past years, the CRFS
angler license effort survey is based on a sample frame of annual resident, annual nonresident, 1-day, 2-day and 10-day recreational California fishing license holders. The
sample frame is provided through the License and Revenue Branch of the Department
and is processed at CIC Research. The telephone survey is conducted on a monthly

basis and uses one-month recall of saltwater fishing trips. All modes of saltwater fishing
are considered in the CRFS survey questions. Information collected includes fishing
trip duration, area fished, public vs. private access to fishing site, distance from shore,
targeted fish species, fishing methods, as well as fishing effort in waters of Mexico. In
2004 at least 10,000 interviews will be conducted using computer assisted telephone
interviewing techniques. The collected data are edited and checked for quality
assurance. Electronic data are provided to the PSMFC to be used with field (creel)
survey information to generate monthly estimates of fishing effort and catch for beach
bank modes and private boat effort returning to private access sites.
Preliminary Results of CRFS Telephone Survey: For the period from January through
June 2004, CIC Research called 6,987 telephone numbers out of the 9,427 obtained from
the Department’s angler license base. A total of 4,101 anglers provided interviews
which could be used to estimate angler effort. Of the anglers contacted, 862 (21%) said
they had fished in saltwater during the prior month. Since January through June
represents only 50% of the sample frame, and the sample frame is growing
substantially, it is fair to assume that by the end of 2004, over 2,300 saltwater anglers
will be contacted from about 10,000 calls. The license-based telephone survey will not
be used to estimate CPFV (party/charter), launch ramp or pier angler effort, but will be
used as a tool to verify the effort estimates produced in these modes through direct field
counts.

Agendum C.1.b
Supplemental PowerPoint Presentation
September 2004

Pacific Coast Catch & Effort Database for California, Oregon &
Washington

RecFIN Organization
• RecFIN Steering Committee
– [CA,OR, WA State Director Rep., PFMC, PSMFC,
NMFS/NWR & NWFSC]

• RecFin Technical Committee
– [CA,OR, WA, PSMFC, PFMC & NMFS Regions, Centers, HQ]

– RecFIN Statistical Subcommittee
– RecFIN Database Subcommittee
– RecFIN Economic Subcommittee

WASHINGTON
• (OSP) Ocean
Sampling Program

• Puget Sound Boat
Survey

• Effort – Daily Exit counts of

• Effort – Angler license

vessels at ocean ports.

• Creel – Boat interviews at
completion of trips to tally
catch by species, length, catch
area and discards.

frame phone survey.

• Creel – Boat interviews at
completion of trip to tally catch
by species, length, catch area
and discards and license type.

OREGON
• Oregon Recreational
Boat Survey (ORBS)
• Effort – Exit counts of
boats at ocean ports

• Creel – Samples CPFV and
Private boats at completion of
trip for species, length &
weight, catch area and
discards.

• Shore & Estuary Boat
Survey(SEB)
• Effort – Angler license
frame phone survey.

• Creel – Samples anglers
fishing from shore and inland
boats for species, length &
weight, catch area and
discards.

CALIFORNIA
CRFS – California Recreational Fisheries Survey

– Primary Private Boats
(PR1)
– Secondary Private
Boats (PR2)
– Private Access Boats
– CPFV –Commercial
Passenger Fishing
Vessels

– Shore Anglers
– Man-Made Structure
Anglers
– Angler License Phone
Survey : Shore and
Private Access Boat Effort

– CPFV Skipper Weekly
Effort Survey

• .

CRFS
Private/Rental Boat Sampling
• Primary Boats (PR1)

• Secondary Boats (PR2)

• [90% of Catch Occurs at these
sites + management species of
concern] Sampled 8 times/Mo.

• [10% or less of catch. Clusters
of Sites sampled 3 times/mo]

• Effort – Count all boats
returning to the site for the day
• Creel – Sample all boats at the
completion of trip.
Anglers/boat and trip type
• Identify species caught,
measure & weigh fish, area of
catch, fish discarded

• Effort – Instantaneous counts
of boat trailers while roving the
cluster of sites.
• Creel – Sample individual
anglers as boats return at
completion of trip. Anglers/boat
and trip type
• ID species , measure & weigh,
area of catch and discards.

CRFS
Private/Rental Boat Sampling
• Private Access Boats
•

•

•

Effort – Angler license phone
survey to determine effort by
boats departing from private
marinas and private homes on the
waterfront..
Creel – Voluntary catch log from a
panel of private access
anglers/fishing clubs. Validate
with logs from public access boat
ramps.
Utilize catch rates and CPUE from
similar targeted trips at adjacent
public launch ramps.

•

•

Continue to explore methods to
properly estimate CPUE and
species along with appropriate
lengths and weights of the catch.
Discards must also be
determined.

CRFS
CPFV –

Commercial Passenger Fishing Vessels [Party/Charter boats]

• Effort – Weekly phone survey of 10% of all
active vessel’s skippers to profile trips for the
week, trip type and anglers carried for each
profiled trip.

• Creel – Samplers ride boat and tally all fish
caught and discarded, area of catch for each
stop with catch at that stop (GPS unit), depth,
discards, length of discards and sample of
angler demographics.

CRFS
Shore & Man-Made Structures
• Beach/Bank Anglers

• Man-Made Structures

• Effort – Angler license phone
survey
• Creel – Sample individual
anglers at the fishing site at the
completion of their trip. Roving
sample of a cluster of sites.
• Identify catch, lengths and
weights, discards, target
species, angler
demographics, and license
type.

• Effort – Count of anglers on
the pier etc. at arrival and tally
of arrivals and departures
during the day along with
count at departure.
• Creel – Interview individual
anglers at completion of their
trip. Identify catch, lengths and
weights, discards, angler
demographics & license?

Anglers Interviewed and Fish Examined, Jan-Jun - MRFSS, 2003 & CRFS,2004
50,000
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Agendum C.1.c
Supplemental GAP Report
September 2004

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
CALIFORNIA RECREATIONAL FISHERIES SURVEY PROGRAM REVIEW
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) received an update from Mr. Russell Porter of the
Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC) on the data gathering and analysis
changes being made to improve recreational data for Pacific groundfish.
The GAP would like to thank PSMFC and the State of California for their efforts to get more and
better data on the recreational fishery. As we have seen in the past, imprecise and incomplete
data can have a far ranging effect, not only on recreational fisheries, but on all fisheries on our
coast.
While we recognize the new California Recreational Fisheries Survey has only been established
this year, we want to emphasize the need to have the survey running and the data available for
use in 2005; and we encourage all involved to make that a reality.

PFMC
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Agendum C.1.c
Supplemental SSC Report
September 2004

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
CALIFORNIA RECREATIONAL FISHERY SURVEY PROGRAM REVIEW
Mr. Russell Porter (Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission) briefed the Scientific and
Statistical Committee (SSC) about updates to the California Recreational Fisheries Survey
(CRFS), which was implemented in January 2004, replacing the Marine Recreational Fishery
Statistics Survey (MRFSS) in California. The CRFS was designed to address data needs that the
MRFSS was unable to provide for recreational fisheries management in California. CRFS
samples all sport fisheries and is intended to provide monthly catch and effort estimates with
only a one-month time lag. The Recreational Fishery Information Network (RecFIN) statistical
subcommittee currently reviews the methodologies used in CRFS from a statistical sampling
point of view. However, the SSC suggests that a separate review may be needed for methods to
project inseason catch.
Collection of discard information is not standardized among the three West Coast states.
Currently, California categorizes discards into a dead or alive category, whereas Oregon and
Washington combine all discards into a single category. The SSC recommends that each state
assign discards into either an alive or dead category, as this will allow a more accurate
assignment if hooking/handling mortality rates to the “alive” portion of the discards.
During 2004, NMFS employed a household phone survey in California using MRFSS. Mr.
Porter stated that this effort was expected to continue for two or three years, so a comparison of
the effort and cath statistics generated from CRFS and MRFSS can be made. The SSC
recommends continuation of the telephone survey so that CRFS and MRFSS datasets can be
compared to ensure the historical recreational data from MRFSS can be used with the new CRFS
data.
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Agendum C.2.a
Agendum Overview
September 2004

INITIAL CONSIDERATION OF STATUS OF FISHERIES
AND INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS
The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) is scheduled to begin consideration of the status of
2004 groundfish fisheries and inseason adjustments the afternoon of Sunday, September 12 (see
Ancillary A, GMT Agenda). The GMT will meet with the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel
(GAP) on Monday, September 13 to discuss issues and analyses relative to inseason adjustments
(see Ancillary B, GAP Agenda). This agenda item was scheduled to provide the GMT and the
GAP an opportunity to pose any key policy questions that would substantially facilitate further
GMT analysis on inseason adjustments. Council guidance on these matters is intended to focus
GMT analyses of proposed inseason adjustments prior to final Council action, scheduled for
Thursday afternoon, September 16 (Agendum C.9).
Council Task:
Consider the comments/questions of the GMT and the GAP, as well as comments of other
advisory bodies and the public, and provide guidance, if necessary.
Reference Materials:
None.
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
GMT/GAP Comments/Questions
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Guidance
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Agendum C.2.b
Supplemental GAP Report
September 2004

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON
INITIAL CONSIDERATION OF STATUS OF FISHERIES AND INSEASON
ADJUSTMENTS
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT)
to discuss preliminary proposals for inseason adjustments.
The GAP is aware that there may be proposals forthcoming for adjustments to Oregon and
California recreational fisheries and will comment on them when received.
The GAP understands a technical change needs to be made to the regulations governing the
limited entry fixed gear and open access California deeper nearshore fisheries, which were
published with an incorrect trip limit. The GAP has no objection to the change.
The GAP and the GMT had some initial discussions on modifications to the limited entry trawl
fishery north of 38 in order to reduce darkblotched rockfish catch, at which time the GAP
provided the GMT with suggested priorities on ways to deal with the problem. We also
discussed re-allocation of unused mothership whiting quota to the shore-based and
catcher-processor sectors. Unfortunately, we subsequently discovered that the darkblotched
catch had reached a level which would preclude the re-allocation and which will require severe
actions to be taken in regard to the limited entry trawl fishery.
The GAP recognizes that we have no choice under the law, but to take the actions which will be
recommended by the GMT. Nevertheless, we believe it is important for the Council to
recognize the significant economic impact these actions will have.
In regard to the limited entry trawl fishery, fishermen will mostly lose the opportunity to harvest
petrale sole in November and December. This has long been an important winter fishery which
benefits fishermen and processors. Restricting vessels to deeper areas will likely cause us to
forgo catches of slope rockfish and species in the deepwater complex. Again, these are
important winter fisheries.
By not re-allocating the unused whiting catch, approximately 15 vessels and their crews will lose
delivery opportunities. Close to 400 workers in processing and distribution facilities in Oregon
and Washington will not be getting an extra two weeks of pay; in some cases, workers that were
laid off at the end of the primary shore-based whiting season will not be re-hired. A very
conservative estimate of the community impact for just the shore-based fishery is forgone
revenue of $2.3 million in Oregon and Washington; added to this is the forgone revenue from the
catcher-processor sector, which we cannot determine.
Again, the law dictates what must be done, but we all should be aware of the cost to our coastal
communities.
PFMC
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Agendum C.2.b
Supplemental GMT Report
September 2004

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
INITIAL CONSIDERATION OF STATUS OF FISHERIES AND INSEASON
ADJUSTMENTS
The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) reviewed the recreational and commercial catch
estimates and updated the bycatch scorecard (estimated impacts that have been updated are
highlighted in bold) and have identified two significant issues for inseason consideration.
Darkblotched Rockfish
In June, the GMT estimated the total mortality of darkblotched rockfish in the limited entry trawl
fishery would be 75.6 mt for the year, plus 1.0 mt for fixed gear and open access impacts for a
total commercial catch of 76.6 mt for the year. As of the end of August, the landed commercial
catch of darkblotched rockfish is 172 mt. Using a discard proportion (33%), based on the
amount of landings and estimated discard in 2003, 172 mt of landings would correspond to a
total commercial catch of 258 mt. Combined with the estimated mortalities in the other fisheries
and research, this produces a total mortality estimate of 276.5 mt. For darkblotched, the Council
set the optimum yield (OY) equal to the acceptable biological catch (ABC); therefore, the total
mortality estimate, through August for directed commercial plus through December for all other
fisheries, is 36.5 mt over the ABC.
To minimize the commercial darkblotched catch for the remainder of the year, the seaward trawl
Rockfish Conservation Area boundary would have to move from 150 fm to 250 fm N of 38
N latitude, beginning October 1, and the petrale areas would not be available in Period 6. The
GMT also reviewed a proposal to reallocate the whiting left unharvested by the mothership sector
to the other sectors; however, the potential impacts to darkblotched rockfish resulting from this
reallocation cannot be accommodated.
Canary Rockfish
The GMT estimated the total mortality of canary rockfish in the limited entry trawl fishery would
be 9.2 mt for the year, plus 1.9 mt for fixed gear and open access, for a total commercial catch
estimate of 11.1 mt. Through the end of August, the GMT estimates the total commercial
canary catch is 18 mt, based on the amount of landings and the discard proportion estimated for
2003. Adding this amount to the other fisheries in the scorecard produces a total mortality
estimate (through August for commercial plus through December for all other fisheries) of 52.5
mt, which is 5.2 mt over OY.
As part of the updates to the scorecard, the GMT revised the estimated mortalities for the whiting
mothership and shoreside sectors (which are closed) and tribal sector (which is near complete),
with their final catch amounts. The 2004 bycatch rate in the catcher-processor sector for canary
rockfish would produce a new canary estimate of 6.7 mt for all whiting sectors combined;
however, the catcher-processor fishery is still ongoing. As such, the GMT did not revise the
1

canary estimate for the whiting fishery in the scorecard, yet.
The GMT is applying the preliminary estimated discard proportion from 2003 to estimate the
total commercial catch of darkblotched and canary rockfish because the landed catches of both of
these species currently exceeds what the bycatch model is predicting for total commercial catch.
In the case of canary rockfish, the total mortality in the commercial fisheries is estimated to be
84.9 mt in 2002 and 24.6 mt (compared to a bycatch model projection of 11.9 mt) in 2003. For
the long-term, the GMT believes that input from the Scientific and Statistical Committee on how
to address differences between model projections and landed catches inseason would be helpful.
The GMT would appreciate Council guidance on how to address both the darkblotched and
canary rockfish estimated mortalities exceeding their respective OYs (which, in the case of
darkblotched, equals the ABC) in 2004 and the potential implications for the 2005-2006
fisheries.
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DRAFT C.2.b Attachment 1. Estimated Impacts as a Result of Proposed Inseason Adjustments
9/14/2004 8:57
Fishery
Bocaccio a/
Canary
Cowcod
Dkbl
Lingcod
POP
Widow
Yelloweye
Limited Entry Groundfish
Trawl- Non-whiting
47.4
0.4
104.7
95.0
2.5
0.2
18.0
258.0
Fixed Gear
13.4
0.1
20.0
0.3
0.5
2.5
10.6
0.1
70.0
0.1
0.6
Open Access: Groundfish directed
Whiting
At-sea whiting motherships
3.0
0.8
0.1
11.4
0.0
At-sea whiting cat-proc
7.6
0.4
10.1
84.6
0.4
7.3
0.7
Shoreside whiting
0.7
0.7
28.6
0.0
Tribal whiting
0.0
0.0
0.2
1.6
0.0
Open Access
CA Halibut
0.1
0.0
2.0
0.0
CA Gillnet b/
0.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
CA Sheephead b/
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
CPS- wetfish b/
0.3
CPS- squid c/
Dungeness crab b/
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
HMS b/
0.0
0.0
0.0
Pacific Halibut b/
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.5
Pink shrimp
0.1
0.5
0.0
0.0
0.5
0.0
0.1
0.1
Ridgeback prawn
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Salmon troll
0.2
1.6
0.0
0.0
0.3
0.0
0.0
0.2
Sea Cucumber
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Spot Prawn (trap)
Tribal
Midwater Trawl
1.3
0.0
0.1
0.0
40.0
0.0
Bottom Trawl
0.5
0.0
9.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Troll
0.5
0.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
Fixed gear
0.3
0.0
15.0
0.0
0.0
2.3
Recreational Groundfish
WA d/
1.7
71.7
3.4
OR
6.8
109.7
1.4
3.2
3.7
CA e/
62.8
9.3
1.8
268.9
8.2
Research: Based on 2 most recent NMFS trawl shelf and slope surveys, the IPHC halibut survey, and LOAs with expanded estimates for
south of Pt. Conception.
Non-EFP Total
EFPs f/
CA: NS FF trawl
OR: DTS g/
WA: AT trawl
WA: dogfish LL
WA: pollock
EFP Subtotal
TOTAL
2004 OY
Difference

2.0
137.5

3.1
51.0

10.0

0.5
0.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
1.5
52.5
47.3
-5.2

10.0
147.5
250
102.5

2.4

4.0
273.3

0.5

0.5
2.9
4.8
1.9

3.0
677.8

3.0
109.5

0.5
179.4

1.0
18.1

5.5
0.0
0.0
5.5
184.9
284
99.1

0.5
0.0
0.5
0.0
0.0
1.0
19.1
22
2.9

20.0
0.2
3.0
0.0

4.5
0.5

0.6
8.5
0.0

3.2
276.5
240
-36.5

25.0
702.8
735
32.2

9.1
118.6
444
325.4

59.0%
110.9%
60.4%
115.2%
95.6%
26.7%
65.1%
87.0%
Percent of OY
= either not applicable; trace amount (<0.01 mt); or not reported in available data sources.
Key
a/ South of 40°10' N. lat.
b/ Mortality estimates are not hard numbers; based on the GMT's best professional judgement.
c/ Bycatch amounts by species unavailable, but bocaccio occurred in 0.1% of all port samples and other rockfish in another 0.1% of all port
samples (and squid fisheries usually land their whole catch). In 2001, out of 84,000 mt total landings 1 mt was groundfish. This suggests that
total bocaccio was caught in trace amounts.
d/ Estimates for yelloweye have not been updated.
e/ Estimates for bocaccio, cowcod, widow, and yelloweye have not been updated.
f/ Values are proposed EFP bycatch caps, not estimates of total mortality. The EFP is terminated inseason if the cap is projected to be attained
early.
g/ The darkblotched rockfish and Pacific ocean perch caps are not defined yet for this EFP but are expected to be lower than the placeholders in
this scorecard.

Agendum C.3.a
Agendum Overview
September 2004

CONSIDERATION OF LIMITED REFINEMENTS TO THE 2005/2006
FISHERY MANAGEMENT SPECIFICATIONS
The Council has just completed the first biennial groundfish management decision-making process
by setting final 2005-2006 management measures in June. Since that time, the Groundfish
Management Team (GMT) and Council staff completed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) supporting those decisions, which is in the National Environmental Policy Act public review
period. In the course of completing the DEIS, a few errors were discovered. In particular, two
specifications for the limited entry fixed gear sector should be reconsidered before implementation
of new management measures. These two specifications are the thornyhead trip limits for the limited
entry fixed gear fishery and the 2006 fixed gear sablefish tier limits.
Since the June Council meeting when the Council-preferred Alternative was decided, the GMT
realized the increase in trawl trip limits for thornyheads due to fleet reduction from the trawl buyback
program were probably not intended to apply to the limited entry fixed gear fleet, which was not
subject to a buyback program. The GMT expressed concern that the limited entry fixed gear
thornyhead limits are too high, which might lead to early attainment of the shortspine thornyhead
OY. Therefore, the GMT recommends the Council re-specify lower 2005 and 2006 thornyhead trip
limits for the limited entry fixed gear sector at this meeting.
The GMT also revised projections of anticipated research catches in 2005 and 2006 subsequent to
the June Council meeting. The revision in the anticipated research catch of sablefish affected the
calculation of the 2006 limited entry fixed gear allocation of sablefish and the 2006 tier limits. The
GMT originally set aside 53 mt of expected sablefish catch in 2005 and 2006 research fisheries when
they modeled the effects of alternative limited entry fixed gear sablefish management measures.
However, the revised research catch estimates of 48.2 mt of sablefish in 2005 and 86 mt of sablefish
in 2006 affected these model results. While the 2005 sablefish tier limits and associated overfished
species' impacts did not change, the 2006 specifications did. The revised 2006 tier limits are
62,700 pounds for Tier 1; 28,500 pounds for Tier 2; and 16,300 pounds for Tier 3 with an associated
slight decrease in the estimated impact on overfished species (Table 2-29c [excerpted from the
DEIS], Agendum C.3.a, Attachment 1). The Council should consider re-specifying the 2006 tier
limits at this meeting.
Council Action:
1. Consider re-specifying 2005 and 2006 limited entry fixed gear thornyhead limits.
2. Consider re-specifying 2006 limited entry fixed gear sablefish tier limits.
Reference Materials:
1. Agendum C.3.a, Attachment 1: Table 2-29c. Revised 2006 sablefish primary fishery tier limits
and projected bycatch of depleted species associated with all sablefish catch in the limited entry
fixed-gear fishery to be considered by the Council in September 2004.
1

Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Agendum Overview
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Action: Adopt Recommendations for Specification Refinements
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John DeVore

Agendum C.3.a
Attachment 1
September 2004
TABLE 2-29c. Revised 2006 sablefish primary fishery tier limits and projected bycatch of depleted species associated with all sablefish
catch in the limited entry fixed-gear fishery to be considered by the Council in September 2004. (Page 1 of 1)
Seaward boundary of RCA at 100 fm north of 40o 10' N. lat. and at 150 fm
south of 40o 10' N. lat.
Gear rates and bycatch
Coastwide
Combined
summary
Longline
Pot
bycatch
2,482
Total catch allocated (mt)
Observed sablefish discard rate
15.91%
14.89%
18.00%
Discard mortality percentage of
landed mt + discarded mt
3.65%
3.39%
4.207%
Assumed discard mortality (mt)a/
91
2,391
Landed catch target (mt)
Amount allocated to:
DTL (mt)
359
2,032
Primary fishery (mt)
Primary fishery tier limits (lb)
Tier 1
62,661
62,700
Tier 2
28,482
28,500
Tier 3
16,276
16,300
Percent of total catch, by area
100%
Percent of area catch, by gear
63.2%
36.9%
Estimated distribution of total catch, by gear
2,482
1,567
914
Bycatch ratiosb/
Lingcod
0.368%
0.148%
Widow rockfish
0.001%
0.000%
Canary rockfish
0.036%
0.000%
Yelloweye rockfish
0.081%
0.000%
Bocaccio rockfishc/
0.000%
0.000%
Cowcod rockfishc/
0.000%
0.000%
Pacific ocean perch
0.018%
0.000%
Darkblotched rockfish
0.045%
0.009%
Projected bycatch impacts (mt)
7.1
Lingcod
5.8
1.4
0.0
Widow rockfish
0.0
0.0
0.6
Canary rockfish
0.6
0.0
1.3
Yelloweye rockfish
1.3
0.0
0.0
Bocaccio rockfishc/
0.0
0.0
0.0
Cowcod rockfishc/
0.0
0.0
0.3
Pacific ocean perch
0.3
0.0
0.8
Darkblotched rockfish
0.7
0.1
a/ As in previous years, the rate of mortality for discarded sablefish in the fixed gear fishery is assumed to be 20%.
b/ The bycatch ratios are calculated by dividing the total catch of each species by the total poundage of sablefish that was caught.
c/ Note that the observer data on which these rates are based include no observations from south of Fort Bragg, California, so these
are likely underestimates of true bycatch.

Agendum C.3.b
Supplemental GAP Report
September 2004

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON INITIAL
CONSIDERATION OF LIMITED REFINEMENTS TO THE 2005/2006
FISHERY MANAGEMENT SPECIFICATIONS
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with the Groundfish Management Team (GMT)
to discuss limited refinements to 2005/2006 groundfish management specifications.
The GAP agrees with the Groundfish Management Team recommendations on revising the fixed
gear sablefish tier limits to properly account for research catch and on revising the limited entry
fixed gear trip limits on thornyheads, which were inadvertently set higher than intended.
The GAP had a lengthy discussion on a Washington proposal to increase the amount of lingcod
attributed to the Washington and Oregon recreational fisheries. The proposal results from the
use of more recent data applied to projections for recreational catch. The GAP agrees that the
most recent data should be used, and the bycatch projection table (formerly known as the
“scorecard”) should be corrected. However, taking this action should not preclude future
inseason increases for the commercial fishery if they are warranted. The GAP notes there is a
large residual amount of lingcod shown to be available at the start of the 2005 season and
believes that the commercial sector should have an equal opportunity for access to harvestable
fish.
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Agendum C.3.b
Supplemental GMT Report
September 2004

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
CONSIDERATION OF LIMITED REFINEMENTS TO THE 2005/2006 FISHERY
MANAGEMENT SPECIFICATIONS
The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) has identified four proposed refinements to the
2005/2006 management specifications for Council consideration:
Limited Entry Fixed Gear Thornyheads South of 40 10' N latitude.
In 2005-2006, the trip limits for thornyheads in this area are scheduled to be the same as the
limited entry trawl thornyhead limits for this area. However, limited entry trawl trip limits were
adjusted upward beginning in 2004 to reflect the trawl buyback, and therefore, the limited entry
fixed gear limits should not have been adjusted upward to be the same as trawl. The GMT
recommends the limited entry fixed gear limits be adjusted back to the 2004 limits, which are
similar to the limited entry fixed gear limits in the north.
Currently, trip limits for 2005-2006 are 19,000 lb/2 months for longspine thornyhead and 4,200
lb/ 2 months for shortspine thornyhead. The GMT recommends these trip limits be reduced to
10,000 lb/2 months for longspine thornyhead and 2,000 lb/2 months for shortspine thornyhead.
Limited Entry Fixed Gear Sablefish Tier Limits
Derivation of the 2005-2006 tier limits for the limited-entry fixed-gear sablefish fishery
recommended by the GMT in June were based on inclusion of outdated estimates of the research
catch expected in both years. The GMT had updated estimated 2005-2006 research catches this
spring, but those amounts were inadvertently not included in the tier calculations. As described
in the Agendum Overview and Attachment 1, the sablefish tier limits for 2006 need to be
updated as a result of the revised projected research catch to the following:
Tier 1 - 62,700 lb
Tier 2 - 28,500 lb
Tier 3 - 16,300 lb
Washington and Oregon Recreational Lingcod Harvest Guideline
The GMT received a presentation from the States of Washington and Oregon on a potential
revision to the harvest targets for northern recreational lingcod in the 2005-2006 annual
specifications. Anticipated take for these fisheries under proposed (status quo) regulation was
calculated in June using the increasing linear trend of lingcod catches since 2001. This trend
appears to be the result of increasing availability of lingcod to the recreational fishery due to
successful rebuilding of the stock. Angler effort, angler success, and average fish weight all
display an increasing trend. This trend was recalculated replacing the previously estimated 2004
catch with actual inseason catch estimates. The result was a slight increase to the 2005 and 2006
1

estimated catch. The GMT supports this updated calculation which makes use of the most
recent available data.
Limited Entry Trawl Slope Rockfish
In response to the higher darkblotched rockfish mortalities, the GMT recommends the limited
entry trawl management measures for the beginning of 2005 be revised. Specifically, beginning
Period 1, move the seaward trawl boundary from 150 fm to 200 fm north of 38 N latitude with
allowing the petrale areas, and reduce the slope rockfish trip limit to 4,000 lbs/2 months, which is
the level that 2004 started with. These rockfish conservation area (RCA) boundaries and/or trip
limits can then be adjusted inseason as more information becomes available.
GMT Recommendations
1. Adopt the revised trip limits for limited entry fixed gear for shortspine and longspine
thornyheads south of 40 10'N latitude for 2005 and 2006.
2. Adopt the revised 2006 sablefish tier limits for the limited entry fixed gear fishery.
3. Adopt the revised Washington/Oregon recreational lingcod harvest guideline based on the
updated catch projections.
4. Adopt the revised limited entry trawl RCA boundary and slope rockfish trip limit north of
38 N latitude beginning in Period 1.
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Agendum C.4.a
Agendum Overview
September 2004

RED LIGHT/GREEN LIGHT THRESHOLD FOR OPTIMUM YIELD ADJUSTMENTS
The Council adopted Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) Amendment 17 in
November 2002 which put in place a new biennial groundfish management process. As part of this
action, the Council adopted the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) advice to include a midprocess “best available science” check of harvest specifications (Agendum C.4.a, Attachment 1).
The mid-process check would be responsive to new assessments and other scientific information that
might compel the Council to consider adjusting optimum yields (OYs) before the second year of the
biennial management cycle. For instance, new groundfish assessments adopted by the Council in
November 2005 might compel the Council to change OYs before the start of the 2006 fishing year.
The exact wording of the Council's November 2002 motion is as follows:
Adopt Alternative 3 as described in the EA Exhibit G.5, Attachment 1, including (1) the mid-process
best available science check in the Exhibit G.5.c, Revised Supplemental GMT Report, (2) including
the two one-year OY recommendations as in Exhibit G.5.c, Revised Supplemental GMT Report, and
(3) with the exception that whiting may be done on an annual basis.
Further the GMT will be tasked to work with the Council advisory bodies to com e up with the
thresholds for determining whether mid-process changes are necessary.

While the policy for considering a mid-process check on OYs, including the thresholds for triggering
this decision, has yet to be developed, there has been some confusion as to, (1) whether the midprocess check would allow consideration of both decreases and increases of OYs (i.e., red light/green
light) or only decreases in OYs (i.e., red light only) and (2) what species are eligible for potential
adjustment. The transmittal letter for the proposed FMP amendment referred to “altering harvest
levels” in light of new science, implying either direction and for any species (Agendum C.4.a,
Attachment 2, third paragraph). However, the FMP amendatory language, that spoke to the midprocess check of OYs and was approved by the Secretary of Commerce when Amendment 17 was
approved, only considered downward adjustments to OYs and only for overfished stocks
(Agendum C.4.a, Attachment 3). This amendatory language was not presented to the Council when
the Amendment 17 decision was made in November 2002, but was included in the materials put
forward for Secretarial approval. The FMP Amendment 17 approval letter refers to a checkpoint
process ensuring harvest levels are adequately conservative to protect overfished species
(Agendum C.4.a, Attachment 4, second paragraph). On the other hand, recent GMT and Scientific
and Statistical Committee discussions refer to investigating adjustments in either direction and are
not limited to overfished species (Agendum C.4.a, Attachments 5 and 6, respectively).
The Council task under this agendum is to provide guidance to the National Marine Fisheries Service
on the Council's intent when they adopted the concept of a mid-process check of OYs under multiyear management and to discuss future plans for development of a mid-process check on OY levels
to reflect best available science.

1

Council Task:
1. Provide a finding of whether the mid-process check of harvest specifications was intended
to include consideration of both increases and decreases of OYs and for just overfished
species or all species.
2. Provide guidance on assignments to advisory bodies.
Reference Materials:
1. Agendum C.4.a, Attachment 1: Revised Supplemental GMT Report from the November 2002
Council meeting.
2. Agendum C.4.a, Attachment 2: Amendment 17 transmittal letter from Dr. Donald McIsaac to
Mr. Robert Lohn dated May 14, 2003.
3. Agendum C.4.a, Attachment 3: FMP Amendment 17 amendatory language (Section 5.7.1 as
amended).
4. Agendum C.4.a, Attachment 4: Amendment 17 approval letter from Mr. Robert Lohn to Mr.
Donald Hansen dated August 19, 2003.
5. Agendum C.4.a, Attachment 5: Excerpt from summary minutes of the February 2003 GMT
meeting.
6. Agendum C.4.a, Attachment 6: Excerpt from summary minutes of the March 2003 SSC
meeting.
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Agendum Overview
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Guidance on Defining the Task

John DeVore
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Agendum C.4.a
Attachment 3
September 2004
5.7

Inseason Procedures for Establishing or Adjusting Specifications and Apportionm ents
(previously 5.9)

5.7.1

Inseason Adjustm ents to ABCs, OYs, HGs, and Quotas

Under the biennial specifications and management measures process, stock assessments for
most species will becom e available every other year, prior to the November Council meeting that
begins the three-meeting process for setting specifications and management measures. The
November Council meeting that begins that three-meeting process will be the November of the
first fishing year in a biennial fishing period. If the Council determines that any of the ABCs or
OYs set in the prior management process are not adequately conservative to m eet rebuilding plan
goals for an overfished species, harvest specifications for that overfished species and/or for cooccurring species may be revised for the second fishing year of the then current biennial
management period. Occasionally, new stock assessm ent inform ation may becom e available inseason
that supports a determ ination that an ABC no longer accurately describes the status of a particular
species or species group. However, adjustm ents will only be m ade during the annual specifications
process and a revised ABC announced at the beginning of the next fishing year.
The only exception is in the case where the ABC announced at the beginning of the fishing year Beyond
this process, ABCs, OYs, HGs, and quotas may only be modified in cases w here a harvest
specification announced at the beginning of the fishing period is found to have resulted from
incorrect data or from com putational errors. If the Council finds that such an error has occurred, it m ay
recom m end the Secretary publish a notice in the Federal Register revising the ABC incorrect harvest
specification at the earliest possible date.

NOTE: Gray highlight added for emphasis.

Agendum C.4.a
Attachment 6
September 2004
Excerpt from Summary Minutes of the March 2003 SSC Meeting
Initial Review of Groundfish Managem ent Team Multi-Year Managem ent Mid-Point Review
Thresholds
Dr. Hastie provided background information and reviewed GMT consideration of this issue. He noted that
when the Groundfish Multi-year Management Process (Amendment 17) was adopted, the Council directed
the GMT to recommend a methodology react to survey results (or any new relevant information) in an offyear that is dramatically different from those previously considered to set OYs under multi-year
management.
In their February 2003 meeting summary, the GMT noted that thresholds need to be established for
adjustments for both decreasing and increasing stock sizes.
The GMT developed several threshold options for consideration:
•
•
•
•
•

Only species not under rebuilding.
Any change (in either direction) that has significant effects- "case-by-case" basis.
Minimum change of 5% to 10% in OY (in either direction).
Maximum change of 20% in OY (in either direction) as a cap on the amount of change
allowed.
Include potential changes in NEPA documents when two one-year OYs are adopted for
analytical purposes.

Dr. Hastie noted that the GMT preferred an automatic process rather than a discretionary process. Under
multi-year management and using the mid-point review process, when management specifications are
developed, an evaluation of potential mid-course corrections should be included in the management
specifications environmental assessment or environmental impact statement. This would facilitate
changes to the specifications, because the effects would have been analyzed previously and could
possibly be treated as an inseason change.
Because of the amount of work involved, the GMT advised this process should be used prudently and only
if major adjustments were needed.
The SSC agreed it would be critically important to have an automatic process where impacts and
alternatives had been previously analyzed. The SSC suggested that past stock assessments be reviewed
to determine how often the need for mid-course corrections could arise. The SSC also discussed their
previous advice to the Council on multi-year management, "The SSC reiterates that it is most important to
base management advice on results from stock assessments that use the most recent data. However,
across the four biennial options considered, there is a substantial range in the timeliness of the scientific
information that will be used to manage the groundfish fishery. Alternative 5 provides the most current
information and is, therefore, the option preferred by the SSC" (Exhibit G.5.c, Supplemental SSC Report,
November 2002). The SSC will continue to work with the GMT as the GMT develops the mid-point review
process.

Agendum C.4.a
Attachment 5
September 2004
Excerpt from Summary Minutes of the February 2003 GMT Meeting
P.

Thresholds for Mid-Course Corrections to OYs During the Multi-Year Managem ent Process

The Team was asked to recom m end a m ethodology to react to survey results (or any new relevant
inform ation) in an off-year that is dram atically different from those previously considered to set OYs under
m ulti-year m anagem ent. The Team initially considered a percentage drop in biom ass as a trigger for
action but stock health is also dependent on the strength of individual age classes. However, survey
results are highly variable and corrections should not be based on one survey alone. In addition to survey
results changing, exceeding OYs in a given year could also be a reason for m id-course correction.
The Team proposed som e m odeling of future stock productivity to test the sensitivity of m anagem ent
m easures or OYs to stock fluctuations but these efforts cannot begin until after this year’s STAR panels.
This issue needs to be m ore fully developed with input from the Science Centers and the SSC.
Thresholds need to be established for adjustm ents for both decreasing and increasing stock sizes.
Table from the GMT Statem ent at the Novem ber, 2002 Council m eeting:

Multi-year Managem ent Tim eline (Alternative 3, Am endm ent 17)
Year 1
Survey
Assessm ent
Managem ent
Fishing

A

Year 2
B

Year 3
C

A

Year 4
D

Year 5
E

A-C*
A

Year 6
F

G

A-E
A-C

A

Year 7

A

A-E
A-C

A-C

Mid-course assessm ents, like those in ‘Year 4' in the above table, will be calculating an OY for the next
two year period (Years 6 and 7) which is not directly com parable to the previously calculated OY for the
current two year period. The only directly com parable values following the m id-course assessm ent would
be things like biom ass estim ates.
The Council intent for the schedule is that the GMT will work on this in February for SSC review during the
March m eeting, and for Council and GAP consideration at the April m eeting. The GMT has the discretion
to change the schedule if this tim e line cannot be m et (the November, 2003 Council m eeting is the start of
the initial m ulti-year m anagem ent process). Even a relatively sim ple trigger will likely take all year to
developm ent given the current workload. If the end result is a COP change and not an FMP am endm ent
the adm inistrative workload would be less. A COP could be adm inistered as a m echanism for
m anagem ent, but a NEPA analysis will be required to assess the effects of the decision.
Dr. MacCall proposed a scenario where the threshold consideration is a product of the STAR panel.
There would then need to be a form al public process to address what actions, if any, need to be taken.
He proposed the following steps:
1) Identify the potential issue, e.g., value of upcoming survey abundance
(Note: this can only apply to statistics than are not subject to behavioral modification, so
something like CPUE cannot be used.)
2) Give the anticipated expected value, based on the current stock assessment. This is
status quo.
3) Identify range of alternative values, +100%, -50% etc.
4) Do simulated assessment using alternative values of the survey abundance.
5) Give resulting biomass estimates. Assume F MSY is unchanged.
6)Give resulting ABC values B*F MSY.
7) Present to Council as an if-then action (could be based on ranges, or on a linear

formula, for example), which will be pre-decided at the time the first OY is adopted, and
will be adopted automatically when the actual number comes in.
Do we need several thresholds, one for how a new assessm ent can change m anagem ent, another for
how catch deviations from expectations can change m anagem ent? This is also a stock-specific situation.
For som e species for which we already do not attain OY, a large change in OY will not have any
appreciable effect on m anagem ent. Therefore, thresholds need to be considered on a case by case
basis. If triggers or thresholds are set at too sensitive a level the process will slide back into annual
m anagem ent.
Stock assessm ent scientists would have a new task of looking forward to consider the likely range of
future population trends. The GMT then would have a new task of considering what the m anagem ent
im plications m ay be in response to the new stock assessm ent and these projections.
It is im portant to include in the NEPA docum ent a range of possible threshold mechanism s and responses
so that if a threshold is m et, action needed to be taken can happen in an efficient m anner. The threshold
process should be kept fairly sim ple and autom atic and should not require a huge workload given the
other tasks ahead and the novelty of m ulti-year m anagem ent. As the m ulti year program gets m ore
institutionalized, a m ore com plicated threshold and action process can evolve.
The GMT considered the possibility of exem pting rebuilding species' OYs from m id-course correction.
The only consideration would be if a rebuilding threshold is attained (B MSY). However, if you do not
develop thresholds for the species that are constraining fisheries, then the developm ent of thresholds for
other stocks has little use or value to m anagem ent
Ms. Robinson reviewed the following threshold options for consideration:
C
C
C
C
C

Only species not under rebuilding
Any change (in either direction) that has significant effects- “case-bycase” basis
Minim um change of 5-10% in OY (in either direction)
Maxim um change of 20% in OY (in either direction) as a cap on the
am ount of change allowed
Include potential changes in NEPA docum ents when two one-year OYs
are adopted for analytical purposes

A review of stock assessm ents over the last 10 years to estim ate the variability in stock assessm ent
results was proposed. It would be helpful to then see how often your m id-course corrections would have
been m ade under various threshold policies. Dr. Hastie will work with staff at the NW FSC to determ ine
the value of the work and to see what sort of resources are available for this exercise.
There could be need in the future, after initial review by the GMT and SSC, of holding a workshop with
technical, industry and m anagem ent people. The question of thresholds is m ore than a technical question
and will have to be decided at a policy level as well.

Agendum C.4.b
Supplemental GMT Report
September 2004

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
RED LIGHT/GREEN LIGHT THRESHOLD FOR OPTIMUM YIELD
The Groundfish Management Team’s (GMT’s) understanding of the Council direction to develop
recommendations for midcourse corrections was (1) that the corrections (i.e., optimum yield
changes) could be considered for both decreases (red light) and increases (green light), and (2) all
species could be considered for midcourse corrections. However, in the GMT’s previous
discussions on this topic, the GMT believes there is sufficient rationale to treat overfished stocks
differently than non-overfished stocks in developing thresholds.
The GMT recommends that species-specific (or species category) thresholds be set at fairly high
levels so that midcourse corrections would rarely occur, so as to not disrupt fisheries and affect
the integrity of the biennial management process, while providing protection for overfished
stocks, avoiding overfishing, and allowing harvest on healthier stocks. The GMT notes that, in
essence, midcourse corrections would only affect the OY set for the second year of the biennial
management cycle.
If the GMT’s understanding of the direction provided by the Council is in error, we would
appreciate clarification. We also request additional Council guidance on the next steps for
addressing this issue.
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Agendum C.4.b
Supplemental GMT Report
September 2004

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
RED LIGHT/GREEN LIGHT THRESHOLD FOR OPTIMUM YIELD
The Groundfish Management Team’s (GMT’s) understanding of the Council direction to develop
recommendations for midcourse corrections was (1) that the corrections (i.e., optimum yield
changes) could be considered for both decreases (red light) and increases (green light), and (2) all
species could be considered for midcourse corrections. However, in the GMT’s previous
discussions on this topic, the GMT believes there is sufficient rationale to treat overfished stocks
differently than non-overfished stocks in developing thresholds.
The GMT recommends that species-specific (or species category) thresholds be set at fairly high
levels so that midcourse corrections would rarely occur, so as to not disrupt fisheries and affect
the integrity of the biennial management process, while providing protection for overfished
stocks, avoiding overfishing, and allowing harvest on healthier stocks. The GMT notes that, in
essence, midcourse corrections would only affect the OY set for the second year of the biennial
management cycle.
If the GMT’s understanding of the direction provided by the Council is in error, we would
appreciate clarification. We also request additional Council guidance on the next steps for
addressing this issue.
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Agendum C.5
Agendum Overview
September 2004

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE REPORT ON
GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Northwest Region will briefly report on recent regulatory
developments relevant to groundfish fisheries and issues of interest to the Council. NMFS
Northwest Fisheries Science Center will briefly report on groundfish-related science and research
activities.
Council Task:
Discussion.
Reference Materials:
None.
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Regulatory Activities
Science Center Activities
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Discussion
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Steve Freese
Elizabeth Clarke

Agendum C.6.a
Agendum Overview
September 2004

GROUNDFISH ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT —PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES
In response to litigation, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is preparing an environmental
impact statement (EIS) evaluating: (1) the designation of essential fish habitat (EFH) and habitat
areas of particular concern (HAPC) for species in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management
Plan (FMP), (2) measures to mitigate fishing impacts to EFH, and (3) adaptive management
measures to enhance knowledge about the location, characteristics and function of EFH, and to better
understand fishing and non-fishing impacts to EFH. In support of this effort, NMFS developed a
comprehensive risk assessment, which includes data and analytical tools organized within a
geographic information system (GIS). In April 2004, the Council reviewed and approved for use the
EFH designation component of the analytical framework. In June 2004, the Council found that the
fishing impacts model, a second component of the analytical framework, currently could not be used
in its entirety, although a Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) review found that elements of
the model, such as gear- and location-specific habitat sensitivity and recovery indices, could be used
independently. (See Review of Fishing Impacts on Groundfish Essential Fish Habitat–A Report of
the SSC Economics and Groundfish Subcommittees, Agendum C.6.c.)
At the direction of the Council, the Ad Hoc EFH EIS Oversight Committee (EFH EISOC) met
August 16-18, 2004 to develop a preliminary range of alternatives for the Council to consider
adopting for analysis. The EFH EISOC developed four sets of alternatives: eight EFH designation
alternatives, eight HAPC alternatives, 13 alternatives with measures to mitigate the adverse impacts
of fishing on EFH, and three enhanced monitoring alternatives. The report of the EFH EISOC,
containing a statement of the purpose and need for the proposed action and summary descriptions
of each alternative, is provided under Agendum C.6.b. Two alternatives, HAPC alternative
eight—designate areas around oil production platforms, and impact mitigation
alternative 11—designate a no-trawl zone on the central California coast, are based on proposals
submitted by members of the public. (Letters and materials in support of these proposals are
included under Agendum C.6.d).
It should be noted that under the settlement agreement in the aforementioned lawsuit, the plaintiffs
(Oceana) may submit a set of alternatives to be evaluated in the EIS and considered by the Council.
Such a set of alternatives is not specifically identified in the EFH EISOC report.
Once the Council has adopted a preliminary range of alternatives, the EFH EIS drafting team will
begin analyzing them. According to the current schedule, this analysis, contained in a preliminary
draft EIS (DEIS), will be made available to the Council for their November 2004 meeting, at which
time the Council would identify their preferred alternatives. The revised settlement agreement
between NMFS and the plaintiffs stipulates that NMFS must publish a DEIS for public comment by
February 5, 2005.
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Council Action:
Adopt a range of alternatives for analysis in a preliminary DEIS.
Reference Materials:
1. Agendum C.6.b, EFH EISOC Report 1: Report of the Ad Hoc EFH EIS Oversight Committee.
2. Agendum C.6.c, SSC Report: SSC Economics and Groundfish Subcommittees Report.
3. Agendum C.6.d, Public Comment: Letters and attached materials from Dr. Milton Love
(University of California at Santa Barbara), Mr. George Steinbach (California Artificial Reef
Enhancement Program), and Mr. Chuck Cook (The Nature Conservancy).
4. Agendum C.6.b, Supplemental EFH EISOC Report 2.
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
Kit Dahl
EFH Oversight Committee Report
Phil Anderson
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Action: Adopt Range of Alternatives for Preliminary DEIS Analysis
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Agendum C.6.b
EFH EISOC Report 1 Report
September 2004

Report of the Ad Hoc Essential Fish Habitat Environmental
Impact Statement Oversight Committee
August 2004
Introduction
The Ad Hoc Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Oversight
Committee EFH EISOC met August 16-18, 2004, in Portland, Oregon, to provide advice on a
draft statement of the proposed action and its purpose and need and to develop a preliminary
range of alternatives for consideration by the Council. This report contains the purpose and need
statement and a summary of the alternatives.

Purpose and Need and Need for the Proposed Action
The Proposed Action
The proposed action is to amend the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP, pursuant to section
303(a)(7) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), to (1)
describe and identify EFH for the fishery, (2) minimize to the extent practicable the adverse
effects of fishing on EFH, and (3) identify other actions to encourage the conservation and
enhancement of EFH. The project area for this action is the Pacific Coast Exclusive Economic
Zone.
Purpose of the Proposed Action
The purpose of proposed action is, first, to provide the Council and the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) with the information they need to better account for the function of
Pacific Coast groundfish EFH when making fishery management decisions; second, to ensure
this EFH is capable of sustaining groundfish stocks at levels which support vibrant fisheries; and
third, it is a healthy component of fully functioning ecosystems.
Need
The proposed action is needed because the Council and NMFS have not had the tools needed to
consider habitat and ecosystem function, and their relation to other biological and socioeconomic
conditions affecting the groundfish fishery, in management decision making. The West Coast
groundfish fishery suffers from numerous problems; although identifying and conserving EFH
cannot address all these problems, the proposed action will allow managers to consider solutions
in a more comprehensive way. The most important problems facing the fishery are overcapacity,
or too many boats chasing too few fish; declining stock sizes, leading the Secretary of Commerce
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to declare nine groundfish stocks overfished;1/ and changing ocean conditions, which may have
contributed to the failure of some groundfish stocks to replace themselves (recruitment failure).
An overriding problem has been the challenge of managing fisheries with limited scientific data.
This increases the risk that decisions exacerbate the kinds of fishery- and stock-related problems
just identified.
In Section 2(9) of the MSA, Congress found that “one of the greatest long-term threats to the
viability of commercial and recreational fisheries is the continuing loss of marine, estuarine, and
other aquatic habitats” and “habitat considerations should receive increased attention for the
conservation and management of fishery resources of the United States.” Furthermore, one of
long-term goals for the groundfish fishery, adopted by the Pacific Fishery Management Council
in its strategic plan, is “to protect, maintain, and/or recover those habitats necessary for healthy
fish populations and the productivity of those habitats” (PSMFC 2000).
These statements underscore the need to understand and conserve EFH as part of a holistic
approach to fishery management. Each of the key problems mentioned earlier is related to the
need to sustain fully functional EFH. Overcapacity, for example, if it results in higher levels of
fishing effort than would otherwise be necessary, may contribute to adverse fishing impacts to
EFH. On the biological side of the system, degraded EFH may be factor in declines in stock
abundance. However, these questions cannot be definitively answered without better scientific
information about the location of EFH and the role it plays in stock productivity.
Objectives Satisfied By This EIS
Acting on the advice of the National Academy of Sciences (NRC 2002), NMFS and the Council
have engaged in a public process to develop a comprehensive risk assessment to determine if
EFH-related problems exist, and if so, which of these problems could be appropriately
considered through the Council and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) processes.
The risk assessment focuses on the identification of EFH, threats to its health and function, and
the delineation of gaps in the available data, which if filled, would improve the risk assessment
and support its ongoing use. Once the risk assessment was completed, the following problem
statement was developed, in order to highlight those issues that this EIS is intended to resolve:
Based on the results of the risk assessment, the Council, NMFS, and partner organizations have
developed the following objectives for this EIS:
•

consider alternatives for the designation of EFH and HAPCs;

•

address gaps in available data; and,

•

consider alternatives for minimization of adverse effects of fishing on EFH.

1/ One of these stocks, Pacific whiting, has subsequently been declared rebuilt.
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Preliminary Range of Alternatives
Introduction
The EFH EISOC developed alternatives based on four objectives for the EIS:
• designation of EFH;
• designation of HAPC;
• minimization of adverse effects of fishing on EFH; and,
• adaptive management.
The EFH EISOC developed separate sets of alternatives for each objective. The alternatives are
not mutually exclusive either within or between categories.
Mapped representations of area-specific alternatives will be provided as supplemental briefing
material at the September Council meeting.
Alternatives for Designation of EFH
Alternative 1 (Status Quo): Maintain current designation (i.e., whole Exclusive Economic
Zone [EEZ]), based on the following seven habitat composites: Estuarine; Rocky Shelf;
Nonrocky Shelf; Canyon; Continental Slope/Basin; Neritic Zone; and Oceanic Zone.
Alternative 2: Designate upper 90% area of overfished species2/ habitat suitability probability3/
(HSP) greater than zero, 80% area greater than zero for precautionary zone species,4/ and upper
70% of HSP area for all other groundfish, and all seamounts.
Alternative 3: Designate 100% of the HSP area of overfished species, upper 90% of the HSP
area for precautionary zone species, and upper 80% of the HSP area or all other groundfish, and
all seamounts.
Alternative 4: Designate 100% of the area where HSP is greater than zero for all species.
Alternative 5: Designate upper 70% of the area where HSP is greater than zero.
Alternative 6: Designate upper 30% of the area where HSP is greater than zero for all species.

2/ Bocaccio, canary rockfish, cowcod, darkblotched rockfish, lingcod, Pacific ocean perch,
yelloweye rockfish, and widow rockfish.
3/ Habitat suitability probability refers to the probability that an area is suitable habitat for
groundfish. A complete description of the methods for calculating HSP was presented to the
Council
in
April
2004
and
is
available
online
at
http://www.pcouncil.org/habitat/habrisk.html.
4/ Dover sole, sablefish, and shortspine thornyhead.
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Alternative 7: Designate 100% of the area where HSP is greater than zero for assessed species
only.
Alternative 8: Designate 100% of the area where HSP is greater than zero for all species and
any additional area in depths <=3,500 m.
Draft Alternatives to Designate HAPC
Alternative 1 (status quo): No HAPC designation.
Alternative 2: Designate estuaries as HAPC. This alternative would designate, through an FMP
amendment, estuary areas off the West Coast as HAPC. The intent of the alternative is to provide
NMFS with geographic focus for consultation on non-fishing activities in areas that provide an
important ecological function and may be, or may become, stressed by development activities.
Alternative 3: Designate canopy kelp as HAPC. This alternative would designate, through an
FMP amendment, areas off the West Coast where canopy kelp (Macrocystis spp. and Nereocystis
sp.) has been documented and mapped. The intent of the alternative is to provide NMFS with
geographic focus for consultation on non-fishing activities in areas that provide an important
ecological function.
Alternative 4: Designate sea grass beds as HAPC. This alternative would designate, through an
FMP amendment, areas off the West Coast where eelgrass (Zostera spp. and Ruppia sp.) and
surfgrass (Phyllospadix spp.) has been documented and mapped. The intent of the alternative is
to provide NMFS with geographic focus for consultation on non-fishing activities in areas that
provide an important ecological function and may be, or become, stressed by development
activities.
Alternative 5: Designate core habitat for juvenile and adult overfished and precautionary zone
groundfish species as HAPC. This alternative would designate, through an FMP amendment,
core areas off the West Coast of EFH for the juvenile and adult life history stages of overfished
species and precautionary zone groundfish species. Core areas are identified for this alternative
as the upper 10% HSP. The intent of the alternative is to provide NMFS with geographic focus
for consultation on non-fishing activities in areas that are of ecological importance to depressed
populations of groundfish.
Alternative 6: Designate nearshore rocky reef areas HAPC. This alternative would designate
all rocky reef areas within 3 nm of shore and in depths less than or equal to 35 fm that are in
waters outside of 3 nm. The intent of the alternative is to provide NMFS with geographic focus
for consultation on non-fishing activities in areas that are of ecological importance to depressed
populations of groundfish.
Alternative 7: Designate areas of interest HAPC. This alternative would designate specified
areas based on sensitivity, complexity, and ecological importance. These areas are: the northern
portion of the Olympic National Marine Sanctuary; Astoria canyon; Daisy Bank; Heceta Bank;
Rogue Canyon; Gorda Escarpment; Juan de Fuca Ridge; Cordell Bank; Monterey Canyon;
Monterey Bay; Morro Ridge; Thompson Seamount; President Jackson Seamount; Taney
Seamount; Guide Seamount; Pioneer Seamount; Gumdrop Seamount; Davidson Seamount; San
Juan Seamount; and the Cowcod Conservation Area(s). Each area of interest is presented as a
EFH EIS Oversight Committee Report
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separate suboption. The Council could choose any combination of these areas as a preferred
alternative. The intent of the alternative is to provide NMFS with geographic focus for
consultation on non-fishing activities in areas that are of ecological importance to depressed
populations of groundfish.
Alternative 8: Designate areas around oil production platforms as HAPC. This alternative
would designate, through an FMP amendment, the areas around existing oil rigs as HAPC. The
intent of the alternative is to provide NMFS with geographic focus for consultation on nonfishing activities in unique habitat areas that are of ecological importance.
Draft Alternatives to Minimize Adverse Impacts to EFH
Alternative 1 (status quo): Describe current measures intended to minimize adverse impacts to
EFH.
Alternative 2: Depth-based gear restrictions for large footrope trawl gear and fixed gear.
Option 1: Amend the FMP and implementing regulations to prohibit the use of large
footrope trawl gear shoreward of 200 fm and prohibit all fixed gear shoreward of 100 fm
north of 40°10’ N latitude and 150 fm south of 40°10’ N latitude.
Option 2: Amend the FMP and implementing regulations to prohibit the use of large
footrope trawl gear throughout the EEZ and prohibit all fixed gear shoreward of 100 fm north
of 40°10’ N latitude and 150 fm south of 40°10’ N latitude.
Alternative 3: Control-rule based area closures using habitat sensitivity index values.
Option 1: The area closures are defined for each gear type by the following control rule:
those areas where the sensitivity index value is greater than or equal to 2; the recovery index
value is greater than 1; and cumulative trawl hours are less than 100 hours for the years 2000
through 2002.
Option 2: The same as Option 1 except no adjustment is made for trawl effort.
Alternative 4: Restrict the expansion of commercial fisheries. This alternative is designed to
limit the potential for trawl fisheries to expand into areas that are currently unimpacted or have
not been trawled between 2000 and 2002.
Option 1: Trawl fisheries would be prohibited from fishing in areas that were untrawled
during 2000-2002.
Option 2: Apply the expansion limit to all bottom-tending gear types. Due to the absence of
geo-referenced fishing effort data for fixed-gear fisheries, the closure would extend west
from a line approximating the 2,000 meters (1,094 fm) depth contour to the seaward margin
of the EEZ.
Alternative 5: Prohibit development of the krill fishery. This option is designed to protect the
prey field as a component of pelagic habitat, for species that rely on krill either as a primary prey
or through secondary or later food web dependencies. It is a proactive option because there is
not currently a krill fishery that operates within the project area.
EFH EIS Oversight Committee Report
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Alternative 6: Close 25% of representative habitat to all fishing.
Option 1: Identify 25% of the area of each habitat type identified in the comprehensive risk
assessment GIS. (The level in the hierarchical classification system to be used for
identification of habitat type, which 25% of each habitat type area to designate, and how to
create reasonably contiguous areas remains to be determined.)
Option 2: Identify 25% of the area identified as having high densities of benthic structure
forming invertebrates.
Alternative 7: Prohibit bottom trawling in “hotspot” area that also coincide with areas with high
sensitivity and recovery index values. Hotspot areas are determined by identifying the upper
20% of all areas with an HSP greater than zero for all species and finding those areas for which
this condition is satisfied for 50 or more species. (The alternative would be analyzed using three
different sensitivity/recovery index values.)
Alternative 8: Limit fishing impacts in areas of interest.
Option 1: Prohibit bottom trawling in any or all of the areas of interest identified under
HAPC alternative 7 above.
Option 2: Prohibit all bottom-contacting activities in any or all of the areas of interest
identified under HAPC alternative 7 above.
Alternative 9: Zoning Alternative. This alternative would limit the use of bottom-tending
mobile fishing gear to those areas where the NMFS determines that such activities can be
conducted without altering or destroying a significant amount of habitat.
All areas deeper than, or beyond the 2,000 meter contour along the continental slope extending
to the maximum westward range of groundfish EFH would immediately be closed to bottomtending mobile fishing gear (trawls and dredges). The remaining area of EFH would remain
open to these activities, subject to all other regulations, for the next five years.
Within this five-year period, NMFS will conduct the research necessary to delineate zones within
EFH where various types of bottom-tending mobile fishing gear could be used without altering
or destroying significant amounts of habitat. Any unavoidable adverse impacts must be expected
to be minimal and temporary, based on the best scientific information available. All areas not
specifically zoned to permit such activity would be closed to those methods of fishing.
NMFS will conduct a gear substitution and modification research program intended to redesign
bottom fishing gear to reduce damage to habitat. This program will have a significant
cooperative research element that employs fishermen in the design and testing of new gear.
The zoning system will be regularly modified to incorporate new information about habitat
sensitivity and recovery factors, gear impacts on habitat, and to accommodate use of newly
developed or modified gear.
Option 1: This alternative would only apply to bottom-contact trawls, dredges, and similar
bottom-tending mobile fishing gear.
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Option 2: This alternative would apply to all gear with bottom contact, including bottom
longlines, traps and pots.
Alternative 10: Establish impact-reducing fishing gear requirements. Options below are not
mutually exclusive.
Option 1: For bottom trawl gear, prohibit roller gear larger than 15 inches.
Option 2: Require the use of weak links on tickler chains designed to break if the chain
snags on hard habitat.
Option 3: Prohibit the use of flat trawl doors (i.e., require cambered doors).
Option 4: Analyze five-year phase in requirement for aluminum trawl doors.
Option 5: Limit longline groundline to 3 nm.
Option 6: Limit longline groundline to 1 nm.
Option 7: Require use of x floats/fathom on longline groundline to keep line off bottom
except at anchor points.
Option 8: Assess potential to employ “habitat-friendly” anchoring systems for fixed gear.
Option 9: Assess string length restrictions for pot gear.
Option 10: Prohibit dredge gear.
Option 11: Prohibit beam-trawl gear.
Option 12: Prohibit set-gillnets in waters deeper than 30 fm.
Option 13: Prohibit stick gear.
Option 14: Prohibit dingle bar gear (troll groundfish gear).
Alternative 11: Designate a no-trawl zone on the central California coast (Santa Cruz to Point
Conception) in cooperation with The Nature Conservancy and tied to a privately funded buyout
of eligible fishing permits in the designated no-trawl zone. (Refer to The Nature Conservancy’s
letter and project proposal included written public comment for the September 2004 Council
meeting.)
Research and Monitoring Alternatives
Alternative 1: Amend the FMP and implementing regulations to require all commercial and
charter fishing vessels to participate in the logbook program.
Option 1: Collect haul by haul data on all fishing operations of all fishing vessels;
Option 2: Collect haul by haul data on all fishing operations of a representative, random
sample of all fishing vessels
Alternative 2: Amend the FMP and implementing regulations to require all commercial and
charter fishing vessels to participate in the Vessel Monitoring System program.
EFH EIS Oversight Committee Report
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Options: consider thresholds related to vessel length overall.
Alternative 3: Establish a system of research closures to provide areas for experiments to
observe habitat condition in open and closed areas and to monitor in situ changes in various
habitat types caused by known amounts of fishing effort by fishing gears currently used. This
alternative will be developed in conjunction with other alternatives that establish open and closed
areas.
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Agendum C.6.bSupplemental EFH EISOC Report 2September 2004

Supplement to the Report of the Ad Hoc Essential Fish
Habitat Environmental Impact Statement Oversight
Committee

Maps of the Alternatives

Errata
On page 3 of the Report (Agendum C.6.b, Committee Report), under the heading
Alternatives for Designation of EFH:
Alternative 2, “...upper 70% of HSP area for all other groundfish...” should read
“...upper 60% of HSP area for all other groundfish...”
Alternative 3, “...upper 80% of the HSP area for all other groundfish...” should read
“...upper 70% of the HSP area for all other groundfish...”
The enclosed maps are based on the corrected values.

Agendum C.6.c
SSC Report
September 2004

Final Draft – July 22, 2004

Review of Fishing Impacts on Groundfish Essential Fish Habitat

– A Report of the SSC Economics and Groundfish Subcommittees –
Based on a Meeting Held at the Alaska Fisheries
Science Center, May 24-25, 2004

SSC Members Present:
Dr. Mike Dalton (Chair)
Mr. Steve Berkeley (Rapporteur #1)
Mr. Tom Jagielo (Rapporteur #2)
Dr. Martin Dorn
Dr. André Punt
Dr. Hans Radtke
Ms. Cindy Thomson

Introduction
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has developed an analytical framework to
evaluate effects of alternative management actions on Pacific coast groundfish Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH). A schedule for the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) to designate
EFH is mandated by court order and requires that a range of alternatives be available for
consideration at the September 2004 Council meeting. Because of the scientific and technical
issues involved, the Council requested a review of the EFH analytical framework by the
Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) prior to formulation of management alternatives.
The SSC Groundfish Subcommittee met with members of the EFH Technical Review Committee
(TRC), and the EFH Analytical Team to review the analytical framework on February 23-24,
2004 at the Alaska Fisheries Science Center in Seattle, Washington. The analytical framework is
composed of an EFH identification tool, to assist in the designation of EFH, and a fishing
impacts model to determine where adverse impacts from fishing occur.
The EFH identification component of the analytical framework was ready for review in February
and was endorsed by the SSC in March. However, the structure of the EFH fishing impacts
model was not complete in February, and only a partial review of the model was possible then.
Given the tight schedule of court deadlines, the SSC made recommendations in February to
prioritize work on the fishing impacts model during spring 2004, which are documented in the
SSC report from February.
In March, the Council requested a follow up review of the EFH fishing impacts model by the
SSC before the June Council meeting. For the follow up review, members of both the economics
and groundfish subcommittees of the SSC met with members of the TRC, and the EFH
Analytical Team on May 24-25, 2004 at the Alaska Fisheries Science Center. An overview of
changes to the fishing impacts model and supporting data since February are described below.
Strengths and weaknesses of the current version of the fishing impacts model and data are also
described, and the SSC’s assessment of the current version of the model, based on progress since
February, is given.
Data on Gear Impacts
Data on gear impacts were collapsed into those for five generic gear types: dredge, bottom trawl,
nets, pots and traps, and hook-and-line. Matrices of habitat sensitivities and recovery times were
created using all fifty mapped habitat types. Many cells did not have data and were filled using
expert judgment extrapolated from a limited number of empirical studies. The SSC has
remaining questions about the decision rules used to assign data to different cells and
recommends further documentation (e.g., a description of how values and variances were
assigned to cells with little or no data).
The relationship between sensitivities and gear-type is not linear, so a doubling of the value of
the sensitivity from one gear type to another does not imply twice the habitat impact. Only the
bottom trawl category has an explicit unit of effort (trawl hours), emphasizing the difficulty in
cross–gear-type comparisons (e.g., how many units of hook-and-line gear are equivalent to an
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hour of bottom trawling?). Additional comments on the data on which the habitat sensitivity and
recovery rate matrices are based are provided in the report from the SSC review in February.
Benchmarks for sensitivity and recovery rates are interpreted in the model as changes from a
pristine state. However, the recovery time matrices are currently defined in terms of changes in
habitat from a detectable impact to an undetectable one. Because the studies on which these
results are based come from field observations (impacted areas compared to control areas) with
low statistical power, failure to detect a difference is not the same as recovery to a pristine
condition. In addition, recovery in the model is represented by a change from a damaged or
impacted state to a pristine one, but this interpretation is not necessarily consistent with the
baseline in studies from which the recovery times are taken.
Data on Fishing Effort
Trawl logbooks are the sole source of coastwide data on the spatial distribution of fishing effort.
Consequently, an important restriction on the fishing impacts model is that only data on trawl
gears are used to assess effects of fishing on EFH. However, other gear types probably have
important effects. For example, a pilot project described by the EFH Analytical Team in
February estimated the spatial extent of fishing effort with fixed gears off the Oregon Coast. In
March, the SSC endorsed the approach taken in the pilot project, but time and budget constraints
prevented using the approach for a coastwide assessment.
The SSC considers the current imbalance among gear types in the EFH fishing impacts model to
be a major weakness, and addressing this gap in the data is among the most important tasks for
future work. For a more representative distribution of impacts, the SSC recommends developing
spatial data on fishing effort for fixed gear and recreational sectors of the groundfish fishery. In
this regard, a logbook program for the fixed gear fleet, like that for trawlers, would be a valuable
source of information.
Due to data constraints on the actual location of trawl tracks, data for fishing effort were
assigned to 10-minute blocks of latitude and longitude, based on the starting points for tows
recorded in trawl logbooks (page 22, Section 3.2.2, EFH Impacts Assessment, June 2004). Trawl
effort data summaries include the total number of tows and total duration of tows in each block,
by month for each year 1998-2002, and annual summaries for the years 1987-2002. The data
summaries for each block exclude mid-water trawls. Spatial data on habitat sensitivity and
recovery were used to calculate the proportion of each block occupied by each habitat type.
Structure of the Fishing Impacts Model
The EFH Model Development Team presented the most recent version of the fishing impacts
model. Appendix 8 from the February meeting describes the general structure of the previous
version of the fishing impacts model. In the previous version, as in the current version, habitat
consists of a large number of individual sites, or patches, that are in either in a pristine or
impacted state. The habitat impacts index takes values between zero and one. Effects of a unit of
fishing effort on the habitat impact index depend on the gear type, and sensitivity of the habitat
type to that gear, using the data on gear impacts described above.
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The model’s current documentation describes the index value as representing the fraction of
impacted sites. According to the documentation, a value of zero represents a pristine habitat, and
a value of one represents habitat that is “totally functionally destroyed” (page 23, Section 3.3,
EFH Impacts Assessment, June 2004). In other words, the fishing impacts model is structured as
an absolute measure of habitat damage. On the other hand, results with the fishing impacts model
should be interpreted only as a relative measure of habitat damage (page 33, Section 4.2.1, EFH
Impacts Assessment, June 2004). This discrepancy between absolute and relative interpretations
is confusing, and creates problems for the model’s results.
The version of the fishing impacts model in Appendix 8 from February consists of a recovery
function, a damage function, and a dynamic relationship for the habitat impact index, with the
percentage change in impacted habitat proportional to the current rate of recovery minus the
current rate of impact. However, Appendix 8 does not contain a complete description of how the
damage function in the fishing impacts model relates to the data for fishing effort.
In February, the SSC recommended (1) including logistic (S-shaped) recovery profiles, and
(2) developing a spatially explicit model of gear effects to incorporate the notion of a gear
footprint, such as area swept by trawls. These recommendations are described in the SSC report
from the February meeting.
The SSC’s first recommendation was incorporated into the fishing impacts model, although, in a
way that raised important questions during the review about appropriate values for the model’s
tuning parameter k. The need for a tuning parameter is due to the current absence of a theoretical
framework, and sound empirical basis, for relating fishing effort to habitat damage. Therefore,
any current method for determining values of k will be ad-hoc.
One method of determining values for the tuning parameter k was discussed at the May meeting.
This method works by choosing an arbitrary maximum value near the asymptote of the
cumulative equivalent effort curve (page 25, Section 3.3.2, EFH Impacts Assessment, June
2004). Other procedures for choosing k are possible, but no alternatives were presented, and no
criteria have been developed to evaluate the merits of different procedures. The current method
for determining values of k does provide a starting point for analysis to make relative
comparisons between areas. However, values of k are critical to the shape of the recovery curves
and the implied impacts on habitat. The figure below demonstrates the sensitivity of the fishing
impacts model to values of the tuning parameter.
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Figure 1: Impact of a unit of fishing effort, measured in units of duration, for values of the tuning
parameter k from 0.1 to 2.0 (MRAG recommended values), with a habitat sensitivity parameter
of s = 0.9. Further information is provided in the appendix.

Preliminary runs of the model presented at the May meeting produced results showing that
habitat in some blocks is close to the asymptotic value of one, and according to the model, these
blocks have received maximum impacts. However, some of these areas are still trawled, and
apparently remain productive. Different values of the tuning parameter k affect this result (e.g.,
Figure 8, EFH Impacts Assessment, June 2004, page 38). A more realistic interpretation of the
asymptote is that a state has been reached where additional contact with trawl gear has negligible
effects on the habitat’s condition. However, the relationship between habitat condition and
function is presently unknown. Values close to one indicate a reduction in fishing effort will
likely have little effect on the impacts index, at least in the short-run.
Application of the Risk Assessment
The EFH analytical team outlined options and tools for developing policy alternatives. In
general, fishing activity can be mitigated if it causes impacts that are more than minimal, and not
temporary in nature. Possible elements in future risk assessments are listed below.
Examples of tools for impact assessment:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Fishing impact model for trawl gears.
Maps of habitat sensitivity and recovery to nontrawl gears.
Maps of habitat rarity.
Maps of intensity of habitat use.

Ways to identify areas for short-term mitigation:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Spatial patterns in impacts of trawl gears.
Location of the most sensitive habitats.
Time trends in the net impact of trawl gears.
Location of habitats with longest recovery times.
Areas with greatest damage to EFH for a species or group of species.
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Potential management actions for short-term mitigation:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Closed areas.
Gear modifications.
Rotating closures.
Closed seasons.
Effort reduction.

Examples of problems for long-term mitigation:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Lack of spatially-explicit fishing effort data.
Lack of a common measure for impacts assessment.
Redistribution of fishing effort.
Relationships between habitat and stock status.

Potential management actions for long-term mitigation:
1. Collection of fishing effort data for nontrawl sectors through VMS, or logbooks (e.g., fixedgear logbooks).
2. Development of an economics component to the impacts model (this work is proceeding).
3. Establish research reserves.
Assessment of the Fishing Impacts Model
The fishing impacts model could be used for a variety of purposes, including:
1. Evaluation of the future impacts of closures, changes in fishing effort, and modifications to
gear characteristics in an absolute sense.
2. Evaluation of these impacts in a relative sense.
3. Evaluation of which areas are most impacted.
The SSC considered the utility of the model relative to each of these purposes.
The ability to make predictions in an absolute and, to a somewhat lesser extent, relative sense
depends on resolving the issue of how to specify values for the tuning parameter k. Therefore,
the development of a transparent method for determining values of k, based on observable data,
will be necessary before the fishing impacts model is useful for policy analysis. Additional data
are clearly needed to specify reliable, or even plausible, values for k, but agreement was not
reached about what data could be used, or a suitable approach for constructing values.
Because of unresolved issues with the tuning parameter, the SSC questions whether the current
structure of the fishing impacts model, which is quite specialized, is appropriate for identifying
where adverse fishing impacts occur. For example the SSC’s second recommendation from
February, developing a spatially explicit model of gear effects, may resolve the need for a tuning
parameter. However, this recommendation was not incorporated into the fishing impacts model
because of data limitations and other constraints.
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A serious spatial inconsistency exists between the resolution of the fishing impacts model, which
is limited by the resolution of the fishing effort data to aggregated blocks, and the finer scale
EFH polygons within each block. Summing effort for each block implicitly assumes that fishing
effort is distributed uniformly within that block, but this assumption is generally false. For
example, tows tend to stay on either soft or hard bottoms, depending on whether flatfish or
rockfish are the target.
The spatial inconsistency between fishing impacts and habitat in the fishing impacts model is a
serious concern. The SSC acknowledges the complexity of the issue and the importance of data
gaps in limiting information about location of individual trawls. However, this inconsistency
severely limits the ability to evaluate the areas most severely impacted. Further development of
the model and additional data will be necessary before the SSC can endorse use of the fishing
impacts model for the purpose of identifying where adverse fishing impacts occur.
Consequently, the SSC does not recommend use of the current EFH fishing impacts model for
risk assessment or in the development and evaluation of management alternatives. In particular,
the SSC does not recommend using the fishing impacts model for the risk assessment or to
produce maps of intensity of habitat use (Items 1 and 4 listed above as tools for the impact
assessment). The SSC also does not recommend using the fishing impacts model for estimating
spatial patterns in impacts of trawl gears, time trends in the net impact of trawl gears, or for
identifying areas with greatest damage to EFH for a species or group of species (Items 1, 3, and 5
listed above as ways of identifying areas for short-term mitigation in the risk assessment).
Recommendations for Using the Current Version of the Impacts Model and Data
Data used with the fishing impacts model are informative on their own. A useful set of maps
based on these data could be developed to aid formulation and evaluation of EFH management
alternatives. For example, polygons of the most sensitive habitat types could be overlaid with the
trawl start coordinates to provide an index of potential fishing impacts. While coastwide spatial
data on fishing effort are available only for trawlers, habitat sensitivity and recovery rates are
available for all gear types. Maps that associate habitat type to sensitivity and recovery for
different gears could be used to develop and evaluate mitigation options.
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Recommendations for Further Development of the EFH Fishing Impacts Model and Data
The EFH Analytical Team confronted several obstacles, including critical data gaps, during
development of the current version of the fishing impacts model. Further development of the
EFH impacts model and data are needed before the model is ready for conclusive policy analysis.
Priority areas for future work are:
1. Expanding the set of spatial data on fishing effort for use with the model to include fixedgear and recreational sectors of the groundfish fishery.
2. Improving the spatial resolution of the fishing impacts model to resolve the spatial
inconsistency between fishing impacts and habitat.
In February, the EFH Analytical Team presented results from a set of focus group meetings with
knowledgeable fishermen to develop baseline effort maps for trawl, long-line, and groundfish pot
fisheries for an area off the Oregon Coast. The focus group meetings for the EFH project were
conducted under sound socioeconomic research protocols (Final Report, Pilot Project to Profile
West Coast Fishing Effort). In its report from the February meeting, the SSC endorsed the use of
these methods to collect primary data based on fishermen's knowledge and expertise. The SSC
repeats its recommendation from February to continue this work of collecting primary data on
fishing effort off the West Coast. These data would be used to develop baseline effort maps for
nontrawl sectors and provide the best available scientific information to an ongoing EFH
process.
To improve the spatial resolution of the fishing impacts model for the trawl sector, the SSC
recommends returning to the formulation given in Appendix 8 of materials from the February
meeting. In particular, equation (2) provides a reasonable starting point for relating habitat
damage at a location to habitat sensitivity, vessel speed, gear width, duration of contact, and
other factors. Citing data limitations, the EFH Analytical Team moved away from the spatially
explicit formulation in equation (2), and adopted the 10-minute blocks for fishing effort
described above.
However, assigning individual tows to the fishing blocks, based on start point and gear type,
loses information. As noted above, individual tows tend to stay in the habitat type in which they
start (e.g., soft or hard bottom). In this case, the start point of each tow provides important
information about the habitat type in which most of the tow probably occurred. On the other
hand, the current version of the fishing impacts model uses the proportion of each habitat type, in
each block, to assign probabilities for impacts. The EFH Analytical Team has defended this
method of assigning probabilities to impacts as standard and conservative, and interprets it as
generalizing the more detailed data (habitat) to the same spatial resolution as the less detailed
data (trawling).
For the less detailed data, the SSC notes the degree of resolution (i.e., 10-minute blocks), was
somewhat arbitrary, chosen by the EFH Analytical Team with input from the TRC (page 22,
Section 3.2.2, EFH Impacts Assessment, June 2004). In other words, the method of assigning
probabilities may be sensitive to the size of the blocks, for example those blocks on the edge of
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sensitive habitat. Therefore, the current method of assigning probabilities may not be
conservative with respect to impacts on each habitat type. For example, rockfish tows on the
edge of flatfish habitat are assigned to both habitat types because the impacts model generalizes
habitat data to the scale of the fishing blocks.
Finally, trawl logbooks have information on the depth of each tow, and this information is
available from other sources in the EFH framework. At the February meeting, the TRC noted
that individual tows tend to follow the same depth contour, and a relationship exists between
vessel speed during a tow and its depth. This information is not currently utilized in the EFH
fishing impacts model. These relationships were discussed again at the March meeting. The SSC
suggested then that focus groups, like those used to produce the baseline maps of fishing effort
for the EFH project, or other socioeconomic research methods, could be used to collect data on
relationships between tow depth, vessel speed, and other information. This information could be
used to configure the spatial model of fishing effort in Appendix 8 from the February meeting.
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Appendix: Derivation of Fig. 1
The derivation of SSC Figure. 1 is based on the fishing impacts model described in Section 3.3
of the EFH Impacts Assessment, June 2004.
Cumulative Equivalent Effort (CEE)
k = Tuning parameter
z = Duration in tow hours
x = CEE = h(z, k)
1
h( z , k ) = Log10 ( z + 1)
k
Plot of h( z , k ) with k = 0.25:

Impact Function
s = habitat sensitivity
1 − (1 − s ) x
f ( x, s ) =
1 + (1 − s ) x
Plot of f ( x, s ) with k = 0.25 and s = 0.3, 0.6, 0.9:
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Composite CEE-Impact Function
g ( z , k , s ) = f (h( z , k ), s )
Plot of g ( z , k , s ) with duration z from 0 to 5, k = 0.25, and s = 0.3, 0.6, 0.9:
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Agenda
Pacific Council Scientific and Statistical Committee
May 24-25, 2004

May 24
1:00 - 1:10

Call to Order (Chair)
• Review of committee business
•

Review and adoption of the agenda

1:10 - 1:20

NMFS Report (Copps)
• Project status
• Revised timeline
• Planning and Oversight Process

1:20 - 1:30

Recap of decision-making framework and intro to risk assessment
document (Parkes)

1:30 – 2:45

Data update
Updates to data on
• Fishing gear impacts: habitat sensitivity and recovery (Grizzle)
45min
• Indexing Spatial Data for Non-fishing Impacts? (Grizzle)
•
•

GIS Summary (Bailey)
Plans and status of making the database available over the internet

2:45 – 3:00

Break

3:00 – 4:00

Explanation of the Impacts Model (Burn)
• Effects of data on model specification
• The Impact Function
• The Bayesian Network Model for Impacts (Version 1)
•

Discussion

4:00 - 4:30

Application of the Risk Assessment
• Example output for bottom trawls (Bailey/Burn)
• GIS Capabilities for Developing Alternatives
• Using the Model in the development and evaluation of
Alternatives (Parkes/Burn/Bailey)
• Development of alternatives for non-trawl gears (CRA)
(Parkes/Bailey)

4:30 - end

Public Comment and Committee Discussion
•

Overnight tasking
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May 25
9:00 – 10:00

Presentation of Overnight Tasks

10:00 – 10:30
Assessment

Discussion with Technical Team on Application of the Risk

10:30 – 10:45

Break

Discussion with Technical Team on Application of the Risk
10:45 – 11:30
Assessment (continued)

11:30 – 12:00
12:00 – 1:00

Remaining Issues
•

Future development of the EFH and Impacts models (current proposals)

Lunch Break

1:00 – 1:30

Public Comment

1:30 – end

Committee Discussion

PFMC
08/30/04
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Agendum C.6.c
Supplemental GAP Report
September 2004

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
GROUNDFISH ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTPRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) spent several hours in a joint meeting and in advisory
body discussions reviewing the essential fish habitat (EFH) preliminary alternatives. We
appreciate the participation of Mr. Steve Copps of National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS),
who helped clarify some of the more complex issues.
In making recommendations, the GAP utilized the report of the Council’s Ad Hoc
EFH/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Oversight Committee, found in the briefing book as
Agendum C.6.b - EFH EISOC Report 1. Before presenting our detailed recommendations,
however, the GAP would like to make some general comments.
The GAP recognizes that NMFS is constrained by a court settlement and thus must follow a
certain time schedule. Unfortunately, adherence to a rigid schedule results in a diminution in
quantity and quality of the data used to prepare the EIS. Among the worst offenses are:

*

lack of discussion of impacts on tribal fisheries;
extrapolating from sparse data to assume fishery impacts;
a bias against certain gear types;
an assumption that degradation of certain fish habitats is the cause of stock decline; and
the application of EFH principles to predator-prey relationships and not just to water and
substrate as specified by law.

With that background, our specific recommendations are as follows:
Alternatives for Designation - we recommend moving all of the alternatives forward for analysis,
as they cover the complete range.
Alternatives to Designate Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) - again, we recommend
moving all alternatives forward because they cover the complete range.
Alternatives to Minimize Adverse Impacts - the GAP concentrated most of its time on this issue,
as it more fully encompasses the expertise available among members of the GAP.
1. Alternative 2 - We recommend that in both options the analysis of fixed gear should be made
shoreward of 60 fathoms. This better tracks traditional fixed gear fishing areas that were in
place prior to the imposition of the Rockfish Conservation Area. In Option 1, we
recommend that the analysis on trawl gear should involve the use of all trawl gear shoreward
of 150 fathoms. Depending on the substrate include as EFH, small footrope trawl gear could
cause larger impacts than large footrope trawl gear in some cases.
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2. Alternative 4 - We recommend deleting the second sentence in the beginning paragraph as it
is inconsistent with Option 2.
3. Alternative 6 - It was unclear whether or not this was an alternative recommended by the
plaintiffs in the lawsuit which was required to be included. If not, we recommend that it be
deleted as it is arbitrary and capricious. There is no scientific justification for any particular
percentage of habitat to be closed to fishing.
4. Alternative 8 - An examination of the map delineating “areas of interest” showed
considerable data problems relating to how those areas were chosen. We recommend
rejecting this alternative until more complete data are available.
5. Alternative 9 - The numerous references to “bottom tending mobile gear” in the introductory
paragraphs should be removed as they are inconsistent with Option 2.
6. Alternative 10
A) In the introductory language, add at the end of the second sentence “nor are they entirely
inclusive.” in order to reflect the fact that other gear modifications might be better able to
achieve the legal requirement of minimizing adverse impacts from fishing to the extent
practicable.
B) Add a new Option 1A to prohibit roller gear larger than 24 inches; this is a more realistic
standard.
C) Delete Option 6 as it will have no practical effect on minimizing impacts.
D) In Option 7, add “non-sablefish, non-halibut” before “longline groundline.” Requiring
floats on sablefish groundline results in elimination of sablefish catch and is therefore not
practicable.
E) Add new Options 12A and 12B that would prohibit set-gillnets in waters deeper than 60
fm and 80 fm respectively. Again, these are more realistic standards that recognize how
fisheries are actually conducted.
F) Modify Option 13 to prohibit weights with hooks on the ocean bottom. This better
encompasses the range of hook gear that might have an adverse impact on habitat.
G) In Options 4, 8, and 9, delete “analyze” and “assess” where those terms appear and
substitute “phase in.” This Alternative is a non-inclusive list of particular gear
modifications and prohibitions. We are presuming that all of the options on this list
would be assessed or analyzed prior to their being included in regulations so these
particular options should not be singled out for analysis.
7. Alternative 11 - This is an irrational and nonsensical request from a single special interest
group that is discriminatory in nature and thus violates National Standard 4. It should be
deleted.
8. Add a new Alternative 12 that would allow fish to be harvested by any legal gear without
regard to gear endorsements in order to continue allowing harvests while minimizing
impacts.
Research and Monitoring Alternatives - we recommend that all alternatives be moved forward
with the exception that in Alternative 2 the words “commercial and charter” be deleted. This
change will provide a more-encompassing range of alternatives.
2

Finally, given the controversies over marine protected areas (MPAs) and marine reserves, we
should consider meshing the MPA and EFH processes, as we may find that protecting habitat is a
sufficient means of conserving fish.
In conclusion, if it were not for the court deadline, we would recommend applying the Paperwork
Reduction Act to most of the document.

PFMC
09/15/04
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Agendum C.6.c
Supplemental GMT Report
September 2004

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
GROUNDFISH ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES
The Groundfish Management Team attended the joint presentation on the EFH EIS on Monday
and had a discussion with Steve Copps, NMFS, on the preliminary range of alternatives. The
GMT reviewed the report of the ad hoc EFH EIS Oversight Committee and has the following
comments and recommendations:
Alternatives for Designation of EFH
The GMT understands that designating EFH results in a definition of the area in which
consultation requirements would apply (i.e., consultation on fishing and non-fishing activities
which may adversely affect EFH), and that additional HAPC designation is not needed for
purposes of consultation.
In reviewing the maps of the alternatives (Supplemental EFH EISOC Report 2), it appears that
the result of Alternative 2 is similar to the result of Alternative 3, and Alternatives 4 and 5 are
also similar. The GMT believes that, given the limited amount of time between this Council
meeting and the November meeting, having thorough analyses of fewer alternatives which
encompass the range is preferable to having multiple analyses of lower quality. To that end, the
GMT recommends narrowing down the alternatives for designation of EFH to exclude
Alternatives 2 and 5.
With regard to the analyses of these alternatives, the GMT suggests ordering them by degree of
aerial coverage (such as highest–status quo–to lowest). The GMT also recommends that, in
addition to describing the species and life stages which occur in the area resulting from the
alternative, the analysis should include a full discussion of the trade-offs among the different
alternatives. For example, if areas are covered in one alternative that are excluded by a
subsequent alternative, a detailed description of the species and life stages that correspond to the
excluded areas should be included.
Alternatives to Designate HAPC and Alternatives to Minimize Adverse Impacts to EFH
The GMT notes that an alternative which would link the designation of HAPCs to the
alternatives to minimize adverse impacts is not included, with the exception of adverse impact
Alternative 8 which is specifically linked to HAPC Alternative 7. The GMT believes that
HAPC designation should be used as a management tool that is aligned with minimizing adverse
impacts resulting from both fishing and non-fishing activities (i.e., HAPCs should be used to
focus consideration of management measures on areas that are of “particular concern” to
distinguish them from the broader definition of EFH). The GMT is aware of the apprehension
by some that HAPCs would be used as “back door” approach to marine reserves and thinks that
HAPCs should be a “front door” approach to minimizing adverse impacts, which may include
fishing restrictions, such as gear requirements. Including a specific alternative that addresses
1

this link in a general way (not specifically tied to HAPC Alternative 7) would accomplish this.
Again, the GMT recommends that the HAPC designation alternatives be listed in order of
highest to lowest coverage. Additionally, the GMT recommends that a thorough discussion of
fishing and non-fishing activities restricted in a designated HAPC vs. those same restrictions in
areas outside HAPC designation should be included in the analysis. Also, the GMT notes that
the EFH EIS covers a one-time HAPC designation and, as new stock assessments are completed,
and changes in stock status occur, subsequent changes in HAPC designation may be warranted.
As such, the GMT recommends that a process to develop criteria for future HAPC designation be
identified.
Treaty Rights
The GMT notes that none of the alternatives include mention of treaty fishing and may in some
cases directly conflict with the exercise of tribal treaty rights. The GMT recommends that the
NMFS Northwest Regional staff consult with Washington coastal treaty tribes both in
designating EFH and HAPCs within tribal U & As and developing measures to minimize fishing
impacts within those areas.

GMT Recommendations
1.
Reduce the number of alternatives for the designation of EFH to exclude alternatives with
similar results to others (such as Alternatives 2 and 5), while keeping alternatives that
encompass a full range.
2.
List the alternatives for the designation of EFH and HAPCs in order from highest to
lowest coverage.
3.
In the analyses of EFH designation, describe the species and life stages which occur in the
area resulting from the alternative as well as the trade-offs resulting from reduced
coverage.
4.
Include a general alternative for minimizing adverse impacts to EFH (fishing and
non-fishing) in areas designated as HAPCs.
5.
In the analysis of alternatives for minimizing adverse impacts, discuss the rationale for
having fishing and non-fishing activities restricted in areas outside HAPC designation vs.
having restrictions within HAPCs only.
6.
Identify a process to develop criteria for future HAPC designation.
7.
Request NMFS Northwest Region consult with Washington coastal treaty tribes
regarding EFH and HAPC designation and measures to minimize fishing impacts within
those areas.
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Agendum C.6.c
Supplemental HC Report
September 2004
HABITAT COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON
GROUNDFISH ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES
The Habitat Committee (HC) discussed the proposed range of alternatives for designation of
essential fish habitat (EFH), habitat areas of particular concern (HAPCs), Alternatives to minimize
adverse impacts to EFH, and research and monitoring alternatives. In general, the HC thinks there
is value in clarifying that the fundamental purpose and needs of this proposed action is to ensure that
EFH is capable of sustaining groundfish stocks at levels that support vibrant fisheries and not simply
to provide information.
EFH
The HC supports the concepts outlined in Alternatives 4, 5, and 6. These have a probabilistic
approach to determining EFH that is reasonable, given data uncertainties. In addition, it includes
all species. The alternatives 4, 5, and 6 appear to be ample to bracket a comprehensive range of
alternatives.
Furthermore, Alternative 8 attempts to address data uncertainty in deep water areas. This alternative
might be appropriately modified to be an option for addition to either alternatives 4, 5, or 6 that
would add all areas beyond depths where data become particularly uncertain. The HC suspects this
might be less than 3,500 meters. The HC supports inclusion of a deep water option to the
alternatives.
The Council should also consider adding krill and other forage species for groundfish in the EFH
alternatives.
Alternatives 2 and 3 each have an approach of dealing only with overfished species. The HC
believes that this approach is not appropriate because it fails to address habitat needs of healthy
managed stocks.
Alternative 7 is also inappropriate in that it only deals with assessed species and has the same flaws
as alternatives 2 and 3.
HAPC
The purpose of HAPCs is to identify areas with important ecological functions for groundfish, that
are sensitive or rare habitats for groundfish, or that are at risk of disturbance. The HC suggests that
means be identified to evaluate whether or not an alternative meets one or more of these criteria.
Current alternatives identify a menu of ideas for meeting criteria, but do not identify which criterion
each addresses. Also, it is not possible to evaluate a range of effects for alternative HAPC
identification.

1

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 6 approach HAPCs from habitat types. These alternatives are not mutually
exclusive; however we suggest that differing proportions of each habitat type be evaluated for
overall effects.
Alternative 6 may be reasonably modified to deal with all rocky reef areas instead of just nearshore
areas.
Alternative 5 deals with overfished species, which may be an appropriate approach to assist with
rebuilding these stocks.
Alternative 7 takes a geographic area approach that appears to represent specific sensitive or rare
habitats. This alternative would benefit from clarification as to why these sites were selected and/or
how each location meets one or more HAPC criteria. A different approach would be to use datadriven criteria to select certain habitat types; this would lead to more comprehensive protection for
key habitats.
Alternative 8 deals with an artificial, temporary habitat type. The HC is not sure how this fits into
HAPC designation. Following this criterion, other artificial habitats such as piers, wharves, jetties,
pipelines, sewer outfalls and other manmade structures could be considered if the Council were to
proceed with this alternative. The HC is doubtful of the benefits of including this alternative.
Finally, the HC suggests that any intent to analyze HAPC as an implementation avenue for marine
protected areas should be specifically stated so that constituents are aware of it.
Alternatives for Minimizing Impacts on EFH
This is a large array of different alternatives and approaches. The HC believes it may be appropriate
to include all of the alternatives, at least for now. With the initial analysis of the alternatives, it
should be possible to determine which are most appropriate to consider further.
Research and Monitoring Alternatives
Alternatives 1 and 2 are designed to provide better data from existing fisheries, and are in general
worthwhile for evaluation. This can potentially link habitat data to a system that was designed for
enforcement and bycatch needs.
In general, the objective of doing research to better quantify fishing effects on habitat, as suggested
in Alternative 3, is admirable and necessary. It is not possible at this time to evaluate this proposal
because not enough details are provided.
PFMC
09/15/04
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Agendum C.6.c
Supplemental Tribal Comments
September 2004

Mr. Chairman,
The tribes are concerned that the alternatives developed for analysis by the Ad Hoc EFH EIS
Oversight Committee currently include no mention of treaty fishing rights, and many would in
fact directly conflict with the exercise of treaty rights. It is important that NOAA meet its
obligations to consult with the WA coastal treaty tribes, both in designating EFH and HAPC
within their U&As, and to work with the tribes to design measures to minimize fishing impacts
to designated areas. We look forward to working with Northwest Region Staff to develop
appropriate alternatives.

Agendum C.6.d
Public Comment
September 2004

August 23, 2004
Mr. Donald K. Hansen
Chairman
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, Oregon 97220-1384
Dear Chairman Hansen:
We would like to express our support for the designation of the oil and gas platforms
offshore southern California as “Habitat Areas of Particular Concern” (HAPC) under the
1996 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.
The California Artificial Reef Enhancement (CARE) Program has been sponsoring
research and conducting educational dives on the platforms since 1999. Our dive
observations provide first-hand evidence that extensive marine life exists on and around
the platform structures. Research conducted by the Marine Science Institute at UCSB
and sponsored jointly by CARE, the Minerals Management Service and the United States
Geological Survey provides quantitative data on fish populations on and around the
platform structures.
A review of the HAPC criteria [50 C.F.R. § 600.815(a)(8)] as it applies to the severely
depleted rockfish populations makes it highly appropriate to apply this designation to the
platforms offshore California. The criteria with comments are as follows:
(i)

(ii)

importance of the ecological function provided by the habitat;
The importance of the platforms to regional rockfish production is described
in: Love, M. S., Schroeder, D. M. & Nishimoto, M. M. The ecological role of
oil and gas production platforms and natural outcrops on fishes in southern
and central California: a synthesis of information. Minerals Management
Service OCS Study MMS 2003-032 (2003). This research is ongoing, and
recent findings indicate that the scope of impact of the platform habitat is
greater than previously thought. These findings have been submitted for
publication and should be available later this year. Please contact Dr. Love
for more information.
the extent to which the habitat is sensitive to human-induced
environmental degradation;
The platform habitats are at risk for elimination due to the expected
obsolescence and subsequent decommissioning of the platforms as required
by current regulations. These regulations require the complete removal of the

(iii)

(iv)

platforms, thereby destroying the habitats and killing all or most of the fish
that live there
whether and to what extent development activities are, or will be,
stressing the habitat type; and
See (ii) above.
the rarity of the habitat type
The platform habitats are unique in their size and proportions and in the fact
that they provide relief through the entire water column. They also provide
hard substrate that is rare in the vicinity of the platforms.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these recommendations. If we can provide
you with additional information, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Sincerely,

George Steinbach
Executive Director
California Artificial Reef Enhancement Program

20 August 2004
Mr. Donald K. Hansen
Chairman
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, Oregon 97220-1384
Dear Chairman Hansen:
I understand that the EFS EIS Oversight Committee has met and has designated a
preliminary range of alternatives to designate Habitat Areas of Particular Concern. One
of these proposals would include southern California offshore oil and gas platforms as
HAPCs.
I heartily endorse such a designation. Over the 10 years that I have been studying the fish
assemblages of California platforms and natural reefs, it has become clear that these
structures form habitat that may be quite important to regional groundfish production. As
an example, some of our most recent research clearly demonstrates that platforms may
form exceptional habitat for young-of-the-year bocaccio (Sebastes paucispinis). Our
estimates of abundance of young bocaccio at the platforms indicate that these fish may
represent a considerable percentage of all young bocaccio on the entire Pacific Coast.
It seems clear that a number of platforms will become uneconomical to operate in the
relatively near future and that decisions regarding decommissioning of these structures
will have to be made. In light of our group’s findings, I consider it essential that the role
of platforms as important groundfish habitat be considered prior to decommissioning.
Designating platforms as HAPCs would bring focus to the role of oil platforms in the
ecology of those groundfish species that are managed by the Pacific Fishery Management
Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service.
I have included a figure indicating the positions of oil and gas platforms off California
and a photograph of the high densities of young-of-the-year bocaccio living around
Platform Gilda (Santa Barbara Channel) in October 2003.
Sincerely Yours

Milton Love
Research Biologist
Marine Science Institute
University of California
Santa Barbara
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August 23, 2004
Mr. Donald K. Hansen
Chairman
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97220-1384
Dear Chairman Hansen:
During its August 16-18, 2004, meeting the Pacific Fisheries Management Council's Essential
Fish Habitat (EFH) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Oversight Committee identified a
preliminary range of alternatives, which the Council will consider adopting for public review and
analysis in a draft EIS. Alternatives considered by the Oversight Committee cover the
designation of EFH for groundfish species managed under the Pacific Groundfish FMP and
mitigation of fishing impacts on this EFH, in order to promote recovery of the stocks.
One of the alternatives identified by the Oversight Committee is based on the "The Nature
Conservancy / Environmental Defense" proposal described in the attached document. We feel it
is important to point out that our proposed project area includes only the area from Point
Conception to Davenport, California, and is a relatively small geographical portion [3-5%] of the
EEZ for California, Oregon and Washington. Therefore, we request it to be considered as an
alternative for a subregion within the larger groundfish management area.
We hope that the Council will include this proposal among the preliminary range of alternatives
adopted at your September 13-17, 2004, meeting in San Diego, as well as included in the
briefing book.
Many thanks for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Chuck Cook
Director, Coastal and Marine Program
The California Nature Conservancy
111 Topa Topa St.
Ojai, California 93023
cc:

Kit Dahl, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Steve Copps, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Graham Chisholm, Executive Director, TNC of California
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Mike Sweeney, Chief Operating Officer, TNC of California
Rod Fujita, Environmental Defense

Attachment: “A market oriented, incentive based approach to protecting Essential Fish Habitat
in the Central Coast of California”. A proposal by The Nature Conservancy of California and
Environmental Defense” dated August 16, 2004.
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A market oriented, incentive-based approach to protecting
Essential Fish Habitat in the Central Coast of California

A proposal by The Nature Conservancy of California and
Environmental Defense

August 16, 2004

A market oriented, incentive-based approach to protecting Essential Fish Habitat in the
Central Coast of California
A proposal by The Nature Conservancy of California and Environmental Defense
August 16, 2004
In July, 2003, The Nature Conservancy of California [TNC] and Environmental Defense [ED]
initiated exploratory discussions with participants of the bottom trawling industry and fleet along
the Central Coast of California. TNC and ED and many of the participants began to explore and
understand how together we might protect benthic habitat for groundfish and move towards a
more sustainable bottom trawl industry in federal marine waters extending from Point
Conception to Sand Hill Bluff near Davenport, California (see Figure 1). While TNC’s mission
is the protection and conservation of biodiversity, we strive to employ innovative strategies that
involve stakeholders and minimize conflicts with resources users.
Despite some differences of opinion concerning the validity of scientific issues that have guided
or misguided past management protocols, the bottom trawling community, TNC and ED have
moved forward in our discussions concerning a private sector purchase of numerous federal
bottom trawling permits and vessels that would be contingent upon the permanent establishment
of strategically placed no-trawl zones in the project area. Our judgment is that designation of notrawl zones will both protect Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for groundfish and move this fishery
in the Central Coast of California towards sustainability. We request that our market-oriented
approach to protecting EFH be seriously examined by the Pacific Fisheries Management Council
(Council) during the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process.
Proposal Description
TNC and ED have a working list of fishers who we think regularly trawl the project area (about
23 permit holders) and we have met with all of those owners or their representatives. Most of the
fishers home port in Morro Bay, Moss Landing, Monterey or Half Moon Bay. Our project
approach would be to purchase a significant majority of the bottom trawling permits and vessels
in this region in exchange for a significant portion of the project area designated as a no-trawl
zone for bottom trawlers.
The following project components are being explored and discussed amongst the parties. The
inclusion of these talking points does not imply that any agreements have been reached or
decisions have been made by any of the parties.
¾ Protection of Essential Fish Habitat, Conservation of Biodiversity, and Scientific
Research Objectives for the Project
The project aims to protect biodiversity and promote recovery of groundfish stocks through
the establishment of large no-trawl zones in federal waters between Point Conception and
Sand Hill Bluff. The no-trawl zones would include representative benthic habitats (hard,
soft, and mixed substrates in several depth ranges) as well as important benthic features such
as submarine canyons, sea-mounts, the shelf-slope break, and offshore reefs and banks that
are important components of EFH for multiple species of groundfish. These no-trawl zones
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should comprise a significant but yet-to-be-determined percentage of the project's
geographical area. This proposal aims to protect representative seafloor habitats at sites yet to
be bottom trawled and to allow previously trawled areas to recover.
Another important project objective is to be able to scientifically evaluate the ecosystem
recovery process, if any, by monitoring, observing and documenting what happens to the
benthic habitats, and the biodiversity they support, post-trawling. In discussions amongst
industry participants and conservation groups, it is clear that both camps distrust the
"science" of the other side and this sticking point has been a major impediment to moving
forward on an acceptable management plan for groundfish. This proposal, if successful, will
provide a unique "living laboratory" for scientific research opportunities aimed at objectively
determining the impacts, if any, on dragging the seafloor in the Central Coast of California.
Through careful siting and monitoring of replicated no–trawl zones, the scientific community
and industry can address critical questions that need to be answered to guide adaptive
management of marine resources.
¾ TNC and ED Have Attempted to Identify the Fisher's Objectives for the Project
While we clearly do not pretend to represent the trawling participants of the Central Coast,
we have been informed about many of the fisher's concerns with our proposal. The most
frequently heard concerns include:
1. For those fishers who wish to remain in the industry, protect their rights to trawl in their
fishing grounds through the establishment of designated bottom trawl zones between
Point Conception and Sand Hill Bluff. These areas should comprise a yet to be
determined percentage of the project area and be located in areas that can financially
sustain their business.
2. Strive to eliminate current and future contradictions and confusion between the Rockfish
Closure Areas, potential Essential Fish Habitat designations, potential marine reserves
and potential no-trawl zones. In other words, simplify the rules for bottom trawlers and
remove some of the uncertainty going forward.
3. Determine an equitable formula for valuing the permits and vessels that can be agreed
upon by buyer and sellers.
4. Allow for flexibility in the private acquisition process by giving consideration for
allowing fishers to retain their vessels for future participation in NON-bottom trawl
related fisheries, especially where they already own permits for different fisheries.
¾ Mechanism of Transactions and Potential Council Actions; Projected Timelines
There are many project components that need to be executed between the fishers and TNC
and ED, as well as by the Council and NMFS, for this private buyout endeavor to be
successful. Many of these actions are explicitly linked and will require extraordinary
coordination and cooperation amongst the private and government parties. Our current
thinking includes the following recommended sequence of actions:
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Recommended Actions
1. That the EIS oversight committee includes the TNC/ED proposal as
one of the alternatives to be analyzed in the EFH –EIS
2. The Council and NMFS work with TNC and ED and the fishers to
establish a control date that helps identify the number of participants
eligible for the private buyout. Only those fishers who have a bonafide
history of trawling in the project area should be eligible.
3. The Council and NMFS work with TNC and ED and the fishers to
designate a geographical project boundary for our alternative
4. TNC and ED and industry participants continue discussions and
negotiations on key issues of valuation and attempt to reach agreement.
5. TNC and ED and industry participants identify and negotiate trawl
and no- trawl zones and recommend their findings to NMFS and the
Council
6. The Council approves the trawl and no-trawl zones contingent upon
TNC and ED successfully negotiating an option to purchase or contract
to purchase at least 50% of the eligible permits in the project area and
TNC and ED has proven to establish a line of credit available to close
those transactions. The contracts would be required to be
consummated within a timely period of the no-trawl zones going into
effect.

Timeline
August 2004
August 2004

September 2004
November, 2004
November, 2004

To be determined

¾ Identification of Proposed No-Trawl Zones and Designated Trawl Zones
TNC and ED desire to work with the trawlers and the agencies to jointly develop a benthic
habitat map that includes the fisher's first hand knowledge of the seafloor and the best
available information from relevant agencies and informed scientists. Constructing a map of
this quality could be useful for all parties in determining EFH in the Central Coast of
California. TNC has already developed a preliminary benthic habitat map based on depth,
substrate type and topographic position (flats, ridges, canyons, slopes) and compiled a GIS
database of important biodiversity targets in the project area for our ecoregional scale
conservation planning. We would work with NOAA to incorporate information on habitat
suitability for groundfish and other data and models developed through the EFH process.
TNC and ED propose to use both a site-selection algorithm, such as MARXAN, and
expert/fisher input to identify appropriate trawl and no-trawl zones.

Summary
TNC and ED propose to work with the bottom trawling industry and the Council to develop a
private buy-out program that is contingent on the establishment of permanent no-trawl zones to
protect EFH and other important biodiversity targets in the project area of Central California.
This proposal fits well within the context of the groundfish EFH- EIS process and addresses
these core components:
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•

•

•

•

Designation and Protection of Essential Fish Habitat: Identification of a large
part of the shelf and slope as a no-trawl zone would provide protection for EFH
for some life stages of multiple species. Identification of these no-trawl areas
would be accomplished in conjunction with the Council and would be based on
Habitat Suitability models for groundfish and other data compiled during the EIS,
fisher knowledge, and other sources of information that TNC has compiled for
our ecoregional planning.
Identification of Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs): TNC and ED
have compiled data on representative benthic habitats, seamounts, structureforming invertebrates, canyon heads, estuaries, kelp beds, and many other
components of biodiversity and we will work with the Council and fishers to
identify HAPCs as core components of the no-trawl zones.
Minimization of Economic Impacts: TNC and ED will use private funds to
compensate fishers in a permit and vessel buyout process and will work with the
Council to identify trawlable zones that would promote economic sustainability
for the remainder of the fleet.
Adaptive Management: The identification of no-trawl zones in a replicated and
scientific manner and the implementation of scientific studies and monitoring will
provide much –needed data for adaptive management of the groundfish fishery.

Contact Information:
Chuck Cook, Director
California Marine and Coastal Program
The Nature Conservancy
111 West Topa Topa Street
Ojai, California 93023
Tel: 805-646-8820
Email: ccook@tnc.org
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Figure 1

6

Agendum C.6.d
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Agendum C.6.d
Supplemental Public Comment 3
September 2004

Magnuson Stevens Act requires:

Describe and identify essential fish habitat
 Minimize to the extent practicable adverse effects
on essential fish habitat caused by fishing; and
 Identify other actions to encourage the
conservation and enhancement of such habitat


EFH is defined as “waters and
substrate necessary to fish for
spawning, breeding, feeding
or growth to maturity.”
16 U.S.C. 1802(10)
Courtesy Geoff Shester

4 Criteria for Priority EFH
1.

Hard substrate (NOAA Habitat Database)

2.

Untrawlable areas (Zimmerman 2003)

3.

20% HSP for overfished groundfish

4.

High density biogenic habitat
2

Identify high relief
substrate and
sensitive habitat
“Sensitive to
fishing im pacts”
►

NRC (2002) report

►

EFH Habitat
Sensitivity Matrix

Source: NOAA Consolidated
GIS Data Physical and
Biological Habitat CD,
Zimmerman (2003)
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Identify Complex Hard
Substrate“Untrawlable Areas”

China rockfish (Sebastes nebulosus) are
common nearshore fish that inhabit rocky
reefs and kelp beds of the Sanctuary.
(photo: Steve Fisher)

Source: Zimmerman 2003
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Identify EFH for Overfished Groundfish
Example: 20% Highest Suitability Probability
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Source: NOAA

Identify
Representative High
Density Clusters of
Biogenic Habitat

Metridium field in Monterey Bay,
Geoff Shester

NMFS Trawl Survey Data
West Coast Groundfish
Observer Program
 MCBI Deep Sea Coral Records
(Smithsonian, Univ.)
6
 Independent dives, etc.



Source: NOAA – Dr. Elizabeth Clark

Corals, sponges and other living seafloor
substrates provide high quality habitat for a
variety of species











Rockfish
Mackerel
Crab
Shrimp
Cod
Sea Stars
Snails
Sponges
Anemones
Octopus





Juvenile rockfish in bryozoan
habitat, Monterey Bay
courtesy Geoff Shester




Increased habitat
complexity
Shelter and security
Protection from
predators
Nurseries for
juveniles
Feeding areas
Spawning grounds

Source: Krieger and Wing (2002), 7
Suluk et al. (2003), Mortenson (2003)

National Academy of Science Report
Trawling effects on the seafloor
National Research Council 2002



Bottom trawling reduces the
complexity, productivity, and
biodiversity of benthic
habitats most severely in
areas of coral and sponge.



Three management
recommendations
 Effort Reduction
 Closures
 Gear Modifications
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International Scientist letter
February 2004

More than 1,100 Scientists from around the world
recently signed a statement on Protecting the
World’s Deep-sea Coral and Sponge Ecosystems
“In short, based on current
knowledge, deep-sea coral
and sponge communities
appear to be as important to
the biodiversity of the oceans
and the sustainability of
fisheries as their analogues in
shallow tropical seas.”
9

Center for Independent
Experts
August 2004

“In regards to local habitats the destruction of

corals and sponges with their long recovery
times are of particular concern. In keeping with
the precautionary approach, these should
receive special consideration.”
CIE Summary Report at 21.
10

Identify
Specific Areas:




Existing Designation
Scientific Literature
Overlaps of datasets

Cordell Bank

Courtesy NOAA
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Source: Oceana

A Comprehensive Approach
Goal: Protect habitat while maintaining vibrant fisheries
 Identify and “Freeze” bottom trawl footprint (i.e. top 95%)
 Prohibit bottom trawling where footprint overlaps with
“priority areas”
 Protect from bottom contact on seamounts

 Establish bycatch caps for habitat-forming megafauna
 Restrict trawl footrope
 Conduct comprehensive research
– seafloor mapping
– gear impacts research
– ecological function, etc.

 Require comprehensive monitoring
– onboard observers (invertebrate bycatch)
– VMS
– electronic logbooks

 Adaptive management by the Council
Courtesy Geoff Shester

Trawl Footprint
2000-2003
408 blocks
100%
(Excluding confidential data)

13

Trawl Footprint
2000-2003
240 blocks
95%
(Excluding confidential data)

Objectives:
►

Prevent expansion to
new areas

►

Protect untrawled areas

►

Maintain vibrant
fisheries, high value
areas
14

Trawl Footprint

+

Priority EFH Areas

15

Preliminary
Comprehensive
Alternative
Areas in gold are
open to bottom
trawling, all other
areas closed to
bottom trawling

Source: Oceana
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Making It Practicable
 Use confidential data to ensure boundaries are drawn as
intended
 Address any potential disproportionate localized impacts

 Analyze habitat types included in priority areas
 Assess socio-cultural-economic impacts
 Provide recommendations to improve practicability
 Transition programs for bottom trawl fleet
 Enforcement

 Explore economic analysis using catch values not trawl
hours to the maximum extent possible

17

Request of Council
 Advise NMFS to analyze this preliminary approach to
develop a comprehensive, practicable alternative for
inclusion in EFH DEIS
 Why?
 In order to have a reasonable basis for an informed
decision

18

Biogenic Habitat of Monterey Bay

Courtesy Geoff Shester
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Agendum C.7.a
Agendum Overview
September 2004

OFF-YEAR SCIENCE IMPROVEMENTS REPORT
The combination of the new biennial management cycle in the groundfish management process and
improvements in groundfish scientific capabilities has spawned an ambitious plan to assess about
one-quarter of all the stocks in the Groundfish Fishery Management Plan. In preparation for
assessing 23 groundfish stocks next year, the Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Fisheries Science Center (NWFSC) have co-sponsored a number of workshops this year
to resolve data and modeling issues. Dr. Elizabeth Clarke, director of the Fishery Resource Analysis
and Monitoring Division of the NWFSC, will brief the Council on these workshops and
improvements made in this “off-year” for conducting stock assessments and other important
groundfish science initiatives. The Council task is to provide guidance to the NWFSC regarding the
off-year science improvement process.
Council Task:
Provide guidance to the NWFSC regarding the off-year science improvement process.
Reference Materials:
None.
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
Northwest Science Center Report
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Discussion and Guidance

PFMC
08/25/04

F:\!PFMC\MEETING\2004\September\Groundfish\C7_SitSum Off Yr Science.wpd

John DeVore
Elizabeth Clarke

Agendum C.7.c
Supplemental SSC Report
September 2004

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
OFF-YEAR SCIENCE IMPROVEMENTS REPORT
Dr. Elizabeth Clarke (National Marine Fisheries Service Northwest Fisheries Science Center)
gave an oral report on science improvement activities organized and/or sponsored by the
Northwest Fisheries Science Center, which so far this year have included the Recreational Catch
Per Unit Effort (CPUE) Workshop held in June 2004 and the Groundfish Stock Assessment Data
Workshop held in July 2004. The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) anticipates
receiving at the November Council meeting a final report on the Recreational CPUE Workshop
and a draft report of the Groundfish Data Workshop.
The third and final science improvement activity planned for 2004 is a Stock Assessment
Modeling Workshop, which will occur during the last week of October 2004. The SSC worked
with Dr. Clarke to revise the draft agenda for the Modeling Workshop. The revised agenda
includes the following topics: Terms of Reference for stock assessment teams, methods for
developing biomass indices from surveys, review of methods for model tuning, evaluation of
model diagnostics, and methods for making catch and biomass projections and expressing
uncertainty.
It is unlikely a written report about the Modeling Workshop will be available for the
November 2004 Council meeting. The Council and its advisory committees may wish to
formally review the off-year science activities at some future meeting and provide guidance
concerning the process for planning such activities in the future.

PFMC
09/14/04

Z:\!PFMC\MEETING\1996-2011\2004\SEPTEMBER\SSC\SSC COMMENTS ON C7 - SEP04.DOC

Agendum C.8.a
Agendum Overview
September 2004

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR GROUNDFISH REBUILDING PLAN REVIEW
AND STOCK ASSESSMENT REVIEW PANELS
The Council has annually considered updates to the Scientific and Statical Committee’s (SSC’s)
Terms of Reference for developing and reviewing groundfish stock assessments. Now, with the
multi-year management process in place, stock assessments will be conducted every other year. In
2005, 22 groundfish stock assessments are planned, which will require a significant overhaul of the
Terms of Reference for the Groundfish Stock Assessment and Review (STAR) Process (Agendum
C.8.b, Attachment 1). Additionally, the Groundfish Management Team and the National Marine
Fisheries Service Northwest Regional staff have requested complete estimation and reporting of all
necessary management parameters and reference points in groundfish stock assessments. The SSC
Groundfish Subcommittee has begun considering modifications to the Terms of Reference for the
Groundfish STAR Process. The Council should consider recommended changes to this Terms of
Reference and provide guidance to the SSC for finalizing this document.
The SSC's Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses was developed by the SSC in
2001 and adopted by the Council in April 2001 (Agendum C.8.b, Attachment 2). This Terms of
Reference has guided authors of groundfish rebuilding analyses, which are critical for developing
rebuilding plans for overfished groundfish stocks. Groundfish Fishery Management Plan
Amendment 16-1, which set the process and standards by which the Council specifies rebuilding
plans for overfished groundfish stocks, provided for the development of species-specific standards
for determining when progress has been adequate for each rebuilding plan. The SSC, other advisors,
and the Council should consider modifications to the SSC Terms of Reference for Groundfish
Rebuilding Analyses to incorporate species-specific standards for rebuilding plan reviews. The
Council task is to provide guidance to the SSC for finalizing this Terms of Reference.
Both Terms of Reference are scheduled for final Council adoption at the November 2004 meeting.
Council guidance at this meeting will be an important step in developing complete Terms of
Reference which will guide the development of scientific elements necessary for accomplishing
Council groundfish management objectives.
Council Task:
1. Provide guidance on finalizing the Groundfish Stock Assessment and Review Process
Terms of Reference.
2. Provide guidance on finalizing the SSC Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding
Analyses.
Reference Materials:
1. Agendum C.8.b, Attachment 1: Groundfish Stock Assessment and Review Process for 20052006.
2. Agendum C.8.b, Attachment 2: SSC Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses.
3. Agendum C.8.d, Public Comment.
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Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
Scientific and Statistical Committee Report
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Guidance on Finalizing Terms of Reference

PFMC
08/26/04

F:\!PFMC\MEETING\2004\September\Groundfish\C8_Agendum Overview_STAR ToR.wpd
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John DeVore
Kevin Hill

Agendum C.8.b
Attachment 1
September 2004
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Introduction
The purpose of this document is to help the Council family and others understand the groundfish stock assessment
review process (STAR). Parties involved are the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); state agencies; the
Council and its advisors, including the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC), Groundfish Management Team
(GMT), Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP), Council staff; and interested persons. The STAR process is a key
element in an overall process designed to make timely use of new fishery and survey data, to analyze and understand
these data as completely as possible, to provide opportunity for public comment, and to assure that the results are as
accurate and error-free as possible. The STAR process is designed to assist in balancing these somewhat conflicting
goals of timeliness, completeness and openness.
STAR Goals and Objectives
The goals and objectives for the groundfish assessment and review process† are:
a)

Ensure that groundfish stock assessments provide the kinds and quality of information required by all
members of the Council family.

b) Satisfy the Magnuson-Stevens Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA) and other legal requirements.
c)

Provide a well-defined, Council oriented process that helps make groundfish stock assessments the "best
available" scientific information and facilitates use of the information by the Council. In this context,
"well-defined" means with a detailed calendar, explicit responsibilities for all participants, and specified
outcomes and reports.
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d) Emphasize external, independent review of groundfish stock assessment work.
e)

Increase understanding and acceptance of groundfish stock assessment and review work by all members of
the Council family.

f)

Identify research needed to improve assessments, reviews, and fishery management in the future.

g) Use assessment and review resources effectively and efficiently.
Shared Responsibilities
All parties have a stake in assuring adequate technical review of stock assessments. NMFS must determine that the
best scientific advice has been used when it approves fishery management recommendations made by the Council.
The Council uses advice from the SSC to determine whether the information on which it will base its
recommendation is the “best available” scientific advice. Fishery managers and scientists providing technical
documents to the Council for use in management need to assure that the work is technically correct. Program
reviews, in-depth external reviews, and peer-reviewed scientific publications are used by federal and state agencies
to provide quality assurance for the basic scientific methods used to produce stock assessments. However, the timeframe for this sort of review is not suited to the routine examination of assessments that are, generally, the primary
basis for a harvest recommendation.
The review of current stock assessments requires a routine, dedicated effort that simultaneously meets the needs of
NMFS, the Council, and others. Leadership, in the context of the stock assessment review process for groundfish,
means consulting with all interested parties to plan, prepare terms of reference, and develop a calendar of events and
a list of deliverables. Coordination means organizing and carrying out review meetings, distributing documents in a

†

In this document, the term "stock assessment" includes activities, analyses, and management recommendations,
beginning with data collection and continuing through to the development of management recommendations by the
Groundfish Management Team and information presented to the Council as a basis for management decisions.
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timely fashion, and making sure that assessments and reviews are completed according to plan. Leadership and
coordination involve costs, both monetary and time, which have not been calculated, but are likely substantial.
The Council and NMFS share primary responsibility to create and foster a successful STAR process. The Council
will sponsor the process and involve its standing advisory committees, especially the Scientific and Statistical
Committee. NMFS will provide a coordinator to oversee and facilitate the process. Together they will consult with
all interested parties to plan, prepare terms of reference, and develop a calendar of events and a list of deliverables.
NMFS and the Council will share fiscal and logistical responsibilities.
The STAR process is sponsored by the Council because the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) limits the
ability of NMFS to establish advisory committees. FACA specifies a procedure for convening advisory committees
that provide consensus recommendations to the federal government. The intent of FACA was to limit the number of
advisory committees, ensure that advisory committees fairly represent affected parties, and ensure that advisory
committee meetings, discussions, and reports are carried out and prepared in full public view. Under FACA,
advisory committees must be chartered by the Department of Commerce through a rather cumbersome process.
However, the SFA exempts the Council from FACA per se, but requires public notice and open meetings similar to
those under FACA.
NMFS Responsibilities
NMFS will work with the Council, other agencies, groups, or interested persons that carry out assessment work to
organize Stock Assessment Teams (STAT Teams) and STAR Panels, and make sure that work is carried out in a
timely fashion according to the calendar and terms of reference. NMFS will provide a senior scientist to coordinate
these tasks with assistance from Council staff. To initiate the assessment cycle, NMFS will convene data and
modeling workshops so that STAT teams and interested parties (e.g., the GMT) can discuss upcoming stock
assessments, external reviews, data sources, and modeling approaches. To promote consistency, representatives
from each STAT team are expected to attend both the data and modeling workshops.
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The Stock Assessment coordinator, in consultation with the SSC, will select STAR Panel chairs, and will coordinate
the selection of external reviewers following criteria for reviewer qualifications, nomination, and selection. The
public is welcome to nominate qualified reviewers. Following any modifications to the stock assessments resulting
from STAR panel reviews and prior to distribution of the stock assessment documents and STAR panel reports to
GMT, the coordinator will review the stock assessments and panel reports for consistency with the terms of
reference, especially completeness of the stock assessment Executive Summary. Inconsistencies will be identified
and the authors requested to make appropriate revisions in time for the GMT meeting at which ABC and OY
recommendations are developed.
Individuals (employed by NMFS, state agencies, or other entities) that conduct assessments or technical work in
connection with groundfish stock assessments are responsible for ensuring their work is technically sound and
complete. The Council’s review process is the principal means for review of complete stock assessments, although
additional in-depth technical review of methods and data is desirable. Stock assessments conducted by NMFS, State
agencies, or other entities must be completed and reviewed in full accordance with the Terms of Reference
(Appendices B and C) at the times specified in the calendar (Appendix A).
GMT Responsibilities
The GMT is responsible for identifying and evaluating potential management actions based on the best available
scientific information. In particular, the GMT makes ABC and OY recommendations to the Council based on
estimated stock status, uncertainty about stock status, and socioeconomic and ecological factors. The GMT will use
stock assessments, STAR Panel reports, and other information in making their recommendations. The GMT’s
preliminary ABC recommendation will be developed at a meeting that includes representatives from the SSC, STAT
Teams, STAR Panels, and GAP. A representative(s) of the GMT will serve as a liaison to each STAR Panel, but
will not serve as a member of the Panel. The GMT will not seek revision or additional review of the stock
assessments after they have been reviewed by the STAR Panel. The GMT chair will communicate any unresolved
issues to the SSC for consideration. Successful separation of scientific (i.e., STAT Team and STAR Panels) from
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management (i.e., GMT) work depends on stock assessment documents and STAR reviews being completed by the
time the GMT meets to discuss preliminary ABC and OY levels. However, the GMT can request additional model
projections, based on reviewed model scenarios, in order to develop a full evaluation of potential management
actions.
GAP Responsibilities
The chair of the GAP will appoint a representative to track each stock assessment and attend the STAR Panel
meeting. The GAP representative will participate in review discussions as an advisor to the STAR Panel, in the
same capacity as the GMT advisor.
The GAP representative, along with STAT and SSC representatives, will attend the GMT meeting at which ABC
recommendations are made. The GAP representative will also attend subsequent GMT, Council, and other
necessary meetings where the assessment is discussed.
The GAP representative will provide appropriate data and advice to the STAR Panel and GMT and will report to the
GAP on STAR Panel and GMT meeting proceedings.
SSC Responsibilities
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) will participate in the stock assessment review process and provide
the GMT and Council with technical advice related to the stock assessments and the review process. The SSC will
assign one member from its Groundfish Subcommittee to each STAR Panel. This member is expected to attend the
assigned STAR Panel meeting, the GMT meeting at which ABC recommendations are made, and the Council
meetings when groundfish stock assessment agenda items are discussed (see calendar in Appendix A). The SSC
representative on the STAR Panel will present the STAR Panel report at GMT, SSC, and at Council meetings. The
SSC representative will communicate SSC comments or questions to the GMT and STAR Panel chair. It is the
SSC’s responsibility to review and endorse any additional analytical work requested by the GMT after the stock
assessments have been reviewed by the STAR Panels. In addition, the SSC will review and advise the GMT and
Council on projected ABCs and OYs.
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The SSC, during their normally scheduled meetings, will serve as arbitrator to resolve disagreements between the
STAT Team, STAR Panel, or GMT. The STAT Team and the STAR Panel may disagree on technical issues
regarding an assessment. In this case, a complete stock assessment must include a point-by-point response by the
STAT Team to each of the STAR Panel recommendations.
Council Staff Responsibilities
Council Staff will prepare meeting notices and distribute stock assessment documents, stock summaries, meeting
minutes, and other appropriate documents. Council Staff will help NMFS and the state agencies in coordinating
stock assessment meetings and events. Staff will also publish or maintain file copies of reports from each STAR
Panel (containing items specified in the STAR Panel’s term of reference), the outline for groundfish stock
assessment documents, comments from external reviewers, SSC, GMT, and GAP, letters from the public, and any
other relevant information. At a minimum, the stock assessments (STAT Team reports, STAR Panel reports, and
stock summaries) should be published and distributed in the Council’s annual SAFE document.
Stock Assessment Priorities
Stock assessments for West Coast groundfish are conducted periodically to assess abundance, trends, and
appropriate harvest levels for these species. Assessments use statistical population models to analyze and integrate a
variety of survey, fishery and biological data. Due to the large number of groundfish species that have never been
assessed, it is the goal of the Council to increase substantially the number of assessed stocks. A constraint on
reaching that objective, however, is that a multi-year management regime has recently been adopted, which limits
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assessment activities to odd years only (e.g., 2005). Nonetheless, for the upcoming assessment cycle an ambitious
list of 23 stocks will be evaluated, including at least five species that have never been assessed.
In establishing stock assessment priorities an number of factors are considered, including:
1.

Assessments should take advantage of new information, especially indices of abundance from fisheryindependent surveys.

2.

Overfished stocks that are under rebuilding plans should be evaluated to ensure that progress towards
achieving stock recovery is adequate.

3.

Generally, no more than 2 assessments will be reviewed by a STAR Panel when these assessments involve
new types of data or assessment methods.
(THIS POINT OF REVISION IS OF CONCERN TO
SOME MEMBERS OF THE SSC. HOWEVER THE SCHEDULE FOR 2005 ALREADY HAS
STAR PANELS ASSIGNED WITH UP TO 4 STOCK ASSESSMENTS. THE SSC WILL NEED TO
ARRIVE AT A CONSENSUS ON THIS ISSUE)

4.

The SSC encourages attempts to study previously un-assessed stocks, but recognizes that often such efforts
will not produce a comprehensive understanding of population dynamics. Even so, updates or reports that
fall short of a full assessment are still desirable, in order to summarize whatever information exists that may
be useful to the Council in making management decisions.

5.

Any stock assessment that is considered for use in management should be submitted through normal
Council channels and reviewed at STAR Panel meetings.

6.

The proposed stocks for assessment should be discussed by the Council at least a year in advance to allow
sufficient time for assembly of relevant assessment data and for arrangement of STAR panels.
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Terms of Reference for STAR Panels and Their Meetings
The principal responsibility of the STAR Panel is to carry out these terms of reference according to the calendar for
groundfish assessments. Most groundfish stocks are assessed infrequently and each assessment and review should
result in useful advice to the Council. The STAR Panel’s work includes:
1.
2.
3.
4.

reviewing draft stock assessment documents and any other pertinent information (e.g.; previous assessments
and STAR Panel reports, if available);
working with STAT Teams to ensure assessments are reviewed as needed;
documenting meeting discussions; and
reviewing summaries of stock status (prepared by STAT Teams) for inclusion in the SAFE document.

STAR Panels normally include a chairman, at least one “external” member (i.e., outside of the Council family and
not involved in management or assessment of West Coast groundfish), and one SSC member. The total number of
STAR members should be at least “n+2" where n is the number of stock assessments and “2" counts the chair and
external reviewer. In addition to Panel members, STAR meetings will include GMT and GAP advisory
representatives with responsibilities laid out in their terms of reference. STAR Panels normally meet for one week.
(DISCUSSION POINT: IS THE “N+2" RULE STILL DESIRABLE?)
The number of assessments reviewed per Panel should not exceed two. (SEE ITEM #3 ABOVE)
The STAR Panel is responsible for determining if a stock assessment document is sufficiently complete according to
Appendix B: Outline for Groundfish Stock Assessments. It is the Panel’s responsibility to identify assessments that
cannot be reviewed or completed for any reason. The Panel’s decision that an assessment is complete should be
made by consensus. If a Panel cannot reach agreement, then the nature of the disagreement must be described in the
Panel’s report.
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For some species the data will be insufficient to calculate reliable estimates of Fmsy (or its proxy), Bmsy (or its proxy),
ending biomass or unfished biomass, etc. Results of these data-poor assessments typically will not meet the
requirements of a full assessment and, in those instances, each STAR Panel should consider what inferences can be
drawn from the analysis presented by the STAT Team. The panel should review the reliability and appropriateness
of any methods used to draw conclusions about stock status and exploitation potential and either recommend or
reject the analysis on the basis of its ability to introduce useful information into the management process.
The STAR Panel’s terms of reference solely concern technical aspects of the stock assessment. It is therefore
important that the panel should strive for a risk neutral perspective in its reports and deliberations. Assessment
results based on model scenarios that have a flawed technical basis, or are implausible on other grounds, should be
identified by the panel and excluded from the set upon which management advise is to be developed. It is
recognized that some of these implausible results may need to be reported in the STAT Team document in order to
better define the scope of the accepted model results. The STAR panel should comment on the degree to which the
accepted model scenarios describe and quantify the major sources of uncertainty, and the degree to which the
probabilities associated with these scenarios are technically sound. The STAR panel may also provide qualitative
comments on the probability of various model results, especially if the panel does not believe that the probability
distributions calculated by the STAT capture all major sources of uncertainty.
Recommendations and requests to the STAT Team for additional or revised analyses must be clear, explicit and in
writing. A written summary of discussion on significant technical points and lists of all STAR Panel
recommendations and requests to the STAT Team are required in the STAR Panel’s report. This should be
completed (at least in draft form) prior to the end of the meeting. It is the chair and Panel’s responsibility to carry
out any follow-up review work that is required.
The primary goal of the STAR Panel is to complete a detailed evaluation of the results of a stock assessment, which
puts the Panel in a good position to advance the best available scientific information to the Council. Under ideal
circumstances, the STAT Team and STAR Panel should strive to reach a mutual consensus on a single base model,
but it is essential that uncertainty in the analysis be captured and transmitted to managers. A useful way of
accomplishing this objective is to bracket the base model along what is deemed to be the dominant dimension of
uncertainty (e.g., spawner-recruit steepness, natural mortality rate, survey catchability, year-class strength, etc.).
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Once a base model has been bracketed on either side by alternative model scenarios, which capture the overall
degree of uncertainty in the assessment, a 2-way decision table analysis (states-of-nature versus management action)
is the preferred way to present the repercussions of uncertainty to management. Bracketing of assessment results
could be accomplished in a variety of ways, including ambiguity in the data, statistical precision, or model
specification uncertainty, but as a matter of practice the STAR Panel should strive to identify a single preferred
model when possible, so that averaging of extremes doesn’t become the de facto choice of management.
To the extent possible additional analyses required in the stock assessment should be completed during the STAR
Panel meeting. It is the obligation of the STAR Panel chairperson, in consultation with other Panel members, to
prioritize requests for additional STAT Team analysis. If follow-up work by the STAT Team is required after the
review meeting, then it is the Panel's responsibility to track STAT Team progress. In particular, the chair is
responsible for communicating with all Panel members (by phone, e-mail, or any convenient means) to determine if
the revised stock assessment and documents are complete and ready to be used by managers in the Council family.
If stock assessments and reviews are not complete at the end of the STAR Panel meeting, then the work must be
completed prior to the GMT meeting where the assessments and preliminary ABC levels are discussed.
(DISCUSSION POINT: HOW DO WE HANDLE PROGRESS TOWARDS REBUILDING?)
The STAR Panel, STAT Team, and all interested parties are legitimate meeting participants that must be
accommodated in discussions. It is the STAR Panel chair’s responsibility to manage discussions and public
comment so that work can be completed.
STAT Teams and STAR Panels are likely to disagree on certain technical issues. If the STAR Panel and STAT
Team disagree, the STAR Panel must document the areas of disagreement in its report. The STAR Panel may also
request additional analysis based on an alternative approach. However, the STAR Panel’s primary duty is to conduct
a peer review of the assessment that is presented. In the course of this review, the Panel may ask for a reasonable
number of sensitivity runs, additional details of existing assessments, or similar items from the STAT team.
However, the STAR Panel is not authorized to conduct an alternative assessment representing its own views that are
distinct from those of the STAT Team, nor can it impose an alternative assessment on the Team. Rather, if the Panel
finds that an assessment is inadequate, it should document and report that opinion and, in addition, suggest remedial
measures that could be taken by the STAT team to rectify whatever perceived shortcomings may exist. Where
fundamental differences of opinion remain between the STAR Panel and STAT Team, which cannot be resolved by
mutual discussion, the SSC will review the dispute and will issue its own recommendation.
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The SSC representative on the STAR Panel is expected to attend GMT and Council meetings where stock
assessments and harvest projections are discussed to explain the reviews and provide other technical information and
advice. The chair is responsible for providing Council staff with a camera ready and suitable electronic version of
the Panel’s report for inclusion in the annual SAFE report.
Suggested Template for STAR Panel Report
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Minutes of the STAR Panel meeting containing
A. Name and affiliation of STAR Panel members; and
B. List of analyses requested by the STAR Panel.
Comments on the technical merits and/or deficiencies in the assessment and recommendations for remedies.
Explanation of areas of disagreement regarding STAR Panel recommendations:
A. among STAR Panel members (majority and minority reports), and
B. between the STAR Panel and STAT Team
Unresolved problems and major uncertainties, e.g.; any special issues that complicate scientific assessment,
questions about the best model scenario.
Prioritized recommendations for future research and data collection
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Terms of Reference for Groundfish STAT Teams
The STAT Team will carry out its work according to these terms of reference and the calendar for groundfish stock
assessments.
Each STAT Team will appoint a representative who will attend any data and modeling workshops. STAT Teams are
encouraged to also organize independent meetings with industry and interested parties to discuss issues, questions,
and data.
Each STAT Team will appoint a representative to coordinate work with the STAR Panel and attend the STAR Panel
meeting.
Each STAT Team will appoint a representative who will attend the GMT meeting and Council meeting where
preliminary acceptable biological catch (ABC) and optimum yield (OY) levels are discussed. In addition, a
representative of the STAT Team should attend the GMT and Council meeting where final ABC and OY levels are
discussed, if requested or necessary. At these meetings, the STAT Team member shall be available to answer
questions about the STAT Team report.
The STAT Team is responsible for preparing three versions of the stock assessment document: 1) a “draft” for
discussion at the stock assessment review meeting; 2) a revised “complete draft” for distribution to the GMT, SSC,
GAP, and Council for discussions about preliminary ABC and OY levels; 3) a “final” version published in the SAFE
report. Other than authorized changes, only editorial and other minor changes should be made between the
“complete draft” and “final” versions. The STAT Team will distribute “draft” assessment documents to the STAR
Panel, Council, and GMT and GAP representatives at least two weeks prior to the STAR Panel meeting.
(DISCUSSION POINT: WILL 2 WEEKS BE SUFFICIENT IF A PANEL REVIEWS 3-4 ASSESSMENTS?)
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The STAT Team is responsible for bringing computerized data and working assessment models to the review
meeting in a form that can be analyzed on site. STAT Teams should take the initiative in building and selecting
candidate models and should have several complete models ready to present to the STAR Panel and be prepared to
discuss the merits of each.
The STAT Team is responsible for producing a complete draft of the assessment by the end of the STAR Panel
meeting. In the event that a complete draft is not completed, the Team is responsible for completing the work to the
satisfaction of the STAR Panel as soon as possible, but within at least one week before the GMT meets to discuss the
results of the assessment.
The STAT Team and the STAR Panel may disagree on technical issues regarding an assessment, but a complete
stock assessment must include a point-by-point response by the STAT Team to each of the STAR Panel’s
recommendations. Estimates and projections representing all sides of the disagreement need to be presented,
reviewed, and commented on by the SSC.
For stocks which are projected to fall below overfished thresholds, the STAT Team must complete a rebuilding
analysis according to the SSC’s Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses2. It is recommended that
this analysis be conducted using the rebuilding software developed by Dr. Andre Punt (aepunt@u.washington.edu).
However, authors are also encouraged to present alternative approaches (where appropriate), along with clear
justification for why the alternative may be an improvement over the approach described in the SSC’s Terms of
Reference. The STAT Team is also responsible for preparing a document that summarizes the results of the
rebuilding analysis. .
Electronic versions of final assessment documents, rebuilding analyses, parameter files, data files, and key output
files will be sent to the Stock Assessment Coordinator for inclusion in a stock assessment archive.

2

SSC Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses (Final Draft). Exhibit F.7, Supplemental SSC
Terms of Reference, April 2001. Available from the PFMC, 7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200, Portland, OR,
97220-1384, (503) 820-2280.
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Appendix A: 2005-2006 Stock Assessment Review Calendar
July 26-30, 2004

Data Workshop (AFSC, Seattle)

Oct. 25-29, 2004

Modeling Workshop (NWFSC, Seattle)

Nov. 1-5, 2004

PFMC adoption of Stock Assessment Terms of Reference (Portland)

April 18-22, 2005

STAR Panel #1: cowcod, English sole, petrale sole, starry flounder

May 2-6, 2005

STAR Panel #2: cabezon, California scorpionfish, gopher rockfish, kelp greenling

May 16-20, 2005

STAR Panel #3: Pacific ocean perch, darkblotched rockfish, blackgill rockfish

June 20-24, 2005

STAR Panel #4: sablefish, Dover sole, longspine thornyhead, shortspine thornyhead

Aug. 1-5, 2005

STAR Panel #5: canary rockfish, bocaccio, vermilion rockfish

Aug. 15-19, 2005

STAR Panel #6: lingcod, widow rockfish, yelloweye rockfish, yellowtail rockfish

Sept.-Oct., 2005

Mop-up STAR Panel (if needed)

Sept., 2005

GMT meeting

Sept. 18-23, 2005

PFMC preliminary adoption of ABCs and OYs (Portland)

Nov. 1-4, 2005

PFMC continued adoption of ABCs and OYs (San Diego)

April 3-7, 2006

PFMC preliminary adoption of management measures for 2007-2008 (California)

June 12-16, 2006

PFMC final adoption of management measures for 2007-2008 (????)
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Appendix B: Outline for Groundfish Stock Assessment Documents
This is an outline of items that should be included in stock assessment reports for groundfish managed by the Pacific
Fishery Management Council. The outline is a working document meant to provide assessment authors with flexible
guidelines about how to organize and communicate their work. All items listed in the outline may not be appropriate
or available for each assessment. In the interest of clarity and uniformity of presentation, stock assessment authors
and reviewers are encouraged (but not required) to use the same organization and section names as in the outline. It
is important that time trends of catch, abundance, harvest rates, recruitment and other key quantities be presented in
tabular form to facilitate full understanding and followup work.
a.

Title page and list of preparers – the names and affiliations of the stock assessment team (STAT) either
alphabetically or as first and secondary authors

b.

Executive Summary (see attached template and example in Appendices C and D). This also serves as the
STAT summary included in the SAFE.

c.

Introduction
1. Scientific name, distribution, stock structure, management units
2. Important features of life history that affect management (e.g., migration, sexual dimorphism,
bathymetric demography)
3. Important features of current fishery and relevant history of fishery
4. Management history (e.g., changes in mesh sizes, trip limits, optimum yields)
5. Management performance – a table or tables comparing acceptable biological catches, optimum yields,
landings, and catch (i.e., landings plus discard) for each area and year

d.

Assessment
1. Data
a. Landings by year and fishery, historical catch estimates, discards (generally specified as a
percentage of total catch in weight and in units of mt), catch-at-age, weight-at-age, abundance
indices (typically survey and CPUE data), data used to estimate biological parameters (e.g.; growth
rates, maturity schedules, and natural mortality) with coefficients of variation (CVs) or variances if
available. Include complete tables and figures.
b. Sample size information for length and age composition data by area, year, gear, market category,
etc., including both the number of trips and fish sampled.
2. History of modeling approaches used for this stock – changes between current and previous assessment
models
3. Model description
a. Complete description of any new modeling approaches.
b. Assessment program with last revision date (i.e., date executable program file was compiled).
c. List and description of all likelihood components in the model.
d. Constraints on parameters, selectivity assumptions, natural mortality, assumed level of age reader
agreement or assumed ageing error (if applicable), and other assumed parameters.
e. Description of stock-recruitment constraints or components.
f. Description of how the first year that is included in the model was selected and how the population
state at the time is defined (e.g., B0, stable age structure, etc.).
g. Critical assumptions and consequences of assumption failures.
4. Model selection and evaluation
a. Evidence of search for balance between model realism and parsimony.
b. Use nested models where possible (e.g.; asymptotic vs. domed selectivities, constant vs. time
varying selectivities).
c. Do parameter estimates make sense, are they credible?
d. Residual analysis (e.g.; residual plots, time series plots of observed and predicted values, or other
approach).
e. Convergence status and convergence criteria for the base-run model.
f. Randomization run results or other evidence of search for global best estimates.
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5.

6.

Base-run(s) results
a. Table listing all parameters in the stock assessment model used for base runs, their purpose (e.g.;
recruitment parameter, selectivity parameter) and whether or not the parameter was actually
estimated in the stock assessment model.
b. Population numbers at age × year.
c. Time-series of total and spawning biomass, depletion relative to B0, recruitment and fishing
mortality or exploitation rate estimates (table and figures).
d. Selectivity estimates (if not included elsewhere).
e. Stock-recruitment relationship.
Uncertainty and sensitivity analyses. The best approach for describing uncertainty and the range of
probable biomass estimates in groundfish assessments may depend on the situation. Important factors
to consider include:
a. Parameter uncertainty (variance estimation conditioned on a given model, estimation framework,
data set choice, and weighting scheme), including likelihood profiles of important assessment
parameters (e.g., natural mortality). This also includes expressing uncertainty in derived outputs
of the model and estimating CVs by an appropriate methods (e.g., bootstrap, Bayesian approaches,
or MCMC).
b. Sensitivity to data set choice and weighting schemes (e.g., emphasis or 8 factors), which may also
include a consideration of recent patterns in recruitment.
c. Sensitivity to assumptions about model structure, i.e., model specification uncertainty.
d. Retrospective analysis.
e. Historical analysis (plot of actual estimates from current and previous assessments).
f. Decision table analysis.
g. Subjective appraisal of the magnitude and sources of uncertainty.
h. If a range of model runs is used to characterize uncertainty it is important to provide some
qualitative or quantitative information about relative probability of each.
i. If possible, ranges depicting uncertainty should include at least three runs: (a) one judged most
probable; (b) at least one that depicts the range of uncertainty in the direction of lower current
biomass levels; and (c) one that depicts the range of uncertainty in the direction of higher current
biomass levels. The entire range of uncertainty should be carried through stock projections and
decision table analyses.
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e.

Rebuilding parameters –
1. Determine Bo as the product of spawners per recruit (SPR) in unfished state multiplied by the average
recruitment expected while the stock is unfished. This typically is estimated as the average recruitment
during early years of fishery. According to the 1999 SAFE report (PFMC 1999, p. 24)3, the values for
spawners are preferably measured as total population egg production, but female spawning biomass is a
common proxy.
2. Bmsy = 0.4 Bo;
3. Mean generation time; and
4. Forward projection using a Monte Carlo re-sampling of recruitments expected to occur as the stock
rebuilds, where future recruitments typically are taken from the recent time series of estimated
recruitments or recruits per spawner. Alternatively, if a credible stock-recruitment relationship can be
estimated, it could be used to project population growth. Either approach can be conducted using the
Punt rebuilding software (see above).

f.

Reference Points (biomass and exploitation rate)

g.

Harvest projections and decision tables

3

Pacific Fishery Management Council. 1999. Status of the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Through 1998 and
Recommended Biological Catches for 2000: Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation. (Document prepared for the
Council and its advisory entities.) Pacific Fishery Management Council, 2130 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite, 224,
Portland, Oregon 97201.
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a.

b.

Harvest projections and decision tables (i.e., a matrix of states of nature versus management action)
should cover the plausible range of uncertainty about current biomass and the full range of candidate
fishing mortality targets used for the stock or requested by the GMT. These should at least include
calculation of the ABC based on Fmsy (or its proxy) and the OY that is implied under the Council’s
40:10 harvest policy. Ideally, the alternatives described in the decision table will be drawn from a
probability distribution which describes the pattern of uncertainty regarding the status of the stock and
the consequences of alternative future management actions. Where alternatives are not formally
associated with a probability distribution, the document needs to present sufficient information to guide
assignment of approximate probabilities to each alternative.
Information presented should include biomass and yield projections of ABC and OY for ten years into
the future, beginning with the first year for which management action could be based upon the
assessment.

8.

Research needs (prioritized).

9.

Acknowledgments-include STAR Panel members and affiliations as well as names and affiliations of
persons who contributed data, advice or information but were not part of the assessment team.

10. Literature cited.
11. Complete parameter and data in the native code of the stock assessment.
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Appendix C: Template for Executive Summary Prepared by STAT Teams
Stock: species/area
Catches: trends and current levels-include table for last ten years and graph with long term data
Data and assessment: date of last assessment, type of assessment model, data available, new information, and
information lacking
Unresolved problems and major uncertainties: any special issues that complicate scientific assessment, questions
about the best model scenario, etc.
Reference points: management targets and definition of overfishing
Stock biomass: trends and current levels relative to virgin or historic levels, description of uncertainty-include table
for last 10 years and graph with long term estimates
Recruitment: trends and current levels relative to virgin or historic levels-include table for last 10 years and graph
with long term estimates
Exploitation status: exploitation rates (i.e., total catch divided by exploitable biomass) – include table for last 10
years and graph with long term estimates.
Management performance: catches in comparison to ABC and OY values for the most recent 10 years (when
available), overfishing levels, actual catch and discard
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Forecasts: ten forecasts of catch, biomass, and depletion
Decision table:
Research and data needs:

Rebuilding Projections: principal results from rebuilding analysis if the stock is overfished
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Appendix D: Example a Complete Stock Assessment Executive Summary
Executive Summary
Stock: This assessment pertains to the black rockfish (Sebastes melanops) population resident in waters located
off northern California and Oregon, including the region between Cape Falcon and the Columbia River. Genetic
information is presented that indicates black rockfish within that area represent a single homogeneous unit. A
separate analysis of black rockfish off the coast of Washington and Oregon north of Cape Falcon was conducted by
Wallace et al. (1999).
Catches: Catches of black rockfish from Oregon and California were classified into 6 distinct fisheries, i.e., the
recreational, commercial hook-and-line, and trawl sectors from each State. Since 1978, when consistent catch
reporting systems began, landings have ranged from 602–1,836 mt. From 1978-2002 recreational catches have been
reasonably consistent and have predominated. Concurrently, hook-and-line landings have increased as trawl
landings have decreased. For this assessment, catches from 1945-77 were estimated from fragmented data and were
ramped up by linear interpolation to known values in 1978. Discard rates of black rockfish are thought to be
negligible, so the catch was assumed equal to the landings.

Year
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002

Sport
360.8
330.0
377.4
401.3
375.9
375.2
301.6
320.7
275.4
241.6

Recent black rockfish catch statistics [mt] by fishery
Oregon
California
Hook
Trawl
Sport
Hook
65.7
43.7
284.0
129.1
131.2
43.4
210.0
130.9
158.5
4.3
158.0
156.9
225.6
7.7
154.0
103.4
267.6
17.1
91.0
112.8
191.6
58.6
117.0
78.6
207.7
2.3
162.0
49.0
105.6
0.6
129.0
43.7
146.2
0.2
248.0
96.6
125.2
1.2
179.7
67.0
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Trawl
2.2
1.1
2.7
10.5
14.1
6.3
3.9
2.3
2.1
2.0

Total
885.5
846.6
857.8
902.5
878.5
827.3
726.5
601.9
768.5
616.7

Data and Assessment: A variety of data sources was used in this assessment including: (1) recreational
landings, age, and size composition data from the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODF&W), (2)
recreational landings (all California and Oregon shore-based modes) from the RECFIN data base, (3) Oregon
commercial landings (trawl and hook-and-line) from the PACFIN data base, (4) size compositions for the
commercial fisheries in Oregon from ODF&W, (5) California commercial landings and length compositions from
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the CALCOM database, (6) a recreational catch-per-unit-effort (CPUE) statistic developed from information
provided by ODF&W, (7) recreational CPUE statistics for each State derived from the RECFIN data base, and (8) a
recreational CPUE statistic developed from the CDF&G central California CPFV data base. These multiple data
sources were combined in a maximum likelihood statistical setting using the length-based version of the Stock
Synthesis Model (Methot 1990, 2000).
Unresolved Problems and Major Uncertainties: The major sources of uncertainty in this stock assessment
include: (1) the amount of historical landings that occurred prior to the 1978, (2) the assumed natural mortality rate,
and (3) the steepness of the spawner-recruit curve.
Reference Points: Based on the Pacific Fishery Management Council’s current default harvest rate policy for
Sebastes, the target harvest rate for black rockfish is F50%. Given the life history of the species, and the prevailing
mix of fisheries in 2002 (predominately recreational with some commercial hook-and-line catches), this corresponds
to an exploitation rate of about 7.7%. Moreover, the Council’s current target biomass level for exploited groundfish
stocks is B40%, i.e., the spawning output of the stock is reduced to 40% of that expected in the absence of fishing.
For black rockfish that corresponds to spawning output of 1.258×109 larvae.
Stock Biomass: The biomass of age 2+ black rockfish underwent a significant decline from a high of 20,510 mt
in 1945 to a low of 7,702 mt in 1986, representing a 62% decline. Since that time, however, the stock has increased
and is currently estimated to be 11,232 mt. Most of the population’s growth occurred after 1995, due to several large
recruitment events, including especially the 1994 and 1995 year-classes.

DRAFT
Recruitment: In the assessment recruitment was treated as a blend of deterministic values (i.e., 1945-1974 &
1999-2002) and stochastic values (i.e., 1975-1998). The Beverton-Holt steepness parameter (h) was fixed at a value
of 0.65, based upon on a profile of goodness-of-fit and results from a prior meta-analysis of rockfish productivity.
During the 1975-1998 period there was a significant increasing trend in recruitment, even as spawning output
declined. That trend culminated with the recruitment of the 1994 and 1995 year-classes, which were about twice as
large as expected, based on the predicted value from the spawner-recruit curve.
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Exploitation Status: The northern California-Oregon stock of black rockfish is in healthy condition, with 2002
spawning output estimated to be 49% of the unexploited spawning level. This places the stock well above the
management target level of B40%. Likewise, age 2+ biomass in 2002 is estimated to be 11,232 mt, which is 55% of
that expected in the absence of fishing.
Management Performance: Black rockfish in the southern area (Eureka & Monterey INPFC areas) have
historically been managed as part of the “Other Rockfish” category, with no explicit ABC or OY designated. For
2001 the ABC of all species within that group was 2,702 mt. In contrast, in the northern area (Vancouver &
Columbia INPFC areas) black rockfish is managed within the “Remaining Rockfish” category, with a designated
2001 ABC of 1,115 mt.
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Forecasts: A forecast of stock abundance and yield was developed under the base model. In this projection there
was no 40:10 reduction in OY from the calculated ABC because the stock is estimated to be above the management
target (B40%) and annual yields were calculated using an F50% exploitation rate (see above). Results are shown in the
following table:
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Year
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

Age 2+
Biomass
11,342
11,217
11,082
10,938
10,802
10,700
10,621
10558
10505
10459

Spawning
Output
1.63E+09
1.66E+09
1.65E+09
1.62E+09
1.57E+09
1.53E+09
1.50E+09
1.48E+09
1.47E+09
1.46E+09

Recruits
2,307
2,353
2,386
2,394
2,392
2,381
2,366
2,354
2,343
2,335

ABC Exploitation
Yield [mt]
Rate
ABC =
OY
7.60%
802
802
7.45%
775
775
7.34%
753
753
7.29%
736
736
7.28%
725
725
7.29%
719
719
7.30%
715
715
7.32%
713
713
7.34%
711
711
7.35%
708
708

Decision Table: The amount of historical catch prior to 1978 was considered a major source of uncertainty in this
assessment. Although some catch estimates were available prior to that time, which were not inconsequential, no
continuous time series of catches from the sport and trawl fisheries in Oregon and California could be identified.
Therefore, the catch record was assumed to begin in 1945, with no historical catches prior to that year. Catches were
then made to ramp up to 1978, using whatever external data were available and linear interpolations to fill missing
values. To bracket uncertainty in these catches and their effect on the management system: (1) high and low catch
scenarios were created, (2) the base assessment model was refitted to each series, and (3) 10-year yield projections
run. Results show that if historical catches were lower than in the base model the calculated OY (= ABC) is
reduced. Conversely, if historical catches were higher than modeled the OY would be higher. For purposes of
comparison, total catches for 2000, 2001, and 2002 were 602, 768, and 617 mt, respectively.
Year
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

Low Catch Scenario
OY [mt]
Depletion
757
54.2%
729
54.9%
706
54.5%
688
53.3%
676
51.7%
668
50.3%
663
49.2%
660
48.3%
657
47.7%
654
47.2%

Base Model
OY [mt] Depletion
802
51.9%
775
52.7%
753
52.5%
736
51.4%
725
50.0%
719
48.8%
715
47.9%
713
47.2%
711
46.7%
708
46.3%
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High Catch Scenario
OY [mt]
Depletion
886
48.1%
861
49.0%
842
48.9%
828
48.2%
820
47.1%
817
46.2%
816
45.6%
816
45.1%
816
44.9%
816
44.7%

Research and Data Needs: The black rockfish review panel identified certain gaps in the available information
that hindered the stock assessment. These were: (1) a fishery-independent survey should be developed to monitor
changes in black rockfish population abundance, (2) the California CPFV data set should be more thoroughly
investigated to ascertain whether or not serial depletion of fishing sites has artificially kept catch rates high [see
Appendix 1], (3) a standard approach to historical catch reconstructions should be developed, (4) the possibility of
time-varying growth should be investigated, and (5) the calculation of the RECFIN catch-per-unit-effort statistic
should be more thoroughly analyzed and verified.
Rebuilding Projections: The assessment indicates that black rockfish is well above the limit overfished threshold
(B25%). Therefore, no rebuilding calculations were conducted.

17

Appendix E: History of STAR process
In 1995 and earlier years, stock assessments were examined at a very early stage during ad hoc stock assessment
review meetings (one per year). SSC and GMT members often participated in these meetings and provided
additional review of completed stock assessments during regular Council meetings. There were no terms of
reference or meeting reports from the ad hoc meetings. NMFS provided leadership and coordination by setting up
meetings. Each agency or Council paid their own travel costs. Council staff distributed meeting announcements and
some background documents. The Council paid for publication of assessments as appendices to the annual Stock
Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) document.
A key event occurred in July 1995 when NMFS convened an independent, external review of West Coast groundfish
assessments.1 The report concluded that: 1) uncertainties associated with assessment advice were understated; 2)
technical review of groundfish assessments should be more structured and involve more outside peers; and 3) the
distinction between scientific advice and management decisions was blurred. Work to develop a process to review
groundfish stock assessments was aimed at resolving these problems.
For 1996, the groundfish stock assessment review process was expanded to include: 1) terms of reference for the
review meeting; 2) an outline for the contents of stock assessments; 3) external anonymous reviews of previous
assessments; and 4) a review meeting report.2 Plans were developed during March and April Council meetings and
NMFS convened a week long review meeting in Newport, Oregon where preliminary groundfish stock assessments
were discussed. The expanded process itself was reviewed by the Council family at an evaluation meeting at the end
of the year. Leadership and planning responsibilities were shared by the SSC Groundfish Subcommittee, NMFS,
GMT, GAP, and persons who participated in planning discussions during the March and April Council meetings.
There was no formal coordination except for the review meeting terms of reference, organization of the review
meeting by NMFS, and as provided by Council staff for publication of documents. Costs were shared as in previous
years.
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The review process for 1997 was further expanded based on a planning meeting in December 1996.3 It was agreed
that agencies (including NMFS and state agencies) conducting stock assessments were responsible for making sure
assessments were technically sound and adequately reviewed. A Council-oriented review process was developed
that included agencies, the GMT, GAP, and other interested members of the Council family. The process was
jointly funded by the Council and NMFS, with NMFS hosting the Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Panel
meetings and paying the travel expenses of the external reviewers, and the Council paying for travel expenses of the
GAP representative and non-federal GMT and SSC members.
The process for 1997 included: 1) goals and objectives; 2) three STAR Panels, including external membership; 3)
terms of reference for STAR Panels; 4) terms of reference for Stock Assessment (STAT) Teams; 5) a refined outline
for stock assessments; 6) external anonymous reviews; 7) a clearer distinction between science and management;
and 8) a calendar of events with clear deliverables, dates and well defined responsibilities. For the first time, STAR
Panels and STAT Teams were asked to provide “decision table” analyses of the effects of uncertain management
actions and to provide information required by the GMT in choosing harvest strategies. In addition, STAR Panels
were asked to prepare “Stock Summaries” that described the essential elements of stock assessment results in a
concise, simple format.

1

Anon. 1995. West coast groundfish assessments review, August 4, 1995. Pacific Fishery Management Council.
Portland, OR.
2

Brodziak, J., R. Conser, L. Jacobson, T. Jagielo, and G. Sylvia. 1996. Groundfish stock assessment review
meeting - June 3-7, 1996 in Newport, Oregon. In: Status of the Pacific coast groundfish fishery through 1996 and
recommended acceptable biological catches for 1997. Pacific Fisheries Management Council. Portland, OR.
3
Meeting Report, Proposals and Plans for Groundfish Stock Assessment and Reviews During 1997 (May 8, 1997).
Pacific Fishery Management Council, 2130 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 224, Portland, OR 97201.
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At the end of 1997, participants met to discuss events and make recommendations for 1998.4 Participants concluded
that objectives were, to varying degrees, achieved during 1997. A notable shortfall was in “increasing acceptance
and understanding by all members of the Council family.” The most significant issues seemed to be the nature of the
STAR Panels’ responsibilities, communicating uncertainty to decision makers, workload, and inexperience in
conducting the review process.
In retrospect, there was no formal coordination and leadership except for the terms of reference and the calendar. As
in previous years, Council staff coordinated distribution of meeting announcements and distribution of documents.
Costs increased substantially due to travel for external experts, increased number of review meetings (three instead
of one), and distribution of larger and additional reports. NMFS paid travel and other costs for external members of
STAR Panels. Other costs were distributed as in 1996. It was not possible for the Council to copy and distribute all
of the stock assessments because of limited funds.
In 1998, the stock assessment process was similar to that in 1997, including the 8 elements listed above. In
November, a joint session of the SSC, GMT, and GAP was held to review events in 1998 and make
recommendations for 1999. Several topics were discussed, including policy issues related to the 1998 terms of
reference and operational issues related to how the terms of reference were implemented in 1998. This meeting
produced a list of recommended changes for 1999, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

increasing the SSC's involvement in the process;
clarify/modify the participant roles;
limit the number of assessments, especially the difficulty caused by the late addition of
assessments (e.g., sablefish and shortspine thornyhead in 1998);
increase the involvement of external participants;
timeliness in completing and submitting assessments; and
duration of STAR Panel meetings, and the time required to adequately reviewing
assessments.
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Accordingly, the terms of reference were amended to include a cut-off date of November by which anyone
proposing to present an assessment for review in the following year must notify the stock assessment coordinator.
This change will ensure there is adequate time for formation and planning of STAR Panel meetings. The terms of
reference were also changed to clarify the SSC’s role in the process as "editor" and "arbiter;" the SSC will hear
reports from all STAR Panels at its September meeting and will be involved in any unresolved issues between the
STAT Teams, STAR Panels, or the GMT. Other issues were raised that had no quick solutions, such as how to
incorporate socioeconomic information into the process, and how to present the decision tables to GMT and Council
members.
Other than the changes noted above, the 1999 STAR process was similar to 1997 and 1998. As in previous years, a
joint meeting of the SSC, GAP, and GMT was convened to review and evaluate the stock assessment process and to
recommend modifications for 2000. There were relatively few concerns about the process in 1999, and they
centered mainly around the difficulty of recruiting sufficient (external and internal) reviewers. Participants did not
recommend departing from the current terms of reference regarding STAR panel composition, although they seemed
to regard it more as a goal than a strict requirement. A notable continuing concern was the timeliness of STAT team
reports prior to the STAR panel meetings.
Requirements for stock rebuilding analyses and monitoring of rebuilding progress and their relationship to the STAR
process were also discussed. The group agreed that the terms of reference should be modified to require additional
values (e.g., Bmsy) be tabulated and included in STAT Team report related to an overfished species. There was
general agreement that the STAR process should be used to review assessments of overfished species, which are still
likely to be on a 3-year cycle. However, the STAR process is not the appropriate process for the "monitoring"
reports (required every 2 years), when they are out of phase with the assessment cycle.

4

Jacobson, L.D. (ed.). 1997. Comments, issues and suggestions arising from the groundfish stock assessment and
review process during 1997. Report to the Pacific Fishery Management Council (Revised Supplemental Attachment
B.9.b, November 1997).
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Additionally, it was agreed that certain additional values should be consistently tabulated in the STAT team report in
order to build a long-term computerized database of key parameters. The group noted that this would not impose
additional work for the STAT team, but would simply require these values to be reported consistently.
The 2000 STAR process was reviewed during a joint meeting of the GAP, GMT, and SSC at the November 2000
meeting. There were relatively few recommendations for improvement to the terms of reference for 2001, although
concerns about the long-term future for the STAR process were raised. It was agreed that the future of the STAR
process would be evaluated during 2001, but the STAR process in 2001 would proceed similarly to past years. For
the 2001 STAR process, participants at the review meeting recommended that greater efforts be made to produce and
distribute documents in a timely manner and to assure their completeness and consistency with the terms of
reference. In addition, the SSC agreed that its groundfish subcommittee would meet in concert with the GMT during
the August 2001 meeting to identify issues, if any, with the assessments or STAR panel reviews that may require
additional consideration by the SSC.
At the March 2001 PFMC meeting, the SSC provided recommendations for integrating rebuilding analyses and
reviews into the STAR process for 2001.
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Appendix F: Terms of Reference for Expedited Stock Assessment Updates
While the ordinary STAR process is designed to provide a general framework for obtaining a comprehensive,
independent review of a stock assessment, in other situations a less rigorous review of assessment results is
desirable. This is especially true in situations where a “model” has already been critically examined and the
objective is to simply update the model by incorporating the most recent data. In this context a model refers not only
to the population dynamics model per se, but to the particular data sources that are used as inputs to the model, the
statistical framework for fitting the data, and the analytical treatment of model outputs used in providing
management advice, including reference points, the allowable biological catch (ABC) and optimum yield (OY).
When this type of situation occurs, it is an inefficient use of scarce personnel resources to assemble a full STAR
Panel for a whole week to evaluate an accepted modeling framework. These terms of reference establish a
procedure that can accommodate an abbreviated form of review for stock assessment models that fall into this latter
category. However, it is recognized that what in theory may seem to be a simple update, may in practice result in a
situation that is impossible to resolve in an abbreviated process. In these cases, it may not be possible to update the
assessment – rather the assessment may need to be revised in the next full assessment review cycle.
Qualification
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) will determine when a stock assessment qualifies for an
expedited update under these terms of reference. To qualify, a stock assessment must carry forward its fundamental
structure from a model that was previously reviewed and endorsed by a full STAR panel. In practice this means
similarity in: (a) the particular sources of data used, (b) the analytical methods used to summarize data prior to input
to the model, (c) the software used in programming the assessment, (d) the assumptions and structure of the
population dynamics model underlying the stock assessment, (e) the statistical framework for fitting the model to the
data and determining goodness of fit, (f) the procedure for weighting of the various data components, and (g) the
analytical treatment of model outputs in determining management reference points, including Fmsy, Bmsy, and B0. It is
the SSC’s intention to employ an expedited stock assessment update in situations where no significant change in
these 7 factors has occurred, other than extending time series of data elements within particular data components
used by the model, e.g., adding information from a recently completed survey with an update of landings. In
practice there will always be valid reasons for altering a model, as defined in this broad context, although, in the
interests of stability, such changes should be resisted when possible. Instead, significant alterations should be
addressed in the next subsequent full assessment and review. In principle, an expedited update is reserved for stock
assessments that maintain fidelity to an accepted modeling framework, but the SSC does not wish to prescribe in
advance what particular changes may or may not be implemented. Such a determination will need to be made on a
case by case basis.
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Composition of the Review Panel
The groundfish subcommittee of the SSC will conduct the review of an expedited stock assessment update. A
review panel chairman will be designated by the chairman of the groundfish subcommittee from among its
membership and it will be the panel chairman’s responsibility to ensure the review is completed properly and that a
written report of the proceedings is produced. Other members of the subcommittee will participate in the review to
the extent possible, i.e., input from all members will not be required to finalize a report. In addition, the groundfish
management team (GMT) and the groundfish advisory panel (GAP) will designate one person each to participate in
the review, although the GMT and GAP panelists will serve in an advisory capacity only.
Review Format
Typically, a physical meeting will not be required to complete an expedited review of an updated stock
assessment, but usually one would be the most efficient way to conduct the review. Rather, if a meeting is not held,
materials can be distributed electronically. STAT and panel representatives will largely be expected to interact by
email and telephone. A conference call will be held to facilitate public participation in the review.
The review process will be as follows. Initially, the STAT team that is preparing the stock assessment update
will distribute to the review panelists a document that summarizes the team’s findings. In addition, Council staff
will provide panelists with a copy of the last stock assessment reviewed under the full STAR process, as well as the
previous STAR panel report. Each panelist will carefully review the materials provided. A conference call will be
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arranged by the panel chairman, which will provide an opportunity to discuss and clarify issues arising during the
review, as well as provide for public participation. Notice of the conference call and a list of public listening stations
will be published in the Federal Register (generally, 23 days in advance of the conference call) and a Meeting
Notice will be distributed (generally, 14 days in advance). A dialogue will ensue among the panelists and the STAT
team over a period of time that generally should not exceed one week. Interested members of the public may request
access to the discussions (typically email), which would be the facilitated of Council staff. Upon completion of the
interactive phase of the review, the panel chairman may, if necessary, convene a second conference call to reach a
consensus among panel members and will draft a report of the panel’s findings regarding the updated assessment.
The whole process should be scheduled to occur within a two week period and the STAT team and panelists should
be prepared to complete their work within that time frame. It will be the chairman’s responsibility to insure that the
review is completed in a timely manner.
STAT Team Deliverables
It is the STAT team’s responsibility to provide a description of the updated stock assessment to the panel at the
beginning of the review. To streamline the process, the team can reference whatever material it chooses, which was
presented in the previous stock assessment (e.g., a description of methods, data sources, stock structure, etc.).
However, it is essential that any new information being incorporated into the assessment be presented in enough
detail, so that the review panel can determine whether the update satisfactorily meets the Council’s requirement to
use the best available scientific information. Of particular importance will be a retrospective analysis showing the
performance of the model with and without the updated data streams. Likewise, a decision table that highlights the
consequences of mis-management under alternative states of nature would be useful to the Council in adopting
annual specifications. Similarly, if any minor changes to the “model” structure are adopted, above and beyond
updating specific data streams, a sensitivity analysis to those changes may be required.
In addition to documenting changes in the performance of the model, the STAT team will be required to present
key assessment outputs in tabular form. Specifically, the STAT team’s final update document should include the
following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Title page and list of preparers
Executive Summary (see Appendix C)
Introduction
Documentation of updated data sources
Short description of overall model structure
Base-run results (largely tabular and graphical)
Uncertainty analysis, including retrospective analysis, decision table, etc.
10 year harvest projections under the default harvest policy

Review Panel Report
The expedited stock assessment review panel will issue a report that will include the following items:
•
•
•
•

Name and affiliation of panelists
Comments on the technical merits and/or deficiencies of the update
Explanation of areas of disagreement among panelists and between the panel and STAT team
Recommendation regarding the adequacy of the updated assessment for use in management

C:\SSCc\TOR revision\TOR-revision-2.wpd
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SSC Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses

Final Draft
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Introduction
Amendment 11 to the Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) established a harvest
control rule for determining optimum yields (OY). The 40:10 policy was designed to prevent
stocks from falling into an overfished condition. Part of the amendment established a default
overfished threshold equal to 25% of the unexploited population size1 (B0). By definition,
groundfish stocks falling below that level are overfished (B25% = 0.25×B0). To prevent stocks
from deteriorating to that point, the policy also specifies a precautionary threshold equivalent to
40% of B0. At stock sizes less than B40% the policy requires that OY, when expressed as a
fraction of the allowable biological catch (ABC), be progressively reduced. Because of this
linkage, B40% has sometimes been interpreted to be a proxy measure of BMSY, i.e., the stock
biomass that results when a stock is fished at FMSY. In fact, theoretical results support the view
that a robust biomass-based harvesting strategy would be to simply maintain stock size at about
40% of the unfished level (Clark 1991, In review). In the absence of a credible estimate of BMSY,
which can be very difficult to estimate (MacCall and Ralston, In review), B40% is a suitable proxy
to use as a rebuilding target.
There are a number of ways that one could proceed in modeling stock rebuilding, but they
fundamentally reduce to two basic kinds of approaches. These are: (1) an empirical evaluation
of spawner-recruit estimates and (2) fitting spawner-recruit estimates to a theoretical model of
stock productivity (e.g., the Beverton-Holt or Ricker curves). To date, however, rebuilding plans
have largely been based on analyses of the former type (e.g., bocaccio, lingcod, POP#1, canary
rockfish). Similarly, the cowcod rebuilding analysis involved an empirical evaluation of annual
estimates of surplus production. Thus far, the only rebuilding analysis that has been based on the
fit of spawner-recruit data to a theoretical model is the analysis presented in the last stock
assessment of Pacific ocean perch (POP#2; Ianelli et al. 2000).
Presented here are guidelines for conducting a basic groundfish rebuilding analysis that
meets the minimum requirements that have been established by the Council’s Scientific and
Statistical Committee (SSC). These basic calculations are required of all rebuilding analyses in
order to provide a standard set of base case computations, which can then be used to compare
and standardize rebuilding analyses among stocks. However, the SSC also encourages rebuilding
analysts to explore alternative calculations and projections that may more accurately capture
uncertainties in stock rebuilding, and which may better represent stock-specific concerns. In the
event of a discrepancy between the generic calculations presented here and a stock-specific
result developed by an individual analyst, the SSC groundfish subcommittee will review the
issue and recommend which projections to use.
1

The absolute abundance of the mature portion of a stock is loosely referred to here in a variety of ways,
including: population size, stock biomass, stock size, spawning stock size, spawning biomass, spawning output; i.e.,
the language used in this document is sometimes inconsistent and/or imprecise. However, the best fundamental
measure of population abundance to use in establishing a relationship with recruitment is spawning output, defined
as the total annual output of eggs (or larvae in the case of live-bearing species). Although spawning biomass is often
used as a surrogate measure of spawning output, for a variety of reasons a non-linear relationship often exists
between these two quantities (Rothschild and Fogarty 1989; Marshall et al. 1998). Spawning output should,
therefore, be used to measure the size of the mature stock when possible.

Estimation of B0
For the purpose of estimating B0 empirically, analysts have selected a sequence of years,
wherein recruitment is believed to be reasonably representative of the natality from an unfished
stock. These recruitments, in association with growth, maturity, fecundity, and natural mortality
estimates, can then be used to calculate equilibrium unfished spawning output. In selecting the
appropriate temporal sequence of recruitments to use, investigators have generally utilized years
in which stock size was relatively large, in recognition of the paradigm that groundfish
recruitment is positively related to spawning stock size (Myers and Barrowman 1996).
Moreover, due to the temporal history of exploitation in the west coast groundfish fishery (see
Williams, In review), this has typically led to a consideration of the early years from an
assessment model time series2. Thus, for example, in the case of bocaccio the time period within
which recruitments were selected was 1970-79 and for canary rockfish it was 1967-77.
An alternative view of the recruitment process is that it depends to a much greater degree
on the environment than on adult stock size. For example, the decadal-scale regime shift that
occurred in 1977 (Trenberth and Hurrell 1994) is known to have strongly affected ecosystem
productivity and function in both the California Current and the northeast Pacific Ocean
(Roemmich and McGowan 1995; MacCall 1996; Francis et al. 1998; Hare et al. 1999). With the
warming that ensued, west coast rockfish recruitment was probably affected adversely (Ainley et
al. 1993; Ralston and Howard 1995). Thus, if recruitment was environmentally forced, it would
be more sensible to use the full time series of recruitments from the stock assessment model to
estimate B0. Given that these two explanatory factors are highly confounded, i.e., generally high
biomass/favorable conditions prior to 1980 and low biomass/unfavorable conditions thereafter,
using all recruitments to estimate B0 will usually result in a lower reference point than the
situation where an abbreviated series taken from early in the time series is utilized.
At this time there is no incontrovertible information with which to distinguish between
these two alternatives. If oceanic conditions along the west coast have shifted to a productive
cold regime following the La Niña event of 1999, we may soon have observations of recruitment
produced during a favorable environmental period from groundfish stocks at low spawning
biomass. If the environmental and density-dependent effects are additive, it would then be
possible to determine the relative importance of each of the two factors (e.g., Jacobson and
MacCall 1995). In the interim, however, it would be prudent to favor calculations of B0 that are
based on an abbreviated time series of recruitments taken from a period when the stock was at a
relatively high biomass and to favor the density-dependent hypothesis. Both theoretical and
observational considerations support the belief that groundfish recruitment will decline as stock
size dwindles (e.g., Myers and Barrowman 1996; Brodziak et al. 2001). Still, it would be
informative to contrast the density-dependent/stock size based reference point with an estimate of

2

Individual recruitments estimated from age-structured stock assessment models do not all exhibit the same
precision or accuracy. Recruitments estimated at the very beginning of the modeled time period may suffer from
mis-specification of the initial condition of the population (e.g., an assumed equilibrium age structure). Likewise,
recruitments estimated at the end of the sequence may be imprecise due to partial recruitment of recent year-classes.
Thus it may be advisable to trim the beginning and/or ending years classes to address this problem.

B0 based on the entire time series of recruitments (i.e., the environmental hypothesis). This was,
in fact, discussed as a possible alternative in the Panel Report produced by the West Coast
Groundfish Harvest Rate Policy Workshop sponsored by the SSC in March, 2000. With both
numbers available it would be possible to evaluate the implication of each hypothesis on the
calculation of stock reference points. As a refinement, for each of these two methods the actual
distribution of B0 can be approximated by re-sampling recruitments, from which the probability
of observing any particular stock biomass can be examined under each hypothesis. This
approach was taken in the original bocaccio rebuilding analysis, where it was concluded that the
first year biomass was unlikely to have occurred if the entire sequence of recruitments were used
to determine B0.
It is also possible to estimate B0 by fitting spawner-recruit models to the full time series
of spawner-recruit data (see Ianelli et al. 2000; Ianelli, In review). However, this approach is
subject to the criticism that stock productivity is constrained to behave in a pre-specified manner
according to the particular model chosen and there are different models to choose from, including
the Beverton-Holt and Ricker. These two models can produce strongly contrasting management
reference points (e.g., Bmsy and SPRmsy) but are seldom distinguishable statistically. Moreover,
there are statistical reasons to be suspect of resulting parameter estimates, including time series
bias (Walters 1985), the “errors in variables” problem (Walters and Ludwig 1981), and nonhomogeneous variance and small sample bias (MacCall and Ralston, In review). Consequently,
analyses that derive stock management reference points by estimating a spawner-recruitment
relationship shoulder a greater burden of proof. Thus, any such an analysis should attempt a
balanced comparison of alternative spawner-recruit models, with explicit consideration of the
estimation problems highlighted above. Moreover, in situations where a spawner-recruit metaanalysis is available (e.g., Dorn, In review), those results should be evaluated and considered.
Ideally, reference points obtained by fitting a spawner-recruitment model (e.g., B0, BMSY, and
FMSY) should also be compared with values obtained by empirical analysis of the data, similar to
that suggested above. Such a comparison would help delineate the overall degree of uncertainty
in these quantities.
Population Projections During Rebuilding
Given the population initial conditions from the last stock assessment (terminal year
estimates of numbers at age and their variances) and the rebuilding target (B40%), one can project
the population forward once renewal has been specified. For most rebuilding calculations that
have been conducted thus far, two different approaches have been taken, both of which utilize
contemporary recruitment estimates at the tail end of the time series (i.e., the most recent
figures). For bocaccio, canary rockfish, and POP#1, recent recruitment was standardized to the
size of the adult population (recruits per spawner = R/Si), which was then randomly resampled to
determine annual reproductive success. Annual R/Si is then multiplied by Si to obtain yearspecific stochastic estimates of Ri. The population is then projected forward in time, with no
fishing mortality, until Si hits the rebuilding target. The process is repeated many times, until a
distribution of the times to rebuild in the absence of fishing is obtained. Note that use of R/Si as
the basis for projecting the population forward ties recruitment values in a directly proportional
manner to stock size; if stock size doubles, resulting recruitment will double, all other things

being equal. As the stock rebuilds this becomes an increasingly untenable assumption because
there is no reduction in reproductive success at very high stock sizes, which is to say there is no
compensation (i.e., steepness = 0.20)3.
Another way of projecting the population forward is to use recent recruitments, rather
than recruits per spawner, as was done in the lingcod analysis. This approach, however, errs in
the opposite direction. Namely, recruitment does not increase as stock size increases, as would
be expected of most rebuilding stocks. This type of calculation effectively implies perfect
compensation (spawner-recruit steepness = 1.00). Thus, these two ways of projecting the
population forward, by using re-sampled Ri or re-sampled R/Si, includes a range of alternatives
that is likely to encompass the real world.
Because stocks that have declined into an overfished condition are more likely to be
unproductive (i.e., low spawner-recruit steepness), in the absence of any other information,
rebuilding projections based on re-sampling recruits-per-spawner are generally to be favored over
projections based on absolute recruitment. Note that the implied lack of compensation in
rebuilding projections using this method is not likely to be a serious liability over the long term
because it is based on re-sampling contemporary recruits-per spawner. As progress toward
rebuilding is evaluated in the future, the set of R/Si will be revised based on a new set of recent
recruitments obtained from the latest stock assessment. If the stock actually demonstrates a
compensatory response during the course of rebuilding the R/Si series will tend to a lower mean
value. Although projections based on R/Si represent a standard default way of proceeding,
projections that use absolute recruitments (Ri) would be quite useful in establishing the overall
uncertainty in the rebuilding analysis by providing an alternative model specification scenario.
Moreover, a credible argument that a stock is relatively productive, as evidenced perhaps by
observed high recruitment at low spawning biomass, may serve as a basis for favoring
projections that utilize recent absolute recruitments (see figure).

3

The “steepness” of a spawner-recruit curve is related to the slope at the origin and is a measure of a stock’s
productive capacity. It typically is expressed as the proportion of virgin recruitment that remains when a stock has
been reduced to B 20%.

Once the median time to rebuild in the absence of fishing is determined (J0), whether
using the R/Si or the Ri, the total allowable rebuilding time frame is fixed (Jmax). Namely, if J0 is
less than 10 years then Jmax = 10 years. On the other hand, if J0 $ 10 years then Jmax = J0 + one
mean generation time. Mean generation time has been calculated as the mean age of the net
maternity function.
Harvest During Rebuilding
Of course it will be the Council’s prerogative to establish yields during the rebuilding
period, as long as the stock recovers to the target (B40% . Bmsy) within the specified time period
(Jmax). Nonetheless, the simplest rebuilding harvest policy to simulate and implement is a
constant harvest rate or fixed F policy. All rebuilding analyses should, therefore, calculate the
maximum fixed fishing mortality rate during the rebuilding time period that will achieve the
target biomass, with a 0.50 probability of success (F0.50). In addition, calculations representing a
profile of different fixed F values that are incrementally less than F0.50 (e.g., F0.60, F0.70, and F0.80)
are needed for the Council to implement a precautionary reduction in the F0.50 value to increase
the probability of rebuilding success. Note that selecting a probability greater than 0.50 for
successful rebuilding within Jmax is equivalent to electing to rebuild sooner than Jmax with
probability equal to 0.50. In addition, based on its interpretation of Amendment 12 to the
groundfish FMP, the National Marine Fisheries Service requires the expected time course of
yield during recovery as a formal part of all rebuilding calculations.

Many other harvest policies could be implemented by the Council, based on whatever
circumstances may mitigate against a constant harvest rate approach. For example, the canary
rockfish rebuilding plan calls for a constant fixed yield over the entire period of rebuilding.
Thus, as the stock rebuilds, the exploitation rate must decline, which makes bycatch avoidance a
serious concern. For this reason the SSC recommends that the Council generally favor constant
harvest rate policies over constant catch policies for all groundfish rebuilding plans. This would
alleviate the problem of accelerating bycatch producing accelerated discard, an undesirable
attribute of constant catch policies. Similarly, the Council may wish to implement some other
form of variable rate harvest policy, e.g., a 40:10 adjustment similar to the default policy
currently in use. Consequently, researchers conducting rebuilding analyses should be prepared to
respond to requests by the Council for stock-specific projections on an individual case-by-case
basis.
Documentation
It is important for analysts to document their work so that any rebuilding analysis can be
repeated by an independent investigator at some point in the future. Therefore, all stock
assessments and rebuilding analyses should include tables containing specific data elements that
are needed to adequately document the analysis. Namely, information is needed on: (1) the time
course of population spawning output and recruitment, (2) biological data on life history
characteristics, and (3) initial values for projecting the stock into the future under exploitation.
Therefore, two tables should include:
Table 1. Stock Population Trajectory
1.
Year
2.
Summary/Exploitable Biomass
3.
Spawning Output
4.
Recruits
5.
Catch
6.
Landings
7.
Total Exploitation Rate
For each year in this table, entries 2 through 7 should include the expected value, a measure of
uncertainty, and the appropriate units. The latter may require development of a standard
electronic format for the simulation results that characterize the uncertainty, e.g., the results of
each Monte Carlo replication from the stochastic population projection.
Table 2. Age-specific Population Characteristics.
1.
Age
2.
Natural mortality rate (& and %)
3.
Individual weight (& and %)
4.
Maturity (& only)
5.
Fecundity (& only)
6.
Terminal year (or other) composite selectivity (& and %)
7.
Population numbers in terminal year (& and %)

In a similar manner, for each age in the table, entries 2 through 7 should ideally include measures
of uncertainty. Uncertainty in table entry 7 (population numbers in terminal year), in particular,
should be available from most age-structured assessment models.
In addition, all linkages with the most recent stock assessment document should be clearly
delineated. This is important because assessments often present multiple scenarios that usually
have important implications with respect to stock rebuilding. In such instances, a decision table
analysis would be a useful way to express the implications of uncertainty in model specification.
In addition, one scenario may be preferred by the assessment authors, while another may
preferred by the STAR Panel. Clear specification of the exact assessment scenario(s) used as the
basis for rebuilding analysis is essential. Further, all post-assessment analyses needed to
produce the inputs for rebuilding analyses must be fully documented, e.g., the choice of
selectivity estimates used for projections that are based on some composite of historical
selectivities from the assessment.
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Agendum C.8.c
Supplemental GMT Report
September 2004

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR GROUNDFISH REBUILDING PLAN REVIEW AND STOCK
ASSESSMENT REVIEW PANELS
Under the Terms of Reference, “the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) is responsible for
identifying and evaluating potential management actions based on the best available scientific
information.” To that end, the GMT endorses the request from the Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife and the Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission to include in the Terms of
Reference direction to evaluate regional stock differences or identify the information needed to
make such an evaluation. The GMT believes that carrying forward through the assessment
process any regional biological differences in stocks where they might exist could assist us in
crafting appropriate management measures.
The assessment should include a precise summary of the key elements of the assessment and all
of the required management parameters in the executive summary. This would not only greatly
facilitate the work of the GMT, but could also reduce the need to have members of the Scientific
and Statistical Committee (SSC) or stock assessment review (STAR) panels walk the GMT
through stock assessments in which this information is either obscure or missing. Given the
number of stock assessments that are to be dealt with in this cycle, a clear summary is crucial in
order to be effective and successful. At a minimum, this summary should include:
· Acceptable biological catch (ABC) and optimum yield (OY) projections for ten years.
· Projections of spawning biomass and exploitable biomass for the same time frame.
· Estimates of appropriate F rates.
· Past management performance.
· For rebuilding species:
· Estimates of PMAX at F =0.
· F rate and PMAX at TTARGET.
· Projections of management specifications (i.e., ABC, OY), and estimates of the F rate,
TMAX, and TMIN under rebuilding likelihoods ranging from PMAX = 50% to the PMAX under
F=0.
· Progress toward rebuilding.
Since a number of data sources are undergoing revision, the date of data extraction should be
included with data tables.
The GMT feels that the STAR panel process, in which the full suite of data for a species is being
considered by analysts, reviewers, industry and management advisors, is the most reasonable
forum to identify the preferred model describing the status of a stock. However, if that is not
possible, then the Terms of Reference should require that decision tables and sensitivity analyses
be forwarded for all models that are considered plausible.
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Agendum C.8.c
Supplemental SSC Report
September 2004

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR GROUNDFISH REBUILDING PLAN REVIEW AND
STOCK ASSESSMENT REVIEW PANELS
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) discussed the Terms of Reference for stock
assessment review (STAR) panels and groundfish rebuilding plan review. The SSC recognizes
that 2005 will clearly be an exceptional year, due to the much higher workload than usual, due to
the implementation of the new biennial (multi-year) stock assessment and management process.
Thus, some of the historical terms of reference may be impracticable; in particular, those that
concern the number of stock assessment reviewers and the thoroughness of the stock assessment
reviews. The SSC recommends the Terms of Reference be revisited after completion of the first
multi-year management cycle.
Regarding the STAR panel process, the SSC suggested that: (1) for reasons of continuity and
efficiency, it may be useful if the SSC representatives on STAR panels would also typically serve
as STAR panel chairs, (2) SSC representatives on STAR panels should continue to convey
STAR panel findings to the Council, but should attend the post-STAR panel meeting only if
requested.
Regarding the Terms of Reference for groundfish rebuilding plan review, the SSC recognizes the
Council has been requested by the National Marine Fisheries Service to establish a process to
monitor and respond to rebuilding progress. The SSC will work with the Council to develop a set
of guidelines and tools to evaluate rebuilding status. Such guidelines should be in place by
April 2005, so they could be used for the 2005 stock assessment cycle.
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Public Comment
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N.W. Indian Fisheries Commission
6730 Marun Way Eat
Olympia, WA 985 16
(360) 438-l 180

State of Washington
Department of Fish nd Wildlife
600 North Capitol Way
Olympia, Washington 985 1 I

(X0) 902-2200

August 25,2004

Mr.

RECEIVED

Don Hansen, Chair
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, Oregon 97220- 13 84
Dear Mr. Hansen:
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Northwest Indian Fisheries
Commission on behalf of its member tribes’are writing to urge the Pacific Fishery
Management Council to direct stock assessment teams io incorporate regional differences
in stock abundance, distribution, and genetics as appropriate during the upcoming stock
assessment cycle. The tribes and the state believe that identifying and managing for
regional differences are required for us to meet our obligations as co-managers of the
fisheries resources within the tribes usual and accustomed fishing grounds and stations
and to fulfill the tribes treaty rights.
The PFMC has implemented regional management for certain selected species based on
results of stock assessments that indicated a biological difference between stocks or
portions of coastwise stocks. In the case of black rockfish, genetic differences have been
noted between northern and southem stocks. Lingcod in the no& and south have
demonstrated differing responses to rebuilding efforts as well as displaying differences in
key biological parameters such as size at age and maturily schedules. For both of these
spccics, the Council has developed management regimes that delineate two separate
regions. The rationale for managing these stocks on a regional basis is to allow
differences in management measures, contingent upon the abundance or health of the
stock within each respective region. that achieve utilization to the degree possible while
meeting conservation and rebuilding goals. We understand that there are dais for other
species that would provide the needed information to manage other groundfish stocks in a
similar manner, and we are encouraging that information to be incorporated in future
stock assessments if it is available.
WC are specifically requesting that the Council have its Scientific and Statistical
Committee add a consideration of regional management to the Terms of Reference for
Stock Assessments and STAR Panel reviews. As such. each stock assessment author
would be asked to evaluate, based on the available data., whether a biological or
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ecological rationale exists to manage the stock on a regional basis. make regional
boundary recommendations, as appropriate, or, if there is insullicient information to
evaluate regional management for the spccics, identify the data gaps and/or research
needed to facilitate a regional management approach.
We appreciate the Council ’s consideration of our proposal. We understand that the Terms
of Reference will be reviewed at the Scptcmbcr Council meeting with liinal approval
taking place at the November meeting. We will come prcparcd to discuss our proposal
further at the Scptcmbcr meeting.
Sincerely.

Phil Anderson
Special Assistant
Washington Dcpartmcnt of Fisheries

cc: NWJFC Member Tribes

Jim Anderson
Executive Director
Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission

Agendum C.9
Agendum Overview
September 2004

FINAL CONSIDERATION OF 2004 INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS
The Council set optimum yield (OY) levels and various management measures for the 2004
groundfish management season 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) and the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) may pose
key policy questions and receive Council guidance on inseason actions under agendum C.2. Under
this agendum, the Council is to consider advice from Council advisory bodies and the public on the
status of ongoing fisheries and recommended inseason adjustments prior to adopting final changes
as necessary.
Council Action:
1. Consider information on the status of ongoing fisheries.
2. Consider and adopt inseason adjustments as necessary.
Reference Materials:
None.
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Agendum Overview
Mike Burner
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Action: Approve Inseason Adjustments in the 2004 Groundfish Fishery
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Agendum C.9.b
Supplemental GAP Report
September 2004
GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
FINAL CONSIDERATION OF 2004 INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) has been meeting with the Groundfish Management
Team (GMT) to examine potential inseason adjustments.
Based on current landings and projections of discards, there is no doubt that we will shortly be at
or over the optimum yield (OY) on two species and that corrective action will need to be taken.
The GMT has presented some possible alternatives for action which have been discussed with
the GAP. Like the GMT, we are not making any specific recommendations, other than that - if
the Council decides to take action - we try to keep as many people fishing as possible in order to
minimize economic impacts on fishermen, processors, and coastal communities.
In looking at how we got here, it is obvious there was a breakdown in the system. Early in the
year, we increased cumulative limits, and fishermen responded by doing what they do - they went
fishing. Unfortunately, either due to monitoring of catches not occurring, or catch projections
not being made, or both, we let the higher rate of fishing go on too long. In hindsight, if catch
projections had been made and communicated - not only among managers, but also to the
industry - we might have been able to slow the fishery down by a combination of voluntary
action on the part of the industry and an appropriate inseason adjustment in June. None of this
happened, and so we are faced with difficult decisions today.
The GAP is not trying to find fault, cast blame, or point fingers. All of us - fishermen,
processors, and managers - have a mutual interest in having accurate, up-to-date data that can be
used to manage our fisheries. We need to figure out how to solve the problem, so it does not
recur.
We cannot determine how monitoring can best be accomplished or who should do it - state
agencies, NMFS, Council staff, or some other entity. We do think that corrective action can
more easily be taken, if information is communicated to the industry as it becomes available, and
to the GAP at our meetings. For example, several GAP members have suggested that having
catch projections, as modified by the bycatch/discard model available to the GAP at the start of
our meetings, would help us better interact with the GMT and smooth out the inseason
consideration agenda. Regardless of how it is done, we think that communication flow between
management agencies and the industry will help us all to avoid future problems.
Finally, we recommend that the darkblotched rockfish discard rate applied to the 2004
non-whiting trawl fishery be examined. The rate currently being used is based on the 2003
fishery, when slope rockfish was not available as a major target. That situation did not exist in
2004.
Again, the GAP wants to help fix problems that have occurred. We stand ready to work with
our colleagues in other advisory bodies to create solutions
PFMC
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Agendum C.9.b
Supplemental GMT Report
September 2004
GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
FINAL CONSIDERATION OF INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS
As mentioned previously, there are significantly higher than anticipated catches of darkblotched
rockfish and canary rockfish and, based on the Council guidance provided earlier this week, the
GMT has developed options to address them. Trawl management measures implemented in
May introduced factors into the fishery that had the potential to drive the darkblotched discard
rate in two directions. If all else remained the same, the increased cumulative limit (from 4,000
to 8,000 lbs per 2 months north of 40 10'N. lat.) would be expected to have the effect of allowing
some of the fish that were previously above the limit to be landed, thus lowering the discard rate.
However, the trawl RCA boundary was also moved from 200 fathoms into 150 fathoms which
would increase the darkblotched encounter rate and potentially the discard rate.
Additionally, the GMT received comments from industry that targeting on slope rockfish has also
increased since the May inseason action which may also have had the effect of increasing
darkblotched discard. There is also a size-related market discard factor for small darkblotched
rockfish that is somewhat independent of trip limit size.
The GMT has no quantitative information to evaluate the net effects of these factors. The only
quantitative information currently available to the team relative to darkblotched rockfish is the
PacFIN quota species monitoring (QSM) data on landed catch and, for non-whiting trawl, a
discard of 33% of the total catch as measured by information collected by the West Coast
Observer Program from the 2003 fishery when the slope rockfish limit was 1,800 pounds per
2-months. In order for the darkblotched total catch to remain within the ABC, this discard rate
would have to have been less than 22% (with the assumed trawl catch through September). A
rate of 21% or less would accommodate the whiting catcher processor quota while remaining
within the darkblotched ABC (240 mt). An assumed discard rate of 20% would be required to
accommodate any continued harvest of the whiting mothership sector.
The GMT is applying the preliminary estimated discard proportion from 2003 to estimate the
total commercial catch of canary and darkblotched rockfish because the landed catches of both of
these species currently exceeds what the bycatch model is predicting for total commercial catch.
Based on the landed catch through August, and applying the discard proportion, and projecting
catches through the end of the year, the GMT revised the bycatch scorecard (see Attachment 1)
with the estimated impacts from all fisheries prior to any inseason action. The GMT will update
the scorecard following Council action with a final tally of estimated impacts.
Darkblotched Rockfish
Through the end of August, the landed commercial catch of darkblotched rockfish is 159.6 mt
(161 mt landed catch - 0.7 mt shoreside whiting fishery catch - 0.7 mt EFP catch). Using a
discard proportion (33%) based on the amount of landings and estimated discard in 2003, 159.6
mt of landings would correspond to a total non-whiting commercial catch of 238.2 mt. When
combined with all other fisheries, the total darkblotched mortality is estimated to be 374 mt
which is 134 mt over the ABC by the end of the year.
1

Actions to Address Darkblotched Rockfish
Limited Entry Trawl Whiting Fishery
Through the end of August, the total darkblotched rockfish catch in the whiting fisheries is 8.1
mt. The sector specific catches of darkblotched are:
Catcher/Processor

Mothership

Tribal

Shoreside

4.36

3.02

0

0.7

The shoreside fishery, which is closed, harvested 0.2 mt of darkblotched above the preseason
estimate and the mothership sector, which is currently open but not fishing, harvested 2.0 mt
above the preseason estimate. If the catcher-processor and mothership fisheries were closed,
effective October 1, there is expected to be an additional 1.4 mt of darkblotched harvested by the
catcher-processor sector, which is based on applying the 2004 bycatch rate to an estimated
harvest of 55,000 mt of whiting. This would bring the total darkblotched catch in the whiting
fishery to 9.5 mt. This is the same amount of darkblotched that had been estimated to be taken
in all whiting fisheries preseason (cumulative scorecard amount for whiting fisheries). If the
catcher-processor fishery remained open until its full allocation of whiting were taken, and the
2004 bycatch rate continued, then the total darkblotched catch in the whiting fishery would be
10.8 mt.
Limited Entry Trawl Non-Whiting Fishery
Through the end of September, the total darkblotched rockfish catch in the limited entry trawl
non-whiting fishery is estimated to be 268.1 mt (an additional 29.9 mt). Beginning October 1, to
reduce the darkblotched catches to zero, the seaward trawl RCA boundary would have to be
moved from 150 fms to 250 fms, north of 38 N. lat. and from 150 fms to 200 fms between 38 N.
lat. and 36 N. lat., and would remain at 150 fms for the remainder of the year south of 36 N. lat.
The trip limits would also be adjusted as follows (see Attachment 2):
N. of 40 10'
Sablefish
Oct 1 - Increase trip limit from 15,000 lbs/2 mo. to 17,000 lbs/2 mo.
Period 6 - Increase trip limit from 11,000 lbs/2 mo. to 17,000 lbs/2 mo.
Shortspine
Oct 1 - Increase trip limit from 4,100 lbs/2 mo. to 5,100 lbs/2 mo. for rest of the year
Dover Sole
Oct 1 - Increase trip limit from 31,000 lbs/2 mo. to 40,000 lbs/2 mo. for rest of the year
Petrale Sole
Period 6 - Change from “no limit” to 100,000 lbs/2 mo combined with other flatfish and rex
2

sole.
Arrowtooth Flounder
Period 6 - Change from “no limit” to 100,000 lbs/2 mo.
Slope Rockfish
Period 6 - Change from 8,000 lbs/2 mo. to 1800 lbs/2 mo. (with no retention of darkblotched)
Between 40 10' and 38
Sablefish
Oct 1 - Increase trip limit from 13,000 lbs/2 mo. to 17,000 lbs/2 mo. for rest of the year
Shortspine
Oct 1 - Increase trip limit from 4,100 lbs/2 mo. to 5,100 lbs/2 mo. for rest of the year
Dover Sole
Period 6 - Reduce trip limit from 49,000 lbs/2 mo. to 48,000 lbs/2 mo.
Petrale Sole
Period 6 - Change from “no limit” to 100,000 lbs/2 mo. (which is a sublimit of the “other
flatfish, rex sole and petrale” limit of 120,000 lbs/2 mo.)
Arrowtooth Flounder
Period 6 - Change from “no limit” to 100,000 lbs/2 mo.
Slope Rockfish
Period 6 - Reduce from 50,000 lbs/2 mo. to 10,000 lbs/2 mo. (with no retention of
darkblotched)
Splitnose
Period 6 - Reduce from 50,000 lbs/2 mo. to 10,000 lbs/2 mo.
South of 38
Sablefish
Oct 1 - Increase trip limit from 13,000 lbs/2 mo. to 17,000 lbs/2 mo. for rest of the year
Shortspine
Oct 1 - Increase trip limit from 4,100 lbs/2 mo. to 5,100 lbs/2 mo. for rest of the year
Dover Sole
Period 6 - Reduce trip limit from 49,000 lbs/2 mo. to 48,000 lbs/2 mo.
Petrale Sole
3

Period 6 - Change from “no limit” to 100,000 lbs/2 mo. (which is a sublimit of the “other
flatfish, rex sole and petrale” limit of 120,000 lbs/2 mo.)
Arrowtooth Flounder
Period 6 - Change from “no limit” to 100,000 lbs/2 mo.
Slope Rockfish
Period 6 - Keep limit at 50,000 lbs/2 mo. (with no retention of darkblotched)
Splitnose
Period 6 - Keep limit at 50,000 lbs/2 mo.
Total Estimated Darkblotched Impacts
Total Darkblotched Mortality by Sector and Option
Option
LE Trawl
Whiting
Other Fisheries Total
Thru Aug
238.2
8.1
4.9
251.2
Proj. Thru Sept
268.1
9.5
4.9
282.5
1
268.1
14.3
4.9
287.3
2
268.1
10.8
4.9
283.8
3
268.1
9.5
4.9
282.5

Option 1
Limited entry trawl non-whiting close from seaward boundary to shore; CP and Motherships take
full allocation of whiting; all other fisheries as prescribed through December
Option 2
Limited entry trawl non-whiting close from seaward boundary to shore; CP takes full allocation
of whiting and Motherships stop fishing; all other fisheries as prescribed through December
Option 3
Limited entry trawl non-whiting close from seaward boundary to shore; CP and Mothership stop
fishing beginning October 1; all other fisheries as prescribed through December
Canary Rockfish
Through the end of August, the GMT estimates that the total non-whiting commercial canary
catch is 16.3 mt, based on the amount of landings and the discard proportion estimated for 2003
(60%) applied to the limited entry trawl non-whiting fishery combined with the estimated catches
for limited entry fixed gear and open access fisheries (through December). Without inseason
action, the total canary rockfish for all fisheries combined is estimated to be 54.7 mt (which is
7.4 mt above the OY of 47.3 mt).
Actions to Address Canary Rockfish (Minimize Commercial Impacts)
Limited Entry Trawl Whiting
4

Through the end of August, the total canary rockfish catch in the whiting fisheries is 5.9 mt. If
the catcher-processor and mothership sectors were closed for darkblotched rockfish protection
beginning October 1 and the 2004 bycatch rates remain the same, the total canary rockfish catch
in the whiting fisheries would be 6.0 mt through September. If both catcher-processor and
mothership sectors caught their respective allocations of whiting, the fisheries would be
constrained to the 7.3 mt canary bycatch cap in place for all whiting fisheries combined.
Limited Entry Trawl Non-Whiting
As mentioned above, the GMT is applying a discard proportion from 2003 to estimate the 2004
limited entry trawl non-whiting canary catch. Using this method, the total canary rockfish
catches for limited entry trawl non-whiting through September is estimated to be 17.5 mt. In
order to avoid additional trawl canary impacts, beginning October 1, the trawl RCA would
extend to the shoreline from the seaward boundary coastwide. As such, differential trip limits
(large and small footrope) in the north would no longer need to apply. Therefore, the trip limit
adjustments described above would apply regardless of gear fished and small footrope limits
would change to the large footrope limits beginning October 1.
Total Estimated Canary Impacts
Total Canary Mortality by Sector and Option (OY=47.3 mt)
Option
LE Trawl
Whiting Other Fisheries
Thru Aug
15.5
5.9
23.9
Proj. Thru Sept
17.5
6
23.9
1
17.5
6.7
23.9
2
17.5
7.3
23.9

Total
45.3
47.4
48.1
52.8

Option 1
LE trawl non-whiting close from seaward boundary to shore; Catcher/Processor sector
take full whiting allocation and mothership stop fishing.
Option 2
LE trawl non-whiting close from seaward boundary to shore; Catcher/Processor sector
and mothership sectors take respective whiting allocations.
California Recreational
Through an inseason action at the April 2004 meeting, California’s season and depth
structure for groundfish management was modified to bring the projected recreational
take of canary to 9.3 mt and to keep black rockfish within California’s harvest target.
These modifications were based upon an inseason model developed by CDFG and
reviewed by the GMT at the April 2004 meeting. Following GMT review in May, a decay
model was used to develop the 2005-2006 management structure. Using this improved
model, a revised projection of recreational take of canary for the current 2004
management structure was calculated. The results of this model including the statewide
projection of 8.5 mt are provided in Attachment 3.
Oregon Recreational
On August 18, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife prohibited retention of cabezon in
5

the Oregon recreational bottomfish fisheries. This was followed by action to prohibit retention
for lingcod, all rockfishes, and all greenlings on September 3. As a result of these actions, the
revised Oregon recreational canary catch estimate through September 5 is 3.5 mt. With the
recreational fishing opportunities that are currently scheduled in Oregon, in combination with
new retention and depth restrictions, the estimated total canary catch would be 4.3 mt through
December (see Attachment 1, footnote e/).
Pink Shrimp Trawl
The GMT updated the estimated catch of canary rockfish in the pink shrimp fishery based on
new information (see Attachment 4).
Open Access Trawl Exemption
The canary impacts in the current “scorecard” attribute no canary impacts to the sea
cucumber, ridgeback prawn, and California halibut fisheries. As with several other
non-groundfish open access fisheries, there is a paucity of actual data to make this
determination. However, this proposal does not increase the canary mortality beyond
current assumptions. The GMT notes that the proposal would result in the need to
monitor an RCA line different than that in place for the groundfish trawl fleet and that
exempted open access trawl vessels are not required to possess VMS. Further, if the
Council adopts this proposal, the GMT recommends prohibition of rockfish in the
California halibut trawl fishery to eliminate incentives to target “mixed nearshore”
species since this strategy has been shown to have resulted in the minor canary
rockfish take that has occurred in the fishery. As there is not a provision to prohibit
targeting on “mixed nearshore” species currently, the GMT updated the scorecard to
include a 0.1 mt estimate of canary rockfish in the California halibut trawl fishery. All
three fisheries take place in waters sufficiently shallow to avoid darkblotched rockfish
concerns.
Regulatory changes to accommodate these open access trawl fisheries while
minimizing impacts to canary rockfish and darkblotched rockfish would be:
40 10' N. lat. to 34 27'N. lat.
Allow OA trawl fishing for California halibut and sea cucumber to 30 fm; prohibit retention of
rockfish. This depth further safeguards against incidental encounter with canary and darkblotched
rockfish by restricting the access to only depths of low canary and darkblotched abundance.
34 27' N. lat to U.S./Mexico border
Allow OA trawl fishing for California halibut, sea cucumber and ridgeback prawn fisheries to
continue out to the current shoreward trawl RCA boundary of 75 fm (status quo); prohibit
retention of rockfish. Canary rockfish and darkblotched rockfish distribution is limited in this
area.
Additional Trip Limit Corrections/Changes
Coastwide - All Commercial Non-Whiting Fisheries
Beginning October 1, no retention of darkblotched rockfish and no retention of canary rockfish
6

Between 40 10' and 38 - Limited Entry Fixed Gear
Beginning Period 6, reduce slope rockfish limit from 50,000 lbs/2 mo. to 10,000 lbs/2 mo.
Beginning Period 6, reduce splitnose limit from 50,000 lbs/2 mo. to 10,000 lbs/2 mo.
S. of 38 - Limited Entry Fixed Gear
Beginning Period 6, keep slope rockfish limit at 50,000 lbs/2 mo.
Beginning Period 6, keep splitnose limit at 50,000 lbs/2 mo.
Between 40 10' and 34 27' - Limited Entry Fixed Gear and Open Access
In Period 5, correct California Deeper Nearshore trip limit to 400 lbs/2 mo. (from 400 lbs/mo.)
N. of 40 10' - Limited Entry Fixed Gear
In Period 6, change shortspine trip limit from 2100 lbs/2 mo. to 2000 lbs/2 mo.

GMT Recommendations
1. Adopt inseason adjustments to address darkblotched rockfish impacts.
2. Adopt inseason adjustments to address canary rockfish impacts.
3. Provide exemptions for sea cucumber, ridgeback prawn, and California halibut fisheries as
described above.
4. Adopt additional trip limit corrections and changes.
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Attachment 1. Estimated Impacts Prior to Inseason Adjustments at the September Council Meeting
9/16/2004 15:26
Bocaccio a/
Fishery
Canary
Cowcod
Dkbl
Lingcod
POP
Widow
Yelloweye
Limited Entry Groundfish
Trawl- Non-whiting
47.4
0.4
104.7
95.0
2.5
0.2
24.3
358.3
Fixed Gear
13.4
0.1
20.0
0.3
0.5
2.5
Open Access: Groundfish directed
10.6
0.1
70.0
0.1
0.6
Whiting
At-sea whiting motherships
3.0
0.8
0.1
11.4
0.0
At-sea whiting cat-proc
0.4
10.1
84.6
0.4
7.1
7.3
Shoreside whiting
0.7
0.7
0.7
28.6
0.0
Tribal whiting
0.0
0.0
0.2
1.6
0.0
Open Access
CA Halibut
0.1
0.0
2.0
0.0
0.1
CA Gillnet b/
0.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
CA Sheephead b/
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
CPS- wetfish b/
0.3
CPS- squid c/
Dungeness crab b/
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
HMS b/
0.0
0.0
0.0
Pacific Halibut b/
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.5
Pink shrimp
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.5
0.0
0.1
0.1
0.1
Ridgeback prawn
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Salmon troll
0.2
1.6
0.0
0.0
0.3
0.0
0.0
0.2
Sea Cucumber
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Spot Prawn (trap)
Tribal
Midwater Trawl
1.3
0.0
0.1
0.0
40.0
0.0
Bottom Trawl
0.5
0.0
9.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Troll
0.5
0.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
Fixed gear
0.3
0.0
15.0
0.0
0.0
2.3
Recreational Groundfish
WA
1.7
71.7
3.4
OR /e
109.7
1.4
3.2
4.3
CA
62.8
1.8
268.9
3.7
8.5
8.2
Research: Based on 2 most recent NMFS trawl shelf and slope surveys, the IPHC halibut survey, and LOAs with expanded estimates for
south of Pt. Conception.
Non-EFP Total
EFPs d/
CA: NS FF trawl
OR: DTS
WA: AT trawl
WA: dogfish LL
WA: pollock
EFP Subtotal
TOTAL
2004 OY
Difference

2.0
137.5

3.1
53.6

10.0

0.1
0.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
1.1
54.7
47.3
-7.4

10.0
147.5
250
102.5

2.4

4.0
373.1

0.5

0.5
2.9
4.8
1.9

3.0
677.8

3.0
109.5

0.5
179.4

1.0
18.1

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
179.4
284
104.6

0.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.5
18.6
22
3.4

20.0
0.2
0.7
0.0

0.8
0.5

0.6
4.0
0.0

0.9
374.0
240
-134.0

21.3
699.1
735
35.9

4.6
114.1
444
329.9

Percent of OY

59.0%
115.7%
60.4%
155.9%
95.1%
25.7%
63.2%
84.7%
= either not applicable; trace amount (<0.01 mt); or not reported in available data sources.
Key
a/ South of 40°10' N. lat.
b/ Mortality estimates are not hard numbers; based on the GMT's best professional judgement.
c/ Bycatch amounts by species unavailable, but bocaccio occurred in 0.1% of all port samples and other rockfish in another 0.1% of all port
samples (and squid fisheries usually land their whole catch). In 2001, out of 84,000 mt total landings 1 mt was groundfish. This suggests that
total bocaccio was caught in trace amounts.
d/ Values are proposed EFP bycatch caps, not estimates of total mortality. The EFP is terminated inseason if the cap is projected to be attained
early.
e/ Canary rockfish impacts through September 5 in all Oregon recreational fisheries (3.5 mt), plus impacts from remaining halibut fishery dates in
Sept. and Oct. (0.4 mt), plus impacts from fishery shoreward of 40 fm through December (0.1 mt), plus fishery seaward of 40 fm in October with
yellowtail rockfish retention (0.4 mt).

Petrale
SUBAREA PERIOD INLINE OUTLINE Sablefish Longspine Shortspine Dover Other Flat sublimit Arrowtooth Slope Rock
N 40 10(a)
15,000
3,150 67,500
1
75
200
9,300
100,000 No Limit No Limit
4,000
2
60
200
9,300
15,000
3,150 67,500
100,000 100,000
150,000
4,000
3
60
150
16,000
18,000
4,500 32,000
100,000 100,000
150,000
8,000
4
75
150
15,000
18,000
4,100 31,000
100,000 30,000
150,000
8,000
5*
0
250
17,000
18,000
5,100 40,000
100,000 30,000
150,000
8,000
6
0
250
17,000
18,000
5,100 40,000
100,000 100,000
100,000
1,800
38 - 40 10
1
75
150
11,250
15,000
3,000 39,000
100,000 No Limit No Limit
7,000
2
75
150
11,250
15,000
3,000 39,000
100,000 20,000
10,000
7,000
3
100
150
14,500
18,000
4,500 49,000
120,000 20,000
10,000
50,000
4
100
150
13,000
18,000
4,100 48,000
120,000 20,000
10,000
50,000
5*
0
250
17,000
18,000
5,100 48,000
120,000 20,000
10,000
50,000
6
0
250
17,000
18,000
5,100 48,000
120,000 100,000
100,000
10,000
S 38
1
75
150
11,250
15,000
3,000 39,000
100,000 No Limit No Limit
40,000
2
75
150
11,250
15,000
3,000 39,000
100,000 20,000
10,000
40,000
3
100
150
14,500
18,000
4,500 49,000
120,000 20,000
10,000
50,000
4
100
150
13,000
18,000
4,100 48,000
120,000 20,000
10,000
50,000
5*
0
200
17,000
18,000
5,100 48,000
120,000 20,000
10,000
50,000
6
0
200
17,000
18,000
5,100 48,000
120,000 100,000
100,000
50,000
(a) the north small / large footrope delineation would be eliminated
*RCA and trip limit adjustments will likely go in effect October 1. Current configurations likely to remain in place through September

Attachment 2. Bimonthly Limit and RCA Configurations Under Proposed Inseason Adjustments

Agendum C.9.b
Supplemental GMT Report 2
September 2004
GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
FINAL CONSIDERATION OF 2004 INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS
Updated Bycatch Scorecard
The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) updated the bycatch scorecard to reflect total
mortality estimates for canary and darkblotched rockfish as a result of Council inseason action (see
Attachment 1). The action taken by the Council is expected to reduce the estimated impacts to
other overfished stocks, however, the GMT did not have all of the information available to adjust
those estimates at this time. The GMT plans to update the bycatch scorecard for all species at the
November Council meeting.
Inseason Tracking Mechanism
The GMT held a discussion concerning modifications to the inseason tracking mechanism in order
to make it more responsive to providing real-time signals on where we are with respect to our
management targets. The GMT tasked Mr. Brian Culver of Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife and Mr. Merrick Burden of National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to work with Mr.
William Daspit at the Pacific Fisheries Information Network (PacFIN) office to modify the current
Quota Species Monitoring Report (QSM) . Currently the QSM tacks landings of key species
based upon hard fishticket data supplemented by soft data (landing data provided in advance of the
associated fishticket data being entered into the system). New fields will be added to the QSM
that provide monthly targets as contained in the bycatch model and where current total catch is
with respect to those targets. With respect to nearshore species, the GMT feels that much of the
tracking responsibility should remain with the states, since information on commercial and
recreational management strategies and current trends are only available at the state level.
With respect to recreational monitoring, the GMT is in the process of developing a recreational
QSM which incorporates estimates from state sampling programs with catch projections to
provide estimates on a monthly basis. Mr. Merrick Burden developed a format to receive this
information from the states, organized according to the management priority of the species
involved. Currently the states of Oregon and Washington are able to provide data feeds to the
Recreational QSM (RQSM), and as the California Recreational Fisheries Survey (CRFS) comes
online, information from California will be incorporated as well. Ultimately, the function of the
RQSM could be replaced by the information in the Recreational Fisheries Information Network
(RecFIN), but until RecFIN information becomes sufficiently real-time, the GMT will continue to
employ the RQSM.
The GMT will communicate on a monthly basis to review commercial and recreational catches
produced by the above processes to determine whether management action is warranted. The
GMT is especially concerned about deviations from harvest targets that might occur between the
June and November Council meetings. If there are any “red flags” that are identified between
Council meetings via email discussion, then the GMT will have a conference call work session to
share data and communicate issues to Council staff. Council staff can then inform Council
members of these issues to determine if there are recommendations for state and/or federal action.

The Council could also implement a mechanism for NMFS to take management action during this
1

interval if information reviewed by the GMT indicates that catches are tracking too far from
anticipated targets.
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Sea State, Inc
•
•
•
•
•
•

Agendum C.9.c
Supplemental Public Comment
September 2004

Works with pollock and flatfish trawl industry in
Bering Sea, GOA, and whiting fleet in Pacific NW to
manage coop harvests and monitor and reduce bycatch
Designated as an agent for receipt of observer data
from trawl vessels in these fisheries
All whiting C/Ps utilize flow scales for accurate catch
monitoring and carry two observers for catch sampling
Data is sent to Ak groundfish observer program office
at least daily (depends on observer schedules)
Data automatically available to Sea State 20 minutes
after transmission from vessels at NMFS protected web
site

Data downloaded at Sea State several times per day
VMS installed on all whiting C/Ps. Sea State also
designated by companies as an agent for receipt of VMS
information (also checked several times daily if necessary).

Recent catch and bycatch in non-tribal whiting
Date

Whiting Yellowtail Widow Canary
(mt)
(mt)
(mt)
(mt)

6/26/04
6/27/04
6/28/04
6/29/04
6/30/04
7/1/04
7/4/04
7/5/04
7/7/04
7/8/04
To date

274
253
245
165
289
139
77
328
343
19
26,261

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.53

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.03
0.00
7.19

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.12

Chinook Yellowtail
(N) Rate
observed
(kg/mt)
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
363

0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.06

Widow Canary Chinook
Rate
Rate
Rate
(kg/mt) (kg/mt) (N/mt)
0.02
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.04
0.03
0.00
0.09
0.08
0.00
0.27

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00

0.005
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.014

VMS - last six hours (taken 9/16, 1000 hrs)

VMS - last 1 day (taken 9/16, 1000 hrs)

VMS - last 2 days (taken 9/16, 1000 hrs)

Agendum C.10.a
Agendum Overview
September 2004

EXPANSION OF THE VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM
A Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) is a shoreside tracking system that allows shoreside personnel
to remotely track vessel locations. Depth-based restrictions are a fundamental aspect of the current
groundfish management regime, but fathom contours and management lines can be erratic in shape
and difficult to follow and enforce, particularly in deep water. Therefore, the Council formed the
Ad Hoc VMS Committee (VMSC) in 2002 and implemented a pilot program for limited entry
vessels in 2004 to explore the use of this new tool in enforcing West Coast groundfish fishery
regulations.
The VMSC met October 7, 2003 and discussed criteria and priorities for potential expansion of the
VMS program to groundfish fishery sectors other than the limited entry trawl and limited entry fixed
gear sectors. Following the VMSC presentation at the November 2003 Council meeting, the
Council opted to postpone a decision on expanding the monitoring program until the pilot program
in 2004 was implemented. At the June Council meeting, the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) reported successful implementation of the VMS program and the associated telephone
declaration system. At that time, 270 VMS units had been activated generating more than 700,000
position reports in conjunction with 540 declaration reports. NMFS will present a draft
Environmental Assessment that builds on the existing program and includes a preliminary range of
alternatives for VMS program expansion.
The Council is to hear reports from NMFS, as well as receive advice from the Council advisory
bodies and the public, on the expansion alternatives for VMS in groundfish fisheries and consider
adopting a range of alternatives for public review. The VMSC is scheduled to meet October 7,
2004 in Portland, Oregon to review and comment on Council recommendations from the September
Council meeting. The Council is scheduled to adopt a preferred alternative for VMS expansion at
the November 2004 Council meeting in Portland, Oregon.
Council Action:
Adopt alternatives for public review.
Reference Materials:
1. Agendum C.10.b, Attachment 1: Draft Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact
Review/Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for Expanded Coverage of the Program to Monitor
Time-Area Closures in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery, NMFS, Northwest Region.
2. Agendum C.10.d, Public Comment.
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Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
NMFS Report
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Action: Adopt Program Expansion Alternatives for Public Review
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Mike Burner
NMFS Staff

Agendum C.10.b
Attachment 1
September 2004

DRAFT
Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact
Review/Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

For

Expanded Coverage of the
Program to Monitor
Time-Area Closures in the
Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
(Tiered from “The Program to Monitor Time-Area Closures in the
Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery” - July 2003)

Prepared by
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region
7600 Sand Point Way, NE,
Seattle, WA 98112
Tel: (206) 526-6140
Fax: (206) 526-6736

August 2004
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
The groundfish fishery in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), 3 to 200 nautical miles off of the
W ashington-Oregon-California (WOC) coast is managed under the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
Management Plan (FMP). The Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP was prepared by the Pacific Fishery
Management Council (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 was approved by the Assistant Administrator for
Fisheries, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, on January 4, 1982 and became effective on
September 30, 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 MagnusonStevens 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 Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
The regulations that implement NEPA permit NEPA documents to be combined with other agency
documents to reduce duplication and paperwork (40 CFR§§1506.4). 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 for this action and general
background materials are included in Section 1 of this document. Section 2 describes a reasonable range
of alternative management actions that may be taken under the proposed action. In accordance with
NEPA requirements, Section 3 contains a description of the physical, biological and socio-economic
characteristics of the affected environment. Section 4 examines the physical, biological and socioeconomic impacts of the management options as required by NEPA, E.O. 12866 and the RFA. Section 5
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 are
found in Section 6. Section 7 presents a list of individuals who assisted in preparing the EA and Section 8
is the list of references. The NEPA conclusions are in a memorandum that accompanies this document.
1.1 Proposed Action
The proposed action is to require vessels using specific open access gears fish pursuant to the harvest
guidelines, quotas, and other management measures governing the open access fishery in federal waters
to carry and use mobile Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) transceiver units while fishing in state and
federal waters off the coasts of W ashington, Oregon and California and to identify their intent to fish within
a conservation area, in a manner that is consistent with federal conservation area requirements. This
action will enhance monitoring of compliance with large-scale depth-based restrictions for fishing across
much of the continental shelf and is intended to further the conservation goals and objectives of the Pacific
Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) by allowing fishing to continue in areas and with gears
that can harvest healthy stocks with little incidental catch of low abundance species (overfished species).
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1.2 Background
VMS is a tool that is commonly used to
monitor vessel activity in relationship to
geographically defined management
areas where fishing activity is restricted.
VMS transceivers installed aboard
vessels automatically determine the
vessel’s location and transmit that
position to a processing center via a
communication satellite. At the
processing center, the information is
validated and analyzed before being
disseminated for fisheries management,
surveillance, and enforcement purposes.
VMS transceivers document the vessel’s
position using Global Positioning
System (GPS) satellites. Depending on
the defined need, position transmissions
can be made on a predetermined
schedule or upon request from the processing center. VMS transceivers are designed to be tamper
resistant. The vessel operator is unable to alter the signal or the time of transmission and in most cases
the vessel operator is unaware of exactly when the unit is transmitting the vessel’s position. Figure 1.1
illustrates the flow of information from a VMS system.
Amendment 13 to the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP recognized the value of VMS in enforcing closed
areas that are established to reduce bycatch of overfished species. Amendment 13 also identified VMS
as a technological tool that could be used to improve bycatch management by providing fishing location
data that can be used in conjunction with observer data collections.
NMFS requires that VMS systems meet defined standards (September 23, 1993, 58 FR 49285; March 31,
1994, 59 FR 151180) to assure compatibility with the national monitoring center, while recognizing the
need to promulgate regulations and approve systems on a fishery-by-fishery basis. All approved units
must be consistent with the basic features identified and endorsed by NMFS; however, additional features
may be added to better meet the specific needs of a particular fishery. VMS transceiver units approved by
NMFS are referred to as type-approved models.
To monitor compliance with large-scale depth-based restrictions, the Council recommended at its
November 2002 meeting that NMFS, in consultation with the ad hoc VMS Committee, prepare a rule for a
pilot VMS program for implementation in 2003. The Council chose the alternative to require a basic VMS
system with one-way communications and declaration reports. The recommendation was considered to
be a pilot program because initial coverage would only be for vessels registered to limited entry permits.
Based on the Council’s recommendation, a proposed rule requiring vessels registered to Pacific Coast
groundfish fishery limited entry permits to carry and use VMS transceiver units while fishing off the coasts
of Washington, Oregon and California was published on May 22, 2003 (FR 86 27972), followed by a final
rule on November 4, 2003 (68 FR 62374). In addition to the VMS requirements, the rule required
operators of any vessel registered to a limited entry permit and any other commercial or tribal vessel using
trawl gear, (including exempted gear used to take pink shrimp, spot and ridgeback prawns, California
halibut and sea cucumber) to declare their intent to fish within a conservation area specific to their gear
type and in a manner consistent with conservation area requirements. This program, which was intended
to further the conservation goals and objectives of the FMP by allowing fishing to continue in areas and
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with gears that can harvest healthy stocks with little incidental catch of low abundance species, became
effective on January 1, 2004.
On November 17, 2003 (68 FR 64860,) NMFS published an additional notice identifying VMS transceiver
units and providers that qualified as type approved for the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery.
1.3 Purpose and need for action
Large-scale depth-based restricted areas, referred to as groundfish conservation areas (GCAs), have
been used since 2002 to prohibit or restrict commercial and recreational fishing on much of the
continental shelf. The GCAs are bounded by depth ranges where overfished rockfish species are
commonly found and where certain fishing activities are restricted or prohibited. The boundaries used to
define the conservation areas can be complex, involving hundreds of points of latitude and longitude to
delineate fathom curves. The Rockfish Conservation Areas (RCAs), which were designed to protect
overfished rockfish species, are gear specific areas that are vast and extend along the entire W est Coast
from Canada to Mexico.
Deep-water fisheries on the slope and nearshore fisheries have been permitted in areas seaward or
shoreward of the RCAs. Vessels intending to fish in deep-water and slope fisheries seaward of the
westernmost boundary of an RCA are allowed to transit through the areas providing the gear is properly
stowed. In addition, some fishing, such as midwater trawling for pelagic species, shrimp trawling with
finfish excluders and various state-managed fisheries, have been allowed to occur in the RCAs because of
the relatively low catch rates of overfished species in these fisheries.
To ensure the integrity of the RCAs and other conservation areas, a pilot monitoring program was
implemented on January 1, 2004 that requires vessels registered to Pacific Coast groundfish fishery
limited entry permits to carry and use VMS transceiver units while fishing off the coasts of Washington,
Oregon and California. Using traditional enforcement methods (such as aerial surveillance, boarding at
sea via patrol boats, landing inspections and documentary investigation) are especially difficult when the
closed areas are large-scale and the lines defining the areas are irregular. Furthermore, when
management measures allow some gear types and target fishing in all or a portion of the conservation
area, while other fishing activities are prohibited, it is difficult and costly to effectively enforce closures
using traditional methods. Scarce state and Federal resources also limit the use of traditional enforcement
methods.
This action is intended to expand the coverage of the initial VMS monitoring program to the open access
fisheries to promote compliance with regulations that prohibit some fishing activities in RCAs and other
groundfish conservation areas while allowing legal fishing activity that occurs within conservation areas to
be effectively monitored. The purpose of this Environmental Assessment (EA) is to analyze a range of
VMS program coverage levels for vessels using open access gear that catch (either directly or
incidentally) and land groundfish in the open access sector.
1.4 Scoping Process
The purpose of the scoping process is to determine the range of issues that the NEPA document (in this
case the EA) needs to address. Scoping 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 scoping 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 nonsignificant issues; identify related issues; and identify state and local agency
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requirements that must be addressed. An effective scoping process can help reduce unnecessary
paperwork and time delays in preparing and processing the NEPA document.
This EA tiers off the original VMS EA, titled “The Program to Monitor Time-Area Closures in the
Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery” and therefore presents scoping activities that have occurred since
November 2003.
The ad hoc VMS committee held a public meeting in October 2003 to consider expansion of the VMS
program beyond the limited entry fisheries. The committee discussed criteria that would be used to
prioritize the expansion of the VMS program into the open access and recreational sectors of the
groundfish fishery. These criteria included: potential impacts to overfished species in the RCA; the ability
to define the fleet if participants are directly fishing for groundfish (targeting); vessels using commercial
gears that look like those used by the limited entry fleet that targets groundfish, such as fixed gear/longline
(these vessel complicate enforcement of the RCAs because they look like LE vessels). Using this criteria,
the committee determined that commercial vessels (non-charter) operating in the EEZ at any time during
the year and that land groundfish should be considered for the next phase of the VMS program. The
following open access gears were listed in order of priority: longline, groundfish pot, trawl (excluding
shrimp), and line(excluding salmon). The committee also considered expansion to the charter and private
sectors of the recreational fishery, but determined that an area-by-area evaluation of the groundfish
impacts by these participants was necessary before a final recommendation could be made.
At the Council’s November 2003 meeting the ad hoc VMS committee presented its report to the Council
(Exhibit D. 10b, Supplemental Attachment 2, November 2003). Following public testimony and
consideration of the committee report, the Council indicated that they would like further information on the
success of the initial phase of the program in the limited entry fleet.
1.5 Other NEPA documents this EA relies on.
This is a tiered EA that expands on information presented in the July 2003 EA, titled “The Program to
Monitor Time-Area Closures in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery”. This original VMS EA considered
three primary issues: the monitoring system, coverage levels, and the payment structure. This EA
expands on the original VMS EA by considering alternatives with different coverage levels for the open
access fisheries.
Since November 2003, environmental impact statements for the 2004 and the 2005-2006 fishery
specifications and management measures have been prepared by the Pacific Fishery Management
Council. These documents describe the affected environment, including: the geographical location in
which the groundfish fisheries occur; various species that groundfish vessels harvest and interact with; the
fish buyers and processors that are dependent on the fishery; the suppliers and services; and ultimately
the fishing-dependent communities where vessels dock and fishing families live who are dependent on
these fisheries. Relevant information in these NEPA documents is summarized within this doument, but
not presented in its entirety. Readers who are interested in more detailed descriptions are encouraged to
read these earlier NEPA documents.
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2.0 ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
2.1 Alternatives considered for monitoring time-area closures in previous EA
Three primary issues relevant to the development of a program for monitoring the time-area closures and
maintaining the integrity of the RCAs and other conservation areas were examined in the original EA for
implementing a West Coast VMS program. These issues included: the monitoring system, coverage
levels, and the payment structure. Alternative management actions were considered for each of the
issues.
The alternative monitoring systems that were considered included: declaration reports from limited entry
trawl and fixed gear vessels, and all other commercial and tribal trawl vessels including exempted trawl
gears that intend to fish within a conservation area defined for their gear type; a basic VMS system with 1way communications and declaration reports; an upgraded VMS system with 2-way communications and
declaration reports; and fishery observers (1 per vessel) with declaration reports. The primary difference
between the two approaches to VMS was that the upgraded system uses two-way communications
between the vessel and shore such that full or compressed data messages could be transmitted and
received by the vessel, while the basic VMS system only transmits positions to a shore station.
At its November 2002 meeting, the Council recommended that NMFS move forward with a rulemaking to
implement a VMS program. The Council’s preferred monitoring system was to require the basic VMS
system for vessels registered to limited entry permits. The Council additionally recommended declaration
reports for any vessel registered to a limited entry permit, and any commercial or tribal vessel using trawl
gear, including exempted gear used to take pink shrimp, spot and ridgeback prawns, California halibut,
and sea cucumber. With declaration reports, vessels are required to declare their intent to fish within a
conservation area specific to their gear type, providing the activity is consistent with the RCA restrictions.
The Council indicated that it considered a basic VMS system, which was more costly than declaration
reports and less costly than the upgraded VMS system or observers, to be adequate for maintaining the
integrity of the closed areas.
Five coverage alternatives were considered. Each of the coverage alternatives defined sectors of the
commercial and recreational groundfish fleets that would be required to carry either VMS or an observer.
The coverage alternatives included: all vessels registered to a limited entry permits; all limited entry
vessels that fish in EEZ at any time during the year; all active limited entry, open access, and recreational
charter vessels that fish in conservation areas; and all limited entry, open access, and recreational charter
vessels regardless of where fishing occurs. The Council recommended that vessels registered to limited
entry permits fishing in the EEZ off the W ashington, Oregon, and California coasts be required to have
and use VMS transceiver units whenever they fish. This coverage level would allow enforcement to
effectively monitor limited entry trawl vessels for unlawful incursions into conservation areas while allowing
legal incursions, such as midwater trawling, for Pacific whiting, yellowtail and widow rockfish and nongroundfish target fisheries, to occur. A notable number of limited entry vessels also participate in nongroundfish fisheries, such as shrimp and prawn trawl fisheries, troll albacore and troll salmon fisheries,
and the pot fisheries for crab. These fisheries would continue to be allowed to occur in the conservation
areas. However, vessels registered to limited entry permits would be required to have either an operable
VMS unit on board whenever the vessel was fishing in state or federal waters off the states of Washington,
Oregon or California. This level of coverage was intended to be a pilot program that began with the sector
of the fishery that is allocated the majority of the groundfish resources.
Payment structure alternatives defined the cost responsibilities for purchasing, installing, and maintaining
the VMS transceiver units, as well as the responsibilities for transmitting of reports and data.
These alternatives included: the vessel pays all costs associated with purchasing, installing and
maintaining the VMS transceiver unit, as well as the costs associated with the transmission of reports and
data; the vessel pays only for the VMS transceiver and NMFS pays all other costs; NMFS pays for the
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initial transceiver, but all other associated expenses including installation, maintenance and replacement
would be paid for by the vessel; and NMFS pays for everything related to VMS. Although the Council
recommended that NMFS fully fund a VMS monitoring program, to date it this has not been possible
because neither state nor federal funding is available for purchasing, installing, or maintaining VMS
transceiver units, nor is funding available for data transmission. Because of the critical need to monitor
the integrity of conservation areas that protect overfished stocks while allowing for the harvest of healthy
stocks, NMFS moved forward with the rulemaking. However, if funds are available in the future, NMFS is
not precluded from reimbursing participants for all or a portion of the costs associated with the VMS
monitoring program.
2.2 Alternatives being considered in this EA
This EA tiers off of the original VMS EA, titled “The Program to Monitor Time-Area Closures in the
Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery”. The intent of the EA is to expand the coverage of the initial VMS
monitoring program to the open access fisheries to promote compliance with regulations that prohibit
some fishing activities in RCAs and other groundfish conservation areas while allowing legal fishing
activity that occurs within conservation areas to be effectively monitored. The purpose of this EA is to
analyze a range of VMS program coverage levels for vessels using open access gear that catch (either
directly or incidentally) and land groundfish in the open access sector.
The monitoring mechanism and payment structure presented in the previous EA and implemented through
the final rule published on November 4, 2003 (68 FR 62374) will not be affected by the proposed action.
However, it must be noted that moving this rulemaking forward at this time will require open access fishery
participants to bear the cost of purchasing, installing, and maintaining VMS transceiver units, VMS data
transmissions, and reporting costs associated with declaration requirements, because neither state nor
Federal funding is available at this time. If money becomes available in th future, fishery participants may
be reimbursed for all or a portion of their VMS expenses.
Open access coverage alternatives
The coverage alternatives for expanding VMS into the open access sectors of the groundfish fishery are
based on the recommendations of the ad hoc VMS Committee. In October 2003, the committee
discussed criteria that would be used to prioritize the expansion of the VMS program into the open access
and recreational sectors. These criteria included: potential impacts to overfished species in the RCA; the
ability to define the fleet if participants are directly fishing for groundfish (targeting); vessels using
commercial gears that look like the limited entry fleet that targets groundfish, such as fixed gear/longline
(these vessel complicate enforcement of the RCAs because they look like LE vessels). Using this criteria,
the committee determined that commercial vessels (non-charter) operating in the EEZ at any time during
the year that land groundfish in the open access fisheries should be considered for the next phase of the
VMS program. For expansion of the VMS program, the committee identified the following open access
gear groups in order of priority: longline, groundfish pot, trawl (excluding shrimp), and line (excluding
salmon). Therefore, the coverage levels identified in following alternatives are based on different
combinations of the open access gear groups .
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Table 2.0.1 Summary of Alternative Management Actions for Expanding Coverage of the Monitoring System for Time-area Closures in the Pacific
Coast Groundfish Fishery for the Open Access Fisheries
Coverage

Alternative 1
Status quo: D eclaration
reports would continue to
be required from all
vessels using trawl gear
including open access
exem pted trawl gears
that intend to fish within a
trawl R C A or
conservation area
defined for their gear type

O A trawl continue to be
required to send
declaration reports before
fishing in a trawl R CA

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

V essels using longline gear:
In addition to status quo,
require all vessels that use
longline gear to fish pursuant
to the harvest guidelines,
quotas, and other
m anagem ent m easures
governing the open access
fishery in federal waters to
carry and use VM S
transceiver units and to
provide declaration reports

Vessels using longline or pot gear: In
addition to Alternative 2, require all
vessels that use longline or pot gear to
fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines,
quotas, and other m anagem ent
m easures governing the open access
fishery in federal waters to carry and use
VM S transceiver units and to provide
declaration reports

Vessels using longline, pot or
trawl gear: In addition to
A lternatives 2 and 3, require all
vessels that use longline, pot or
trawl gear, excluding pink shrim p
trawl gear, to fish pursuant to the
harvest guidelines, quotas, and
other m anagem ent m easures
governing the open access fishery
in federal waters to carry and use
V M S transceiver units and to
provide declaration reports

Vessels using longline, pot, trawl or line
gear: In addition, to A lternatives
2 - 4, require all vessels that use
longline, pot, trawl ,excluding pink
shrim p, or line gear (hook & line and
m obile trawl), excluding salm on troll
gear to fish pursuant to the harvest
guidelines, quotas, and other
m anagem ent m easures governing the
open access fishery in federal waters to
carry and use VM S transceiver units
and to provide declaration reports

O A G roundfish vessels using
longline gear - Between
2000-2003 an average of 114
vessels per year landed
groundfish with an exvessel
value > $2,500 taken with
longline gear. O verfished
species taken in the fishery
include bocaccio, canary,
cowcod, darkblotched,
lingcod, pop and yelloweye.
G ear specific overfished
species catch projections
were not available.

Longline gear - S am e as Alt. 2

Longline gear - S am e as Alt. 2

Longline gear - S am e as Alt. 2

G roundfish vessels using pot gearBetween 2000-2003 an average of 35
vessels per year landed groundfish with
an exvessel value > than 20% of all
W est C oast revenue. O verfished species
taken in the fishery include bocaccio,
canary, cowcod, darkblotched, lingcod,
pop and yelloweye. G ear specific
overfished species catch projections
were not available.

P ot gear- S am e as Alt. 3

P ot gear- S am e as Alt. 3

P rawn vessels using trawl gear of approxim ately 26 vessels, no
vessels have landed groundfish
land groundfish since 2000. 2005
projected overfished species catch
- bocaccio 0.1 m t

Trawl gear - S am e as Alt. 4

Pacific halibut - O n average,
275 directed fishery perm its
were issued 2000-2003, of
these, an average of 10
vessels fished south of Point
C hehalis and did not also
land directed O A groundfish
with a exvessel value >
$2,500. O verfished species
im pacts whole fishery =
yelloweye 0.5 m t.
H M S longline using longline
gear – No overfished species
catch projected for 2005.

D ungeness crab vessels using pot gear O n average, 733 vessels fished betw een
2000-2003, of these, an average of 65
vessels land O A groundfish. N o
overfished species catch projected for
2005.
P raw n vessels using pot gear - O n
average, 40 vessels betw een 20002003, of these, an average of 9 vessels
land O A groundfish. N o overfished
species catch projected for 2005.
C alifornia Sheephead vessels using pot
gear - O n average, 37 vessels betw een
2000-2003, of these, all 37 of the
vessels landed O A groundfish annual.
N o overfished species catch projected
for 2005.
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S ea cucum ber vessels using traw l
gear - O n average, 14 vessels
fished betw een 2000-2003, of
these, an average of 7 vessels
land O A groundfish. N o
overfished species catch projected
for 2005.
C alifornia halibut vessels using
trawl gear - O n average, 34
vessels fished between 20002003, of these, an average of 23
vessels land O A groundfish.
G ear specific overfished species
catch projections were not
available.

G roundfish vessels using line gear Between 2000-2003 an average of 969
vessels per year landed groundfish.
O verfished species taken in the fishery
include bocaccio, canary, cowcod,
darkblotched, lingcod, pop and
yelloweye. G ear specific overfished
species catch projections were not
available.
C alifornia halibut vessels using line
gear - O n average, 71 vessels fished
between 2000-2003, all of these
vessels land O A groundfish. G ear
specific overfished species catch
projections were not available.
H M S vessels using line gear (troll pole
and line) - N o overfished species
catch projected for 2005.

Alternative 1: Status quo. Do not specify mandatory VMS program coverage requirements for vessels used
to land fish in the open access sectors of the groundfish fishery.
Discussion: Vessels without limited entry permits that land groundfish are categorized as open access
because no federal groundfish permit is required for their activities, although some may have non-groundfish
state or federal permits. Under the existing regulations, open access vessels would not be required to carry
and use VMS transceiver units. Vessels could elect to voluntarily carry a VMS transceiver unit and provide
position reports to NMFS if they choose. Vessels registered to limited entry permits that land fish in the open
access sector, would continue to be required to carry and use a VMS transceiver and provide declaration
reports. Declaration reporting requirements for vessels using exempted trawl gear would continue.
Alternative 2: Vessels using longline gear. Beginning in 2005, require all vessels that use longline gear to
fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines, quotas, and other management measures governing the open access
fishery to carry and use VMS transceiver units and provide declaration reports. Prior to leaving port on a trip in
which a vessel is used to take, retain, posses, or land groundfish taken in federal waters with open access
longline gear, the vessel would be required to activate a VMS transceiver unit and to continuously operate the
unit (24 hours a day) throughout the remainder of the calendar year, unless the vessel is exempted under the
VMS exemption regulations at 660.312 (d)(4). A declaration report would be required prior to leaving port on a
trip in which the vessel is used to fish in a groundfish conservation area in a manner that is consistent with the
requirements of the conservation area. VMS requirements defined at 660.312 and prohibitions defined at
660.306 would apply to these vessels as would the reporting requirements defined at 660. 303 for vessels
fishing in conservation areas.
Discussion: Between 2000-2003, an average of 114 vessels per year use longline gear for directed harvest of
groundfish in federal waters. Target species included sablefish, lingcod, and rockfish. For the purpose of this
analysis, directed vessels were assumed to be those with an annual exvessel landings value of groundfish that
exceeded $2,500. The average annual groundfish exvessel revenue for these vessels for the 2000-2003
period was $5,838. Overfished species interactions are projected to include bocaccio, canary rockfish,
cowcod, darkblotched rockfish, lingcod, POP and yelloweye rockfish. However, gear specific overfished
species catch projections were not available.
In addition to the directed groundfish vessels, an annual average of 275 directed Pacific halibut fishery permits
were issued between 2000 and 2003. Out of the total number of permits issued, only 10 vessels (4% of those
permitted) did not land groundfish with an exvessel value in excess of $2,500. Overfished species impacts
from the entire directed halibut fishery is projected to be 0.5 mt of yelloweye rockfish for 2005.
Longline gear is also used within federal waters by vessels harvesting Highly Migratory Species (HMS) species.
No overfished species catch was projected for the HMS longline fishery for 2005.
This alternative would allow enforcement to monitor vessels using longline gear in the open access fisheries for
unlawful incursions into conservation areas. Vessels would be required to operate their VMS units
continuously from the point at which a vessel leaves port on a trip in which the vessel is used in the open
access fishery in federal waters. VMS position data is thus expected to be available to enforcement and fishery
managers on other state and federal fisheries that these vessels participate in as well as well when other open
access gears are being used.
Alternative 3: Vessels using longline or pot gear. In addition to those vessels identified under Alternative 2,
beginning in 2005, require all vessels that use longline or pot gear to fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines,
quotas, and other management measures governing the open access fishery to carry and use VMS transceiver
units and provide declaration reports. Prior to leaving port on a trip in which a vessel is used to take, retain,
posses or land groundfish taken in federal waters with open access longline or pot gear, the vessel would be
required to activate a VMS transceiver unit and to continuously operate the unit (24 hours a day) throughout the
remainder of the calendar year, unless the vessel is exempted under the VMS exemption regulations at
660.312 (d)(4). A declaration report would be required prior to leaving port on a trip in which the vessel is used
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to fish in a groundfish conservation area in a manner that is consistent with the requirements of the
conservation area. VMS requirements defined at 660.312 and prohibitions defined at 660.306 would apply to
these vessels as would the reporting requirements defined at 660. 303 for vessels fishing in conservation
areas.
Discussion: The vessels identified under this alternative are in addition to those vessels identified under
Alternative 2. Between 2000-2003, an average of 35 vessels per year used pot gear for directed harvest of
groundfish in federal waters. Target species included sablefish, lingcod, and rockfish. For the purpose of this
analysis, directed vessels were assumed to be those with an exvessel value of groundfish that exceeded 20%
of all West Coast fisheries revenue for the vessel. The average annual groundfish exvessel revenue for these
vessels for the 2000-2003 period was $21,498. Overfished species interactions are projected to include
bocaccio, canary rockfish, cowcod, darkblotched rockfish, lingcod, POP and yelloweye rockfish. However, gear
specific overfished species catch projections were not available.
Other fisheries in which pot gear is used and where incidentally caught groundfish were landed between 2000
and 2003, include: Dungeness crab, prawn, and California sheephead. On average, 733 vessels used pot
gear to catch Dungeness crab fished between 2000-2003. Of these, an average of 65 vessels landed OA
groundfish. The average annual groundfish exvessel revenue for these vessels for the 2000-2003 period was
$2,382. No overfished species catch was projected for the Dungeness crab pot fishery for 2005. On average,
40 used pot gear to catch prawns vessels between 2000-2003. Of these, an average of 9 vessels landed OA
groundfish. The average annual groundfish exvessel revenue for these vessels for the 2000-2003 period was
$1,846. No overfished species catch was projected for the prawn pot vessels for 2005. On average, 37
vessels used pot gear to catch California sheephead between 2000-2003. All of these vessels landed OA
groundfish . The average annual groundfish exvessel revenue for these vessels for the 2000-2003 period was
$989. No overfished species catch was projected for the California sheephead fishery for 2005.
This alternative would allow enforcement to monitor vessels using longline and pot gear in the open access
fisheries for unlawful incursions into conservation areas. Vessels would be required to operate their VMS units
continuously from the point at which a vessel leaves port on a trip in which the vessel is used to participate in
the open access fishery in federal waters. VMS position data is thus expected to be available to enforcement
and fishery managers on other state and federal fisheries that these vessels participate in as well as well when
other open access gears are being used.
Alternative 4: Vessels using longline gear, pot or traw l gear, excluding pink shrimp traw l gear. In
addition to those vessels identified under Alternatives 2 and 3, beginning in 2005, require all vessels that use
longline gear, pot or trawl gear, excluding pink shrimp trawl gear to fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines,
quotas, and other management measures governing the open access fishery, to carry and use VMS transceiver
units and provide declaration reports. Prior to leaving port on a trip in which a vessel is used to take, retain,
posses or land groundfish taken in federal waters with open access longline or pot gear, the vessel would be
required to activate a VMS transceiver unit and to continuously operate the unit (24 hours a day) throughout the
remainder of the calendar year, unless such vessel is exempted under the VMS exemption regulations at
660.312 (d)(4). A declaration report would be required prior to leaving port on a trip in which the vessel is used
to fish in a groundfish conservation area in a manner that is consistent with the requirements of the
conservation area. VMS requirements defined at 660.312 and prohibitions defined at 660.306 would apply to
these vessels, as would the reporting requirements defined at 660. 303 for vessels fishing in conservation
areas.
Discussion: The vessels identified under this alternative are in addition to those vessels identified under
Alternative 2 and 3. The only open access fisheries in which trawl gear is used are the exempted trawl
fisheries for pink shrimp, prawns, sea cucumber and California halibut. Pink shrimp vessels are allowed to fish
within the trawl RCA providing a declaration report is sent prior to leaving port on a trip in which the vessel is
used to fish within the RCA with shrimp trawl gear. In addition, state requirements include the use of approved
finfish excluders . On average, 26 vessels used trawl gear to catch prawns between 2000-2003. Of these, no
vessels have landed OA groundfish after 2000. The 2005 projected overfished species catch was 0.1 mt of
bocaccio. On average, 14 vessels used trawl gear to catch sea cucumbers between 2000-2003. Of these, an
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average of 7 vessels landed OA groundfish. The average annual groundfish exvessel revenue for these
vessels for the 2000-2003 period was $177. No overfished species catch was projected for the sea cucumber
trawl fishery for 2005. On average, 35 vessels used trawl gear to catch California halibut between 2000-2003,
of these, an average of 23 vessels landed OA groundfish. The average annual groundfish exvessel revenue for
these vessels for the 2000-2003 period was $752. Gear specific overfished species catch projections were not
available for the California halibut trawl fishery.

This alternative would allow enforcement to monitor vessels using longline, pot or trawl gear (excluding pink
shrimp trawl gear), in the open access fisheries for unlawful incursions into conservation areas. Vessels would
be required to operate the VMS unit continuously from the point at which a vessel leaves port on a trip in which
the vessel is used to participate in the open access fishery in federal waters. VMS position data is thus
expected to be available to enforcement and fishery managers on other state and federal fisheries that these
vessels participate in as well as well when other open access gears are being used.
Alternative 5: Vessels using longline gear, pot, traw l (excluding pink shrimp gear) or line gear
(excluding salmon troll gear). In addition to those vessels identified under Alternatives 2-4, beginning in
2005, require all vessels that use longline gear, pot, trawl (excluding pink shrimp trawl) or line gear (excluding
salmon troll gear to fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines, quotas, and other management measures
governing the open access fishery, to carry and use VMS transceiver units and provide declaration reports.
Prior to leaving port on a trip in which a vessel is used to take, retain, posses and groundfish taken in federal
waters with open access longline or pot gear, the vessel would be required to activate a VMS transceiver unit
and to continuously operate the unit (24 hours a day) throughout the remainder of the calendar year, unless
such vessel is exempted under the VMS exemption regulations at 660.312 (d)(4). A declaration report would
be required prior to leaving port on a trip in which the vessel is used to fish in a groundfish conservation area in
a manner that is consistent with the requirements of the conservation area. VMS requirements defined at
660.312 and prohibitions defined at 660.306 would apply to these vessels as would the reporting requirements
defined at 660. 303 for vessels fishing in conservation areas.
Discussion: The vessels identified under this alternative are in addition to those vessels identified under
Alternative 2, 3 and 4. Between 2000-2003, an average of 969 vessels per year used line gear (excluding
salmon troll) to harvest groundfish in the open access fishery. The average annual groundfish exvessel
revenue for these vessels for the 2000-2003 period was $2,133. Overfished species projections include
bocaccio, canary, cowcod, darkblotched rockfish, lingcod, POP and yelloweye rockfish. However, gear specific
overfished species catch projections were not available.
Other fisheries in which line gear is used and where incidentally caught groundfish are landed include vessels
California halibut, HMS and salmon troll vessels. The salmon troll fisheries are allowed to fish within the fixed
gear RCA and are allowed to retain some groundfish. Because VMS cannot be used to determine where a
particular species was caught, it is not considered to be an effective enforcement tool for monitoring open
access trip limit compliance by salmon troll vessels. Between 2000-2003, an average of 263 vessels per year
used line gear in the California halibut fishery and landed groundfish. All of these vessels landed open access
groundfish. The average annual groundfish exvessel revenue for these vessels for the 2000-2003 period was
$129. Gear specific overfished species catch projections were not available .
Line gear is also used within federal waters by vessels harvesting HMS species. No overfished species catch
was projected for the HMS line gear fisheries for 2005.
This alternative would allow enforcement to monitor vessels using longline, pot, trawl gear (excluding pink
shrimp trawl gear), or line gear (excluding salmon troll gear) in the open access fisheries for unlawful incursions
into conservation areas. Vessels would be required to operate their VMS units continuously from the point at
which a vessel leaves port on a trip in which the vessel is used to participate in the open access fishery in
federal waters. VMS position data is thus expected to be available to enforcement and fishery managers on
other state and federal fisheries these vessels participate in as well as well when other open access gears are
used.
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2.3 Alternatives rejected for analysis in this EA
VMS coverage of the recreational fisheries is not being considered at this time. At its October 2003 meeting,
the ad hoc VMS Committee considered expansion of the VMS program, including expansion into the charter
and private sectors of the recreational fishery. After considerable discussion, the committee recommended
that an area-by-area evaluation of the groundfish impacts by these participants was necessary before a final
recommendation could be made.
The pink shrimp fisheries have not been included in the alternatives for VMS coverage. Pink shrimp vessels
are allowed to fish within the trawl RCA providing a declaration report has been sent prior to leaving port on a
trip in which the vessels is used to fish within the RCA.. Pink shrimp trawl vessels were excluded in the
coverage alternatives because they are required to use finfish excluders, which dramatically reduce their catch
of overfished species, primarily canary rockfish.
The salmon troll fisheries are allowed to fish within the fixed gear RCA and are allowed to retain some
groundfish. Because VMS cannot be used to determine where a particular species was caught it is not
considered to be an effective enforcement tool for monitoring open access trip limit compliance by salmon troll
vessels.
State and federal fisheries in which groundfish are incidentally taken but not landed were not included in the
analysis because fisheries where groundfish catch is not landed are not considered to be open access fishery.
These vessels include: the those targeting Coastal Pelagic Species (CPS) with round haul gear; those
targeting HMS with purse seine gear, and those targeting the gillnet complex (California halibut, white sea bass,
sharks, and white croaker) with driftnet.

XXXXX Set net gear–should it get included in the alternatives or rejected- do they land groundfish in the open
access fisheries XXXXX

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
The purpose of this EA is to analyze a range of alternatives for expanding the VMS program coverage into the
OA commercial groundfish fisheries off the coasts of Washington, Oregon, and California. The affected
environment includes: the geographical location in which these fisheries occur; the groundfish and other
species these vessels harvest and interact with; the fish buyers and processors that are dependent on the
fishery; the suppliers and services; and ultimately, the fishing-dependent communities where vessels dock and
fishing families live are who are dependent on these fisheries. The following section of this document, section
3, describes the physical, biological, and socio-economic characteristics of the affected environment.
3.1 Physical Environment
Essential Fish Habitat (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. When these EFHs for all groundfish species 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 seaward to the boundary of the U.S. EEZ.
This is a tiered EA that expands on information presented in the July 2003 EA titled, “The Program to Monitor
Time-Area Closures in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery”. Section 3.1 of the original EA ,“Physical
Environment” contained detailed information on the marine ecosystem where groundfish are found. Readers
who are interested in further information on the physical environment are referred to Section 3.0 of the August
2004 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), prepared by the Pacific Fishery Management Council, for
the Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield Specifications and Management Measures for
the 2005-2006 Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery.

11

3.2 Biological Environment
3.2.1 Groundfish Resources
The Pacific Coast groundfish FMP manages over 80 species, which are divided into the following groups:
roundfish, flatfish, rockfish, sharks, skates, ratfish, morids, and grenadiers. These species occur throughout the
EEZ and occupy diverse habitats at all stages in their life history. Information on the interactions between the
various 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.
Each fishing year, the Council uses the best available stock assessment data to evaluate the biological
condition of the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery and to develop estimates of allowable biological catch (ABC)
levels for major groundfish stocks. The ABCs are biologically based estimates of the amount of fish that may
be harvested from the fishery each year without jeopardizing the resource. The ABC may be modified to
incorporate biological safety factors and risk assessment due to uncertainty.
Harvest levels or optimum yields (OYs) are also established for the species or species groups that the Council
proposes to manage. Groundfish species and species groups with OYs include bocaccio, black rockfish,
cabezon, canary rockfish, chilipepper rockfish, cowcod, darkblotched rockfish, Dover sole, lingcod, longspine
thornyhead, the minor rockfish complexes (the unassessed northern and southern nearshore, continental shelf,
and continental slope rockfish species,) Pacific cod, POP, Pacific whiting, sablefish, shortbelly rockfish,
shortspine thornyhead, splitnose rockfish, widow rockfish, yelloweye rockfish, and yellowtail rockfish.
Numerical OYs are not set for every stock, such as for those where the harvest has been less than ABC.
The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires an FMP to prevent overfishing. Overfishing is defined in the National
Standards Guidelines (63 FR 24212, May 1, 1998) as exceeding the fishing mortality rate needed to produce
maximum sustainable yield. The OY harvest levels are set at levels that are expected to prevent overfishing,
equal to or less than the ABCs. The term “overfished” describes a stock whose abundance is below its
overfished/rebuilding threshold. Overfished/rebuilding thresholds are generally linked to the same productivity
assumptions that determine the ABC levels. The default value of this threshold for the groundfish FMP is 25%
of the estimated unfished biomass level. Eight groundfish species continue to be designated as overfished:
bocaccio (south of Monterey) , canary rockfish, cowcod (south of Point Conception,) darkblotched rockfish,
lingcod, Pacific ocean perch, widow rockfish, and yelloweye rockfish.
This is a tiered EA that expands on information presented in the July 2003 EA titled, “The Program to Monitor
Time-Area Closures in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery”. Section 3.2 of the original EA ,“Biological
Environment” contained detailed biological information on the groundfish resources. Readers who are
interested in further information on the status of the groundfish resources are referred to section 4.0 of the
August 2004 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), prepared by the Pacific Fishery Management
Council, for the Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield Specifications and Management
Measures for the 2005-2006 Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery.
3.2.2 Endangered Species
W est Coast marine species listed as endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA)
include marine mammals, seabirds, sea turtles, and salmon. 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. The following species are subject to the conservation and management requirements of the ESA:
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Table 3.2.2.1. West Coast Endangered Species
M arine M am m als
Threatened:
•
Steller sea lion (Eum etopias jubatus) Eastern S tock,
•
G uadalupe fur seal (Arctocephalus tow nsendi), and
•
S outhern sea otter (E nhydra lutris) C alifornia S tock.

Seabirds
Endangered:
•
S hort-tail albatross (Phoebastria (=D iom edea) albatrus),
•
C alifornia brown pelican (P elecanus occidentalis), and
•
C alifornia least tern (Sterna antillarum brow ni).
Threatened:
•
M arbled m urrelet (Brachyram phs m arm oratus).

Sea Turtles
Endangered:
•
G reen turtle (C helonia m ydas)
•
Leatherback turtle (D erm ochelys coriacea)
•
O live ridly turtle (Lepidochelys olivacea)
Threatened:
•
Loggerhead turtle (C aretta caretta)

Salm on
Endangered:
•
C hinook salm on (O ncorhynchus tshaw ytscha)
Sacram ento River W inter; U pper C olum bia Spring
•
Sockeye salm on (O ncorhynchus nerka)
Snake River
•
S teelhead trout (O ncorhynchus m ykiss)
S outhern C alifornia; U pper C olum bia
Threatened:
•
C oho salm on (O ncorhynchus kisutch)
C entral California, Southern O regon, and N orthern C alifornia
C oasts
•
C hinook salm on (O ncorhynchus tshaw ytscha)
Snake River Fall, Spring, and Sum m er; Puget Sound; Lower
C olum bia; U pper W illam ette; C entral Valley Spring; C alifornia
C oastal
•
C hum salm on (O ncorhynchus keta)
H ood C anal Sum m er; C olum bia River
•
Sockeye salm on (O ncorhynchus nerka)
O zette Lake
•
S teelhead trout (O ncorhynchus m ykiss)
South-C entral C alifornia, C entral C alifornia Coast, Snake River
Basin, Lower C olum bia, C alifornia Central Valley, U pper
W illam ette, M iddle C olum bia, N orthern C alifornia

Marine Mammals: Marine mammal communities by nearshore, shelf and slope depth categories for each of three
coastal regions, including southern California, central to northern California, and Oregon to British Columbia, were
identified in table 3.2.3.1 of the original VMS EA .
Seabirds: Over sixty species of seabirds occur in waters off the W est Coast within the EEZ, including: loons,
grebes, albatross, fulmars, petrels, shearwaters, storm-petrels, pelicans, cormorants, frigate birds, phalaropes,
skuas, jaegers, gulls, kittiwakes, skimmers, terns, guillemots, murrelets, auklets, and puffins. The migratory range
of these species includes commercial fishing areas; fishing also occurs near the breeding colonies of many of
these species. Besides entanglement in fishing gear, seabirds may be indirectly 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.
Sea Turtles: Sea turtles are highly migratory; four of the six species found in U.S. waters have been sighted off
the West Coast. Little is known about the interactions between sea turtles and West Coast commercial fisheries.
The directed fishing for sea turtles in W est Coast groundfish fisheries is prohibited, because of their ESA listings,
but the incidental take of sea turtles by longline or trawl gear may occur. Sea turtles are known to be taken
incidentally by the California-based pelagic longline fleet and the California halibut gillnet fishery. Because of
differences in gear and fishing strategies between those fisheries and the West Coast groundfish fisheries, the
expected take of sea turtles by groundfish gear is minimal.
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Salmon: Salmon caught in the U.S. West Coast fishery have life cycle ranges that include coastal streams and
river systems from central California to Alaska and oceanic waters along the U.S. and Canada seaward into the
north central Pacific Ocean, including Canadian territorial waters and the high seas. Some of the more critical
portions of these ranges are the freshwater spawning grounds and migration routes.
This is a tiered EA that expands on information presented in the July 2003 EA titled, “The Program to Monitor
Time-Area Closures in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery” Section 3.2.2 of the original EA, “Endangered
Species” contains more detailed information on these resources.
3.2.3 Nongroundfish Species Interactions
Coastal Pelagic Species (CPS): CPS are schooling fish not associated with the ocean bottom, that migrate in
coastal waters. These species include: northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax), Pacific sardine (Sardinops sagax),
Pacific (chub) mackerel (Scomber japonicus), jack mackerel (Trachurus symmetricus) and market squid (Loligo
opalescens). These species are managed under the Coastal Pelagic Species Fishery Management Plan.
Sardines inhabit coastal subtropical and temperate waters and at times have been the most abundant fish species
in the California current. During times of high abundance, Pacific sardine range from the tip of Baja California to
southeastern Alaska. When abundance is low, Pacific sardine do not occur in large quantities north of Point
Conception, California. Pacific (chub) mackerel in the northeastern Pacific range from Banderas Bay, Mexico to
southeastern Alaska. They are common from Monterey Bay, California to Cabo San Lucas, Baja California, and
most abundant south of Point Conception, California. The central subpopulation of northern anchovy ranges from
San Francisco, California to Punta Baja, Mexico. Jack mackerel are a pelagic schooling fish that range widely
throughout the northeastern Pacific, however much of their range lies outside the U.S. EEZ. Adult and juvenile
market squid are distributed throughout the Alaska and California current systems, but are most abundant
between Punta Eugenio, Baja California and Monterey Bay, Central California.
Dungeness Crab: The Dungeness crab (Cancer magister) is distributed from the Aleutian Islands, Alaska, to
Monterey Bay, California. They live in bays, inlets, around estuaries, and on the continental shelf . Dungeness
crab are found to a depth of about 180 m. Although it is found at times on mud and gravel, this crab is most
abundant on sand bottoms and occurs among eelgrass. The Dungeness crab, which are typically harvested using
traps (crab pots), ring nets, by hand (scuba divers) or dip nets, are incidentally taken or harmed unintentionally by
groundfish gears.
Pacific Pink Shrimp: Pacific pink shrimp (Pandalus jordani) are found from Unalaska in the Aleutian Islands to
San Diego, California, at depths of 25 to 200 fm (46 to 366 m). Off the U.S. West Coast, these shrimp are
harvested with trawl gear from northern Washington to central California between 60 and 100 fm (110 to 180 m).
The majority of the catch is taken off the coast of Oregon. Concentrations of pink shrimp are associated with
well-defined areas of green mud and muddy-sand bottom. Shrimp trawl nets are usually constructed with net
mesh sizes smaller than the net mesh sizes for legal groundfish trawl gear. Thus, it is shrimp trawlers that
commonly take groundfish in association with shrimp, rather than the reverse.
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Pacific Halibut: Pacific Halibut (Hippoglossus stenolepis) belong to a family of flounders called Pleuronectidae.
Halibut are usually found in deep water (40 to 200 m). The International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC)
report, "Incidental Catch and Mortality of Pacific Halibut, 1962-2000" contains estimates of the incidental catches
of halibut in the coastal trawl fisheries (groundfish and shrimp trawls). Estimates of incidental catches of halibut,
based on the at-sea observer data collected in the Enhanced Data Collection Program conducted from 1995
through 1998, results in an estimated mortality level of legal-sized halibut incidentally taken in shrimp and
groundfish trawl fisheries of 254 mt (560,000 pounds) for 2002.
Forage Fish: Forage fish are small, schooling fish that serve as an important source of food for other fish
species, birds and marine mammals. Examples of forage fish species are herring (Clupea harengus pallasi), smelt
(Osmeridae), anchovies, and sardine. Many species of fish feed on forage fish. Major predators of herring include
Pacific cod (42% of diet), whiting (32%), lingcod (71%), halibut (53%), coho (58%), and chinook salmon (58%)
(Environment Canada 1994). Many species of seabirds depend heavily on forage fish for food as well. Marine
mammals consuming forage fish include: harbor seals, California sea lions, Stellar sea lions, harbor porpoises,
Dall’s porpoises, and Minke whales (Calambokidis and Baird 1994). Forage fish are most commonly found in
nearshore waters and within bays and estuaries, although some do spend of their lives in the open ocean where
they may be incidentally taken by groundfish gears, particularly in trawls. Preliminary data from the 2001 at-sea
whiting fishery indicates the fishery encounters very minor amounts of forage fish species (Pacific herring less than
5 mt and less than 1 mt of smelt and sardines combined). There is little information on the incidental take of
forage fish by the other segments of the fishery, however given they are not associated with the ocean bottom, the
interaction is expected to be minimal.

3.3 SOCIO-ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT
3.3.1 Conservation Areas and Depth-Based Management.
Since 1998, groundfish management measures have been shaped by the need to rebuild overfished
groundfish stocks. The 80+ species in the West Coast groundfish complex mix with each other to varying degrees
throughout the year and in different portions of the water column. Some species, like Pacific whiting, are strongly
aggregated, making them easier to target with relatively little bycatch of other species. Conversely, other species
like canary rockfish may occur in species-specific clusters, but are also found co-occurring with a wide variety of
other groundfish species. Over the past several years, groundfish management measures have been more
carefully crafted to recognize the tendencies of overfished species to co-occur with healthy stocks in certain times
and areas.
Management measures have been designed to reduce incidental interception of overfished species taken in
fisheries targeting more abundant groundfish stocks. In addition to setting trip limits for targeted species to reduce
co-occurrence rates for overfished species, a set of large time/area closures known as Groundfish Conservation
Areas have been used to manage the fishery.
The Council and NMFS began using closed areas to reduce fisheries impacts on overfished groundfish species in
2001. NMFS initially defined two Cowcod Conservation Areas (CCAs) in the Southern California Bight. These
areas were closed to recreational and commercial fishing for groundfish. These closures were located in areas of
known cowcod abundance and were intended to prevent fishing vessels from taking cowcod either directly or
incidentally in fisheries targeting other species. The CCAs have remained in place since 2001 and continue to be
part of the Council's long-term rebuilding strategy for cowcod.
In September 2002, NMFS introduced its first large-scale conservation area, a Darkblotched Rockfish
Conservation Area (DBCA,) extending from the U.S/Canada border to Cape Mendocino, California. The DBCA
extended between boundary lines approximating the 100 fm (183 m) and 250 fm (457 m) depth contours, with
trawling prohibited within the conservation area. This closure was intended to reduce incidental darkblotched
rockfish interception by fisheries targeting more abundant continental slope species.
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Beginning in 2003, the Council recommended a greater suite of area closures intended to protect different
overfished species from incidental harvest by vessels targeting other, more abundant species. Similar to Council
efforts to craft landings limits and seasons to protect overfished species, the 2003 conservation areas were
intended to protect overfished species at depths where they are most likely encountered and from gear that is
most likely to encounter those species. For example, POP has historically been taken almost exclusively by trawl
gear, while yelloweye rockfish is more susceptible to hook-and-line gear used in commercial and recreational
fisheries. The 2003 and 2004 GCAs included the two CCAs, a similarly block-shaped Yelloweye Rockfish
Conservation Area off the Washington coast that was closed to recreational fishing, and Rockfish Conservation
Areas (RCA) along the entire length of the West Coast.
The 2003 and 2004 RCAs are gear specific, with different closed areas for trawl and nontrawl gear. These RCAs
have been based on ocean bottom depths, and vary seasonally depending on when and where the overfished
species targeted for protection were taken by historic fisheries. RCA boundary lines were designated by a series
of latitude/longitude coordinates intended to approximate ocean bottom depth contours delineating overfished
species habitats. A more in-depth discussion of the introduction of depth-based management to W est Coast
groundfish fisheries management is provided in the proposed rule to implement the 2003 and 2004 specifications
and management measures (January 7, 2003, 68 FR 936 and January 8, 2004, 68 FR 1380.)
3.3.1 Commercial fisheries
In 1994, NMFS implemented Amendment 6 to the groundfish FMP, a license limitation program intended
to restrict vessel participation in the directed commercial groundfish fisheries off Washington, Oregon, and
California. The limited entry permits that were created through that program specify the gear type a permitted
vessel may use to participate in the limited entry fishery and the vessel length associated with the permit.
Most of the Pacific Coast non-tribal commercial groundfish harvest is taken by the limited entry fleet. The
groundfish limited entry program includes vessels using trawl, longline, and trap (or pot) gears. There
are also several open access fisheries that take groundfish incidentally or in small amounts. Participants in
those fisheries may use, among other gear types, longline, vertical hook-and-line, troll, pot, setnet, trammel net,
shrimp and prawn trawl, California halibut trawl, and sea cucumber trawl. These vessels do not hold groundfish
limited entry permits, yet may target groundfish or catch them incidentally. Although their groundfish landings are
much smaller, they are part of the economic make-up of West Coast groundfish vessels
As of August 2004, there were 406 vessels with Pacific Coast groundfish limited entry permits, of which
approximately 43% were trawl only vessels, 48% were longline only vessels, 7% were trap vessels, and the
remaining 2% were combinations of 2 or more gears. The number of vessels registered for use with limited entry
permits has decreased since the implementation of the permit stacking program for sablefish-endorsed limited
entry fixed gear permits in 2001 and the limited entry trawl vessel buyback program in late 2003.
This is a tiered EA that expands on information presented in the July 2003 VMS EA titled, “The Program to Monitor
Time-Area Closures in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery”. Section 3.3 of the original EA, “Socio-economic
Environment” contained information and detailed statistics on historical groundfish landings in the commercial
fisheries. This EA will update and expand on information relevant to the open access sector of the commercial
fishery. Readers who are interested in further information on the status of the commercial fisheries are referred to
section 8.1 of the August 2004 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), prepared by the Pacific Fishery
Management Council, for the proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield Specifications and
Management Measures for the 2005-2006 Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery.
3.3.2 Open Access Groundfish Fisheries.
Unlike the limited entry sector, the open access fishery has unrestricted participation and is comprised of vessels
targeting or incidentally catching groundfish with a variety of gears, excluding groundfish trawl gear. Open access
vessels must comply with cumulative trip limits established for this sector and are subject to the other operational
restrictions imposed in the regulations, including general exclusion from the RCAs. While the open access
groundfish fishery is under federal management and does not have participation restrictions, some state and
federally managed fisheries that land groundfish in the open access fishery have implemented their own limited
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entry (restricted access) fisheries or enacted management provisions that have affected participation in groundfish
fisheries. Fisheries are generally distributed along the coast in patterns governed by factors such as location of
target species and ports with supporting marine supplies and services, and restrictions or regulations imposed by
state and federal governments.
The commercial open access groundfish fishery consists of vessels that do not necessarily depend on revenue
from the fishery as a major source of income and is split between vessels targeting groundfish (directed fishery)
and vessels targeting other species (incidental fishery). The majority of landings by the directed groundfish
fishery, by weight, occur off California, while Oregon shows the next highest landings, followed by Washington. In
the incidental groundfish fisheries, Washington also has the lowest groundfish landings by the incidental fishery,
by weight of incidental groundfish (Hastie 2001).
Open access landings and estimated exvessel values by major species groups north and south of 40/ 10' N
latitude are shown in Table Tables 3.3.2.1 and 3.3.2.2 . The open access fishery is most important in the south,
when landings and landings revenue are measured. Open access fishers in the south earned more per pound of
landed fish, reflecting more lucrative markets— for live fish among others— in that region. Overall, open access
groundfish landings in 2002 (472 mt) were down 59% compared to 1998 (1,162 mt). The fall in landings during
this period in the south— a 70% decline— is much steeper than in north. The net result is that the landings
differential between the two regions is now less dramatic. In 1999, vessels in the south landed almost three times
as much total groundfish as those in the north. By 2003, it was divided almost equally between both regions.
Rockfish were an important component of open access groundfish landings in the south— 75% of landings by
weight in 1998. Limits imposed because of overfishing declarations for certain rockfish species, bocaccio and
cowcod in particular, partly explain the steep drop in landings in the south. In 2003, substantial increases in
sablefish were observed in both regions
Table 3.3.2.1 Historical harvest of groundfish by species group in the open access fishery north and
south of Cape Mendocino, 1999-2003
N orth of 40° 10 ‘ N. Lat.
Year

Lingcod

W hiting

Flatfish

Sablefish

R ockfish

O ther
groundfish

Total
G roundfish

1999

19.0

0.2

3.9

4.1

116.1

16.4

159

2000

14.8

0.0

0.7

8.5

90.9

7.1

122

2001

17.0

0.0

1.3

21.7

125.0

15.5

180

2002

28.1

0.0

1.2

13.2

109.3

45.9

198

2003

43.8

0.1

3.7

291.3

188.2

88.5

616

Lingcod

W hiting

Flatfish

Sablefish

R ockfish

O ther
groundfish

Total
G roundfish

1999

15.0

0.0

19.2

2.8

276.2

168.8

482

2000

7.4

0.0

17.1

6.3

159.9

142.0

333

2001

11.5

0.2

23.1

6.3

154.7

107.9

304

2002

17.0

0.0

17.5

28.2

136.1

75.2

274

2003

27.5

0.1

14.7

315.2

166.1

139.6

663

S outh of 40° 10 ‘ N. Lat.

Based on Table 8-6 in DE IS, Proposed Acceptable Biological C atch and O ptim um Yield Specifications and M anagem ent M easures for the
2005-2006 Pacific C oast Groundfish fishery

17

Table 3.3.2.2 Exvessel revenues from historical harvest of groundfish by species group in the open
access fishery north and south of Cape Mendocino, 1999-2003 (revenue in thousands of current dollars)
N orth of 40° 10 ‘ N. Lat.
Year

Lingcod

W hiting

Flatfish

Sablefish

R ockfish

O ther
groundfish

Total
G roundfish

1999

42

0

3

12

216

54

327

2000

28

0

0

29

176

32

266

2001

50

0

1

75

312

99

537

2002

82

0

1

45

321

324

772

2003

141

0

3

1,082

613

359

2,199

Lingcod

W hiting

Flatfish

Sablefish

R ockfish

O ther
groundfish

Total
G roundfish

1999

46

0

49

10

1,272

835

2,212

2000

17

0

54

39

1,307

1,003

2,420

2001

38

1

69

34

1,249

628

2,018

2002

63

0

64

132

1,033

399

1,692

2003

109

0

39

937

1,072

530

2,686

S outh of 40° 10 ‘ N. Lat.

Extracted from Table 8-6 in DE IS, Proposed Acceptable Biological C atch and O ptim um Yield Specifications and M anagem ent M easures for
the 2005-2006 Pacific C oast Groundfish fishery

Many vessels predominately fish for other species and inadvertently catch and land groundfish. In times and
areas when fisheries for other species are not as profitable, some vessels will transition into the groundfish open
access fishery for short periods. Table 3.3.2.3 shows the historical landings of groundfish and non-groundfish by
open access vessels. In 2003, the first complete year in which coastwide RCAs were implemented, the round
weight of groundfish landed by the open access fishery increased substantially over previous years while landings
of non-groundfish species decreased. This change was primarily due to increased sablefish landings (Table
3.3.2.1) over recent years.
Table 3.3.3. Historical harvests for the open access fishery, 1999-2003 (landed round weight in mt and
exvessel revenue in thousands of current dollars)
G roundfish
exvessel value
($)

N on-groundfish
round weight (m t)

N on-groundfish
exvessel
value ($)

Total round
weight
(m t)

Total exvessel
value ($)

Year

G roundfish
round weight
(m t)

1999

642

2,539

225,410

189,886

226,052

192,425

2000

455

2,686

277,349

191,658

277,804

194,344

2001

484

2,555

247,790

159,985

248,274

162,541

2002

472

2,463

250,954

166,343

251,426

168,807

2003

1,279

4,885

198,583

227,072

199,862

231,957

Extracted from table 8-3 DE IS, Proposed Acceptable Biological C atch and O ptim um Yield Specifications and M anagem ent M easures
for the 2005-2006 Pacific C oast Groundfish fishery
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`Because the open access groundfish fishery consists of vessels that do not necessarily depend on revenue from
the fishery as a major source of income and predominately fish for other species where they inadvertently catch
and land groundfish, understanding the level of dependency that participants in this fishery have on groundfish
should be considered in light of their overall fisheries revenues. Table 3.3.2.4 shows the number of open access
vessels by vessel length and level of dependency (proportion of annual revenue) on the groundfish fishery and
Table 3.3.2.5. shows the number of open access vessels by gross income levels of dependency for all West Coast
landings. Between November 2000 and October 2001, 1,287 vessels landed groundfish in the open access sector
of the groundfish fishery. Of these vessels, 771 vessels (60%) had a greater than 5% dependency on the
groundfish fishery with 345 of these vessels having a 95-100% level of dependency of groundfish. The open
access fishery is dominated by vessels under 40 feet in length, with 675 (88%) of the vessels with a greater than
5% dependency on groundfish being less than 40 feet and 741 (96%) of the vessels less than 50 feet in length.
Fifty eight percent of the vessels (200) with a greater than 95 percent dependency on groundfish had less than
$5,000 of gross income from West Coast landings. A greater proportion of vessels with lower levels of
dependency on groundfish fell within income categories greater than $5,000. However, increases in higher valued
groundfish catch in 2003 (primarily sablefish) may reduce the proportion of open access vessels in the lowest
(<$5,000) income category.
Table 3.3.2.4 Number of open access vessels by level of dependency and vessel length (based on data
from November 2000 - October 2001) a/
<40'

40'-50'

50'-60'

60'-70'

70'-150'

U nspecified

Total

<5%

324

109

29

28

25

1

516

>5% &<35%

154

32

6

4

1

0

197

>35% &<65%

96

8

1

0

0

0

105

>65% &<95%

115

5

0

0

1

3

124

>95% &<100%

310

21

5

2

0

7

345

Extracted from table 6-18a D EIS, Proposed Acceptable Biological C atch and O ptim um Yield Specifications and M anagem ent M easures
for the 2005-2006 Pacific C oast Groundfish fishery
a/ open access vessels with m ore than half of their total landings value com ing from groundfish are considered to be in the directed
fishery

Table 3.3.2.5 Number of open access vessels by gross income levels of dependency for all West Coast
landings (based on data from November 2000 - October 2001) a/
Exvessel revenue from W est C oast landings
<5,000

$5,000-$50,000

$50,000-$200,000

>$200,000

Total

<5%

45

268

169

34

516

>5% &<35%

52

1001

44

0

197

>35% &<65%

47

50

8

0

105

>65% &<95%

63

55

6

0

124

200

138

7

0

345

>95% &<100%

Extracted from table 6-17a D EIS, Proposed Acceptable Biological C atch and O ptim um Yield Specifications and M anagem ent M easures
for the 2005-2006 Pacific C oast Groundfish fishery
a/ open access vessels with m ore than half of their total landings value com ing from groundfish are considered to be in the directed
fishery
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Table 3.3.2.6 shows historical landings of overfished species in the open access fishery prior to implementation of
RCAs and state requirements for regarding the use of finfish excluders on vessels targeting pink shrimp.
Historically, most of the open access fishing activity occurs in the nearshore and shelf areas. As a result,
bocaccio, canary rockfish, lingcod, yelloweye rockfish, and cowcod have been encountered more frequently than
the other overfished species. Deeper slope species such as darkblotched rockfish and POP, and widow rockfish,
which is more vulnerable to trawl gear, have been taken in smaller proportions relative to the entire commercial
open access fishery. Projected catches of overfished species in the open access sectors of the 2005 groundfish
fishery are presented in Table 3.3.2.7.
Table 3.3.2.6 Historical landings of overfished species by commercial fishers prior to the
implementation of RCAs and state requirements for finfish excluders on pink shrimp vessels, 19992001 ( Extracted from table 6-14 DE IS, Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and O ptim um Yield Specifications and M anagem ent
M easures for the 2005-2006 Pacific C oast Groundfish fishery )
1999
O A landed catch
(m t)

2000
O A & LE
landed catch
(m t)

O A landed catch
(m t)

2001
O A & LE
landed catch
(m t)

O A landed catch
(m t)

O A & LE landed
catch
(m t)

B ocaccio

N on-shrim p-22.8
S hrim p-0.2
Total-23.0

58.5
(40% O A )

N on-shrim p-5.9
S hrim p-0.0
Total- 5.9

24.6
(24% O A )

N on-shrim p-6.4
S hrim p-0.1
Total- 6.5

22.8
(3.5% O A )

C anary
rockfish

N on-shrim p-56.6
S hrim p-21.3
Total- 77.9

642.2
(12% O A )

N on-shrim p-5.0
S hrim p-7.2
Total-12.2

55.8
(22% O A )

N on-shrim p-2.8
S hrim p-2.0
Total- 4.8

36.2
(13% O A )

C owcod

N on-shrim p-2.2
S hrim p-0.2
Total- 2.4

6.5
(37% O A )

N on-shrim p-0.4
S hrim p-0.1
Total- 0.5

2.4
(21% O A )

N on-shrim p-0.0
S hrim p-0.0
Total- 0.0

0.8
(0% O A )

D arkblotched
rockfish

N on-shrim p-0.1
S hrim p-2.0
Total- 2.1

284.3
(0.7% O A )

N on-shrim p-0.5
S hrim p-0.0
Total- 0.5

218.8
(0.2% O A )

N on-shrim p-0.2
S hrim p-0.0
Total- 0.2

143.1
(0.1% O A )

Lingcod

N on-shrim p-84.7
S hrim p-17.5
Total- 102.2

354.5
(29% O A )

N on-shrim p-49.0
S hrim p-9.1
Total- 58.1

143.5
(40% O A )

N on-shrim p-63.5
S hrim p-5.5
Total- 69

147.8
(47% O A )

POP

N on-shrim p-0.2
S hrim p-0.1
Total- 0.3

481.8
(0% O A )

N on-shrim p-0.0
S hrim p-0.1
Total- 0.1

W idow
rockfish

N on-shrim p-41.4
S hrim p-4.6
Total- 46

3,903.5
(1% O A )

N on-shrim p-17.7
S hrim p-1.7
Total- 19.4

3,787.5
(0.5% O A )

N on-shrim p-13.0
S hrim p-0.6
Total- 13.6

1,765
(0.8% O A )

Yelloweye
rockfish

Total-15.4

Total- 2.9

8.95
(32% O A )

Total- 2.9

12.0
(24% O A )

83.5
(18% O A )
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140.6
(0% O A )

N on-shrim p-0.0
S hrim p-0.0
Total- 0.0

187.6
(0% O A )

Table 3.3.2.7 Total catch projections of overfished species in the 2005 open access fisheries. ( Extracted

from
table2-13a D EIS, Proposed Acceptable Biological C atch and O ptim um Yield Specifications and M anagem ent M easures for the 2005-2006
P acific C oast Groundfish fishery )
2005 bycatch projections (m t)
B ocaccio

C anary
rockfish

G roundfish
directed

10.6

1.0

C alifornia
H alibut
C alifornia G illnet

C owcod

Darkblotched
rockfish

Lingcod

POP

0.2

70.0

0.1

0.1

0.0

2.0

0.0

0.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.5

0.1

C alifornia
Sheephead
C P S wetfish

W idow

Yelloweye

0.6

0.3

C P S squid
D ungeness crab

0.0

HMS

0.0

P acific H alibut

0.0

P ink Shrim p

0.1

0.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

R idgeback
praw n

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

S alm on troll

0.2

1.6

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.2

S ea cucum ber

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

11.9

3.1

0.1

0.2

72.0

0.1

0.1

1.4

S pot praw n
(trap)
Total O A
P rojected catch

Fishery managers divide the open access sector into directed and incidental categories. The directed fishery
comprises vessels targeting groundfish while the incidental fishery category applies to vessels targeting other
groundfish but landing some groundfish in the process. It is difficult to segregate vessels into these two
categories because the choice depends on the intention of the fisher. Over the course of a year— or even during a
single trip— a fisher may engage in several different strategies, switching between the directed and incidental
categories. Such changes in strategy are likely the result of a variety of factors, but especially the potential
economic return from landing a particular mix of species.
In the directed open access fishery, fishers target groundfish in the “dead” and/or “live” fish fishery using a variety
of gears. The terms dead and live fish fisheries refers to the state of the fish when they are landed. The dead fish
fishery has historically been the most common way to land fish. The dead fish fishery made up 80% of the
directed open access landings by weight coastwide in 2001. More recently, the market value for live fish has
increased landings of live groundfish. The other component of the open access fishery is the incidental catch of
groundfish in fisheries targeting other species (e.g., shrimp, salmon, highly migratory species, squid). Combining
both the directed and incidental fisheries, the commercial groundfish open access fishery is potentially very large
and includes a variety of gear types.
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Table 3.3.2.5. Open access groundfish landings by gear group, 2000 - 2003
O pen access gear group

(based on 8/24/04 PacFin data )

N um ber of vessels
landing groundfish

Landed w eight
of groundfish (m t)

Exvessel revenue
of groundfish ($)

Exvessel revenue per
vessel ($)

Longline - all groundfish a\
2000
2001
2002
2003
4-year average

399
392
287
307
346

435
408
349
507
425

1,847,800
1,656,395
1,268,537
1,728,038
1,625,193

4,627
4,221
4,422
5,625
4,724

Longline - groundfish directed b\
2000
2001
2002
2003
4-year average

133
115
96
113
114

399
367
318
469
388

1,679,851
1,466,101
1,129,437
1,541,727
1,454279

12,619
12,765
11,733
13,610
12,682

4
2
2
0
2

3
3
1
0
2

24,226
29,774
5,352
0
19,784

6,057
14,887
2,676
0
7,873

P ot - groundfish directed c\
2000
2001
2002
2003
4-year average

28
34
35
41
35

164
145
124
194
157

834,087
720,680
573,289
763,732
722,947

Pot - D ungeness crab
2000
2001
2002
2003
4-year average

71
63
63
61
65

45
29
34
39
37

165,638
124,674
149,311
173,518
153,285

2,333
1,979
2,370
2,845
2,382

P ot - prawn/shrim p
2000
2001
2002
2003
4-year average

12
10
8
7
9

1
5
1
6
3

3,973
21,569
9,869
25,635
15,262

331
2,157
1,234
3,662
1,846

Pot - sheephead
2000
2001
2002
2003
4-year average

49
40
36
22
37

4
3
9
1
5

43,446
30,770
58,951
14,542
36,927

887
769
1,638
661
989

Trawl - sea cucum ber
2000
2001
2002
2003
4-year average

3
10
8
6
7

0.1
0.8
0.8
0.3
1

189
1,649
2,962
650
1,363

63
165
370
108
177

Trawl - C A halibut
2000
2001
2002
2003
4-year average

24
30
21
15
23

22
7
6
2
9

38,697
12,324
12,961
5,513
17,374

1,612
411
617
368
752

Longline - C A H alibut
2000
2001
2002
2003
4-year average
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29,789
21,196
16,380
18,628
21,498

Traw l -R idgeback P raw n
2000
2001
2002
2003
4-year average

28
0
0
0

11
0
0
0

28,468
0
0
0

1,017
0
0
0

--

--

--

--

Line gear - all groundfish a/
2000
2001
2002
2003
4-year average

1,180
1,175
881
641
969

391
418
406
326
385

2,029,516
2,136,846
2,178,544
1,614,643
1,989,887

1,720
1,818
2,474
2,521
2,133

Line gear - C A halibut
2000
2001
2002
2003
4-year average

< 285
< 270
< 250
< 245
< 263

10
7
5
6
7

32,419
31,471
31,333
40,284
33,877

114
117
125
164
129

a/ m ultiple records exist for landings with H K L gear that do not have an associated vessel id. The vessel count in this case is an estim ate
b/ annual revenue of $2,500 is used as a proxy for vessels that had efforts directed at groundfish
c\ if

$ 20%

of revenue was from groundfish, a vessel was assum ed to have target groundfish at som e point during the year

Open Access Directed Fisheries :
Participation in the directed open access fishery segment varies between years. Participants may be moving into
other, more profitable fisheries, or may have quit fishing altogether. Fishers use various gears types to target
particular groundfish species. Hook-and-line gear, the most common open access gear type used by vessels
directly targeting groundfish, is generally used to target sablefish, rockfish, and lingcod. Pot gear generally is used
when targeting sablefish and some thornyheads and rockfish. Though largely restricted from use under current
regulations, in the past in Southern and Central California setnet gear was used to target rockfish, including
chilipepper, widow rockfish, bocaccio, yellowtail rockfish, and olive rockfish, and to a lesser extent vermillion
rockfish.
Another important distinction in the directed segment is between fishers landing fish alive and dead. Although
groundfish targeted by open access fishers are typically landed and sold dead, higher prices for live fish have
stimulated landings in this category. Live fish harvests are a recent but growing component of the directed
fishery: in 2001, 20% of fish landed (by weight, coastwide) by directed open access fishers was alive,
compared to only 6% in 1996 (05-06 DEIS). In the live-fish fishery the fish are caught using pots, stick gear, and
rod-and-reel, and kept aboard the vessel in a seawater tank, to be delivered to foodfish markets—such as the
large immigrant Asian communities in California— that pay a premium for live fish. Currently, Oregon and
California are drafting nearshore fishery management plans that would transition some species of groundfish
landed in the live fish fishery from federal to state management.
Open Access Incidental Fisheries: Many fishers catch groundfish incidentally when targeting other species,
because of the kind of gear they use and the co-occurrence of target and groundfish species in a given area.
Managers classify vessels in the open access incidental fishery if groundfish comprise 50% or less of their
landings, measured by dollar value. Fisheries targeting pink shrimp, spot prawn, ridgeback prawn, California and
Pacific halibut, Dungeness crab, salmon, sea cucumber, coastal pelagic species, California sheephead, highly
migratory species, and the mix of species caught in the gillnet complex comprise this incidental segment of the
open access sector. These fisheries and associated target species are described below.
These incidental open access fisheries may also account for substantial amounts of bycatch, especially for
overfished groundfish species. A range of fisheries, identified by the target species, comprise this sector. These
include ocean (pink) shrimp, spot prawn, ridgeback prawn, California and Pacific halibut, Dungeness crab, salmon,
sea cucumber, coastal pelagic species, highly migratory species, and the gillnet complex. A summary description
of these fisheries follows.
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California Halibut: The commercial California halibut fishery extends from Bodega Bay in northern California to
San Diego in Southern California, and across the international border into Mexico. California halibut, a statemanaged species, is targeted with hook-and-line, setnets and trawl gear, all of which intercept groundfish.
Trawling for California halibut is permitted in federal waters (3-200 nm from shore) using trawl nets with a minimum
mesh size of 4.5 inches. Trawling is prohibited within state waters (0-3 nm) except in the designated
“California halibut trawl grounds,” which encompass the area between Point Arguello (Santa Barbara County) and
Point Mugu (Ventura County) in waters beyond 1 nm from shore. Bottom trawls used in this area must have a
minimum mesh size of 7.5 inches and trawling is closed here from March 15 to June 15 to protect spawning
adults. Also, California requires a nearshore trawl bycatch permit to land shallow nearshore rockfish, California
scorpionfish, California sheephead, cabezon and greenlings. An open access trawler with a bycatch permit has
been allowed to land a maximum of 50 pounds per landing of these species in recent years. Historically,
commercial halibut fishers have preferred setnets because of these restrictions. Setnets with 8.5-inch mesh and
maximum length of 9,000 feet are the main gear type used in Southern California. Setnets are prohibited in certain
designated areas, including a Marine Resources Protection Zone, covering state waters (to 3 nm) south of Point
Conception and waters around the Channel Islands to 70 fm, but extending seaward no more than 1 mile. In
comparison to trawl and setnet landings, commercial hook-and-line catches are historically insignificant. Over the
last decade, they have ranged from 11% to 23% of total California halibut landings. Most of those landings were
made in the San Francisco Bay area by salmon fishers mooching or trolling slowly over the ocean bottom.
Dungeness Crab The Dungeness crab fishery is divided between treaty sectors, covering catches by Indian
Tribes, and a non-treaty sector. The crab fishery is managed by the states of Washington, Oregon, and California
with inter-state coordination through the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission. This fishery is managed by
season, sex and size of crab. In Washington, the Dungeness crab fishery is managed under a limited entry
system with two tiers of pot limits and a December 1 through September 15 season. In Oregon, 306 vessels made
landings in 1999 during a season that generally starts on December 1. In California, distinct fisheries occur in
Northern and Central California, with the northern fishery covering a larger area. California implemented a limited
entry program in 1995 and as of March 2000, about 600 California residents and 70 non-residents had limited
entry permits. Nonetheless, effort has increased with the entry of larger multipurpose vessels from other fisheries.
Landings have not declined, but this effort increase has resulted in a “race for fish” with more than 80% of total
landings made during the month of December.
Pink shrimp: The pink (ocean) shrimp fishery is managed with uniform coastwide regulations by the states of
W ashington, Oregon, and California. The Council has no direct management authority. The season runs from April
1 through October 31. Pink shrimp may be taken for commercial purposes only by trawl nets or pots. Most of the
pink shrimp catch is taken with trawl gear with minimum mesh size of 3/8 inch to one inch between knots. In some
years, the pink shrimp trawl fishery has accounted for a significant share of canary rockfish incidental catch. Since
canary rockfish was designated as overfished, all canary rockfish harvests have been greatly restricted. To
reduce bycatch of canary rockfish in the shrimp trawl fishery, the states have mandated the use of finfish excluders
in trawl nets.
Spot Praw n: Spot prawn, which are targeted with both trawl and pot gear, are state-managed. Until late 2003, the
prawn trawl fishery was categorized in the groundfish open access (exempted trawl) sector. California had the
largest trawl prawn fishery, with about 54 vessels operating from Bodega Bay south to the U.S./Mexico border. All
three states have banned the use of trawl gear for this species due to concerns over bycatch of overfished
groundfish and other species. Standard gear was a single-rig shrimp trawl with roller gear, varying in size from
eight-inch disks to 28-inch tires. In California, area and season closures for the trawl fleet were previously
implemented to protect spot prawns in the Southern California Bight during their peak egg-bearing months of
November through January. These closures, along with the development of ridgeback prawn, sea cucumber, and
other fisheries, and also greater demand for fresh fish, kept spot prawn trawl landings low and facilitated growth of
the trap fishery with a live prawn segment. The fleet operates from Monterey Bay - where 6 boats are based - to
Southern California, where a 30 to 40 boat fleet results in higher production. In both fishing areas, traps are set at
depths of 600 feet to 1,000 feet along submarine canyons or along shelf breaks. Between 1985 and 1991,
trapping accounted for 75% of statewide landings; trawling accounted for the remaining 25% (Larson and WilsonVandenberg 2001). Landings continued to increase through 1998, when they reached a historic high of 780,000
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pounds. Growth in participation and a subsequent drop in landings led to the development of a limited entry
program.
Pacific Halibut: Pacific halibut harvest levels and gear restrictions are set by the International Pacific Halibut
Commission (IPHC), with implementing regulations set by Canada and the U.S. in their own waters. A license from
the IPHC is required to participate in the commercial Pacific halibut fishery. Commercial halibut fishers use bottom
longline gear; any halibut caught in trawls or traps must be released. The commercial sector off the West Coast,
(IPHC Area 2A) has both a treaty and non-treaty sector. The directed commercial fishery in Area 2A is confined to
south of Point Chehalis, Washington, Oregon, and California. In the non-treaty commercial sector, 85% of the
harvest is allocated to the directed halibut fishery and 15% to the salmon troll fishery to allow incidental catch.
W hen the Area 2A total allowable catch (TAC) is above 900,000 pounds, halibut may be retained in the limited
entry primary sablefish fishery north of Point Chehalis, Washington (46/53'18" N latitude). Since 2001, the TAC
has been above this threshold and permits have been issued for vessels in the primary sablefish fishery that land
incidentally caught halibut. Area 2A licenses, issued for the directed commercial fishery were as follows: in 2000
268 permits were issued; in 2001, 320 permits were issued; in 2002, 252 permits were issued; and in 2003, 260
permits were issued.
Salmon Troll: The ocean commercial salmon fishery, both non-treaty and treaty, is under federal management
with a suite of seasons and total allowable harvest. The Council manages fisheries in the EEZ, while the states
manage fisheries in their waters (within 3 nm). All ocean commercial salmon fisheries off the West Coast states
use troll gear. Chinook and coho are the principal target species with limited pink salmon landings in odd-years.
However, commercial coho landings fell precipitously in the early 1990s and remain very low. Reductions in
landings are mainly due to diminished opportunity as salmon populations declined. Many natural salmon runs on
the West Coast have been listed under the ESA. Ocean fisheries are managed based on zones that reflect the
distribution of salmon stocks and are structured to allow and encourage capture of hatchery-produced stocks while
depressed natural stocks are avoided.
Ridgeback Praw n: The ridgeback prawn fishery is managed by the State of California. In 2003, California has
also prohibited trawling for this species due to concerns about bycatch of overfished groundfish and other species
in this fishery. Ridgeback prawns occur from Monterey, California to Cedros Island, Baja, California, at depths
ranging from less than 145 feet to 525 feet. According to Sunada et al. (2001) this fishery occurs exclusively in
California, centered in the Santa Barbara Channel and off Santa Monica Bay. In 1999, 32 boats participated in the
ridgeback prawn fishery. Traditionally, a number of boats fish year-round for both ridgeback and spot prawns,
targeting ridgeback prawns during the closed season for spot prawns and vice versa. Most boats typically used
single rig trawl gear. Prior to the trawl prohibition, the fishery was closed during June through September to
protect spawning female and juvenile ridgeback prawns. An incidental take of 50 pounds of prawns or 15% by
weight was allowed during the closed period. During the season, a maximum of 1,000 pounds of other finfish
could be landed with ridgeback prawns, of which no more than 300 pounds per trip could be groundfish, per
federal regulation. Other regulations included a prohibition on trawling within state waters, a minimum fishing
depth of 25 fm, a minimum mesh size of 1.5 inches for single-walled codends or 3 inches for double-walled
codends and a logbook requirement.
Sea Cucumber: Along the West Coast, sea cucumbers are harvested by diving or trawling. Only the trawl fishery
for sea cucumbers, which is also classified as an open access (exempted trawl) fishery, is allowed an incidental
catch of groundfish. Sea cucumbers are managed by the states. In Washington, the sea cucumber fishery only
occurs inside Puget Sound and the Straight of Juan de Fuca. Most of the Washington harvest is taken by diving,
although the tribes can also trawl for sea cucumbers in these waters. Two species of sea cucumbers are fished in
California: the California sea cucumber, also known as the giant red sea cucumber, and the warty sea cucumber.
The warty sea cucumber is fished almost exclusively by divers. The California sea cucumber is caught principally
by trawling in southern California , but is targeted by divers in northern California. In 1997, the state established
separate, limited entry permits for the dive and trawl sectors. Permit rules encourage transfer to the dive sector,
which now accounts for 80% of landings. There are currently 113 sea cucumber dive permittees and 36 sea
cucumber trawl permittees. Many commercial sea urchin and/or abalone divers also hold sea cucumber permits
and began targeting sea cucumbers more heavily beginning in 1997. At up to $20 per pound wholesale for
processed sea cucumbers, there is a strong incentive to participate in this fishery.
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Coastal Pelagic Species (CPS): CPS include northern anchovy, Pacific sardine, Pacific (chub) mackerel, jack
mackerel and market squid. They are largely landed with round haul gear (purse seines and lampara nets).
Vessels using round haul gear are responsible for 99% of total CPS landings and revenues per year. The southern
California round haul fleet is the most important sector of the CPS fishery in terms of landings. This fleet is
primarily based in Los Angeles Harbor, along with fewer vessels in the Monterey and Ventura areas. The fishery
harvests Pacific bonito and tunas as well as CPS. The fleet consists of about 40 active purse seiners averaging
20 m in length. Although these fisheries are concentrated in California, CPS fishing also occurs in Washington and
Oregon. In W ashington, the sardine fishery is managed under the Emerging Commercial Fishery provisions as a
trial commercial fishery. The target of the trial fishery is sardines; however, anchovy, mackerel, and squid are also
landed. The fishery is limited to vessels using purse seine gear. It is also prohibited inside of three miles and
logbooks are required. Eleven of the 45 permits holders participated in the fishery in 2000, landing 4,791 mt of
sardines. Three vessels accounted for 88% of the landings. Of these, two fished out of Ilwaco and one out of
W estport. In Oregon, the sardine fishery is managed under the Developmental Fishery Program with annuallyissued permits, which have ranged from 15 in 1999 and 2000 to 20 in 2001. Landings, almost all by purse seine
vessels, have rapidly increased in Oregon: from 776 mt in 1999 to 12,798 mt in 2001. The number of vessels
increased from three to 18 during this period.
The Council manages these fisheries under its CPS FMP. Because stock sizes of these species can radically
change in response to ocean conditions, the CPS FMP takes a flexible management approach. Pacific mackerel
and Pacific sardine are actively managed through annual harvest guidelines based on periodic assessments. In
2003, the Council established an interim management line for allocation of the annual Pacific sardine harvest
guideline. The management line splitting the northern and southern components of the fishery occurs now at Point
Arena (~39/ N latitude). Northern anchovy, jack mackerel, and market squid are monitored through commercial
catch data. If appropriate, one third of the harvest guideline is allocated to Washington, Oregon, and northern
California (north of 35/40' N latitude) and two-thirds is allocated to southern California (south of 35/40' N latitude).
An open access CPS fishery is in place north of 39/ N latitude and a limited entry fishery is in place south of 39/ N
latitude. The Council does not set harvest guidelines for anchovy, jack mackerel, or market squid.
Highly Migratory Species Fisheries: HMS include tunas, billfishes, dorado and sharks. Management of HMS is
complex due to the multiple management jurisdictions, users, and gear types targeting these species. Adding to
this complexity are oceanic regimes that play a major role in determining species availability and which species will
be harvested off the U.S. West Coast in a given year. The states currently regulate the harvest of HMS but the
Council is in the process of implementing an FMP for fisheries prosecuted in the West Coast EEZ or by vessels
originating from West Coast ports fishing beyond the EEZ. There are five distinctive gear types used to harvest
HMS commercially, with hook-and-line gear being most common. Other gear types used to target HMS are
driftnet, pelagic longline, purse seine, and harpoon. While hook-and-line can be used to take any HMS species,
traditionally it has been used to harvest tunas. Drift gillnet for swordfish, tunas and sharks off California and
Oregon is most likely to intercept groundfish, including spiny dogfish and yellowtail rockfish. Albacore is commonly
caught with troll gear. The majority of albacore are taken by troll and jig-and-bait gear (92% in 1999), with a small
portion of fish landed by gillnet, drift longline, and other gear. These gears vary in the incidence of groundfish
interception depending on the area fished, time of year, as well as gear type. Overall, nearly half of the total
landings of albacore (millions of pounds coastwide) were landed in California. Other gear includes pelagic longline,
used to target swordfish, shark and tunas; and harpoon for swordfish off California and Oregon. Some vessels,
especially longliners and purse seiners, fish outside of the U.S. EEZ, but may deliver to W est Coast ports.
California Gillnet Complex: The gillnet complex is managed by the State of California and comprises two gear
types. Fishers use setnets to target California halibut (discussed above), white seabass, white croaker, and
sharks. Drift nets are used for California halibut, white croaker, and angel shark. Most of the commercial catch is
sold in the fresh fish market, although a small amount is used for live bait. Currently, the only restriction on catches
of white croaker off California is a small no-take zone off Palos Verdes peninsula. In the early 1990s, California’s
set gillnet fishery was subject to increasingly restrictive state regulations addressing high marine bird and mammal
bycatch mortality. This forced the fleet into deeper water where shelf rockfish became their primary target.
However, as open access rockfish limits became smaller, there was a shift from targeting shelf rockfish with
setnets to the use of line gear in the more lucrative nearshore live-fish fishery. Thus, many fishers that were
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historically setnet fishers have changed their target strategy in response to increasing restrictions and changing
market value.
Shorebased Processing Sector [Section to be complete by November]
Fishing Communities [Section to be complete by November]
Enforcement
Scarce State and Federal resources also limit the use of traditional enforcement methods. Traditional fishery
monitoring techniques include air and surface craft surveillance, declaration requirements, landing inspections, and
analysis of catch records and logbooks. Current assets for patrolling offshore areas include helicopter and fixed wing
aircraft deployed by the U.S. Coast Guard and state enforcement entities, one large 210 foot Coast Guard cutter, and
smaller Coast Guard and state enforcement vessels. Only the aircraft and large cutter are suitable for patrolling the
more distant offshore closed areas. The availability of Coast Guard assets may be challenged by other missions
such as Homeland Security and search and rescue
Shoreside enforcement activities complement at-sea monitoring and declaration requirements by inspecting recreational
and commercial vessels for compliance with landing limits, gear restrictions, and seasonal fishery closures. State
agencies are increasingly using dockside sampling as a means of assessing groundfish catch in recreational fisheries,
which when combined with state and federal enforcement patrols at boat launches and marinas, provides a means of
ensuring compliance with bag limits and fishery closures. Commercial landings are routinely investigated upon landing
or delivering to buying stations or processing plants and can be tracked through fish ticket and logbook records.

4.0 IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES
Table 4.0.1 Summary of Biological and Socio-economic Impacts of the Monitoring System Alternatives from Sections 4.1 - 4.3.5
Alternative 1
Status quo:

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

Vessels using longline gear

Vessels using longline or pot
gear

Vessels using longline, pot or
trawl (except shrim p trawl) gear

V essels using longline, pot, traw l
(except shrim p trawl) or line gear
(except salm on troll)

* Fishing effort: m ay be better
understood for OA vessels using
longline gear to target groundfish
approx. 114 vessels, and 275
vessels that land Pac. halibut taken
with longline gear. M ay also be
available for H M S O A vessels using
longline gear.

* Fishing effort: m ay be better
understood for approx. 35
vessels using pot gear to
target groundfish; and 65
dungeness crab, 9 prawn, and
37 sheephead O A vessels
using pot gear, plus those
identified in alt.2

Fishing effort: m ay be better
understood for approx. 7 sea
cucum ber and 23 C A halibut.
G roundfish have been landed by
prawn trawlers since 2000. O A
vessels using exem pted traw l
gear, plus those identified in alt.
2 & 3.

Fishing effort: m ay be better
understood for approx 969 vessels
using line gear to target
groundfish, and 263 C A halibut
O A vessels using line gear, plus
those identified in alt. 2, 3 & 4.
M ay also be available for H M S O A
vessels using line gear.

* O verfished species bycatch
estim ates m ay be refined if position
and effort data can be joined with
O A longline bycatch data. N o
O verfished species catch is
projected in 2005 for H M S vessels
using longline gear.

* O verfished species bycatch
estim ates Sam e as alt 2, but
adds pot vessels. Increased
data from groundfish pot
vessels only. N o overfished
species catch is projected in
2005 for D ungeness crab,
prawn or sheephead vessels
using pot gear.

* O verfished species bycatch
estim ates Sam e as alt 2, but
adds pot and trawl (except
shrim p trawl) vessels. Increased
data from C A halibut. N o
overfished species catch is
projected in 2005 for O A sea
cucum ber vessels using traw l
gear.

* O verfished S pecies bycatch
estim ates Sam e as alt 2, but adds
pot, trawl (except shrim p trawl) or
line gear (except salm on troll)
vessels. Increased data from
vessels targeting groundfish with
line gear and O A C A halibut
vessels using line gear. N o
O verfished species catch is
projected in 2005 for H M S vessels
using line gear.

Biological indicators
Fishing m ortality -- Incidental
catch of overfished species in
the conservation areas

* Integrity of closed areas: Because
it im proves the ability to m aintain
the integrity of fixed gear R C A s in
relation to longline activities, it
reduces the risk of exceeding an
O Y for the higher risk species such
as bocaccio, lingcod, yelloweye
rockfish and canary rockfish.
H owever, there is no change over
alt 1 for H M S longline vessels that
are not projected to catch
overfished species
A bility to understand effort shifts
--To project im pacts on
juveniles, other fishery
resources, or habitat

* D eclaration reports
m ay be used to
estim ate the num ber of
vessels/trips in
conservation areas by
exem pted traw l
vessels

* Accurate harvest location data
needed to understand im pacts on
juveniles and other fishery
resources would be available for
O A longline gear.
* D eclaration reports m ay be used
to estim ate the num ber of
vessels/trips in conservation areas
by exem pted traw l vessels and O A
longline vessels

* Integrity of closed areas:
Sam e as alt 2, but adds pot
vessels. N o change over alt 1
for D ungeness crab, prawn or
sheephead pot vessels that
are not projected to catch
overfished species

* Accurate harvest location
data m ay be better understood
for approx. 35 vessels using
pot gear to target groundfish;
and 65 D ungeness crab, 9
prawn, and 37 sheephead O A
vessels using pot gear, plus
those identified in alt.2
* D eclaration reports Sam e as
alt 2, but adds pot vessels

* Integrity of closed areas:
Sam e as alt 2, but adds pot and
trawl (except shrim p trawl)
vessels. N o change over alt 1 for
sea cucum ber trawl vessels that
are not projected to catch
overfished species

* Accurate harvest location data
m ay be better understood for
approx X prawn, 7 sea cucum ber
and 23 C A halibut O A vessels
using exem pted trawl gear, plus
those identified in alt.2 & 3.
* D eclaration reports Sam e as
alt 2, but adds pot and traw l
(except shrim p trawl) vessels.

* Integrity of closed areas: S am e
as alt 2, but adds pot, traw l
(except shrim p trawl) and line gear
(except salm on troll) vessels. N o
change over alt 1 for H M S line
vessels that are not projected to
catch overfished species

* Accurate harvest location data
m ay be better understood for
approx 969 vessels using line
gear to target groundfish, and 263
C A halibut O A vessels using line
gear, plus those identified in alt. 2,
3 & 4. M ay also be available for
H M S O A vessels using line gear.
* D eclaration reports S am e as alt
2, but adds pot, trawl (except
shrim p trawl) or line gear (except
salm on troll) vessels.

Socio-economic indicators
Availability of inform ation for
enforcem ent -- for efficiency in
the use of enforcem ent
resources

* D eclaration reports
m ay aid in identifying
vessels legally fishing
in conservation areas
by exem pted traw l
vessels

* D eterrence: M ay deter illegal
longline fishing in G C As by O A
vessels

* D eterrence M ay deter illegal
longline & pot fishing in G C A s
by O A vessels

* D eterrence M ay deter illegal
longline, pot and exem pted traw l
fishing in G C A s by O A vessels

* Inspections: M ay be used to
target landing and at-sea
inspections of vessels using
longline gear in the O A fishery

* Inspections: M ay be used to
target landing and at-sea
inspections of vessels using
longline & pot gear in the O A
fishery

* Inspections: M ay be used to
target landing and at-sea
inspections of vessels using
longline, pot and exem pted traw l
gear in the O A fishery

* Surveillance: Sam e as alt 2,
but adds pot vessels

* Surveillance: Sam e as alt 2, but
adds pot and trawl (except
shrim p trawl) vessels.

* Surveillance: M ay be used to
increase efficiency of surveillance
patrols for O A vessels using
longline gear
* H om eland security: M ay benefit
hom eland security activities
* Enforcem ent Action: M ay be
used as basis for enforcem ent
action
Availability of inform ation for
m anagem ent -- for m easuring
the effectiveness of
m anagem ent m easures
The effects on harvesters,
processors, and com m unities
from depth-based m anagem ent
regim e for O A fisheries
C ost burden -- initial and longterm

S afety of hum an life -- search
and rescue efficiency

* H om eland security Sam e as
alt 2
* Enforcem ent Action Sam e as
alt 2

* H om eland security S am e as alt
2
* Enforcem ent Action Sam e as
alt 2

* D eterrence M ay deter illegal
longline, pot, exem pted trawl and
line fishing in G C As by O A
vessels
* Inspections: M ay be used to
target landing and at-sea
inspections of vessels using
longline, pot, exem pted trawl and
line gear in the O A fishery
* Surveillance: Sam e as alt 2, but
adds pot, trawl (except shrim p
trawl) or line gear (except salm on
troll) vessels.
* H om eland security S am e as alt
2
* Enforcem ent Action S am e as alt
2

* C an be used to im prove
understanding of depth ranges in
which fisheries occur

[to be com pleted by
N ovem ber]

$0

[to be com pleted by N ovem ber]

[to be com pleted by
N ovem ber]

[to be com pleted by N ovem ber]

* Per vessel costs: Includes
installation, unit purchase,
transm ission costs, m aintenance,
replacem ent costs, exem ption and
declaration reports. Year 1 $1,983- $5,603 ($783-$1,800 if an
acceptable unit already on vessel
for other fishery). Subsequent
years - $780-$2,870

* Per vessel costs : Sam e as

*

alt 2

2

2

* D istress signal m ay reduce
response tim e in em ergency for O A
vessels using longline gear

* Sam e as alt 2, but adds pot

* Sam e as alt 2, but adds pot

* S am e as alt 2, but adds pot,

vessels

and trawl (except shrim p trawl)
vessels.

trawl (except shrim p trawl) or line
gear (except salm on troll) vessels.
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Per vessel costs : S am e as alt

[to be com pleted by N ovem ber]

*

Per vessel costs : S am e as alt

4.1 Physical Impacts
Physical impacts associated with fishery management actions generally result from changes to the
physical structure of the benthic environment as a result of fishing practices. This action pertains to a
program that is expected to provide information needed to monitor fishing locations in relation to time/area
closures. There are no distinguishable differences in physical impacts between the alternatives. The
physical impact of the proposed actions are not expected to be different from the status quo alternative
because the alternatives are for the expended coverage of a monitoring program which is intended to
monitor fishing activities are already occurring under status quo. The DEIS prepared for the 2005 -2006
annual specifications and management measures addresses the physical impacts on the environment
under the status quo alternative.
4.2 Biological Impacts

[Section to be completed by November]

This section forms the analytic basis for comparing possible direct and indirect biological impacts across
the alternatives. Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place, while
indirect effects occur later in time and are further removed in distance from the direct effects (40 CFR
1508.27). The impacts of each alternative on one or more components of the biological environment are
discussed in sections 4.2.1 through 4.2.3 below.
4.2.1 Fishing mortality - incidental catch of overfished species
Direct effects on fishing mortality include the removal of target and non-target species (incidental catch)
from the environment. Because this action would expand the VMS program to the open access gear
sectors to monitor fishing location in relation to time-area closures, no direct biological impacts are
expected to result from any of the alternatives. However, if the integrity of the closed areas is not
adequately maintained, harvest assumptions could be inaccurate which could result in indirect effects
such as unaccounted for removals. This is especially a concern for overfished species with low OYs.
At the beginning of 2003, the Council sought a management strategy that would allowed fishing to
continue in areas and with gears that could harvest healthy stocks with little incidental catch of the low
abundance or overfished species. Management measures since 2003 have been intended to keep
harvests of overfished species within the OYs established for rebuilding. Large scale depth related areas,
referred to as rockfish conservation areas, are being used to prohibit both commercial and recreational
fishing across large portions of the continental shelf. Depth-based management lines have been used to
define the conservation areas.
Depth-based management measures are gear-specific. Gear-specific measures are necessary, because
the various overfished species are not encountered at the same rate by the different gear types.
Prohibiting or restricting the use of a gear type that a particular overfished species is vulnerable reduces
the incidental catch and keeps the total catch of that species from exceeding the OY, while providing
fishing opportunity for more abundant stocks in times and areas where incidental catch and discard of the
depleted stocks is lowest.
The fishing mortality level (total catch level) for each species is the sum of retained catch and discarded
catch (incidental or targeted catch that is not retained and landed by the vessel). To monitor the
attainment of an OYs, the total catch level must be estimated for each species or species group. There is
no exact measure of discard amounts in most fisheries. For all species except lingcod, sablefish, and
nearshore rockfish species, it is assumed that discarded fish are dead or die soon after being returned to
the sea. Since 2003, depth-related discard assumptions have been made (detailed in the preamble of the
proposed rule for the 2003 Annual Specifications and Management Measures; January 7, 2003, 68 FR
936). The revised discard assumptions reflect the areas where vessel activity is expected to occur rather
that where they historically operated. Data provided by VMS could provide information regarding the
distribution of fishing effort in the open access fisheries that could be used in combination with bycatch
data from other sources, such as observer or survey data, to improve the estimates of total catch.
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If the integrity of the closed areas cannot be maintained, the risk of exceeding an OY is increased, with the
risk being greatest for species most frequently encountered by the open access gears (bocaccio, lingcod,
yelloweye rockfish and canary rockfish), which the closed areas are intended to protect. Incursions into
the conservation areas and the use of prohibited gear types could result in higher catch of the protected
species than had been estimated in discard assumptions. If the true discard rates are higher than the
discard assumptions used to estimate total catch, the OYs could unknowingly be exceeded. If the OYs
are substantially exceeded, a stock’s ability to rebuild could be impaired. If a “rebuilding deficit” is created
for an overfished stock because the OY is exceeded, the stock may not be able to recover within the
specified rebuilding time. For stocks in the precautionary zone (B25%-B40%), the stock biomass could be
further reduced, possibly leading to an overfished status.
Coverage refers to that portion of the overall fishing fleet that would be required to have VMS or observers
on board in order to participate in the fishery. Alternative 2 would require the smallest proportion (longline)
of the open access fishery to have and use VMS while Alternative 5 would require the largest proportion
(longline, pot, trawl, and line gear). Alternative 5 would be the most beneficial for estimating total catch
and monitoring the attainment of OYs in the long-term. This is because Alternative 5 would provide the
most amount of information on fishing locations for the greatest number participants. However, at this
time there is very little data (observer or otherwise) from open access vessels on the amounts and types
of bycatch in their fisheries. In the short-term, using effort data obtained from a VMS system to estimate
total catch and to monitor the attainment of OYs will be limited until more data becomes available.
Therefore, in the short-term there would be little differences between the alternatives 2-5.
4.2.2 Ability to understand effort shifts to project impacts on groundfish, other resources, or habitat
Very little is known about fishing patterns by location or how effort has shifted from closed areas to the
remaining open fishing areas. Because logbook data is only available for the limited entry trawl fleet, this
lack of understanding is especially true for commercial vessels that are not part of that fleet. Little specific
information on fishing locations is available for open access vessels.
The depth-based conservation areas have restricted particular gears from fishing on large portions of the
continental shelf. This was expected to result in effort shifts to open areas that are shoreward and
seaward of the conservation areas. Smaller vessels are generally not able to withstand rough seas as
well as larger vessels. Much of the open access groundfish fleet is comprised of small vessels, which
means that most of the effort tends to be in waters that are shoreward of the conservation areas. Because
juveniles that have settled tend to be found in shallower water than adults who tend to occupy different
communities, the juvenile rockfish could be affected by increased effort shifts into nearshore areas.
Rockfish that may benefit from data on fishing effort shoreward of the conservation area include:
chilipepper rockfish and several minor rockfish species (bank, black, blue, brown, calico, china, copper,
flag, freckled, halfbanded, honeycomb, Mexican, olive, pink, pinkrose, pygmy, quillback, rosy, speckled,
squarespot, starry, whitespeckled, and vermillion). Juvenile rockfish that may benefit from data on fishing
effort shoreward of the conservation area include: copper, cowcod, greenspotted, greenstriped, splitnose,
widow, vermillion, and stripedtail. Effort data for fishing seaward of the conservation area would also likely
be beneficial for projecting fishing impacts on the thornyhead rockfishes. Information collected under a
monitoring system would also likely be beneficial to cabezon, lingcod, and sablefish (seaward and
shoreward of the conservation area).
Knowing the amount of fishing effort that shifts into shallower depths is critical to understanding the direct
effects on the adult and juveniles of the various groundfish species from conservation area management.
The amount of information available for managers to understand where fishing effort is taking place and to
evaluate possible impacts on the adult and juvenile groundfish species varies between the alternatives.
The VMS systems provide accurate harvest location data that could be used to estimate the distribution of
fishing effort throughout the WOC. Because the VMS would be required to be operated continuously after
a vessel fishes in the open access fishery in federal waters data from additional non-groundfish fisheries
of the West Coast may also be available. When VMS position information is combined with data collected
by at-sea observers, the impacts of the effort shift on adult and juvenile population could be better
understood. The response time for management to address unintended impacts resulting from effort shifts
could be improved with VMS. However, ability to understand the extent of the impacts resulting from effort
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shifts on groundfish and other resources would depend on the amount, availability and applicability of atsea observer data for the different gears and sectors of the fishery.
Coverage refers to that portion of the overall fishing fleet that would be required to have VMS to participate
in the fishery. Alternative 5 would require all open access vessels using longline, pot, trawl (except shrimp
trawl) or line gear (except salmon troll) to carry and use VMS to fish in the EEZ. This alternative would be
most beneficial to understanding effort shifts and projecting impacts related to fishing effort in the longterm because it would provide the most amount of information on fishing location and effort by the largest
number of open access participants. However, at this time there is very little data (observer or otherwise)
on catch composition and discard levels from open access vessels. In the short-term, using effort data
obtained from a VMS system to estimate changes in effort and impacts on groundfish from the open
access fisheries, will be limited until more data becomes available. Alternative 2, which applies only to
longline vessels, would provide more data than is available under status quo but less than the other
alternatives that require VMS.
4.2.3 Other Resources
Nongroundfish species interactions
The action is to expand the VMS program to monitor the integrity of closed areas in relation to open
access fishing activities. None of the management alternatives is expected to have an adverse effect on
the incidental mortality levels of CPS, dungeness crab, Pacific pink shrimp, Pacific halibut, forage fish or
miscellaneous species over what has been considered in previous NEPA analyses. Information on where
fishing effort is occurring (Alternatives 3- 5) may be positive because it may allow NMFS observer data
and data from other sources to be joined together to derive a better understand of potential fishing related
impacts on these species.
Salmonids
The action is to expand the VMS program to monitor the integrity of closed areas in relation to open
access fishing activities. None of the management alternatives is expected to have an adverse effect on
the incidental mortality levels of listed salmon species over what has been considered in previous NEPA
analyses. Information on where fishing effort is occurring (Alternatives 3- 5) may be positive because it
may allow NMFS observer data and data from other sources to be joined together to derive a better
understand of potential fishing related impacts on these species.
Marine Mammals
The action is to expand the VMS program to monitor the integrity of closed areas in relation to open
access fishing activities The West Coast groundfish fisheries are considered a Category III fisheries where
the annual mortality and serious injury of a stock by the fishery is less than or equal to 1% of the PBR level
(potential biological removal). Information on where fishing effort is occurring (Alternatives 3- 5) may be
positive because it may allow NMFS observer data and data from other sources to be joined together to
derive a better understand of potential fishing related impacts on these species.
Seabirds
The action is to expand the VMS program to monitor the integrity of closed areas in relation to open
access fishing activities. None of the proposed management alternatives are likely to affect the incidental
mortality levels of seabirds over what has been considered in previous NEPA analyses. Information on
where fishing effort is occurring (Alternatives 3- 5) may be positive because it may allow NMFS observer
data and data from other sources to be joined together to derive a better understand of potential fishing
related impacts on these species.
Sea Turtles
The action is to expand the VMS program to monitor the integrity of closed areas in relation to open
access fishing activities. None of the proposed management alternatives are likely to affect the incidental
mortality levels of sea turtles over what has been considered in previous NEPA analyses. Information on
where fishing effort is occurring (Alternatives 3- 5) may be positive because it may allow NMFS observer
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data and data from other sources to be joined together to derive a better understand of potential fishing
related impacts on these species.
Endangered Species
Species listed under the ESA are identified in section 3.2 of this EA. Specific discussion of species listed
under the ESA can be found above in the sections titled salmonids, marine mammals, sea birds and sea
turtles.
4.3 Socio-economic Impacts
[Section to be completed by November]
4.3 Socio-economic Impacts
This section of the EA looks at impacts, positive and negative, on the socio-economic environment. To
the extent possible, these impacts include: changes in harvest availability to the different sectors of the
fishery; changes in income and revenue; costs to participants; the effectiveness and costs of enforcing the
management measures, affect on fishing and low income communities; and how the actions effect safety
of human life at sea
4.3.1 Availability of information needed to maintain the integrity of conservation areas and the efficiency in
using enforcement resources to maintain the integrity of conservation areas
Implementing depth-based management measures over large geographic areas, such as from the
U.S./Canada border to the US/Mexico border, marked the transition to a much greater dependence upon
at-sea enforcement. Maintaining the integrity of the conservation areas is largely dependent upon the
ability to enforce such management measures. In the past, fishery management measures, such as
landing limits, size limits, and species landing restrictions were largely enforced by the relatively easy and
inexpensive method of dockside enforcement. Enforcing depth-based closed areas represents a more
costly and difficult challenge. To effectively enforce conservation areas, enforcement must be capable of
patrolling the shoreward and seaward boundaries of the conservation areas.
At the present time there are 5 NMFS agents (3 additional job positions are currently vacant) covering the
Pacific Coast groundfish fishery. These officers and agents are responsible for enforcing all conservation
regulations in the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery (e.g. size limits, trip limits, gear restrictions, etc). They
are also responsible for monitoring all other fisheries in those areas that are regulated by NMFS. In
addition, there are XX state enforcement officers (XX [with an additional XX job vacancies] in California, X
Oregon, and XX for Washington with X stationed on the coast) that cover the groundfish fishery as well as
other state fisheries. At this time, state enforcement resources (personnel and budgets) are extremely
limited.
Under status quo alternative, traditional enforcement methods would continue to be used to monitor the
open access fleet activities in relation to the conservation areas. Of the alternatives, Alternative 1 would
be the least efficient in using limited state and federal enforcement resources and likely the least effective
in monitoring the integrity of conservation areas. Alternatives 2-5, which requires VMS and declaration
reports for various gear groups in the open access fishery, would not replace or eliminate traditional
enforcement measures, but would provide information that could aid enforcement in identifying vessels
that are legally operating in the conservation areas from those that are fishing illegally. Alternative 5
would require all open access vessels using longline, pot, trawl (except shrimp trawl) or line gear (except
salmon troll) to carry and use VMS to fish in the EEZ. This alternative would be most beneficial to
enforcement because it would provide the most amount of information on fishing location. Alternative 2,
which applies only to longline vessels, would provide more data than is available under status quo but less
than the other alternatives that require VMS.

VMS would not replace or eliminate traditional enforcement measures such as aerial surveillance,
boarding at-sea via patrol boats, landing inspections and documentary investigation. Traditional
enforcement measures may need to be activated in response to information received via the VMS. VMS
positions can be efficient in identifying possible illegal fishing activity and can provide a basis for further
investigation by one or more of the traditional enforcement measures. VMS positions in themselves can
also be used as the basis for an enforcement action. Vessel positions provided by observers would likely
not be received in real time and would therefore be less efficient than those received from a VMS
transceiver.
Deterrent - One of the major benefits of VMS is its deterrent effect. This has been observed and reported
on through practical experience in Australia, New Zealand and the USA . It has been demonstrated that if
fishing vessel operators know that they are being monitored and that a credible enforcement action will
result from illegal activity, then the likelihood of that illegal activity occurring is significantly diminished. In
this context, VMS is a preventive measure rather than a cure.
To be effective as a deterrent, the VMS program must maintain its credibility in the eyes of the vessel
operators and its use must be kept at the forefront of their minds if the deterrent effect is to be maintained.
The credibility of the system can only be maintained if all operational issues are followed up, particularly
those that affect a vessel, such as failure of the vessel to report on schedule. The presence of the VMS
equipment on the vessel will be a reminder to operators of its monitoring operation.
Probable Cause and Targeted Investigations: In an active sense, VMS will potentially show enforcement
officers breaches of time/area restrictions. VMS can show officers those vessels that are following the
rules as well those which are not. In doing so, it makes the activities of investigating officers much more
cost effective because less time will be spent pursuing false trails and fishing operators who are following
the rules. It may also be used to established “probable cause” before pursuing some types of
investigations, for example, in obtaining a search warrant. VMS may be of assistance in this situation
because while not being evidence of sufficient significance by itself, it could provide sufficient evidence to
lead an officer to believe that an illegal act had occurred.
Landing and at-sea inspections - In some cases, enforcement officers will have particular vessels or
particular situations for which they may wish to conduct an at-sea or landing inspection, sometimes
without warning to the vessel operator. Without VMS, it is extremely difficult to determine where a vessel
is located at-sea or where and at what time it might enter port. VMS provides a good and reliable means of
achieving this with potential savings in time and other expense in moving officers and aircraft or patrol
vessels to the correct location at the appropriate time.
Increasing efficiency of surveillance patrols - Patrols by both sea and air will still be necessary for fully
effective monitoring and management even with an effective VMS program. A patrolling aircraft or vessel
can spend considerable time and fuel investigating legitimate fishing vessels that will appear on their
radar. Providing access to VMS data for patrol craft can minimize the effort spent confirming radar
contacts of vessels fishing legitimately. Further, identifying legitimate fishing vessels to patrol craft via
VMS may help them choose particular contacts for more productive investigation when several contacts
are made by radar.
Homeland security : Expansion of the VMS program clearly supports an enforcement mission and has
indirect benefits to Homeland Security activities. NOAA believes that increased border security correlates
directly with increased risk within our EEZ and along our coast line for illegal entry. In March 2002, the
“Citizen Corps” initiative was announced, which includes the expansion of “Neighborhood Watch” to
include the participation of ordinary citizens in detecting and preventing terrorism. Under “Coastal Watch”,
the Coast Guard requests fishers to report suspicious activities for investigation and intelligence purposes.
Furthermore, critical decisions on the deployment of enforcement assets can be based on VMS
surveillance reports. Satellite communication can also update essential information during a law
enforcement response. Investigative methodologies would be enhanced via surveillance data maintained
within VMS, such as easily identifying potential witnesses to incidents, locating U.S. vessels in areas of
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suspicious activity for assistance and support and increased intelligence gathering capabilities. By
expanding the number of U.S. fishing vessels operating with VMS, NOAA and fishers are expanding the
capability to detect and prevent terrorism and other criminal activity in one of our most vulnerable areas,
the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone. VMS also supports the Coast Guard’s “Coastal Watch” initiative,
which was developed in response to their homeland defense activities.
4.3.2 Availability of information needed to measure the effectiveness of management measures
Data gathered from commercial and recreational fisheries are essential for assessing the effectiveness of
management regulations. Logbooks, landing surveys, VMS, and observers are different fishery
dependent methods used to collect data on harvest location. Interception at sea by an independent vessel
can also be used to obtain harvest location data. The cost of collecting data from the fishery participants
tends to be lower than collecting the data from an independent source. This is because it is a byproduct of
the fishing activity. Some forms of fishery dependent data, particularly unverified logbooks and landing
surveys, are more subject to bias than other methods and their collection and use in measuring the
effectiveness of management measures requires added care.
Alternative 2 -5 provide for expanded VMS coverage that has the potential of producing reliable and useful
information for assessing the effectiveness of open access fishery management measures. At a
minimum, the data can be used to efficiently monitor fishing location and to verify times and dates in
observer data as well as assist in the interpretation of fishery data. It can also be used to provide
information on days at sea and location data for the open access fleet where logbook data is generally not
available.
Understanding where fishing effort is occurring in realtime may provide insight into understanding
information reported on fish tickets and be useful in understanding how management measures affect
fishing behavior. Knowing where a vessel is fishing as compared to where the catch is being landed, may
be valuable in assessing the effectiveness of trip limit management lines and differential trip limits. The
data provided by VMS are cost effective and accurate over large geographical areas. Accurate and timely
data on fishing locations are necessary to assess effectiveness of closed areas and the overall results of
the management scheme.
VMS data can be combined with observer data to assess the effectiveness of management measures.
However, the value in combining observer data with VMS data for non-enforcement purposes depends on
the amount of observer data on catch and discards that is available from the different gears and fishing
strategies. At the current time there is little data on the open access fisheries. In the long term, when
observer data becomes available, VMS may provide information that results in a better understanding of
fishery location and a spacial understanding of fish stocks.
Electronic logbooks that can be integrated with VMS transceivers with two-way communications have
been developed. If electronic logbooks could be combined with a VMS system for all or a portion of the
open access fisheries, there would be several benefits to management. First, there is only a single data
entry function and this can be performed very soon after each fishing operation is completed (at-sea or
shoreside depending on the individual fishery). Paper logbooks must first be filled out by the fisher and
then submitted to a government agency for data entry before logbook data can be used. In performing the
data entry function, the fisher will interact directly with the editing checks for the data and a more complete
and accurate data record can be required before the data record is accepted by the computer system.
Having electronically recorded the data, the operator may produce a hard copy and also transmit the data
to the fisheries agency or other recipients such as the fishing company, and may be easily incorporated
into appropriate databases. As a result, improvements in timeliness, accuracy and reduced costs are
possible. When the data is in the database and available to be analyzed, it can be used to improve the
ability of managers to measure the effectiveness and economic impacts of management measures.
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4.3.3 The effects on harvesters (tribal and non-tribal), processors, and communities
[Section to be completed by November]
4.3.4 Cost burden
[Section to be completed by November]
Table 4.3.4.1 shows the estimated burden per vessel for VMS. These include the costs for installation,
VMS transceiver unit, annual maintenance, replacement cost, cost to transmit hourly positions and
declaration reports.
Table 4.3.4.1. Estim ated burden, per vessel, for the VMS m onitoring system s
Alternative 1
Status quo
Installation - start up cost

$0

A lternatives 2-5
C ost per vessel for V M S and declaration reports
*

M inim al - not to exceed 4 hours or $120

*

M ost are do-it yourself installation

* 5 m in to com plete installation report, $3 to send fax
NM FS
VM S transceiver/transponder unit - start up cost

$0

* $1,200 - $3,800

Annual m aintenance

$0

* 4 hours or $120 per year

Annual replacem ent costs (unit cost/years of
service - estim ate based on 4 years of service)

$0

* $300-$950 per year

Annual cost to transm it 24 hourly position
reports

$0

* $360-$1,800 ($2-$5/day)

A nnual cost to transm it exem ption reports
(4 m in/rpt 2 per year)

$0

*

Annual cost to transm it declaration report
(4 m in/rpt- 12 tim e per year)

$0

to

$0 (toll free call)

* $0 (toll free call)

Declaration reports
Declaration reports are used to assist enforcement in identifying vessels that are legally fishing in
conservation areas. Under status quo, vessels registered to limited entry permits with trawl
endorsements; any vessel using trawl gear, including exempted gear used to take pink shrimp, spot and
ridgeback prawns, California halibut and sea cucumber, and any tribal vessel using trawl gear, are
required to send a declaration report before the vessel is used to fish in any trawl RCA or the CCA in a
manner that is consistent with the requirements of the conservation areas (e.g. pelagic trawl during when
permitted for yellowtail and widow rockfish or Pacific whiting or pink shrimp gear with a finfish excluder
during the pink shrimp season). In addition, declaration reports would be required from vessels registered
to limited entry permits with longline and pot endorsements before the vessel can be used to fish in any
Non-trawl RCA or the CCA in a manner that is consistent with the requirements of those conservation
areas.
Each declaration report is valid until cancelled or revised by the vessel operator. After a declaration report
has been sent, the vessel cannot engage in any activity with gear that is inconsistent with that which can
be used in the conservation area unless another declaration report is sent to cancel or change the
previous declaration. Declaration reports are sent to NMFS and vessel operators receive confirmation that
could be used to verify that the reporting requirement was met. It is necessary for a vessel owner,
operator or representative to submit these reports because only they can make statements about where
they intend to fish.

Vessels will call in declaration reports by using an Interactive Voice Response (IVR) system . The IVR
system, which is accessed by dialing a toll-free number, asks the caller to use the touch-tone telephone to
respond to a series of questions. An IVR system allows vessels to quickly and easily submit their report
24 hours a day and will reduce the paperwork burden on both the fisherman and the NMFS, as it makes it
easier to collate the information submitted in the reports and monitor fishing activity.
Aside from the cost in time to summarize and call in an IVR report, there will be no additional cost burden
for respondents. All respondents are assumed to have access to a telephone. The telephone call will be
placed through a toll-free number so the respondent will not pay for the call.
Installation - The time burden for installation of the units is estimated at 4 hours per vessel, or $120.
Personnel costs are estimated to be $30 per hour. The actual installation time for a VMS unit is estimated
to be less than two hours, but a higher estimate of 4 hours/vessel is based on a worst case scenario
where the power source (such as a 12 volt DC outlet) is not convenient to a location where the VMS unit
can be installed. Most of the systems are do-it-yourself installations.
The ArgoNet MAR GE uses a single mobile transmitting unit mounted atop the vessel. The unit contains
an Argos transceiver, an integrated global positioning system (GPS) receiver, a battery, and an antenna.
The mobile transceiver unit is connected to a power junction box in the wheelhouse, which can be
installed in less than 1 hour. The installation of the Inmarsat-C Thrane units are do-it-yourself while the
Trimble units must be installed by Trimble-trained and Trimble-authorized support dealers. This is
expected to result in an installation charge of $400. The installation of software and attachment of a
personal computer to an Inmarsat-C unit may also require dealer assistance. Satamatics and Orbcomm
units can be self installed. However, vendor experience indicates that professional installations provide
the best results for optimal unit performance.
Installation/Activation Report - Given that the VMS hardware and satellite communications services are
provided by third parties as approved by NMFS, there is a need for NMFS to collect information on the
individual vessel’s installation in order to ensure that automated position reports will be received. This
information collection would not increase the time burden for installation of VMS, but does require that a
certification and checklist be returned to NMFS prior to using the VMS transceiver to meet regulatory
requirements.
The checklist indicates the procedures to be followed by the installers. The VMS installer completes the
NMFS issued checklist and signs the certification before returning it to NMFS. Signing the completed
checklist shows that the installation was done according to the instructions and provides the Office of Law
Enforcement with information about the hardware installed and the communication service provider that
will be used by the vessel operator. Specific information that links a permitted vessel with a certain
transmitting unit and communications service is necessary to ensure that automatic position reports will be
received properly by NMFS. In the event that there are problems, NMFS will have ready access to a
database that links owner information with installation information. NMFS can then apply troubleshooting
techniques to contact the vessel operator and discern whether the problem is associated with the
transmitting hardware or the service provider.
The time and cost burden of preparing and submitting installation information to NMFS is minor.
Submission of a checklist would be required only for the initial installation or when the hardware or
communications service provider changes. NMFS estimates a time burden of 5 minutes ($2.50 at $30 per
hour) for completing the checklist and additional $3 for mailing/faxing to NMFS, for a total of $5.50 per
occurrence.
The ability for NMFS to ensure proper operation of the VMS unit prior to the vessel’s departure will save
time and money. The installation checklist and activation report will be made available over the internet.
These reports would be faxed or mailed to NMFS.

37

VMS transceiver unit On September 23, 1993, NMFS published proposed VMS standards at 58 FR
49285. On March 31, 1994, NMFS published final VMS standards at 59 FR 15180. These notices stated
that NMFS endorses the use of VMS and defined specifications and criteria for VMS use. On September
8, 1998, NOAA published a request for information (RFI) in the Commerce Business Daily in which it
stated the minimum VMS specifications necessary for NOAA’s approval. The information was used as the
basis for approving the mobile transceiver units and communications service providers.
Units currently type approved for the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery are: TT 3022D and 3026,
Satamatics SAT101, and Stellar ST2500G-NMFS (Table 4.3.4.2.) Type approved units are tested and
approved by NMFS OLE. A list of VMS mobile transponder units and communications service providers
approved by NOAA for the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery were published in the Federal Register on
November 17, 2003 (68 FR 64860). Each time the list is revised, it will be published in the Federal
Register. Inmarsat C transponders, TT 3022D and 3026, range from $1,550 to $3,800, not including a
personal computer which would be approximately $1,200 more. The Satamatics SAT101 Inmarsat D+ with
a transponder costs about $1,200 and the Stellar ST2500G-NMFS also costs about $1,200.
The North American Collection and Location by Satellite, Inc. (NACLS) is the sole service provider of the
ArgoNet systems. The Argos Mar-GE and MAR-YX mobile transponder units costs $2,000. The ArgoNet
MAR GE uses NOAA polar-orbiting satellites, and, as such, it is considered a NOAA Data Collection and
Location System. The use of any NOAA Data Collection and Location System is governed by 15 CFR part
911. Under these regulations, the use of a NOAA Data Collection and Location System can be
authorized only if it is determined that there are no commercial services available that are adequate. In
addition, special provisions have been made because of cost effectiveness to the Government, resulting in
a temporary approval (3 year approval was granted for the Atlantic pelagic longline fishery).
On June 10, 2002, 50 CFR 679.7(a)(18), required all vessels fishing in the Bering sea and Gulf of Alaska
using pot, hook-and-line or trawl gear that are permitted to directly fish for Pacific cod, Atka mackerel or
pollock to have an operable VMS transceiver. Approximately 49 vessels that had limited entry permits or
participated in the WOC open access fishery in 2001 qualify for reimbursements to the Argos MAR-GE as
a result of their participation in the Alaska groundfish fishery. Allowing the use of Argos MAR-GE by WOC
operating vessels that have purchased these units for participation in the Alaska groundfish fisheries
would eliminate the cost of purchasing, installing and maintaining a second unit for these vessels. On
April 15, 2004( 69 FR 19985) new provisions for the Alaska fisheries prohibit the installation of new Argos
units. Replacement units will need to be compatible with the requirements of both fisheries or vessels will
need to purchase separate units. Similarly, allowing vessels to use units they have already purchased for
other business purposes, providing they are a type-approved model with the required software and
hardware, would also eliminate the cost of purchasing, installing and maintaining a second unit for these
vessels. The number of open access vessels that currently have VMS transceivers is unknown.
Most of the VMS transceiver units can be operated for extended periods from the same DC power source
used to run other on board electronic equipment and so should increase power consumption only
marginally.
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Table 4.3.4.2. VMS Equipm ent Currently in Type-approved for use in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fisheries
Communication Service
Orbcomm
Inmarsat D+
Argos a/
Transceiver/transponder name
SST2500G-NMFS
Satamatics SAT101
MAR GE

N um ber of boats using
G eographic coverage, when in line of sight of
satellite or cell
C om m unication between ship – shore
S atellite type

Inmarsat-C
Trimble Galaxy TNL 7001
and 7005,
Thrane and Thrane TT3022D

G lobal

G lobal

G lobal

G lobal to 78°N /S

Two-way
Low earth orbit, O rbcom m
N etwork
W ithin 5-10 m inutes

Two-way
G eo-stationary,
IN M A R S A T
W ithin 5-10 m inutes

O ne-way, (ship-to-shore)
P olar-orbiting, 5 N O A A m eteorological

Two-way
G eo-S tationary, IN M A R S A T
W ithin 5-10 m inutes

Ability to poll/query the transceiver
Interval between position reports

Yes
C onfigurabel

Yes
C onfigurabel

Ability to change the interval between position
reports
P osition calculation (accuracy)

R em ote from O LE

R em ote from O LE

Varies per latitude,
A laska – 10-30m in. avg. wait.
H M S – 60-90m in. wait
No
30 - 60 m inutes depending upon
latitudes
Factory reprogram m ing

Integrated G P S (20 m )

Integrated G P S (20 m )

Autom atic anti-tam pering and unit status
m essages
D istress signal
R educes power when stationary
Installation

Yes

Tim e between the vessel position fix and
receipt at NM FS

Yes
C onfigurable for 5 m inutes to 24
hours
R em otely from O LE
Integrated G P S (20m )

Yes

Integrated G P S (20m ), reverts to
D oppler when G PS blocked (350 or
1000m )
Yes

Yes ??
Yes
D i-it-yourself

Yes
Yes
D o-it-yourself

Yes
Yes
D o-it-yourself

Internal battery back-up
Log or m em ory buffer storing positions /
num ber of positions

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes, 48-hour
Yes, m ust download m anually/?

C an send logbook/catch report data
Transceiver/transponder cost

Yes
$1,200

Yes, lim ited
$1,200

Yes, with com puter
$2000
($400 keypad optional)

D aily com m unications cost for hourly
positions

$2

$2

$5

Yes
Yes
D ealer or electrician (costs not
included), or do-it-yourself
No
Yes, auto, rem ote or m anual
download/
Trim ble – 5000
Thrane – 100
Yes, with com puter
Thrane TT3022D $2650, TT3026M
$1,550;
Trim ble $3800, optional com puter for
em ail not included
$2

a/ The Argos M A R G E is only allowed for vessels that have been required to have this m odel for other fisheries such as the Alaska groundfish fishery
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Yes

Maintenance of transponder unit Once a vessel is used for fishing in the open access fishery in federal
waters, the vessel operator is required to operate the VMS unit continuously for the remainder of the year.
This means that the vessel operator will need to maintain the transponder unit, antennas and the electrical
sources that power the system.
W hen an operator is aware that transmission of automatic position reports has been interrupted, or when
notified by NMFS that automatic position reports are not being received, they must contact NMFS and
follow the instructions provided. Such instructions may include, but are not limited to, manually
communicating to a location designated by NMFS the vessel's position or returning to port until the VMS is
operable. There is a reporting burden associated with this requirement, but it is not expected to be
substantial. The annual burden of these communications and the time required to maintain the antennas
and electrical systems on the vessel operator is estimated to be approximately 4 hours per year or $120. In
addition, some systems may require software to be updated. Many of the transponders can have their set
of features upgraded by being reloaded/flashed with updated versions.
If a unit needs to be repaired there may be fishing opportunity lost unless the unit can be quickly replaced.
Replacement cost The various VMS transceivers have similar life spans of about 4- 5 years before the
units need to be replaced. Because of advancements in VMS systems or service providers that may no
longer provide services, some models may become obsolete in less than 5 years. The purchase of these
units may be considered as a tax deductible business expense during the first year of use. For
depreciation purposes, VMS devices using satellite technology may qualify as “five-year property”, although
devices using cell phone technology probably will be treated similar to other cell phone equipment, as
“seven-year property.” For the purposes of this analysis, 4 years was used to estimate unit replacement
costs.
Cost to transmit hourly positions The primary costs after purchase and installation of a VMS is the charge
for the messages that communicate the vessel's position. Once installed and activated, position reports are
transmitted automatically to NMFS via satellite. Once a vessel is used for fishing in the open access
fishery in federal waters the vessel operator is required to operate the VMS unit continuously for the
remainder of the year. The total costs for these messages depend on the system chosen for operation and
the number of fishing days for units with a sleep function. Many of the systems have a sleep function.
Position transmissions are automatically reduced when the vessel is in port. This allows for port stays
without significant power drain or power shutdown. When the unit restarts, normal position transmissions
automatically resume before the vessel goes to sea.
The estimated time per response varies with type of equipment and requirement. Upon installation, vessel
monitoring or transponder systems automatically transmit data, which takes about 5 seconds, except when
issued a VMS exemption or when the vessel is inactive in port and the VMS goes into sleep mode.
Transmission costs vary between units, with some having daily rates or monthly rates. The daily rate for
the Inmarsat D+ , Inmarsat C, and Orbcom units is $2, while the Argos daily transmission rate is $5.
Exemption reports Exemption Reports would be sent by the vessel owner or operator whenever their
vessel qualified for being excused from the requirement to operate the mobile transceiver unit continuously
24 hours a day throughout the calendar year (e.g. when the vessel will be operating outside of the EEZ for
more than 7 consecutive days or the vessel will be continuously out of the water for more than 7
consecutive days). A vessel may be exempted from the requirement to operate the mobile transceiver unit
continuously 24 hours a day throughout the calendar year if a valid exemption report, is received by NMFS
OLE and the vessel is in compliance with all conditions and requirements of the exemption. An exemption
report would be valid until a second report was sent canceling the exemption.
Improved technology would be used to reduce the reporting burden on NMFS and the fishery participants.
Vessels will call in exemption reports by using an Interactive Voice Response (IVR) system . The IVR
system, which is accessed by dialing a toll-free number, asks the caller to use the touch-tone telephone to
respond to a series of questions. An IVR system allows vessels to quickly and easily submit their report 24
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hours a day and will reduce the paperwork burden on both the fisherman and NMFS, as it makes it easier
to collate the information submitted in the reports and to monitor fishing activity.
Aside from the cost in time to summarize and call in an IVR report, there will be no additional cost burden
for respondents. All respondents are assumed to have access to a telephone. The telephone call will be
placed through a toll-free number, so the respondent will not pay for the call. Two exemption reports are
estimated to be submitted per vessel annually. Each report would require approximately 4 minutes to
submit, for an average cost of $4 per vessel per year (at $30 per hour).

4.3.5 Safety of Human Life at Sea-- Search and Rescue Efficiency
There is a certain degree of danger associated with groundfish fishing, however, little is known about the
connection between fisheries management measures and incident, injury, or fatality rates in the fishery.
Moreover, little is known about risk aversion among fishers or the values placed on increases or decreases
in different risks. Decreased harvest may lead to less investment in fishing vessels safety and less care by
skippers. If this were to occur, the rate of safety related incidents, injury, or fatality rates could increase.
However, if the number of harvesters decreases, and the time at sea decreases, the rates of safety related
incidents, injury, or fatality could decrease.
Should the USCG need to assist a fishing vessel in distress, search and rescue missions are more
dangerous during winter months. It usually takes USCG surface vessels longer to respond during harsh
weather and if the weather is really bad, fishing vessels cannot afford to wait for assistance very long.
VMS may provide information that can reduce the time needed for the USCG to arrive at the vessel’s
location. Alternatives 2-5 require a VMS system that could provide for a distress signal that may reduce
response time in an emergency. However, VMS cannot be used at this time as replacements for EPIRBS,
but can be of assistance during an emergency. Some systems have distress buttons and allow for two-way
communications. All the systems can show where a vessel is located. However, they become ineffective
should power be lost or a vessel sink. EPIRBS have their own power source and are designed to release
from the vessel should it go down. Alternative 5 will have the greatest safety benefits because the greatest
number of vessels will be required to carry VMS transceivers. As noted above, when fishing opportunity is
reduced and profits are marginal, vessels may display more risk prone behavior and may not adequately
maintain equipment and vessels.
4.4 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative effects must be considered when evaluating the alternatives to the issues considered in the EA.
Cumulative impacts are those combined effects on quality of human environment that result from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, regardless of what federal or non-federal agency undertake such actions (40 CFR 1508.7, 1508.25
(a), and 1508.25 (c))
[Section to be completed by November]
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5.0 CONSISTENCY W ITH THE FMP AND OTHER APPLICABLE LAW S
5.1 Consistency with the FMP
The socio-economic framework in the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP requires that proposed
management measures and viable alternatives be reviewed and consideration given to the following
criteria: a) how the action is expected to promote achievement of the goals and objectives of the FMP; b)
likely impacts on other management measures; c) biological impacts; d) and economic impacts, particularly
the cost to the fishing industry; and e) accomplishment of one of a list of factors.
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE FMP
The Council is committed to developing long-range plans for managing the Pacific Coast
groundfish fisheries that prevent overfishing and loss of habitat, yet provide the maximum net value of the
resource, and achieve maximum biological yield. Alternatives 2- 5 are consistent with FMP goal 1-objective
1, and goal 3-objective 10.
Goal 1- Conservation: Objective 1 -- maintain an information flow on the status of the fishery and
the fishery resource which allows for informed management decisions as the fishery occurs.
Goal 3- Utilization: Objective 10 -- strive to reduce the economic incentives and regulatory
measures that lead to wastage of fish. Also, develop management measures that minimize
bycatch to the extent practicable and, to the extent that bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the
mortality of such bycatch. In addition, promote and support monitoring programs to improve
estimates of total fishing-related mortality and bycatch, as well as those to improve information
necessary to determine the extent to which it is practicable to reduce bycatch and bycatch
mortality.
ACCOMPLISHMENT OF ONE OF THE FACTORS LISTED IN FMP SECTION 6.2.3.
Under the socio-economic framework, the proposed action must accomplish at least 1 of the
criteria defined in section 6.2.3 of the FMP. Alternatives 2-5 are likely to accomplish objective 2 by
providing information to avoid exceeding a quota, harvest guideline or allocation, and objective 13 by
maintaining a data collection and means for verification.
5.2 Magnuson-Stevens Conservation and Management Act
The Magnuson-Stevens Act provides parameters and guidance for federal fisheries management,
requiring that the Councils and NMFS adhere to a broad array of policy ideals. Overarching principles for
fisheries management are found in the Act’s National Standards. In crafting fisheries management
regimes, the Councils and NMFS must balance their recommendations to meet these different national
standards.
National Standard 1 requires that 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.
The proposed action is to expand a monitoring program to monitor the integrity of closed areas that were
established to protect overfished species. Information provided under Alternatives 2- 5 reduce the risk of
overfishing because they would provide information that could be used to reduce the likelihood of
overfishing while allowing for the harvests of healthy stocks. Because Alternative 5 provides the most
information, it would have the least risk, while Alternative 1 has the greatest risk.

42

National Standard 2 requires the use of the best available scientific information. The proposed action is to
expand a VMS program to monitor the integrity of closed areas that were established to protect overfished
species. Data collected under Alternatives 2-5 would be used to understand the level of fishing effort and
how it was distributed. When combined with data from the existing federal observer program, it could be
used to more accurately estimate total catch.
National Standard 3 requires, to the extent practicable, that an individual stock of fish be managed as a
unit throughout its range, and interrelated stocks of fish shall be managed as a unit or in close coordination.
This standard is not affected by the proposed action to expand a monitoring program to monitor the
integrity of closed areas.
National Standard 4 requires that conservation and management measures not discriminate between
residents of different States. None of the alternatives would discriminate between residents of different
States.
National Standard 5 is not affected by the proposed actions because it does not affect efficiency in the
utilization of fishery resources.
National Standard 6 requires that Conservation and management measures take into account and allow for
variations among, and contingencies in, fisheries, fishery resources, and catches.” All alternatives meet
this standard.
National Standard 7 requires that conservation and management measures minimize costs and avoid
unnecessary duplication. Measures that were taken to minimize the costs of a monitoring program by
reducing the time burden and cost of declaration reports, they would only be required when vessel changes
gears rather than on every trip.
National Standard 8 provides protection to fishing communities by requiring that conservation and
management measures be consistent with the conservation requirements of this Act (including the
prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of overfished stocks), take into account the importance of fishery
resources to fishing communities in order to (A) provide for the sustained participation of such communities,
and (B) to the extent practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts on such communities. The proposed
alternatives are consistent with this standard.
National Standard 9 requires that conservation and management measures minimize bycatch and minimize
the mortality of bycatch. NMFS is required to "promote and support monitoring programs to improve
estimates of total fishing-related mortality and bycatch, as well as those to improve information necessary
to determine the extent to which it is practicable to reduce bycatch and bycatch mortality. The proposed
action is consistent with this standard.
National Standard 10 Conservation and Management measures shall, to the extent practicable, promote
the safety of human life at sea. Alternatives 2-5 have safety benefits because the VMS system provide for
a Distress signal that may reduce response time in an emergency. Alternative 5 has the greatest safety
benefits because requires VMS for the largest portion of the open access fleet.
Essential Fish Habitat This action will affect fishing in areas designated as essential fish habitat (EFH) by
Amendment 11 to the FMP. The proposed action is to expand a program to monitor the integrity of closed
areas that were established to protect overfished species. The potential effects of the proposed actions are
not expected to have either no adverse effect on EFH, or to have a positive effect resulting from reduced
fishing effort in critical areas. No EFH consultation is warranted for this action.
5.3 Endangered Species Act
NMFS issued Biological Opinions (B.O.) under the ESA on August 10, 1990, November 26, 1991, August
28, 1992, September 27, 1993, May 14, 1996, and December 15, 1999 pertaining to the effects of the
groundfish fishery on chinook salmon (Puget Sound, Snake River spring/summer, Snake River fall, upper
Columbia River spring, lower Columbia River, upper Willamette River, Sacramento River winter, Central
Valley spring, California coastal), coho salmon (Central California coastal, southern Oregon/northern
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California coastal), chum salmon (Hood Canal summer, Columbia River), sockeye salmon (Snake River,
Ozette Lake), and steelhead (upper, middle and lower Columbia River, Snake River Basin, upper
W illamette River, central California coast, California Central Valley, south-central California, northern
California, southern California). During the 2000 Pacific whiting season, the whiting fisheries exceeded the
11,000 fish chinook bycatch amount specified in the Pacific whiting fishery B.O. (December 19, 1999)
incidental take statement, by approximately 500 fish. In the 2001 whiting season, however, the whiting
fishery’s chinook bycatch was about 7,000 fish, which approximates the long-term average. After reviewing
data from, and management of, the 2000 and 2001 whiting fisheries (including industry bycatch
minimization measures), the status of the affected listed chinook, environmental baseline information, and
the incidental take statement from the 1999 whiting B.O., NMFS determined that a re-initiation of the 1999
whiting BO was not required. NMFS has concluded that implementation of the FMP for the Pacific Coast
groundfish fishery is not expected to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened
species under the jurisdiction of NMFS, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical
habitat. This proposed rule implements a data collection program and is within the scope of these
consultations. Because the impacts of this action fall within the scope of the impacts considered in these
B.O.s, additional consultations on these species are not required for this action.
5.4 Marine Mammal Protection Act
Under the MMPA, marine mammals whose abundance falls below the optimum sustainable population
level (usually regarded as 60% of carrying capacity or maximum population size) can be listed as
“depleted”. Populations listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA are automatically depleted
under the terms of the MMPA. Currently the Stellar sea lion population off the West Coast is listed as
threatened under the ESA and the fur seal population is listed as depleted under the MMPA. Incidental
takes of these species in the Pacific Coast fisheries are well under their annual PBRs. None of the
proposed management alternatives are likely to affect the incidental mortality levels of species protected
under the MMPA. The W est Coast groundfish fisheries are considered Category III fisheries, where the
annual mortality and serious injury of a stock by the fishery is less than or equal to 1% of the PBR level.
Implementation of Alternatives 3,4, or 5 are expected to benefit MMPA species because they would allow
observer data and data from other sources to be joined to the VMS data to better understand the extent of
potential fishing related impacts on various marine mammal species.
5.5 Coastal Zone Management Act
The proposed alternatives would be implemented in a manner that is consistent to the maximum
extent practicable with the enforceable policies of the approved coastal zone management programs of
W ashington, Oregon, and California. This determination has been submitted to the responsible state
agencies for review under section 307(c)(1) of the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) . The
relationship of the groundfish FMP with the CZMA is discussed in Section 11.7.3 of the groundfish FMP.
The groundfish FMP has been found to be consistent with the Washington, Oregon, and California coastal
zone management programs. The recommended action is consistent and within the scope of the actions
contemplated under the framework FMP. Under the CZMA, each state develops its own coastal zone
management program which is then submitted for federal approval. This has resulted in programs that vary
widely from one state to the next.
5.6 Paperw ork Reduction Act
[Section to be completed for November]
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5.7 Executive Order 12866
This action is not significant under E.O. 12866. This action will not have a cumulative effect on the
economy of $100 million or more nor will it result in a major increase in costs to consumers, industries,
government agencies, or geographical regions. No significant adverse impacts are anticipated on
competition, employment, investments, productivity, innovation, or competitiveness of U.S.-based
enterprises.
5.8 Executive Order 13175
Executive Order 13175 is intended to ensure regular and meaningful consultation and collaboration with
tribal officials in the development of Federal policies that have tribal implications, to strengthen the United
States government-to-government relationships with Indian tribes, and to reduce the imposition of unfunded
mandates upon Indian tribes.
The Secretary of Commerce recognizes the sovereign status and co-manager role of Indian tribes over
shared Federal and tribal fishery resources. At Section 302(b)(5), the Magnuson-Stevens Act reserves a
seat on the Council for a representative of an Indian tribe with Federally recognized fishing rights from
California, Oregon, Washington, or Idaho.
The U.S. government formally recognizes that the four Washington Coastal Tribes (Makah, Quileute, Hoh,
and Quinault) have treaty rights to fish for groundfish. In general terms, the quantification of those rights is
50% of the harvestable surplus of groundfish available in the tribes' usual and accustomed (U and A)
fishing areas (described at 50 CFR 660.324). Each of the treaty tribes has the discretion to administer their
fisheries and to establish their own policies to achieve program objectives. The proposed action is being
developed in consultation with the affected tribe(s) and, insofar as possible, with tribal consensus.
5.9 Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 was designed to end the commercial trade of migratory birds and
their feathers that, by the early years of the 20th century, had diminished populations of many native bird
species. The Act states that it is unlawful to take, kill, or possess migratory birds and their parts (including
eggs, nests, and feathers) and is a shared agreement between the United States, Canada, Japan, Mexico,
and Russia to protect a common migratory bird resource. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act prohibits the
directed take of seabirds, but the incidental take of seabirds does occur. None of the proposed
management alternatives, or the Council recommended action are likely to affect the incidental take of
seabirds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Executive Order 13186 (Responsibilities of Federal
Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds) is intended to ensure that each Federal agency taking actions that
have, or are likely to have, a measurable negative effect on migratory bird populations develop and
implement a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that shall
promote the conservation of migratory bird populations. Currently, NMFS is developing an MOU with the
U.S. Fish and W ildlife Service. None of the proposed management alternatives are likely to have a
measurable effect on migratory bird populations.
5.10 Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) and 13132 (Federalism)
There is no specific guidance on application of EO 12898 to fishery management actions. The EO states
that environmental justice should be part of an agency’s mission “by identifying and addressing
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and
activities on minority or low-income populations.”
These recommendations would not have federalism implications subject to E.O. 13132. State
representatives on the Council have been fully consulted in the development of this policy
recommendation.
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6.0 REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW AND REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS
The RIR and IRFA analyses have many aspects in common with each other and with EAs. Much of the
information required for the RIR and IRFA analysis has been provided above in the EA.. Table 6.0.1
identifies where previous discussions relevant to the EA and IRFA can be found in this document. In
addition to the information provided in the EA, above, a basic economic profile of the fishery is provided
annually in the Council’s SAFE document.
Table 6.0 1 Regulatory Impact Review and Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
R IR Elem ents of Analysis

Corresponding
S ections in E A

IRFA Elem ents of Analysis

D escription of m anagem ent objectives

D escription of why actions are being
considered

D escription of the Fishery

Statem ent of the objectives of, and legal
basis for actions

Statem ent of the Problem

D escription of projected reporting,
recordkeeping and other com pliance
requirem ents of the proposed action

D escription of each selected
alternative

Identification of all relevant Federal rules

An econom ic analysis of the expected
effects of each selected alternative
relative to status quo
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Corresponding
S ections in E A

6.1

Regulatory Impact Review

[Section to be completed by November]
The RIR is designed to determine whether the proposed action could be considered a “significant
regulatory actions” according to E.O. 12866. E.O. 12866 test requirements used to assess whether or not
an action would be a “significant regulatory action”, and identifies the expected outcomes of the proposed
management alternatives. 1) Have a annual effect on the economy of $100 million or more or adversely
affect in a material way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, the
environment, public health or safety, or state, local, or tribal governments or communities;2) Create a
serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with action taken or planned by another agency; 3) Materially
alter the budgetary impact of entitlement,
grants, user fees, or loan programs or the
rights and obligations of recipients thereof;
Requirem ents of an IRFA
or 4) Raise novel legal or policy issues
The R egulatory Flexibility Act (5 U .S.C . 603) states that:
arising out of legal mandates, the
(b) Each initial regulatory flexibility analysis required under this section
President's priorities, or the principles set
shall contain-forth in this executive Order. Based on
(1) a description of the reasons why action by the agency is
results of the economic analysis contained
being considered:
(2) a succinct statem ent of the objectives of, and legal basis
in section 4.3, this action is not expected
for, the proposed rule;
to be significant under E.O. 12866.
(3) a description of and, where feasible, and estim ate of the
num ber of sm all entities to which the proposed rule will apply;
(4) a description of the projected reporting, recordkeeping
and other com pliance requirem ents of the proposed rule,
including an estim ate of the classes of sm all entities which
will be subject to the requirem ent and the type of professional
skills necessary for preparation of the report or record;
(5) an identification, to the extent practicable, of all relevant
Federal rules which m ay duplicate, overlap, or conflict with
the proposed rule.

6.2 Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis
W hen an agency proposes regulations,
the RFA requires the agency to prepare
and make available for public comment an
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
(IRFA) that describes the impact on small
businesses, non-profit enterprises, local
governments, and other small entities.
The IRFA is to aid the agency in
considering all reasonable regulatory
alternatives that would minimize the
economic impact on affected small entities
(attachment 1). To ensure a broad
consideration of impacts on small entities,
NMFS has prepared this IRFA without first
making the threshold determination
whether this proposed action could be
certified as not having a significant
economic impact on a substantial number
of small entities. NMFS, must determine
such certification to be appropriate if
established by information received in the
public comment period.

(c) Each initial regulatory flexibility analysis shall also contain a
description of any significant alternatives to the prosed rule which
accom plish the stated objectives of applicable statutes and which
m inim ize any significant econom ic im pact of the proposed rule on sm all
entities. C onsistent with the stated objectives of applicable statutes,
the analysis shall discuss significant alternatives such as-(1) the establishm ent of differing com pliance or reporting
requirem ents or tim etables that take into account the
resources available to sm all entities;
(2) the clarification, consolidation, or sim plification of
com pliance and reporting requirem ents under the rule for
such sm all entities;
(3) the use of perform ance rather than design standards; and
(4) an exem ption from coverage of the rule, or any part
thereof, for such sm all entities.
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1) A description of the reasons why the action by the agency is being considered.

2) A succinct statement of the objectives of, and legal basis for, the proposed rule.

3) A description of and, where feasible, and estimate of the number of small entities to which the proposed
rule will apply;

4) A description of the projected reporting, recordkeeping and other compliance requirements of the
proposed rule, including an estimate of the classes of small entities which will be subject to the requirement
and the type of professional skills necessary for preparation of the report or record.

5) An identification, to the extent practicable, of all relevant Federal rules which may duplicate, overlap, or
conflict with the proposed rule.

6) A summary of economic impacts.

7) A description of any alternatives to the proposed rule which accomplish the stated objectives of
applicable statutes and which minimizes and significant economic impacts of the proposed rule on small
entities.

7.0 List of Preparers
This document was prepared by the Northwest Regional Office of the NMFS.
8.0 References
[Section to be completed by November]
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Agendum C.10.b
Supplemental Attachment 2
September 2004
OVERVIEW OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/REGULATORY
IMPACT REVIEW/REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS
As directed by the Council, the Ad Hoc Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) Committee held a
public meeting in October 2003 to consider expansion of the VMS program beyond the limited
entry fisheries. The committee discussed criteria that would be used to prioritize the expansion
of the VMS program into the open access and recreational sectors of the groundfish fishery.
These criteria included: potential impacts to overfished species in the Rockfish Conservation
Area (RCA); the ability to define the fleet if participants are directly fishing for groundfish
(targeting); and vessels using commercial gears that look like those used by the limited entry fleet
that targets groundfish, such as fixed gear/longline (these vessel complicate enforcement of the
RCAs because they look like limited entry vessels). Using this criteria, the committee
determined that commercial vessels (non-charter) operating in the Exclusive Economic Zone, at
any time during the year, and that land groundfish, should be considered for the next phase of the
VMS program. The following open access gears were listed in order of priority: longline,
groundfish pot, trawl (excluding shrimp), and line (excluding salmon). The committee also
considered expansion to the charter and private sectors of the recreational fishery, but determined
that an area-by-area evaluation of the groundfish impacts by these participants was necessary
before a final recommendation could be made.
This recommended priority consideration was presented to the Council at the November 2003
meeting where it was tabled until June of 2004. At the June 2004 meeting, the Council directed
NOAA Fisheries staff to prepare a draft environmental assessment (EA) to consider expanding
the VMS requirement to open access groundfish vessels using longline, pot, trawl, and line gear.
Table 2.0.1 on page 7 of Agendum C.10.b, Attachment 1, dated September, 2004 lists five
alternatives, ranging from status quo to a rather inclusive open access list for Council
consideration. Alternative 5 incorporates the priority listing presented to the Council by the Ad
Hoc VMS Committee last November. This alternative would require VMS on vessels using
longline, pot, trawl, and line gear that engages in activity pursuant to the harvest guidelines,
quotas, and other management measures governing the open access fishery in federal waters.
Exceptions for VMS would be made for pink shrimp trawl gear and salmon troll.
Pink shrimp vessels are allowed to fish within the trawl RCA, providing a declaration report is
sent prior to leaving port on a trip in which the vessel is used to fish within the RCA with shrimp
trawl gear. In addition, state requirements include the use of approved finfish excluders.
The salmon troll exception created considerable debate among the ad hoc committee members.
Salmon troll fisheries are allowed to fish within the fixed gear RCA and are allowed to retain
some groundfish. Additionally, VMS alone cannot be used to determine, in a definitive manner,
where a particular species was caught. Therefore, it was considered by the committee to be a
less effective enforcement tool for monitoring salmon troll open access trip limit compliance,
compared to shrimp trawl. Ultimately, with some reservation, the committee decided to forward
the salmon troll exception recommendation.
PFMC
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Agendum C.10.c
Supplemental EC Report
September 2004

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON
EXPANSION OF VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM
The Enforcement Consultants (EC) supports Alternative 5 in Table 2.0.1 on page 7 of
Agendum C.10.b, Attachment 1, September 2004 with the following changes:
Salmon Troll - due to the existence of regulations holding vessels to the most restrictive limits
and the existence of differential trip limits for this gear type, depending on whether the fishing
activity occurs within the Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA) or outside the RCA, the EC
recommends the inclusion of salmon troll in the vessel monitoring system (VMS) expansion.
Recommended exceptions to VMS requirements are pink shrimp, highly migratory species, and
crab fisheries. When considering who should be exempted, the determining factor was that
current management lines, or RCA’s, can and do change also, potentially changing the ability
and incentives to fish illegally in the RCA. Our recommendations for inclusion and exclusion
essentially mirror the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) recommendation.
The EC recommends that VMS activation and VMS on/off regulations for the open access
fishery, to include trollers, would be the same as the limited entry VMS regulations.
The EC evaluated an initial GAP suggestion that open access vessels engaged in fisheries other
than groundfish, or those that are in port, be able to turn off the VMS unit. Our position is that
the ability of some vessels to be unmonitored for periods of time defeats the purpose of VMS
and would render the program useless. Under current regulations for the limited entry fleet, VMS
units can be turned off when leaving the Exclusive Economic Zone or when entering dry dock
for more than seven days. Any cost savings are minimal.
The EC met with the GAP on Wednesday and proposed a permitting system for all vessels that
use longline, troll, pot, trawl, and line gear while engaged in activity pursuant to the harvest
guidelines, quotas, and other management measures governing the open access fishery in federal
waters. This open access groundfish permit (OAGP) would be non-transferable and renewable
annually. The EC would like to see permits in place for the open access fishery for the purpose
of utilizing a sanctioning tool, similar to the same kind of tool available in the limited entry
program. However, we recognize that this desire would require further analysis and offer it for
future consideration. If the concept of assigning an OAGP to a vessel were adopted, we envision
that the issuance of a permit would trigger a requirement that a vessel be equipped with an
activated VMS unit.
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Agendum C.10.c
Supplemental GAP Report
September 2004

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
EXPANSION OF VMS
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met with the Enforcement Consultants (EC) to
consider alternatives for expansion of the vessel monitoring system (VMS) to the open access
fleet. The GAP appreciates the EC’s willingness to work with us on this complex subject.
The GAP has identified two additional alternatives for consideration by the Council, which we
have labeled Alternative 6 and Alternative 7. Please note that Alternative 6 is supported by the
majority of the GAP, while Alternative 7 is a minority alternative. We recommend that the
Council adopt our alternatives for public review, along with the alternatives shown on Agendum
C.10.b, Attachment 1 - Draft environmental impact statement (EIS) on VMS Expansion, Table
2.01 on page 7.
GAP Alternative 6 - Majority View
Any vessel engaged in a commercial fishery to which a Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA)
restriction applies must carry a VMS unit.
The GAP believes that this is a simple and straight-forward way of maintaining the integrity of
the RCA, which is the primary reason for requiring VMS units. Under this alternative, crab,
salmon, and shrimp vessels would be excluded and would continue to operate under the existing
declaration system unless those vessels are also used to take groundfish. Once they are
employed as groundfish vessels, and are thus restricted by an RCA requirement, they will have to
carry an operable VMS unit.
GAP Alternative 7 - Minority View
Any vessel engaged in a commercial fishery to which an RCA restriction applies must carry a
VMS unit, with the following exceptions:
(1) Vessels less than 12 feet in overall length.
(2) Vessels which fish only in state waters.
A minority of the GAP believes these exceptions will prevent a cost burden being imposed on
small vessels and on vessels that only fish near shore.
The majority of the GAP expressed the concern that some RCA boundaries extend into state
waters and that if we want to maintain the integrity of the RCA, there should be no exceptions of
this nature.
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Permit requirements
The GAP reviewed a draft proposal from the EC that would impose a permit requirement on
open access vessels. While the GAP agrees that open access permitting should be explored, it
should be done so in the comprehensive context of the Open Access Permit Committee, which
has been working on this issue and all of its complexities for some time. Trying to tag a permit
requirement onto a VMS regulation would be a huge workload chore, which could delay
expansion of the VMS requirement. It could also lead to speculative permit buying and confuse
the issue of maintaining RCA integrity. The application forms for VMS units will provide the
enforcement authorities with the identification data needed to track VMS ownership. While the
GAP understands the EC’s desire to be able to use permit sanctions as an enforcement tool, we
believe this can best be accomplished in the more focused open access permit development
process.
Other Issues
Implementation date - the GAP suggests that final implementation of an open access VMS
requirement be delayed until June 1, 2005. This will provide sufficient time to educate the open
access fleet about their legal requirements and avoid imposing additional costs on small boats
during the very beginning of the fishing season.
Payment of VMS costs - while the GAP is aware that acquiring funding to pay for VMS units is
outside the jurisdiction of the Council, such cost recovery was a key point in the Council’s initial
acceptance of VMS. The GAP urges the Council during any contact it has with NMFS or
Congress, to continue pursuing funds for cost recovery of VMS unit purchase by both those
vessels that will have a new installation requirement and those vessels that have already
purchased VMS units.
Vessel safety - some of the original presentations on VMS by NMFS touted their usefulness as a
vessel safety tool. However, VMS monitoring occurs only during normal business hours,
Monday to Friday. Since vessel accidents don’t always occur during those times, the GAP urges
that full monitoring (24 hours per day, 7 days per week) of VMS is essential in order to fulfill the
promise made by NMFS that having a unit would enhance vessel safety.
Drifting - the GAP continues to believe that drifting in the RCA should be allowed for safety
reasons. This is even more urgent as we extend the VMS requirement to smaller vessels, some
of which fish seaward of the RCA. NMFS should reconsider its opposition to a drifting
allowance.
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Agendum C.10.c
Supplemental SAS Report
September 2004

SALMON ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON
EXPANSION OF VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM
Some Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) members were at sea and did not receive the material
prior to the conference call. (See attached email).
The SAS Chair has been advised Thursday, September 16, 2004 that Vessel Monitoring System
(VMS) on Salmon Troll Vessels is, in fact, being considered an option by the Pacific Fishery
Management Council members at the recommendation of the Enforcement Consultants.
The Salmon Advisory Subpanel Troll Advisors request the Council maintain a "Status Quo"
option for Salmon Trollers in the options and allow the full SAS to be provided the accumulated
VMS documents prior to the November Council meeting. The SAS request adequate meeting
time be made available at the November 2004 meeting to review these documents and provide
considered testimony to the Council at that time.
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The Salmon Advisory Subpanel met via conference call on September 8, 2004. The following
message was sent via e-mail and faxed to Salmon Advisory Subpanel members 24 hours prior to
the conference call:
"Su
bject
: Conference call
Date
: Tue, 07 Sep 2004 11:56:25 -0700
Fro
m: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>
Dave Hillemeier <naypooie@northcoast.com>, Mike Orcutt <director@pcweb.net>, Craig
Stone <emvlsport@aol.com>, Duncan MacLean <b-faye@pacbell.net>, Jim Olson
<jaocto@juno.com>, Steve Watrous <branchofic@aol.com>, Jim Welter
<jswltr@nwtec.com>, Tom Welsh <mwelsh9538@aol.com>, Butch Smith
<coho@willapabay.org>, Jim Tuggle <tugstours@comcast.net>, Bob Strickland
To: <bstrickland@unitedanglers.org>, Kent Martin <imartin@tdn.com>
Hello:
Some of you have not received your briefing materials yet, but they
should be arriving today. They were Fed-Ex'd Thursday. The conference
call in number is on the Committee Memo, but for your connivance, it is
listed below. Please note: Due to the expense of the call, the number
of lines available is limited, and we request that only SAS members use
the call-in lines. There will be a listening station at the Council
office for interested public who wish to listen in on the call. The
call in number for SAS members is 1-888-487-6444. The participant code
is 8202280. The call is scheduled for 2-4 p.m., tomorrow, Sept. 8.
The Vessel Monitoring System briefing materials were not included in
your package because salmon troll and recreational fisheries are not
being considered for inclusion in the VMS. However, we have gotten some
public comment expressing concern about including the salmon troll
fishery in the VMS, so to alleviate concern, I've included the following
excerpt from the EA being considered at the September Council meeting:
2.3 Alternatives rejected for analysis in this EA
VMS coverage of the recreational fisheries is not being considered at
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cm.sas.rpt

this time. At its October 2003 meeting, the ad hoc VMS Committee
considered expansion of the VMS program, including expansion into the
charter and private sectors of the recreational fishery. After
considerable discussion, the committee recommended that an area-by-area
evaluation of the groundfish impacts by these participants was necessary
before a final recommendation could be made.
The pink shrimp fisheries have not been included in the alternatives for
VMS coverage. Pink shrimp vessels are allowed to fish within the trawl
RCA providing a declaration report has been sent prior to leaving port
on a trip in which the vessels is used to fish within the RCA.. Pink
shrimp trawl vessels were excluded in the coverage alternatives because
they are required to use finfish excluders, which dramatically reduce
their catch of overfished species, primarily canary rockfish.
The salmon troll fisheries are allowed to fish within the fixed gear RCA
and are allowed to retain some groundfish. Because VMS cannot be used
to determine where a particular species was caught it is not considered
to be an effective enforcement tool for monitoring open access trip
limit compliance by salmon troll vessels.
State and federal fisheries in which groundfish are incidentally taken
but not landed were not included in the analysis because fisheries where
groundfish catch is not landed are not considered to be open access
fishery. These vessels include: the those targeting Coastal Pelagic
Species (CPS) with round haul gear; those targeting HMS with purse seine
gear, and those targeting the gillnet complex (California halibut, white
sea bass, sharks, and white croaker) with driftnet.
-Chuck Tracy
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Avenue, Suite 200
Portland, Oregon 97220
Phone: 503-820-2280 or toll free 866-806-7204
Fax: 503-820-2299
e-mail: Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov
url: www.pcouncil.org
<·)}}}}>< <·)}}}}>< <·)}}}}>< <·)}}}}><
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Agendum C.10.d
Public Comment
September 2004

NO MORE VMS (C-10)
As the council proceeds with whether to expand VMS into other
sectors of the fishing fleet. I must make my comments now.
My name is Ray Monroe from Pacific City, Oregon, Home of the
Dory fleet. My 22’ vessel has a state limited entry permit for black
rock. I feel VMS should not be required on vessels that have the
legal right and/or ability to be in the RCA.
• Black Rock limited entry vessels fish inside the RCA
• Black Rock don’t range into or outside the RCA
• Our vessels don’t travel through the RCA to utilize our State
limited entry Black Rock permits.
• Pacific City’s Dorymen fish inside of 20 fathoms for Black
Rock
• There are no reefs between Cascade Head and Cape Lookout
in the RCA that are Black Rock inhabited.
• Vessels without Black rock permits may retain Black Rock
fish.
• Salmon Vessels while fishing in the RCA may retain yellow
tail.
• We are restricted at this time to 1500 pounds of Black Rock
every two months.
• It is not monetarily feasible for us to have VMS
• You will force small vessels with limited income out of the
fishery
Please take into consideration my concerns as you move forward.
Pacific City has only one place to fish Black Rock. It is one mile
from shore and about three miles wide. You can see us from the
beach. If you require us to have VMS you will be tracking a vessel
that is going nowhere, both monetarily and physically.
Thank You, Ray Monroe Pacific City, Or 97135

Agendum C.11.a
Agendum Overview
September 2004

TRAWL INDIVIDUAL QUOTA ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
This agenda overview will cover matters associated with public scoping, relevant events between
the June and September Council meetings, and next steps in the process for considering a trawl
individual quota (TIQ) program (Agendum C.11.a, Attachment 1).
The Council scoping information document was released in June 2004 (Agendum C.11.a,
Attachment 2) and the formal public scoping period for an environmental impact statement (EIS)
on individual fishing quotas for the trawl fishery ended August 2, 2004. Three public scoping
hearings were held, 17 people testified, and 9 written comments were received. The comments are
provided as Agendum C.11.b, Formal Scoping Period Comments. In addition to comments received
during the formal scoping period, input can continue to be received and considered as the TIQ
program and accompanying EIS are developed As with all Council processes under the MagnusonStevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, opportunity for additional public participation
and comment will be provided throughout the process of Council deliberation. Therefore, as the
process continues the Council will consider additional public comment as it refines the alternatives
and develops the EIS.
On June 28, 2004, staff from Washington Senator Patty Murray and Oregon Senator Gordon Smith
convened a meeting of the Ad Hoc TIQ Committee (TIQC) and Council staff in Portland, Oregon
to discuss concerns they had about the process and representation on the committee, in the context
of their consideration of a specific additional appropriation to support further development of the
EIS. In response to a briefing on the results of the meeting, Council Chair Don Hansen announced
the appointment of Ms. Ginny Goblirsch to the committee, as a dedicated seat to represent coastal
communities. Adding seats for additional processors and environmental groups was also discussed,
but the Chairman elected not to do so. He expressed concern that expanding the committee beyond
eighteen members would threaten the committee’s ability to function. To address questions of seat
parity between various processor and fishing representatives as it may affect committee votes, he
has asked the TIQC to review the voting rules relative to options of consensus or majority/minority
reports as a replacement of the current super majority rules. A related letter has been received from
some members of the TIQC (Agendum C.11.d, Public Comment). Issues directly affecting nontrawl
sectors will be taken up in the setting of the Allocation Committee rather than the Ad Hoc TIQC.
The Ad Hoc TIQ Analytical Team met July 1-2, 2004 and September 7-8, 2004 to plan analysis of
issues that will need to be addressed regardless of the specific design of the TIQ program.
At the September Council meeting, the Council should consider three potential tasks. First, the
Council may want to identify any alternatives or design element options it would like to see
considered that are not covered in current documents. Second, the Council may wish to state any
particular issues or questions on which it would like advisory body advice and comment at the
November meeting (noting that refinement of the EIS scope, including selection of alternatives for
preliminary analysis, is scheduled for the November Council meeting). Third, at the June 2004
meeting the Council discussed whether the composition of the Ad Hoc Allocation Committee should
be adjusted for the specific tasks associated with the trawl fishery IQ EIS. The Council should,
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therefore, consider two aspects of the Ad Hoc Allocation Committee role in the EIS effort,
specifically, (1) whether the current committee composition is sufficient or a specialized work group
with broader representation should be appointed and (2) when this committee or work group should
meet. A draft proposed agenda for the next Ad Hoc Allocation Committee or work group meeting
on this subject is attached (Agendum C.11.a, Attachment 3).
Between the September and the November Council meetings the following steps will be taken:
Ad Hoc TIQ Independent
Experts Panel

September 22 and 23

Meet to review scoping comments
and identify additional options that
should be considered by the Council.

Ad Hoc TIQ Enforcement
Group

September 28

Meet to identify status quo
enforcement costs and develop an
example estimate of costs for
enforcing a generic IQ program
based on the 5 monitoring and
enforcement programs included in
the June 2004 scoping information
document.

Ad Hoc Allocation
Committee

To be announced;
may be postponed
until after the
November Council
Meeting.

Meet to conduct preliminary scoping
of between sector allocation issues
(historic data to be provided).

Ad Hoc Groundfish Trawl
Individual Quota Committee

Week of October 25

Meet to review scoping and analysis.

These steps are reflected in the unshaded cells of Attachment 1. Additionally, the Groundfish
Management Team will convene during the week of the September Council meeting for a work
session on the scoping information document and to discuss projections of the status quo against
which IQ and other alternatives will be compared.
At its November meeting, the Council is scheduled to review the scoping results and provide initial
options for preliminary analysis over the course of the winter. Some background data pertinent to
the options and analysis of some issues pertinent to any IQ program the Council might consider will
be provided from the Ad Hoc TIQ Analytical Team. Reports should be expected from the above
advisory bodies that meet in late September and October.
Topics that may be covered in the Ad Hoc TIQ Analytical Team analysis include (1) the need for
area management (biological and socioeconomic), (2) an assessment of bycatch in the trawl fishery
and the IQ program design factors which influence the impact of such programs on bycatch, (3) a
description of status quo and current management measures likely to remain in place if IQs are
implemented, (4) some generic indicators of the scale of economic activities associated with the
trawl industry and potentially affected by an IQ program, (5) indicators of potential program costs
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and efficiency gains, and (6) data summaries pertaining to initial allocation options thus far
identified.
Council Tasks:
1. Provide guidance as necessary on further defining the scope of the EIS effort by expanding the
list of alternatives and design element options.
2. Provide guidance to advisory bodies on particular issues and questions on which the Council
would like advice at the November Council meeting.
3. Provide guidance on the composition of the Ad Hoc Allocation Committee in the context of
responsibilities associated with the TIQ EIS and when the committee should meet.
Reference Materials:
1. Agendum C.11.a, Attachment 1: Trawl IQ Process: Phase I through 1st Steps of Phase II.
2. Agendum C.11.a, Attachment 2: Information for Public Scoping of Dedicated Access
Privileges for the Pacific Coast Limited Entry Trawl Groundfish Fishery.
3. Agendum C.11.a, Attachment 3: Draft Proposed Agenda for Next Ad Hoc Allocation
Committee Meeting and Meeting Schedule.
4. Agendum C.11.b, Formal Scoping Summary: Formal Scoping Period Comments on Dedicated
Access Privileges (Individual Quotas) for the Pacific Coast Limited Entry Trawl Groundfish
Fishery.
5. Agendum C.11.d, Public Comment.
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
Summary of Scoping
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Guidance on Process, As Necessary

PFMC
08/31/04
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Exhibit C.11.a
Attachment 1
September 2004
TRAWL IQ PROCESS: PHASE I THROUGH 1ST STEPS OF PHASE II

Agendum C.11.a
Attachment 2
September 2004

INFORMATION FOR
PUBLIC SCOPING OF
DEDICATED ACCESS PRIVILEGES
FOR THE

PACIFIC COAST LIMITED ENTRY TRAWL
GROUNDFISH FISHERY

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, Oregon 97220-1384
503-820-2280
http://www.pcouncil.org
JUNE 2004
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Terminology and Acronyms
Buyer/Processor - All references to buyers or processors are references to the first receiver of
a vessel’s catch.
DAP Dedicated Access Privileges - (A form of output control whereby an
individual fisherman, community, or other entity is granted the privilege
to catch a specified portion of the total allowable catch)
ICA - Incidental Catch Allowance (an amount of catch available to a harvesting sector to
cover incidental catch, not allocated individually)
IQ -

Individual Quota

(IQ for fishing or processing)

IBQ - Individual Bycatch Quota

(IQ for fishing, must be held for the catch certain
species for which discard is required–prohibited
species)
IFQ - Individual Fishing Quota
(IQ for fishing, must be held for catch, catch may
be retained or discarded at the fisher discretion
but once caught it counts against the IFQ
regardless of its final disposition)
IPQ - Individual Processing Quota (IQ for processing, currently prohibited)

QS -

Quotas Shares

(IQ held as percent of total quota allocated to an
individual)
Quota Pounds - Annual Individual Quota
(IQ held as pounds allocated annually based on
the quota share held)
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

The Scoping Process and Organization of this Document

Overview
Scoping is an early and open public process conducted in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Two types of comment are sought during the scoping process:
•
•

Alternatives that should be considered.
Impacts of the alternatives that should be covered in the environmental analysis.

The policy that is the subject of this scoping process is the possible creation of a dedicated access
privilege system for the Pacific Coast groundfish limited entry trawl fishery to address problems,
goals and objectives identified in Section 1.2. Dedicated access privileges (DAP) are a “form of
output control whereby an individual fisherman, community, or other entity is granted the privilege
to catch a specified portion of the total allowable catch.” One type of dedicated access privilege
with which may people are familiar with is individual fishing quotas (IFQs). The primary type of
dedicated access privilege proposed thus far is IFQs.
This public scoping period will run through August 2, 2004.
You may submit comments, on issues and alternatives, by any of the following methods:
• E-mail: TrawlAccessEIS.nwr@noaa.gov. Enter “Scoping Comments” in the subject line of
the message
• Fax: 503-820-2299
• Mail: Dr. Donald McIsaac, Pacific Fishery Management Council, 7700 NE Ambassador Pl.,
Suite 200, Portland, OR, 97220
A hearing was held June 13, 2004 in Foster City, California.
Two additional hearings will be held in the latter half of July:
July 20, 2004 in Seattle, Washington
July 27, 2004 in Newport, Oregon
Type of Environmental Analysis
There are generally two types of environmental analysis conducted pursuant to NEPA: an
environmental assessment (EA) and an environmental impact statement (EIS). An EIS is conducted
when a determination is made that an action has a reasonable probability of having significant
environmental impacts. Criteria for significance under NEPA are provided in Appendix B. For the
dedicated access privilege proposal a determination has been made that there is a reasonable
likelihood of significance, therefore, environmental impact statements will be developed.
Two Decision Stages
The Council will need to deal with two main issues, if a dedicated access privilege program is to be
recommended and implemented: first, is the design of the program; second, is the establishment of
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allocations of groundfish between the limited entry trawl and other groundfish fisheries. These two
issues will be dealt with in separate but related EISs.
This scoping process is intended to address program design issues that will be covered in the DAP
EIS. There will be a separate scoping process to address the between sector allocation EIS. While
the DAP EIS is not intended to support the between sector allocation decision, the program design
issues addressed in the DAP EIS will help determine the species for which the allocations must be
made. One of the key decisions before the Council will be which species would be managed under
dedicated access privileges and which species might be managed through other types of regulations.
Those managed through other types of regulations may not need be the subject of a between sector
allocation decision in the second EIS.
Public scoping for an EIS on the between allocation issue is scheduled to begin after a decision has
been made on alternatives to be considered in the draft DAP EIS. While alternative DAP programs
are being designed, the Council’s allocation committee will engage in some initial discussions on
the need for intersector allocations to support a DAP program. Preliminary comments on the
between sector allocation issue may be sent to the Council office or e-mailed to
pfmc.comments@noaa.gov (enter “Intersector Groundfish Allocation” in the subject line).
Organization of This Document
Dedicated access privileges are being proposed to address the problem statement, goals, and
objectives presented in Section 1.2. Comment is sought both on other types of management
programs that should be considered to address the issues identified in Section 1.2 and the specific
design elements for a possible IFQ program. Alternatives currently being considered are provided
in Section 2.0 and those detailed design elements thus far identified for an IFQ program are provided
in Appendix A. The potential design elements provided in Appendix A are based on the initial
recommendations from the Council’s Ad Hoc Trawl Individual Quota Committee (TIQC) (Appendix
D). The work done by the TIQC is expected to stimulate and focus public comment on central
issues for consideration by the Council.
Documentation of the Scoping Results
Comments pertaining to alternatives and impacts will be recorded, summarized, and presented to
the Council for consideration when it makes its decision on the alternatives to use if it proceeds to
with the drafting of a DAP EIS. With respect to specific design elements for an IFQ program, public
comments and recommendations will be summarized and presented to the Council in Appendix A
along with those recommendations developed by other Council committees and, in particular, the
recommendations of the TIQC.
1.2

Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

1.2.1 The Proposed Action
The proposed alternatives to the status quo are programs that provide dedicated access privileges
for participants in the non-tribal Pacific Coast groundfish trawl fishery. The main dedicated access
privilege alternative the Pacific Council is considering is an individual fishing quota (IFQ) program
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for the Pacific Coast groundfish limited entry trawl fishery off Washington, Oregon, and California.
A trawl IFQ program would change management of harvest in the trawl fishery from a trip limit
system with cumulative trip limits for every two-month period to a quota system where each quota
share could be harvested at any time during an open season. Status quo (no action) will also be
considered along with dedicated access privilege and other reasonable alternatives that may be
proposed to address issues identified in the problem statement.
1.2.2 Statement of Need
Despite the recently completed buyback program, management of the West Coast groundfish trawl
fishery is still marked by serious biological, social, and economic concerns; and discord between
fishermen and managers and between different sectors of the fishery, similar to those cited in the
U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy’s April 2004 preliminary report. The trawl fishery is viewed as
economically unsustainable given the current status of the stocks and the various measures to protect
these stocks. One major source of discord and concern stems from the management of bycatch,
particularly of overfished species as described in the draft programmatic bycatch DEIS. The notice
of availability of the DEIS was published in the Federal Register on February 27, 2004 (69 FR
9314). The DEIS is available from the Pacific Council office (see ADDRESSES). After reviewing
the draft programmatic bycatch DEIS the Pacific Council adopted a preferred alternative for
addressing bycatch that included IFQ programs. The alternatives to status quo to be evaluated in
the dedicated access EIS are amendments to the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) and associated
regulations to address these concerns through the use of dedicated access privileges. The concerns
are described in more detail in the following problem statement.
As a result of bycatch problems, considerable harvest opportunity is being forgone in an
economically stressed fishery. The trawl groundfish fishery is a multispecies fishery in which
fishers exert varying and limited control of the mix of species in their catch. The optimum yields
(OYs) for many overfished species have been set at low levels that place a major constraint on the
industry’s ability to fully harvest the available OYs of the more abundant target species that occur
with the overfished species, wasting economic opportunity. Average discard rates for the fleet are
applied to projected bycatch of overfished species. These discard rates determine the degree to
which managers must constrain the harvest of targeted species that co-occur with overfished species.
These discard rates are developed over a long period of time and do not rapidly respond to changes
in fishing behavior by individual vessels or for the fleet as a whole. Under this system, there is little
direct incentive for individual vessels to do everything possible to avoid take of species for which
there are conservation concerns, such as overfished species. In an economically stressed
environment, uncertainties about average bycatch rates become highly controversial. As a
consequence, members of fishing fleets tend to place pressure on managers to be less conservative
in their estimates of bycatch. Thus, in the current system there are uncertainties about the
appropriate bycatch estimation factors, few incentives for the individual to reduce bycatch rates, and
an associated loss of economic opportunity related to the harvest of target species.
The current management regime is not responsive to the wide variety of fishing business strategies
and operational concerns. For example, historically the Pacific Council has tried to maintain a yearround groundfish fishery. Such a pattern works well for some business strategies in the industry,
but there has been substantial comment from fishers who would prefer being able to pursue a more
seasonal groundfish fishing strategy. The current management system does not have the flexibility
Scoping Document

1-3

to accommodate these disparate interests. Nor does it have the sophistication, information, and
ability to make timely responses necessary to react to changes in market, weather, and harvest
conditions that occur during the fishing year. The ability to react to changing conditions is key to
conducting an efficient fishery in a manner that is safe for the participants.
Fishery stock depletion and economic deterioration of the fishery are concerns for fishing
communities. Communities have a vital interest in the short-term and long-term economic viability
of the industry, the income and employment opportunities it provides, and the safety of participants
in the fishery.
In summary, management of the fishery is challenged with the competing goals of: controlling
bycatch, taking advantage of the available allowable harvests of more abundant stocks (including
conducting safe and efficient harvest activities in a manner that optimizes net benefits over the
short-term and long-term), increasing management efficiency, and responding to community
interest.
1.2.3 Purpose of the Proposed Action
The purpose of the proposed action is to resolve or ameliorate problems in the fishery related to the
current access system by addressing the following goals and objectives.
Goals
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Provide for a well managed system for protection and conservation of groundfish resources.
Provide for a viable and efficient groundfish industry.
Increase net benefits that arise from the fishery.
Provide for a fair and equitable distribution of fishery benefits.
Provide for a safe fishery.
Capacity rationalization through market forces.

Objectives
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Takes into account structure of the stocks.
Minimize ecological impacts while taking the available harvest.
Reduce bycatch and discard.
Encourage sustainable fishing practices.
Account for total groundfish mortality.
Promote individual accountability - responsibility for landed catch and bycatch.
Avoid provisions where the primary intent is a change in marketing power balance between
harvesting and processing sectors.
8. Avoid excessive quota concentration.
9. Provide certainty/stability for economic planning.
10. Provide operational flexibility.
11. Minimize adverse effects on fishing communities to the extent practical.
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12. Promote economic and employment benefits through the seafood catching, processing, and
distribution elements of the industry.
13. Provide efficient and effective monitoring and enforcement.
14. Design a responsive review and modification mechanism.
Design features of the IFQ alternative should be related to these objectives (NRC, 1999, pg 197).
In considering modification to the current rules for access to the fishery and harvest from the fishery,
the goals and objectives for the groundfish fishery management plan and the Magnuson-Stevens Act
national standards will be considered (Appendix C).
1.3

Background

Council consideration of limited entry programs, such as license limitation and IFQs, has been in
response to significant over capacity problems in the harvesting sector of the groundfish fishery.
IFQ 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. 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
Council’s first effort to develop an IQ program was for the fixed gear sablefish fishery. This effort
was cut short in 1996 by a Congressional moratorium on new IQ programs. The groundfish fishery
was declared a disaster in the year 2000. The groundfish strategic plan, adopted in October 2000,
listed reduction of harvesting capacity as one of its main goals. Given the moratorium on IQs, the
plan included a trawl vessel buyback program as a short to intermediate term objective, and a trawl
IQ or mandatory permit stacking program1/ as an intermediate to long-term objective. IQs for
trawlers have been on the Council’s workload list since just after the October 2000 adoption of the
strategic plan. 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. The moratorium on
IQ programs expired October 1, 2002, and the buyback program was completed in December of
2003.
The Pacific Groundfish Limited Entry Trawl Buyback Program was designed with the following
goals:
•
•
•
•

Reduce capacity in the groundfish fishery.
Increase the remaining harvesters' productivity.
Financially stabilize the fishery.
Conserve and manage groundfish.

On December 4, 2003, under the buyback program, 91 trawl vessels and their Pacific Groundfish
limited entry trawl permits were permanently retired from the fishery. The buyback program

1/ Mandatory permit stacking reduces capacity in the fishery by requiring permit holders to acquire
an additional permit to continue fishing.
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reduced the available pool of limited entry permits for vessels that deliver to shore plants and
motherships from 263 permits to 172 permits, excluding the ten permits associated with the catcherprocessor fleet. In terms of 2002 groundfish ex-vessel revenues, buyback program vessels accounted
for 40% of the $32 million landed by all groundfish trawlers, either on shore or delivered to nontribal motherships. The buyback program was funded by a $10 million appropriation and a $36
million buyback loan (approved in an industry referendum). This loan will be paid back by
members of the participating fleets through landings fees to be paid over the course of 30 years.
A major concern after completion of the buyback program was that relatively unused permits (latent
permits) would be acquired by those who sold their permit under the program and would then be
used at higher levels of effort. The Council decided not to take action to address concerns about
permit latency. In reaching its decision the Council noted the degree of permit latency in the Pacific
Coast program was not as substantial as in other limited entry systems that had been subject to
buyback programs. The Council found no need to take remedial action given the relatively low
degree of long term latency represented by currently unfished permits and the low level of concern
among those bearing the responsibility for repaying the industry loan that largely funded the
buyback program. Further, it was stated that moving forward with the IFQ project was a better
solution to the issues of overcapacity in the fleet. Such an IFQ program would obviate the need to
address any remaining concerns with latent permit issues.
At its September 2003 meeting, the Council chair was authorized to appoint the TIQC. This
committee met October 28 and 29 and began developing an IFQ alternative for consideration. At
its November 2003, meeting the Council heard testimony that individual quotas (IQs) have been
identified as a management tool that could potentially do more than any other management tool to
permanently resolve various problems in the trawl fishery, including bycatch and other conservation
concerns, safety, and industry economic viability. The Council concurred and acted to:
•
•
•

Recommend November 6, 2003 be published as a control date for IFQ and individual processing
quota (IPQ) programs (Appendix E).
Identify that additional resources would be required for consideration of a trawl IQ program.
Task the staff with preparing a detailed draft plan for IQ program development, identifying the
necessary budget, and pursing funding options.

NMFS did not publish the IPQ control date, because of restrictions on consideration of individual
processing quota programs. Another meeting of the TIQC was held on March 18-19, 2004 to
continue with initial scoping options for an IFQ alternative. A notice of intent to develop an EIS
and formally initiate scoping was published in the Federal Register on May 24, 2004 (Appendix F).
A trawl individual quota enforcement group meeting was held May 25-26 to scope enforcement
issues related to IFQs and a TIQ Analytical Team meeting was held June 8-9 to scope analytical
issues.
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2.0

ALTERNATIVES AND IMPACTS

2.1

Description of the Alternatives

The policy that is the subject of this scoping process is the possible creation of a dedicated access
privilege system for the Pacific Coast groundfish limited entry trawl fishery. The primary type of
dedicated access privilege proposed thus far is IFQs. Specification of an IFQ or other alternatives
for the groundfish trawl fishery requires answering three main questions:
1

What would be the specific design elements of the IFQ system and other possible management
tools?
2. Which species and species groups would be managed with which types of management tools?
3. What would be the initial intersector allocations of nonwhiting species: between whiting sectors
and nonwhiting sectors?
For an IFQ program there may also be a limited-entry-trawl/open-access allocation issue that arises
if the groundfish catch of trawl vessels with open access gear (e.g. pink shrimp) is not covered by
the IFQ program. If an option is chosen which would affect the open access fleet, the allocation itself
would be addressed in the allocation EIS (see Section 1.1, Two Decision Stages).
2.1.1 Alternative Harvest Control Tools
There are a number of management tools that may be applied to controlling harvest in the trawl
fishery. Potentially, different tools could be applied to different species and areas. The Council will
need to make decisions on design elements for the alternative management tools. Design of the IFQ
program alternatives will likely require the most attention. The decision on which tools to apply to
which species is treated in Section 2.1.2.
There are four main alternatives for controlling total harvest that are presented here. Under each
alternative, there are other tools such as rockfish conservation areas that might or might not remain
in place to further control the harvest rates of particular species.
Status Quo Management: cumulative landing limits and season closures are the primary tools.
Trawl Individual Quotas: IFQs and individual bycatch quotas (IBQs). IBQs is the term applied to
individual quota used to control the catch of prohibited species. A list of possible types of design
elements that may be considered for an IFQ program is provided in this section. Discussion of the
design elements and initial recommendations from some Council committee’s (primarily the TIQC)
are provided in Appendix A.
Cumulative Catch Limits: Cumulative catch limits apply to the vessel and are like cumulative
landing limits, except they would apply to catch rather than landings. When the cumulative catch
limit is reached, a vessel would have to cease operations in segments of the fishery where a
particular species is caught. Cumulative catch limits might or might not be temporarily transferable
between vessels within the designated period to which they apply.
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Incidental Catch Allowances: Incidental catch allowances are sector catch caps. They apply to a
segment of the fleet and when that segment of the fleet reaches its catch cap for a species the
segment would have to stop fishing. Cumulative limits might still be used to control harvest rates.
Status Quo Management
Cumulative Landing Limits (Cumulative Limits)
Cumulative limits are a kind of trip limit. Trip limits have been a feature of groundfish management
since the inception of the FMP; over time the regime has become more complex, covering a wider
range of species and fishery sectors. The basic concept is to set a limit on the how much of a given
species (or multi-species complex2/) an individual vessel may land in a fixed time period. Thus trip
limits, as currently implemented, are retention or landing limits. Any groundfish captured beyond
the specified limit are classified as bycatch (if discarded) or a violation (if retained). As long as a
vessel owner does not retain more fish than the limit, additional fishing is allowed. Originally, these
limits were per trip limits; today the limits are for a two-month cumulative limit period, in order to
reduce the likelihood of regulatory discards. Vessels are allowed to make as many individual trips
as the fisherman desires; so long as cumulative landing limits are not exceeded additional fishing
is allowed. In general, separate limits are established for U.S. waters north and south of 40° 10' N.
lat. (approximately Cape Mendocino, California). The Pacific whiting fishery is a significant
exception to trip limit management.
Seasons
Most fisheries are managed to achieve a year round season; in fact, this is one of the key objectives
expressed in the groundfish FMP because buyers and processors regard a continuous and consistent
supply of fish as essential to maintaining markets. In the last two years managing fisheries to
prevent OYs from being exceeded before the end of the year has become increasingly difficult
because of the low harvest limits for some overfished species, and some fisheries have been closed
early.
Only one groundfish trawl fishery is managed primarily with a season closure, the Pacific whiting
fishery. The length of the whiting season is determined by how quickly the OY is taken. The OY
is allocated according to fixed percentages between vessels delivering to shore-based processors,
at sea motherships, at-sea catcher/processor, and the tribal fleet. Seasons for sectors of the nontribal
fishery are staggered, usually beginning on April 1 with shoreside deliveries in California. Each
sector’s season runs until the allocation for the sector has been caught. Before and after the season
openings there is some opportunity to retain whiting under a 10,000 pound cumulative landing limit.

2/ Many less commercially important or less frequently caught species are combined in stock
complexes for the purposes of management. These species may not be differentiated in reported
landings and most have not been assessed; these factors make it impossible to manage these
species individually. Multi-species complexes currently in use include the minor rockfish
(additionally separated into several sub-categories), other flatfish, and other fish categories.
Scoping Document

2-2

Trawl Individual Quota Management (IFQ and IBQ)
Under IFQs, total harvest is controlled by allocating an amount of quota to individual fishers and
holding those individuals responsible for ensuring that their harvest does not exceed the amount they
are allocated. The Magnuson-Stevens Act defines IFQs as “a Federal permit under a limited access
system to harvest a quantity of fish expressed by a unit or units representing a percentage of the total
allowable catch of a fishery that may be received or held for exclusive use by a person.” [Sec 3(21)].
IFQs differ from cumulative limits in that, in general, they may not be infringed upon by the harvest
of others. In contrast, with cumulative limits or season closures, increased participation by other
fishers can cause reduction in the cumulative limits or reduction in the season length. Typically
IFQs also allow the fishers great flexibility in determining the time and area of harvest, and, where
IFQs are transferable, the scale of their harvest operation.
The term IFQ applies to fish that may be retained or discarded by a fisherman while IBQ is reserved
for fish that must be discarded (prohibited species).
The following is a list of IFQ program design elements covered in Appendix A. The list is based
on preliminary work of the TIQC. Additions to the list may be made as a result of public comment
and the comments of other Council advisory bodies.
Portion of the Limited Entry Trawl Fleet Allocation for Which IFQs are Required
Area Restrictions on IFQ
IFQ and Limited Entry Permit Holding Requirements
Transfer Rules
Transfer of IFQ to a Different Sector for Use
Eligible Owners/Holders (Who May Own/Hold)
Leasing - Duration of Transfer
Time of Sale
Divisibility
Liens
Accumulation Limits
Vertical Integration Limit
Rollover to a Following Year
Use-or-Lose Provisions
Entry Level Opportunities
Tracking IFQ, Monitoring Landings, and Enforcement
Cost Recovery/Sharing and Rent Extraction
Penalties
Procedures for Program Performance Monitoring, Review and Revision (Magnuson-Stevens Act
(d)(5)(A))
Data Collection
Initial IFQ Allocation
Qualifying Criteria: Membership in an Eligible Group
Qualifying Criteria: Recent Participation
Allocation “Formula” (Size of Individual Allocations)
Catch History: Species/Species Groups to Be Used for Allocation
Catch History: Allocation Periods
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Catch History: Combined Permits and Other Exceptional Situations
Initial Issuance Appeals Process
There are generally a number of different ways to specify each design element. The term “design
option” is being used to refer to the different ways to specify design elements (e.g. a five percent cap
on ownership vs. a ten percent cap on ownership). The term “alternative” is being reserved for
reference to an IFQ program constructed of a set of design elements (e.g. a program composed of
a five percent ownership cap, a ten percent rollover provision, a 1999-2003 qualifying period, etc.)
Preliminary TIQC recommendations on design options are included as part of Appendix A and
public comment is sought on additional design options for consideration.
One issue that will need to be settled as part of the design of the IFQ alternatives is the date after
which qualifying activities (such as landings) would not count toward an initial allocation of IFQ.
To this end, a control data of November 6, 2003 has been published (Appendix E).
Another issue that comes up anytime IFQs are discussed is whether or not the IFQ constitute a
property right. IFQs do not change the basic ownership of the resource. The resource is a public
resource managed by the government as a public trust. Under the current management system, the
government manages the resource to the public benefit by controlling harvest and allowing catch
taken under the management rules to be converted to private property sometime between when it
is caught and sold to a fish buyer. An IFQ system would not change the current public ownership
of the resource and would likely make little change in the determination of when particular catch
might be considered private property. IFQs are an alternative way for the government to control and
organize harvest activity. They do so by creating a harvest privilege. A harvest privilege is different
from ownership of the resource. The Magnuson-Stevens Act contains specific language pertaining
to the limits to this harvest privilege:
Sec. 303(d)(2)

No provision of law shall be construed to limit the authority of a Council to
submit and the U.S. Secretary of Commerce to approve the termination or
limitation, without compensation to holders of any limited access system
permits . . . or regulations that provides for a limited access system, including
an individual quota program.

Sec. 303(d)(3),

“An individual fishing quota...
(B)
May be revoked or limited at any time in accordance with the
Magnuson-Stevens Act.
(C)
Shall not infer any right of compensation to the holder of such
individual fishing quota, if it is revoked or limited.
(D)
Shall not be construed to create, any right, title , or interest in or to
any fish before the fish is harvested.

Cumulative Catch Limits
Cumulative catch limits apply to catch rather than landings and require 100% accounting of catch.
These cumulative catch limits might be specified as temporarily transferable between vessels but
could not be transferred between periods. The cumulative catch limits might be used to manage
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toward catch quotas or catch based harvest guidelines (as distinct from status quo landing quotas or
harvest guidelines).
ICAs (Pooled Species Caps)
Incidental catch allowances (ICAs) are sector level catch limits and are not allocated to individual
vessels. ICAs differ from status quo sector level landings quotas in that they apply to catch rather
than landings. As implied by the name, ICAs would generally be used for incidental species rather
than targeted catch. A sector may be kept within its ICA by application of season closures,
cumulative limits or other mechanisms to slow or stop the fishery. If a sector reaches its ICAs, all
mortality caused by that sector must be halted, usually achieved through a season closure. Fish
taken under an ICA may be retained or discarded, unless full retention rules are in place or the ICA
is provided for a prohibited species, in which case discard would be mandatory. ICAs for prohibited
species are often termed prohibited species caps (PSC).
2.1.2 Choice of Species to Which Harvest Control Measures Will Apply
The overriding question before the Council is one of how to best control total catch of the limited
entry trawl fleet. Under status quo management, access to the trawl fishery is controlled under a
license limitation system and total harvest in the fishery is controlled predominantly using trip limit
and cumulative limit management. IFQs, a kind of direct access privilege, have been proposed as
an alternative means for controlling access and managing harvest. ICAs and cumulative catch limits
are other tools being discussed to be applied in concert with IFQs (see Section 2.1.1).
Different management approaches may be used for different species. Different combinations of
management measures and species are used to structure alternatives. To stimulate discussion and
bring issues into focus, the TIQC has constructed a number of initial alternatives for public
consideration during the scoping process. The following are the guidelines under which the specific
alternatives mixes of harvest measures were constructed.
Alternative 1 (Status Quo). All species are managed under one of the following: cumulative
limits, season closures (Pacific whiting), catch monitoring only (no regulatory constraints).
Alternative 2 (IFQ Only for Primary Trawl Targets). IFQ for groundfish species that are
primarily trawl targets with minimal harvest by other sectors (whiting split by sector, DTS, slope
rockfish, nearshore flatfish) and target species for which there is already trawl allocation, i.e.
sablefish. Transferable cumulative catch limit management or monitoring only for all other
groundfish and prohibited species and status quo prohibited species management.
Alternative 3 (IFQ for OY Species). All groundfish species with an OY (with separate types of
IFQ for each of the whiting sectors). Transferable cumulative catch limit management or
monitoring only for non-OY species and status quo prohibited species management.
Alternative 4 (IFQ for All Groundfish and IBQ for Selected Prohibited Species) All groundfish
species would be covered by an IFQ, in some cases IFQ would be aggregated, particularly for
species that are currently not managed with cumulative limits or quotas. IBQ for halibut and
possibly other prohibited species.
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Table 2.1-1 lists the species and species groups for which the Council currently sets OYs and
controls harvest. Each column in the table specifies an alternative by indicating the management
approach that would be used for the species listed in the rows, based on the above guidelines. There
is more than one row for species or species groups for which area management has been established
or for which there is a division of harvest among trawl sectors (Pacific whiting). At some future
point, the Council may wish to specify IFQ types which distinguish between fish delivered for at-sea
and shoreside processing, regardless of whether the processing takes place in the context of the
whiting or some other groundfish fishery (fish dressed and iced at-sea would not be considered
processed at-sea and fish frozen at-sea would be considered processed at-sea).
TIQC recommendations for additional options for the management systems under these alternatives
are provided in Table 2.1-2. Some of these details include
•

•
•
•

when OYs are set very low due to rebuilding schedules, a provision to switch the
management measures to ICAs with catch rates controlled with nontransferable cumulative
catch limits (Alternative 2 and 3).
use of ICAs for bycatch species in the whiting fishery under Alternative 2.
limitations on whiting-nonwhiting and between whiting sector transfers of IFQ (Alternatives
2, 3, and 4).
allow retention of prohibited species landed with trawl IBQ (i.e. convert the IBQ for
prohibited species to IFQ).

Rationale for TIQC recommendations: The TIQC spent an extensive amount of time discussing a
system under which some species would be managed using IFQ and others would be managed with
more traditional management measures. The primary concern was the control of harvest of the
non-IFQ species under an alternative in which not all species would be managed with IFQs.
In discussing the nonIFQ management measures to be used, it was agreed the principle of individual
accountability and responsibility should guide the design of management measures. On this basis,
the TIQC found it appropriate to support a regime that focuses on catch limits rather than landing
limits, such that individuals are held accountable for their discards.
Vessel cumulative catch limits could lead to difficult situations for some vessels, therefore
consideration of transferable cumulative catch limits is recommended. Concern was expressed for
the effect of “disaster tows” on the individual. Cumulative catch limits would likely be based on
incidental catch rates, derived from averages that reflect fleet performance. However, individual
vessel performance is likely to vary from the average, to some degree on the basis of skill but also
on the basis of chance. Under catch limits, vessels that are unlucky enough to experience a high
bycatch tow for a species for which there is a low limit could be forced to stop fishing (under the
current landing limits system the vessel discards catch in excess of limits and continues to fish).
Transferability of catch opportunity (cumulative catch limits) might allow the vessel to be able to
continue fishing while still limiting fleet catch to the desired level.
The potential for a disaster tow also lead to consideration of management with ICAs may also be
of major concern for a whiting fishery managed with IFQs and for situations where the OYs for IFQ
species would be very low, such as for an overfished species. In both cases the concern is that a
vessel may have a disaster tow and be forced to stop fishing or bear a substantial financial burden,
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as no other vessel would be very willing to sell IFQ until it was sure it would be able to take all of
its target species without encountering a disaster tow of its own. As a possible means of addressing
this concern, the TIQC recommended inclusion of an option under which some species would not
be managed with IFQs but would be pooled and managed as an ICA for the fleet as a whole.
2.1.3 Within Trawl Sector Allocation (Excluding Initial IFQ Allocation)
Allocation Between and Among Whiting and Nonwhiting Sectors
The types of IFQ may distinguish between fish subject to processing at-sea and fish delivered for
shoreside processing. In the whiting fishery, incidental catch species may be managed differently
from the nonwhiting fishery (managed with ICAs instead of IFQs). In either case, an between
whiting and nonwhiting sectors and among the whiting sectors may need to be addressed. Thus far,
one approach for allocating between sectors has been suggested:
One of the principles on which the following allocation approach is based is to not reward
individuals or sectors which have historically had higher incidental catch rates than other
individuals or sectors.
1. Establish an incidental catch rate for the whiting fishery as a whole. This rate would be
established by determining the incidental rate for each year of the allocation period and
determining the average of the annual incidental rates. Annual incidental rates would
be calculated by summing the estimated catch of incidental species for all whiting sectors
and dividing by the sum of whiting catch for all whiting sectors.
2. To establish the whiting fishery allocation of a nonoverfished incidental species in any
particular year, multiply the incidental rate from Step 1 by the nontribal directed whiting
sector OY. For overfished species a set-aside would be determined by the Council.
3. Allocate the incidental catch species among the three whiting sectors (catcher processors,
vessels delivering to motherships and vessels delivering shoreside) based on the formula
used to allocate whiting between these sectors (i.e. shoreside 34%, catcherprocessor
42%, motherships 24%).
A policy call will need to be made as to whether to use only landings/deliveries or to include
estimated incidental in the catch history for purpose of allocation. Some additional
allocation decisions may be needed with respect to crediting sectors with catch history
accounted for by permits bought back in the buyback program.

Trawl Allocation Taken By Trawl Vessels Using Open Access Gears
Current Allocation Accounting Rules
Under the allocation accounting system of the license limitation program, all groundfish taken by
vessels with limited entry permits count against the limited entry groundfish quota, regardless of the
gear used. Limited entry vessels may use open access gears in fisheries that target groundfish or
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harvest groundfish incidental to the harvest of nongroundfish species. For example, directed
groundfish catch by limited entry vessels using longline and fishpot gear under open access
regulations counts against the limited entry allocation. Additionally, if a vessel with a limited entry
trawl permit participates in nongroundfish fisheries, such as pink shrimp or California halibut, and
lands groundfish as incidental catch, the landed incidental groundfish catch counts against the
limited entry allocation.
Provision with Possible Impacts on Open Access Sector
The coverage of the IFQ program needs to be reconciled with the current allocation accounting rules
(see Section A.1.0 of the appendix). This allocation issue primarily affects the trawl sector but some
options that would address this issue may affect the open access fishery. In specifying the scope of
the IFQ program, the Council may decide to consider the separation, and possible reallocation to the
open access sector, of the portion of the limited entry allocation typically taken by limited entry
trawl vessels using open access gears. Such consideration will be needed if the scope of the IFQ
program will not include catch by limited entry trawl vessels using directed or incidental open
access gears (such catch is currently counted against the limited entry gear allocation).
Two issues affecting the open access fishery may be involved.
The first issue is whether or not to change the catch accounting rules and make a reallocation
between the limited entry trawl and open access fishery. This issue would be addressed as part
of this EIS; and additional committee level work on the issue and recommendations to the
Council will be developed by the Allocation Committee.
The second issue is the amount which would be reallocated. This issue would also be handled
by the Allocation Committee but would be addressed as part of the second step of this process
and analyzed in the allocation EIS (see Section 1.1, “Two Decision Stages”).
2.2

Types of Environmental Impacts for Consideration

One purpose of the public scoping process is to solicit comment on environmental impacts that
should be considered. Comments may be aimed at adding to the list or suggesting possible
mechanisms of impact that should be evaluated. The following categories of impacts have thus far
been identified.
2.2.1 Habitat and Ecosystem
Changing impact on habitat due to gear changes.
Potential changes in ecosystem dynamics if regional or localized depletion occurs.
Potential changes in the mix of species harvested with changes in fishing tactics, seasonality or gear.
Environmental impacts due to economic, community, and resource management changes.
2.2.2 Fishery Resources
Changes in accuracy of total mortality estimates.
Incentives for unreported highgrading.
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Incentives to underreport landings.
Improved monitoring.
Changes in total mortality.
Incentives to minimize take of incidental catch species to avoid IFQ costs.
Changes in size and maturity of fish taken.
Direct and indirect impacts on fisheries prosecuted by other gear sectors, including sport.
2.2.3 Socioeconomic Environment
Production Value - harvesters and processors
Mix of species and products
Product quality
Market timing (special orders)
Allowable catch (reduced uncertainty about discards with proper monitoring)
Production Costs - harvesters
Harvest flexibility
opportunity to better scale harvest activities to improve operational efficiency
Gear flexibility
Timing flexibility
Opportunity for more efficient investment in capital
Asset values (permit and vessel)
Production Costs - buyers and processors
Product recovery rates
Operational planning
Storage costs
Opportunity for more efficient investment in capital
Asset values (facilities)
Consolidation impacts, loss of infrastructure, and indirect impacts on the
businesses (e.g. shifts impacting the operation of existing businesses and their
competitiveness)
Safety and Personal Security
Vessel maintenance, repair and replacement
Avoidance of bad weather
Personal financial and employment security
Community Impacts
Local income
Employment
Tax base and municipal revenues
Cost recovery for fishery related public works projects
Cultural heritage
Business and infrastructure impacts
Fairness and Equity
Effects on groups involved and dependent on the fishery (income and
employment) for crew, skippers, vessel owners, processor labor and
management, support industries
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Effects on small entities (businesses (including family businesses) local
governments, organizations)
Effects on low income and minority populations
Effects on asset value (quotas, permits, vessels)
Effects on adjacent fisheries (geographically adjacent fisheries, for example
Alaskan fisheries)
Effects nontrawl gear fisheries on the West Coast including sport fisheries
Nonconsumptive Values
Nonconsumptive Use
Existence Value
Initial Program Development and Implementation Costs
Ongoing Administrative Costs
Enforcement and Compliance Monitoring Costs
Research and Performance Monitoring Costs
References
National Research Council. 1999. “Sharing the Fish: Toward a National Policy on Individual
Fishing Quotas.” Ocean Studies Board, Commission on Geosciences, Environment, and Resources,
National Research Council. National Academy Press. Washington, D.C.
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TA B LE 2.1-1. Traw l catch, m anagem ent regim e alternatives (IN ITIA L/ PR E LIM IN A R Y TIQ C R E C O M M E N D A TIO N S ) and acceptable biological catches (A B C s) and total catch
optim um yields (O Ys) (m t) for 2003 and 2004. (O verfished stocks in C A P S ) (page 1 of 2).
S tock

2004 AB C s/O Ys

Alternative M anagem ent R egim es

(m t)
LING CO D
Pacific Cod (Vanc-C ol O Y, Eur-M ont-C onc
catch counts toward the “O ther Fish” O Y)
PA C IFIC W H ITIN G (C oastwide)
Shoreside
M othership

AB C
1,385

OY
735

Alt 1 - Status Q uo
CL

3,200

3,200

188,000

250,000

D eliveries for At-Sea P rocessing
(N O TE S 1& 2)
A lt2
A lt 3
A lt 4
IFQ

Alt 2
CL/ICA

Alt 3
IFQ

Alt 4
IFQ

No Lim

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

Season & CL
Season

IFQ
IFQ

IFQ
IFQ

IFQ
IFQ

IFQ
IFQ

IFQ
IFQ

IFQ
IFQ
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S ablefish (C oastwide) b/

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ
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IFQ

8,487

North of Conception
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CL

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ

302

276

CL

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

Conception area
PAC IFIC O CE AN PER CH
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444

N-CL; S-CLgrp

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ

Shortbelly Rockfish

13,900

13,900

No Lim

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ

W IDO W RO CK FISH

3,460

284

Closure & CL

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ

256

47

CL

CL/ICA

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ

2,700

2,000

N-CLgrp; S-CLgrp

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ
IFQ

CA NA RY RO CK FISH c/
Chilipepper Rockfish
BO CA CC IO
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Splitnose Rockfish
Yellowtail Rockfish (north)
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S-Closure

CL/ICA

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

615

461

S-CL

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ
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4,320

N-CL; S-CLgrp

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ

Shortspine Thornyhead

1,030

983

CL

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ
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2,443
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IFQ

IFQ

IFQ
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195

CL

5
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2.4
2.4
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S. of Pt. Conception
CO W CO D

N. Concep & M onterey)
S. Concep

DA RK BLOTCH ED
YE LLO W E YE

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

CL/ICA
CL/ICA

IFQ
IFQ

IFQ
IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ

CL/ICA

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ

CL/ICA

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ

CL/ICA

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ

IFQ -grp

IFQ or IFQ -grp
(depending on
spp)

ICA

ICA

IFQ -grp

N earshore Species

M inor R ockfish N orth (for m anagem ent
purposes split: nearshore, shelf and slope)

R em aining Rockfish N orth
Bocaccio
Chilipepper - E ureka
Redstripe

1,612

ns -C L/IC A
shlf-IFQ
slp-IFQ

-

318

-

N -C Lgrp

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

IFQ or IFQ -grp

32

-

N -C Lgrp

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

IFQ or IFQ -grp

576

-

N -C Lgrp

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

IFQ or IFQ -grp
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TA B LE 2.1-1. Traw l catch, m anagem ent regim e alternatives (IN ITIA L/ PR E LIM IN A R Y TIQ C R E C O M M E N D A TIO N S ) and acceptable biological catches (A B C s) and total catch
optim um yields (O Ys) (m t) for 2003 and 2004. (O verfished stocks in C A P S ) (page 2 of 2).
S tock

2004 AB C s/O Ys

Alternative M anagem ent R egim es
D eliveries for At-Sea P rocessing
(N O TE S 1& 2)
A lt2
A lt 3
A lt 4

(m t)
AB C

OY

Alt 1 - Status Q uo

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Sharpchin

307

-

N -C Lgrp

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

IFQ or IFQ -grp

Silvergrey

38

-

N -C Lgrp

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

IFQ or IFQ -grp

Splitnose

242

-

N -C Lgrp

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

IFQ or IFQ -grp

99

-

N -C Lgrp

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

IFQ or IFQ -grp

2,068

-

N -C Lgrp by depth

IFQ -grp

3,506

1,968
(ns=615,
shlf=714,
slp=639)
-

Yellowm outh
O ther Rockfish N orth
M inor R ockfish South (for m anagem ent
purposes split: nearshore, shelf and slope)

R em aining Rockfish South

854

ns -C L/IC A
shlf-IFQ
slp-IFQ

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

IFQ

IFQ or IFQ -grp
(depending on
spp)

IFQ ??

Bank

350

-

S -C Lgrp

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

IFQ or IFQ -grp

Blackgill

343

-

S -C Lgrp

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

IFQ or IFQ -grp

Sharpchin

45

-

S -C Lgrp

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

IFQ or IFQ -grp

Yellowtail

116

-

S -C Lgrp

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

IFQ or IFQ -grp

2,558

-

S -C Lgrp by depth

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

IFQ -grp

Dover Sole

8,510

7,440

CL

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

English Sole

3,100

na

CLgrp

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

Petrale Sole

2,762

na

CL

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

Arrowtooth Flounder

5,800

na

CL

IFQ

IFQ

IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ

7,700
14,700

na
na

CLgrp
N o Lim

IFQ
??

IFQ
CL/ICA

IFQ
IFQ

ICA

ICA

IFQ

O ther Rockfish South

O ther Flatfish
O ther Fish
H alibut N O T E3

P rohib

P rohib

P rohib

IB Q

P rohib

P rohib

IB Q

Salm on NO TE 3

Prohib

Prohib

Prohib

Prohib??

Prohib

Prohib

Prohib??

C rab

Prohib

Prohib

ProhiT

Prohib??

Prohib

Prohib

Prohib??

NO TE 3
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TA B LE 2.1-1. Traw l catch, m anagem ent regim e alternatives (IN ITIA L/ PR E LIM IN A R Y TIQ C R E C O M M E N D A TIO N S ) and acceptable biological catches (A B C s) and total catch
optim um yields (O Ys) (m t) for 2003 and 2004. (O verfished stocks in C A P S ) (page 2 of 2).
S tock

2004 AB C s/O Ys

Alternative M anagem ent R egim es

(m t)
AB C

OY

Alt 1 - Status Q uo

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

D eliveries for At-Sea P rocessing
(N O TE S 1& 2)
A lt2
A lt 3
A lt 4

K E Y TO C O D E S FO R A LTE R N A TIV E M A N A G E M E N T R E G IM E S
Prefix N or S = m easures used north or south of C ape M endocino.
C L = species specific cum ulative trip lim its
-grp = harvest controlled under the IFQ or cum ulative lim it for a species group.
S eason = opening with no cum ulative lim its
C losure = no retention allowed (any catch m ust be discarded)
P rohib = no retention every allowed in the groundfish fishery.
N o Lim = harvest m onitoring only, other lim its have not been necessary to control harvest.
N O TE 1: Substantial dog shark are caught in the whiting fishery (2,269 m t in the at-sea portion from 1992-2002)
N O TE 2: At-sea species for m anagem ent has not been discussed by the TIQ C . The list of potential species provided here is based on a threshold of at-least 3 m t in the
estim ated at-sea deliveries for 1992-2002.
N O TE 3: TIQ C has not reviewed m anagem ent options for prohibited species under Alternative 4.
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T able 2.1-2. M anagem ent alternatives recom m ended for consideration by the T IQ C .
Sp ecies Groups to W hich Tool Applies
and Transfer R ules betw een W hiting and N onW hiting Fishery
M anagem ent Tools to B e Applied

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

N onW hiting Fishery
IFQ

Target Species and Species for W hich
There is a Trawl Allocation

O Y S pecies

A ll G roundfish
Species

C um ulative catch lim it
• Transferable cum ulative catch lim it between vessels
w ithin period.
• Trawl share based on biennial council decision.
• A ny transfers between vessels are tem porary.

M ost N on IFQ Species

Species without
O Ys (nonIFQ
species)

N ot
A pplicable

M onitoring O nly

S pecies m anaged with m onitoring only
under status quo.

S am e as Alt 2

S am e as Alt 2

IC A (C ollective cap). M anaged as a pool. W hen pool is
exhausted fishery shuts down. 100% m ortality
accounting. R etention allowances m ay vary based on
annual m anagem ent m easure decisions.
H arvest rate control m easures:
• C um ulative catch lim it (nontransferable), when a
vessel reaches its lim it that vessel’s operations shut
down.
• S ector/area caps, when sector reaches cap it shuts
down.
O ther m easures to keep bycatch rates low m ay stay in
place (e.g. RC A s).

N onIFQ Species with Extrem ely Low
O Ys (rebuilding species)

IFQ Species
with Extrem ely
Low O Ys
(rebuilding
species)

N ot
A pplicable

P rohibited Species

S tatus quo

S tatus quo

IB Q for som e
(Suboption:
Allow
retention of
IBQ when
taken by gear
legal for the
prohibited
species)

IFQ

Target Species (W hiting)

Target Species
and Incidental
C atch Species
with O Ys

Target
Species and
Incidental
C atch

C ollective C ap. M anage as a pool. W hen pool is
exhausted sector shuts down. 100% m ortality
accounting.

Incidental C atch (N onW hiting
G roundfish)

N ot applicable,
however,
individuals could
form a co-op
and pool their
IFQ .

N ot
applicable,
however,
individuals
could form a
co-op and
pool their IFQ .

M onitoring O nly

S pecies m anaged with m onitoring only
under status quo.

S am e as Alt 2

S am e as Alt 2

R oll-over any unused incidental catch
from one whiting sector to the next as
the year progresses. Allow one sector to
buy from another sector’s pool (requires
establishing a co-op). Allow purchase of
IFQ from nonwhiting vessels. Such IFQ
would be placed in the pool for whiting
vessels.

D o not allow
transfer of
nonwhiting IFQ
between whiting
and nonwhiting
sectors.

Allow transfer
of nonwhiting
IFQ between
whiting and
nonwhiting
sectors.

(during initial allocation calculate an IFQ
so it would be available for future use)

(establish a threshold at which point
a species would switch from
incidental catch m anagem ent to
“Low O Y” m anagem ent)

(sam e as
Alt 2)

(during initial allocation, calculate an
IFQ so its available for future use)

(A lt 1 = status quo, prim arily cum ulative landing lim its)
W hiting Fishery

W hiting N onw hiting Transfer R ules
W hiting-N onw hiting A ccess P rivilege Transfer R ules

U nder A lternatives 3 and 4, allocate incidental catch equally am ong vessels, see Section A.13.
(A lt 1 = status quo, prim arily season m anagem ent)
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Appendix A: IFQ Program Elements and Analysis
This appendix describes potential design elements and related options for a trawl IFQ program.
These options will be grouped into program alternatives for the main analysis of the EIS (see Section
2.1.1). As the initial recommendations of TIQ advisory groups have been reviewed and incorporated
into this document, questions have been identified as to exactly how some of the provisions would
be implemented. These implementation questions are noted in italics and will be the subject of
further discussion. TIQC recommendations provided in this appendix are an initial set of options
identified for scoping and do not necessarily represent the TIQCs preferred policy options.
Incorporated in the discussion on each design element are references to relevant Magnuson-Stevens
Act language and recommendations of a recent report from the National Research Council of the
National Academy of Sciences (NRC, 1999). The NRC report was mandated by Congress. Section
303(d)(5) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that “In submitting and approving any new
individual fishing quota program . . . the Councils and the Secretary shall consider the report of the
National Academy of Sciences and any recommendations contained in such report.”
A.1.0 Portion of the LE Trawl Fleet Allocation for Which IFQs are Required
Under the allocation accounting system of the license limitation program, all groundfish taken by
vessels with groundfish limited entry (LE) permits count against the LE groundfish quota, regardless
of the gear used. LE vessels may use open access gears in fisheries that target groundfish or harvest
groundfish incidental to the harvest of nongroundfish species. For example, directed groundfish
catch by LE trawl vessels using longline and fishpot gear under open access regulations counts
against the LE allocation. Additionally, if a vessel with an LE trawl permit participates in
nongroundfish fisheries, such as pink shrimp, salmon or California halibut, and lands groundfish as
incidental catch, the landed incidental groundfish catch counts against the LE allocation.
The coverage of the IFQ program needs to be reconciled with the current allocation accounting
rules. If the current accounting rules are used and the IFQ program is to cover all of the LE trawl
vessel allocation, LE trawl vessels making groundfish landings in nongroundfish fisheries would
have to make those landings in compliance with tracking and monitoring rules for the IFQ program.
As a mitigation measure, the possibility might be explored for having somewhat different tracking
and monitoring rules when a vessel is using an open access gear. In considering this possibility, the
effect on opportunities for noncompliance would have to be taken into account.
Ensuring LE trawl vessel compliance with IFQ tracking and monitoring rules while fishing with
open access gear would result in additional costs for vessels and the tracking and monitoring system.
Therefore, options might be considered that would not require IFQs when LE trawl vessels use open
access gears. Subdividing the trawl allocation brings up issues of how to divide the allocation, the
need to modify the catch accounting system to track progress toward taking the allocation,
difficulties in managing what may be very small quotas and management responses when such
nonIFQ LE trawl quotas are approached by the LE trawl fleet participating in directed or incidental
open access fisheries. Options include subdividing the trawl allocation and/or of changing the LE
catch accounting system. In the following table, Option 2 provides a set of logically complete
approaches are outlined for a system in which IFQ is not required for groundfish catch by LE trawl
vessels using open access gears. To date, no one has advocated Option 2, SubOption B. Changing
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the accounting system for LE trawl vessels would also bring up the issue of considering such a
change for LE fixed gear vessels and treatment of vessels with LE permits for both trawl and fixed
gears.
IFQ Program Scope - Option 1: Require IFQ for all Catch by LE Trawl Vessels. Require LE Trawl vessels to
make landings in compliance with IFQ tracking and monitoring rules, even when using nontrawl open access gears
(examples of directed and incidental gears that may take groundfish include longline, fishpot, shrimp trawl,
California halibut trawl, and crab pots).
SubOption A
Require that landings be made in compliance with open access fishery cumulative limit and
other harvest regulations.
SubOption B
Allow landings in excess of open access fishery cumulative limits, so long as landings are
completely covered by IFQ.
IFQ Program Scope - Option 2: Require IFQ Only for Groundfish Trawl Catch by LE Trawl Vessels
SubOption A
• Split the trawl allocation between IFQ and nonIFQ harvest
• Manage groundfish harvest by trawl vessels using open access gears to stay within the
suballocation.
SubOption B
• Maintain the same LE allocation
• Change the accounting system such that catch of LE trawl vessel’s using open access gears
counts against the open access allocation.
• Determine whether or not to make similar changes with respect to LE longline and fishpot
vessels.
SubOption C
• Reallocate a portion of the LE allocation
• Change the accounting system such that catch of LE trawl vessel’s using open access gears
counts against the open access allocation.
• Determine whether or not to make similar changes with respect to LE longline and fishpot
vessels.

TIQC Recommendations:
The portion of the LE trawl allocation covered by the IFQ program includes:
Option 1. Any catch taken under a groundfish LE trawl permit regardless of gear used–e.g.
when using pink shrimp trawl or any other open access gear. For those species
covered by the program, IQ would be required for all catch counted against the LE
trawl fishery under the current system.
Option 2. Groundfish taken with groundfish trawl gear under an LE trawl permit. A separate
accommodation would be required to cover any landings made by vessels with an
LE trawl permit that are not made with groundfish trawl gear.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
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A.2.0 Area Restrictions on IFQ
Area restrictions can be applied to IFQs:
• To prevent regional depletion3/ and set catch levels for areas that correspond to stock
assessments.
• To disperse economic benefits of catch along the coast.
• To ensure that certain communities receive economic benefits.
Any of these aims could be pursued through catch area or landing area restrictions. Catch area
restrictions would most precisely meet needs to prevent regional stock depletion and would likely
keep landings more geographically dispersed than might be the case without catch or landing
restrictions. Landing area restrictions would more precisely meet objectives for distributing harvest
benefits along the coast (or in particular communities) and would likely serve to keep ocean catch
area more dispersed than might be the case without catch or landing restrictions.
Landing area restrictions might be achieved either by putting landing area endorsements on all IFQ
or through a policy that allocates some IFQ to communities, similar to Alaskan CDQ programs.
Catch area restrictions would most likely be achieved through the use of catch area endorsements.
TIQC Recommendation: Inclusion of catch area restrictions should be based solely on need to
address stock conservation concerns.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: Landings area endorsements.
TIQ Enforcement Group Recommendations: If some IFQ are to be catch area specific, all landings
should occur in ports within the catch area. This implies that a vessel would not be able to fish in
two catch areas in the same trip. If the enforcement system includes VMS, compliance monitors,
and full retention, it may be possible to allow vessels to fish in two areas on a single trip and
separate the fish.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.3.0 IFQ and LE Permit Holding Requirements
Determination of when the IFQ must be held has a substantial bearing on program enforceability and
monitoring costs and on discard rates (bycatch). A program that requires IFQ be held earlier in the
fishing trip would allow greater opportunity for ensuring compliance through the potential for
enforcement activity during fishing or offloading activities. In such a case, enforcement officers in
the field (USCG at-sea or state or NMFS agents on the dock) can determine whether there is

3/ “Regional” depletion is being used here to denote broader scale depletion of a segment of a stock
and “localized” depletion is being reserved for concerns related to depletion of reefs or other
relatively small geographic areas. IFQs established for INPFC management areas might prevent
regional depletion but would not address localized depletion of biomass on a particular reef or
in the area of a particular port.
Scoping Document

A-3

sufficient IFQ to cover a particular landing. A program that allows IFQ to be acquired after
offloading has been completed provides no opportunity for in-the-field deterrence of quota busting.
In such case, greater reliance must be placed on the monitoring program, making it more necessary
to have 100% at-sea monitoring and/or weigh master presence during offloading operations. On the
other hand, allowing a vessel to cover its landing of IFQ after offloading has been completed reduces
the incentive for at-sea discards (bycatch) or underreporting a landing for which insufficient IFQ is
held. Additionally, if there is 100% at-sea and/or shoreside monitoring, the opportunity is
substantially reduced for underreporting a landing for which sufficient IFQ is already held (the
motive for such underreporting would be to preserve the IFQ for future use).
If the only requirement for landing groundfish with trawl gear is the possession of IFQ, the number
of vessels participating in the fishery could potentially increase. In order to facilitate cost effective
enforcement it may be useful to identify and limit the number of participants. This can be done
through a requirement that IFQ be fished only from vessels with limited entry trawl permits.
TIQC Recommendation:
In order to be “fished,” quota pounds must be registered to a vessel. With respect to when the quota
pounds must be held, the following options have been identified:
1. At time of landing.
2. Within 30 days of landing, no fishing until landing is covered.
These two options may be combined with a suboption that requires that some IFQ be held at the time
a vessel departs from port. If such an option is developed, a threshold amount that must be held
would need to be determined.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: Prior to departure from port.
TIQ Enforcement Group Recommendation:
A vessel may not fish until some quota is held (amount to be determined) and the vessel’s IFQ
account does not have a deficit for any species. At the time of landing (or within 24 hours of
landing) all fish must be covered. If a landing is not covered within the specified time limit, catch
in excess of IFQ holdings (or, if there are carryover provisions, catch in excess of IFQ holdings plus
carryover provisions) would be forfeited and additional enforcement actions possibly taken.
Overages would be debited against a vessel’s IFQ account and show as a deficit balance until
additional IFQ is acquired.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.4.0 Transfer Rules
Transferability promotes economic efficiency but often the potential structural changes to the fishing
industry and fishing communities accompanying transfers are perceived as a threat. These
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perceived threats include the concentration of quota shares, a lopsided distribution of economic
gains, and a change in social relations among members of a community (NRC, 1999, pg. 208).
To further goals of economic efficiency and rapid downsizing, transferability should be as free as
possible. Restrictions on transferability may be warranted to promote other goals such as protecting
the owner-operator mode of production, preventing absentee ownership, or protecting fishery
dependent coastal communities (NRC, 1999, pg. 208).
A.4.1 Transfer of IFQ to a Different Sector for Use
IFQ might be issued under sector specific allocation rules (Section 13.0) but might transferable
between trawl sectors. Transferal to nontrawl sectors might also be considered, however, unless the
nontrawl sectors are under an IFQ program, such transfers would expand program complexity and
compliance and monitoring costs.
TIQC Recommendation:
IFQ options identified for further consideration:
1. IFQ must be used within the trawl sector for which it was issued.
2. IFQ may be traded between trawl sectors managed under the IFQ program.
Sector specific IFQs need to be considered for the following sectors and subdivisions
At Sea
Trawl

Whiting
Shoreside
Nonwhiting

Nontrawl

IBQ options identified for further consideration:
1. Prohibit transfers outside the trawl sector.
2. Allow transfers to gears that are legal for the species and allow those gears to retain catch
taken under IBQ when operating in compliance with the IBQ program.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.4.2 Eligible Owners/Holders (Who May Own/Hold)
The NRC study notes that some communities may be heavily dependent on fishing for social,
cultural, and economic values and/or are lacking in alternative economic opportunities; and
recommends that Council’s be permitted to “authorize communities to purchase, hold, manage and
sell IFQs” (NRC, 1999, pg. 206). In making this recommendation the NRC states that Council’s
should determine the qualifying criteria for a community that is permitted to hold quota.
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The potential for foreign ownership and control is another issue related to determination of the class
of eligible owners. In this regard, the NRC recommended that Congress take the lead in determining
eligibility of foreign individuals and companies to receive IFQ in an initial allocation. Because of
foreign ownership interest in the existing fishery, limitations on foreign ownership could be
problematic and discriminate against US co-owners and investors. Also, bearing on this issue are
current trends toward the liberalization of direct foreign investment worldwide (NRC, 1999, 211).
Groundfish LE permit ownership in the current license limitation system is controlled with
provisions that prohibit ownership of permits by anyone not eligible to own a US documented
fishing vessel.
Other potential groups to consider are crew members, skippers, vessel owners, permit owners,
members of fishing communities, those that may wish to hold IFQ for their nonuse benefits (e.g.
members of conservation organizations), individual members of the general public, those with
security interest in the IFQ (e.g. a lender), any person (including business entities such as
corporations).
TIQC Recommendations: These options apply to both QS and quota pounds.
Options identified for further consideration:
1. Anyone eligible to own a U.S. documented vessel.
2. Only stakeholders may own.
a. Owners and lessees of LE permits or vessels.
b. Skipper/crew (a certain number of days at sea on a commercial fishing operation is
required before IFQ can be purchased).
c. Processors/buyers.
d. Communities.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.4.3 Leasing - Duration of Transfer
Leasing can allow fisheries to adapt to change and cover overages and incidental catch through the
short term transfer of IFQ, rather than through discarding (NRC, 1999, pg. 208).4/ One of the
primary social concerns with leasing is the potential for absentee ownership in the fishery.
Provisions that might be considered to restrict leasing (if such restriction is desirable) include
limiting the proportion of the total quota which may be leased, the frequency of leasing, and taxing
leases (NRC, 1999, pg, 208). The NRC recommends permanent transfers generally be allowed with
restrictions on to whom or where the quota may be transferred, if necessary to address concerns
about absentee ownership, geographic distribution of the fishery or other structural features of the
industry.

4/ With 100% accounting of catch, using observers or other means of monitoring, discarding to
avoid the need to cover catch with IFQ would not be an option.
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TIQC Recommendations: These options apply to both QS and quota pounds.
Options identified for further consideration:
1. Permanent transfers only (no leasing or other kinds of temporary transfers).
2. Leasing and permanent transfers.
A suboption might be to prohibit all permanent transfers (leasing only) during the first year of the
program. The purpose of the moratorium on transfers of quota shares would be to allow fishers to
get used to the program so that they might make better business decisions when buying and selling
quota shares.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.4.4 Time of Sale
One reason for considering a restriction on the time of sale is to simplify tracking IFQ, particularly
if roll-over provisions for catch overages are to be applied to quota share or if the IFQ tracking
system is not a real time electronic system.
TIQC Recommendations:
Quota share transfer options
1. Any time during the year.
2. Transactions only at end of year.
Quota pounds would be transferable any time during the year.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
TIQ Enforcement Group Recommendation: Quota shares should not be transferred from any
account for which there is a deficit of quota pounds.
Question: If quota pounds have been leased out to a vessel, and a vessel has acquired quota pounds
from numerous quota share accounts, how would it be determined which quota share account is in
deficit?
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.4.5 Divisibility
Limited divisibility (blocked quota shares) combined with limits on the number of blocks that can
be stacked was used in Alaska to try to preserve the character of the fishery. Greater divisibility of
IFQ may increase the number of transactions and hence the governing costs.
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TIQC Recommendations: Options 7. QS: nearly unrestricted divisibility - “many decimal points."
8. Quota pounds: 1 lb.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: Blocked shares/pounds.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.4.6 Liens
The NRC (1999, page 202) found that “Individuals who do not receive an initial allocation, or those
who received a small quantity of quota, may find it difficult to obtain bank financing to purchase
shares because they lack acceptable collateral.” Lenders have expressed concern that liens on IFQ
might be passed on to IFQ purchasers without the purchasers knowledge. This situation may
undermine the confidence of lenders, making it more difficult for potential new entrants or existing
operations to gain the financing needed to purchase IFQ. The Magnuson-Stevens Act includes
creation of a lien registry system, but none has been implemented to date.
TIQC Recommendations (Comment): Liens (Use as Collateral) - Pledging IFQs as collateral is a
matter of private contract, independent of the government program. Placement of a lien would not
affect the government’s ability to sanction or revoke the IFQ for violations.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.4.7 Accumulation Limits
Accumulation limits may be used to promote equity by preventing a few IFQ holders from acquiring
excessive market power and thereby adversely affecting other sectors such as crew and processors.
Accumulation limits may also be an indirect way to encourage broader geographic distribution of
quota shares. While some IFQ programs rely solely on antitrust law to prevent excessive
concentration of shares, experience has shown this not been sufficient to prevent problems resulting
from excessive concentration of IFQ (NRC, 1999, page 209). The NRC also notes that
concentration limits may not be very effective if there are ways to circumvent them.
Section (d)(5)(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that any new program “prevent any person
from acquiring an excessive share of the individual fishing quotas issued . . .” The NRC has
recommended that all IFQ programs define excessive shares, including specification of its
measurement, and prevent the accumulation of “excessive shares” of IFQ (NRC, 1999, pg. 210).
TIQC Recommendations: Caps should be considered to limit the amount of IFQ held. The caps
may be for individual species and/or total IFQ holdings. If an entity would be eligible to receive
more than the cap as part of the initial allocation that entity would be allowed to receive and use the
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amount in excess. If a person has partial control of an IFQ account (for example, through a
partnership) all IFQ under that account would count toward that person’s cap.
Consider the need for separate caps for:
Ownership
Control (ownership, lease or other business arrangements)
Use by a vessel
The following cap options were recommended for consideration.
Nonwhiting Groundfish
Whiting Fishery

Option 1
1%
5%

Option 2
5%
10%

Option 3
10%
25%

The TIQC discussed without resolution whether caps should be based on poundage or value. Under
the British Columbia system value equivalents are established, using Pacific Ocean Perch as a base
unit. TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: The following option was implicitly rejected from
consideration. Require someone receiving an initial allocation of more than the cap to divest
themself of the excess shares.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.4.8 Vertical Integration Limit
Vertical integration occurs when a single entity operates at several levels in the harvest and
distribution chain, e.g. owns both a catcher vessel and a processing facility.
TIQC Recommendations: No limits on vertical integration other than what is provided through the
accumulation caps.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: Options to limit vertical integration were rejected.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.5.0 Rollover (Carryover) to a Following Year
Allowing a fisher to land catch in excess of his or her IFQ allotment but counting it against the
following year’s allotment is one means of penalizing fishers for exceeding their IFQ without
creating large incentives for discarding the excess harvest (NRC, 1999, pg. 217). Similarly,
allowing a fisher to carry over some portion of his or her unused IFQ allotment from one year to the
next creates a situation in which there is less incentive for fishers to catch up to their full limit and
hence risk exceeding the limit. While midseason transfers can facilitate coverage of any over catch,
as the season progresses there would be less and less IFQ available for transfer.
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TIQC Recommendations:
Rollover would allow unused quota pounds to be used in a subsequent year. A person might also
be allowed catch in excess of the persons IFQ holdings with any overage being debited against quota
pounds to be issued the following year. The amount that could be used in a subsequent year would
be limited.
Options identified for consideration:
1. No rollover.
2. 10% rollover (no rollover allowance for overfished species).
3. 20% rollover (5% rollover allowance for overfished species).
4. 30% rollover (full rollover allowance for overfished species).
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
Question: If quota pounds have been leased out to a vessel, and a vessel has quota pounds from
numerous accounts, how would rollover provisions for overages be applied?
A.6.0 Use-or-Lose Provisions
Use-of-lose provisions would require that if IFQ is not used over a certain period of time it would
expire or be revoked and reallocated.
TIQC Recommendations: Option identified for further consideration:
1. Include use-or-lose provisions (consider how to treat leases, medical exceptions, and partial
use).
2. Do not include use-or-lose provisions.
The use-or-lose provision would apply to the person owning the IFQ. A requirement that IFQ be
used in three out of five years was considered. Curing TIQC discussions, several questions were
raised for consideration:
•
•
•

What portion of the IFQ would have to be used in order for this provision to be applied?
How would it be determined which IFQ had been used and which not used?
How would use-or-lose provisions be applied if part but not all IFQ were transferred from one
account to another?

TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
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A.7.0 Entry Level Opportunities
Individuals who do not receive an initial allocation and lack collateral or credit history may have
a difficult time acquiring IFQ, particularly in situations where IFQ price is overinflated (NRC, 1999,
pg. 211). However, the NRC (1999, pg. 210) warns that measures to facilitate new entry could
defeat the purpose of an IFQ system if they expand the quota share pool or hinder consolidation.
Section 303(d)(5)(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that any new program “considers the
allocation of a portion of the annual harvest in the fishery for entry-level fishermen, small vessel
owners, and crew members who do not hold or qualify for individual fishing quotas.” There are also
provisions in the Magnuson-Stevens Act that allow for the creation of loan programs to finance
small boat and entry level participation.
Section 303(d)(4) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act allows the dedication of 25% of fees collected for
the IFQ program to be used to issue obligations to aid in financing:
(i) purchase of individual fishing quotas in that fishery by fishermen who fish from small
vessels; and
(ii) first time purchase of individual fishing quotas in that fishery by entry level fishermen.
The criteria for qualifying under (i) and (ii) are to be included as part of the Council
recommendations.
With respect to facilitating new entry, a central lien registry system could make loans more available
(NRC, 1999, pg. 202) and taxing quota rents would reduce their price (NRC, 1999, pg 214), though
at the same time it would reduce the revenue stream from the IFQ and the purchasers ability to
recover investment in the purchase of IFQ. The NRC recommends consideration of a zero-revenue
auction (NRC, 1999, pg. 211). Under such a system, some percent of the IFQ reverts back to
government each year for auctioning, with the proceeds of the auction returning to those forced to
give up their quota shares. The advantages cited for this auction are that it provides excellent
information about prices (helpful both to fishermen and bankers) and it guarantees the presence of
a steady flow of IFQs in the market, ensuring an opportunity for potential entrants to gain access
(NRC, 1999, pg. 145). It might also provide price information for the purpose of determining taxes
to be levied against the first transfer of IFQ.
TIQC Recommendations:
•
•

An option for a loan program should be included as part of the analysis. (The question of
qualification for low interest loans was left open.)
If penalties result in revocation of quota shares (including use-or-lose provisions), some of
the revoked shares might be used for new entry. (The question as to how individuals might
qualify for reissuance of revoked shares was left open.)
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The following are some provisions that would help ensure opportunity for new entry:
• Providing unlimited divisibility in the size of share blocks traded.
• Providing a central lien registry to facilitate financing by ensuring more security in the
collateral and therefore lower interest rates.
• Limiting ownership to individuals.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: A zero revenue auction should not be considered as there
would be sufficient trading to ensure the availability of quota on the market for purchase by a new
entrant..
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.8.0 Tracking IFQ, Monitoring Landings, and Enforcement
The NRC report finds that compliance and self policing would be more likely if the process of
establishing an IFQ program involves co-management schemes that allow fishermen to participate
in the development and implementation of the IFQ program (NRC, 1999, pg. 216). This program
is being developed and considered in an open Council process that provides substantial and
significant opportunity for participation of members of industry, interest groups and the public.
Section 303(d)(5)(B) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that any new program “provides for the
effective enforcement and management of any such (new IFQ) program, including adequate
observer coverage...”
A program that requires IFQ to cover bycatch must have some means by which to ensure that
bycatch is not discarded without being accounted for.
TIQC Recommendations:
A compliance monitoring program my be needed to monitor harvest (catch and/or landings).
Elements of the compliance monitoring program might include one or more of the following.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Onboard Compliance Observer (Compliance Monitors) (20% - 100%).
Dockside (Delivery Location) Compliance Monitor (20% - 100%).
Onboard and Dockside Monitor.
100% Hailing Requirement and Lesser % of Landings Monitored.
Exemption for Smaller Vessels (from need to carrying monitors.)
Video Monitoring System (Including all Components Necessary to Make Effective).

The skills of compliance monitors may or may not be different from those generally required for
Federal fishery observers.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None
TIQ Enforcement Group Recommendations:
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The TIQ Enforcement Group developed the following goals and objectives for an enforcement
program.
Goal: An effective enforcement system that ensures that the possible gains from violating rules
does not exceed the risks of violation penalties and that the costs of enforcement are in
balance with the final outcome.
Objectives:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.

Develop reasonably enforceable regulations that are not overly complex.
Ensure that catch, landings, and deliveries are properly recorded.
Ensure that IFQ is held/acquired to cover landings and deliveries.
Prevent and detect fraud.
Conduct operations in a cost-effective manner.
Facilitate joint Federal-state enforcement activities including the complete sharing of
data between agencies.

Initial Application Fraud Detection
PacFIN data should be used to determine the initial allocations. Any proposed revisions to
fishtickets should go through enforcement review. Capability should be built into the data system
to screen illegal landings from the fishtickets–possibly focus primarily on gross violators using a
threshold value . Other landings that may not qualify toward IFQ should also be screened from use
in the determination of catch history (e.g. landings over fleet limits taken by EFP vessels,
compensation fish).
IFQ Program Operation
The following enforcement program design elements were used to develop five initial enforcement
program options for consideration (Table A-1).
At-Sea Monitors (“Observers”). At-Sea Monitors would be obligated to share information with
enforcement personnel in a timely fashion. A camera backup might be considered for at-sea
monitors.
With partial at-sea monitoring, require a camera if there is no compliance monitor onboard. If
cameras are used to monitor a vessel there can be no discards of any species (e.g. no discards
of sea-stars). There are issues associated with chain of custody and costs of reviewing films that
would need to be addressed with a camera system. If there is not a camera requirement for
vessels not carrying at-sea monitors (i.e. some trips are completely unmonitored while at-sea),
adjustments would need to be made to the OY to account for likely illegal discards. An accurate
violation factor to apply to the OY would be difficult to assess and would be dependent on the
officers ability to detect violations and comparison of observed and unobserved trips.
Retention Requirement. Under a full retention requirement, the role for at-sea monitors would
be to ensure that no fish went overboard. Under a partial retention requirement the role for at-
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sea monitors would be to record information on any discards and ensure that information was
entered into a discard recording system, to be debited against IFQ accounts.
Bycatch Reporting System: If at-sea discards are allowed and IFQ is required to cover catch, a
bycatch recording system comparable to the landings reporting system would be required to
match catch against IFQs.
Landings Tracking System: Either the current fish ticket system could be converted to an
electronic system to record close to real time information, or a parallel reporting system could
be developed. Reliance on the paper fishticket system might work but flexibility of the IFQ
system and associated benefits would have to be substantially constrained. The TIQ
Enforcement Group believes that landings should be debited against IFQ accounts based on the
dock receipt and not what goes on the final fishticket. How this would work for an electronic
fishticket system or if the paper fishticket system is used needs to be addressed. If a parallel
system for tracking landings is implemented, there would be inconsistencies between the
fishticket system and what is reported as landed against IFQs. Under the current cumulative
limit system, citations are issued on the basis of the dock receipt.
Shorebased Monitoring: Either 100% of the landings would have to be observed, or the
opportunity to observe would have Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here. through an advance-notice-of-landing requirement.
Limited Landing Locations: Limited landing locations would enhance cost-effective
enforcement. Enforcement costs would be substantially greater without such limits than with
the limits. One way to limit landing locations would be to specify that landings be made only
in certain ports. Another way would be to license specific landing sites. Licensing specific sites
would ensure that all communities can participate while still gaining enforcement efficiency.
There would be facilities standards applied for licensing sites (e.g. activities at the site would
have to be arranged such that a shorebased monitor can observe the off-loading and weighing
activity at the same time).
Electronic IFQ Tracking System: Regardless of other elements of the system, an electronic IFQ
tracking system would be required such that an enforcement officer in the field can determine
the current IFQ account balances for a particular vessel.
With only partial at-sea monitoring and no full retention requirement, the Enforcement Group’s
initial assessment is that compliance would start to break down. If the IFQ were specified to cover
catch instead of landings, expected compliance would likely be similar to the current system, except
instead of existing cumulative landings limits there would be IFQs.
Databases would need to be built and communication equipment provided to go with the personnel
requirements of the enforcement program.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
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A.9.0 Cost Recovery/Sharing and Rent Extraction
Fees or taxes can be used for cost recovery and to capture for the public some of the value fishers
gain through use of the public resource (rents). Fees and taxes on transfers should not be so large
as to eliminate transfers and the attendant benefits derived from establishing a market for harvest
privileges (NRC, 1999, pg. 213). Moreover, because such charges would affect the value at which
IFQ trades in the market place, they should be established at the start of the program rather than
added on at a later time after investments have already been made (NRC, 1999, pg. 213).
Section 303(d)(5)(b) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that any new program “provides for...
fees... to recover actual costs directly related to... enforcement and management [of the new IFQ
program].”
Section 304(d)(2)(A)5/ states that the “Secretary is authorized and shall collect a fee to recover the
actual costs directly related to the management and enforcement of any–(i) individual fishing quota
program; and (ii) community development quota program that allocates a percentage of the total
allowable catch of a fishery to such a program.” Such a fee is not to exceed three percent of the
exvessel value of the fish harvested under the program. Section 304(d)(2)(C)(ii) allows a state to
receive up to 33% of any fee collected in relation to a community development program to
reimburse the state for related management and enforcement costs.
The three percent fee currently authorized under the Magnuson-Stevens Act may not be sufficient
to recover all direct costs related to the IFQ program. The NRC (1999, pg. 214) recommends an
increase in the cap to above three percent.
Noting that for many resources the government captures a significant portion of the rent above cost
recovery (timber, oil, etc), the NRC recommends that Magnuson-Stevens Act be amended to allow
such cost recover from fisheries and that the collected rents be placed in funds dedicated to
improving the fisheries and the fishing communities dependent on them (NRC, 1999, pg. 215). One
means of extracting such rents would be a tax on first transfer of the IFQ (NRC, 1999, pg. 214). The
tax would serve a dual purpose of reducing the socially objectionable windfall and collecting rents.6/
Another means of cost recover and collecting rents would be a two-fee system. Under such a system
a per IFQ share fee might be levied to recover program costs and a tax per pound of landing charged
to recover rents (NRC, 1999, pg. 215).
TIQC Recommendations: Options for further consideration.

5/ Section 304(d)(1) states that “The Secretary shall by regulation establish the level of any fees
which are authorized to be charged pursuant to section 303(b)(1). The Secretary may enter into
a cooperative agreement with the States concerned under which the States administer the permit
system and the agreement may provide that all or part of the fees collected under the system
shall accrue to the States.” Section 303(b)(1) authorizes the charging of fees for permits for
fishing vessels, operators and processors (first receivers).
6/ A first transfer tax would have to be carefully structured so that mock transfers at lower than
market values could not be used to minimize windfall payment. If a zero-rent auction were in
place, prices from that auction might be used to determine taxes to be applied at first transfer.
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1. Landings Fee (max of three percent under current Magnuson-Stevens Act).
2. Privatization of Elements of the Management System.
Monitoring IFQ Landings (e.g. industry pays for their own compliance monitors)
Fishtickets
Stock Assessments
The TIQC discussed the potential of using an auction to provide for an initial influx of revenue to
support program startup costs.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.10.0

Penalties

The NRC report to Congress on IFQ programs recommends a set of graduated sanctions:
“Administratively imposed sanctions should be established for minor violations with specified
increase in penalties for each additional offense. Criminal penalties (jail sentences and/or
seizure of catch, vessel, and equipment and forfeiture of quota) should be reserved for serious
offenders and for intentional falsification of reports.” (NRC, 1999, pg. 217)
Consideration needs to be given to the likely effect of a set of penalties on the incentive to commit
more serious crimes. For example, a severe penalty on landing incidental catch for which no IFQ
were held would create incentive for discards, whereas penalizing by deducting any overage from
a subsequent year’s IFQ would substantially reduce that incentive (NRC, 1999, pg. 217)
Civil penalties for Magnuson-Stevens Act violations are limited to $100,000 for each violation and
permit restriction, denial, suspension, or revocation (Magnuson-Stevens Act, Section 308). Criminal
penalties are punishable by a fine of not more than $100,000, or imprisonment for not more than
six months unless such acts involve threats to observers or enforcement officers, in which case the
penalties may reach $200,000 and ten years imprisonment (Magnuson-Stevens Act, Section 309).
Criminal penalties include knowingly and willfully submitting to a Council, the Secretary, or the
Governor of a State false information regarding any matter that the Council, Secretary, or Governor
is considering in the course of carrying the Magnuson-Stevens Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act, Section
307).
TIQC Recommendations: The TIQC was generally supportive of strong sanctions for violators.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
TIQ Enforcement Group Recommendations: A situation should not be created in which it is cheaper
to catch fish in a manner that violates the IFQ program and incur penalties than to acquire the IFQ
needed to cover catch or otherwise comply with the program. Situation wherein a legal participant
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incurs greater operational costs than a violator are viewed as inequitable and reduce program
compliance.
Illegal overages should be landed and forfeited and additional enforcement action possibly taken.
Illegal overages should be debited against the IFQ holders account and fishing suspended until they
are covered, thereby ensuring that compliance would have been less expensive than violating
program rules (with respect to the trip on which the illegal overage occurred).
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.11.0

Procedures for Program Performance Monitoring, Review, and Revision
(Magnuson-Stevens Act (d)(5)(A))

Section 303(d)(5)(A) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that any new program “establishes
procedures and requirements for the review and revision of the terms of any .. .[program], (including
any revisions that may be necessary once a national policy with respect to individual fishing quota
programs is implemented), and, if appropriate, for the renewal, reallocation, or reissuance of
individual fishing quotas.”
Noting the need for the nation to learn from its mistakes and successes in order to improve
management, the NRC has recommended the promulgation of guidelines for monitoring IFQ
program effectiveness (NRC, 1999, pg. 218). A monitoring and evaluation program for short- term
and long-term impacts should be included as part of the initial program design (NRC, 1999, pg.
198). The program should include a clear timetable, criteria to be used in evaluation, and steps to
be taken if the programs do not meet these criteria (NRC, 1999, pg. 221). At a minimum, monitoring
the effectiveness of an IFQ program should involve maintaining a central registry or shareholders
and share transactions (including the value of such transactions); assessing the biological status of
the stock, measuring economic performance and characteristics of commercial and recreational
fisheries and subsistence patterns; assessing performance of the IFQ market; collecting data on
administrative and enforcement costs, and monitoring translocational effects on other fisheries
(NRC, 1999, pg. 218). Additionally, annual reports should be provided describing trends in the
fishery and effects of the IFQ program (NRC, 1999, pg, 222).
The NRC report also recommends that to lay the groundwork for the impact review, a preliminary
study be conducted of relevant socioeconomic aspects of a fishery prior to the design of the
management program (NRC, 1999, pg. 198). Such information is contained in recent groundfish
programmatic EISs, the EISs for annual specifications and rebuilding plans, and in baseline
description documents such as the community description produced by the Economic Fishery
Information Network (EFIN) program of Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC).
Sunset provisions signify the need to reevaluate an existing law or policy after a period to ensure
that they are best achieving program objectives. However, with respect to IFQ programs, the NRC
report identifies that sunset provisions are fundamentally inconsistent with the nature of IFQs and
may be counter productive to their purpose (NRC, 1999, pg. 201).
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While sunset provisions are not recommended, it is recommended that consideration be given to the
issuance of cascading fixed-term entitlements. This system works by issuing IFQ for a long but
limited duration (e.g. 30 years). The program is then reviewed and if adjustments are needed, new
IFQ are defined with a different set of privileges and obligations. IFQ holders are given the option
of switching over to the new IFQ prior to the expiration of their existing shares or waiting until their
existing shares expire. If they switch prior to the expiration of their existing shares, the new shares
would be valid for another 30 years commencing with the date on which they switch. The
recommendation for consideration of this design feature is not a recommendation that this type of
feature should necessarily be incorporated.
Criteria on which to base program performance need to be developed. Such criteria should probably
be derived from program goals and objectives.
TIQC Recommendations: The program should include a review period, built in performance
monitoring, and opportunity for adjustments to the program.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: The committee recommends that automatic sunset
provisions for the program not be considered. Sunset provisions make the fishery less stable and
make investment planning more difficult.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.12.0

Data Collection

Magnuson-Stevens Act 303(a)(8) states that FMPs must assess and specify the nature and extent of
scientific data which is needed for effective implementation of the plan. Section A.11.0 discusses
the need for ongoing assessments of the status of the program and its impacts in order to monitor
and make changes required to meet the original objectives. The NRC (1999, pg. 198) recommends
these assessments be incorporated as part of the IFQ program design.
The NRC recommendations state that Councils and NMFS should ensure that long-term routine data
collection and studies be initiated that are complementary to data collection for IFQ monitoring
(NRC, 1999, pg. 218). Further, the NRC states that this data collection should occur separate from
the consideration of specific management alternatives for a fishery and should facilitate evaluation
of impacts of various allocation actions, including IFQs (NRC, 1999, pg. 199).
The issue of whether industry provision of data should be mandatory or voluntary will likely be
addressed under this design element. Mandatory industry compliance provisions are included as part
of the data collection provisions of the Alaska crab rationalization program. The Alaska program
provisions are specific as to the data elements Comments received during public scoping will be
placed here. and include draft survey instruments.
The TIQ Analytical Team will be asked to develop specific recommendation for data collection
elements to be included as options for the IFQ program.
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TIQC Recommendations: None identified.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.13.0

Initial IFQ Allocation

Section 303(d)(5)(C) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that any new IFQ program “provides
for a fair and equitable allocation of individual fishing quotas, . . .” Initial allocations are the most
controversial aspect of IFQ programs. Over the long run, performance of the program does not
depend substantially on the initial allocation. However, the initial allocation does distribute wealth.
A substantial portion of a common opportunity (the capture of fish) is converted to private wealth
through the creation of a marketable fishing privilege. Even though the IFQ is revocable without
compensation, its function as the near equivalent of a private asset is evidenced by the value placed
on it in the market place. When IFQ is awarded without charge, the initial recipient of IFQ receives
an unearned asset and income upon sale or lease of that asset.7/
Within the context of current West Coast license limitation system, the creation of a IFQ would
redistribute wealth through three mechanisms:
(1) The value of the asset received by the initial recipient (value in excess of any payment for IFQ
issuance).
(2) The expenditure on IFQ that would be required of those who do not receive enough IFQ to
enable them to maintain the stream of net revenue associated with current operations (or, if the
choice is made not to acquire additional IFQ, the reduced net revenue stream).
(3) A reduction in the value of the existing LE permits due to the separation, redefinition and
reallocation of the bundle of fishing privileges previously associated with the permit.
In many cases, the same individual may be subject to changes in wealth through all three
mechanisms. The greater the degree to which the initial distribution of IFQ does not match the
existing distribution of human and physical capital that exists in the fishery, the greater the
disruption costs associated with implementation of the program. However, these disruption costs
would be a short-term phenomena which would not substantially affect the long-term performance
of the program. In addition to disruption costs, there may be longer-term impacts on shifts of power
between participants in the fishery, changing the composition of the stakeholders involved in
managing the fishery. Initial recipients may be in a better position to obtain loans to buy additional
quota than others in the fishery (NRC, 1999, pg. 202).
The NRC recommends that “the councils consider a wide range of initial allocation criteria and
allocation mechanisms in designing IFQ program .. . “ and more broadly consider “. . . (1) who
should receive initial allocation, including crew, skippers, and other stakeholders (councils should

7/ This unearned income is regarded by many as an unfair windfall (recovery of windfall and
extraction of rents is addressed in Section A.9).
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define who are included as stakeholders); (2) how much they should receive; and (3) how much
potential recipients should be required to pay for the receipt of initial quota (e.g. auctions, windfall
taxes).” (NRC, 1999, pg. 203). Councils should “avoid taking for granted the option of ‘gifting’
quota shares to the present participants in the fishery, just as they should avoid taking for granted
that vessel owners should be the only recipients and historical participation the only measure of what
each deserves. Council’s should consider using auctions, lotteries, or a combination of mechanisms
to allocate initial shares of quota” (NRC, 1999, pg. 207).
A.13.1

Qualifying Criteria: Membership in an Eligible Group

The NRC reports notes that vessel owners are usually the recipients of initial allocation and makes
the following recommendations with respect to allocation to other fishery participants (NRC, 1999,
pgs. 202-207).
Groups
(Other than Vessel Owners)

Summary of NRC Recommendation

Skippers and Crew
Allocations

Consider where appropriate. Lack of detailed catch data is not a reason to forgo this
option as equal allocation is an option. It may be less appropriate in industrial fisheries
that do not involve crew members as co-venturers in the same sense as other fisheries.

Processor Allocation

No compelling reason to include or exclude processors from an initial allocation.

Communities

Consider initial allocations of IFQ to communities. Some communities may be heavily
dependent on fishing for social, cultural, and economic values and/or are lacking in
alternative economic opportunities.

Public

Consider auctions, lotteries or combinations of mechanisms to allocate initial shares.
Avoid taking for granted the option of “gifting” IFQ.

Unless some common point system is developed that can be applied across groups, for each group
to be included in the initial allocation there would need to be a determination of the amount of IFQ
to be divided among members of the group.
TIQC Recommendations:
Options identified for further consideration:
1. Allocate IFQ to Current Permit Owners.
2. Allocate IFQ to Vessel Owners.
3. Allocate IFQs to Permit-Owners/Vessel-Owners/Processors (consider all combinations
allocate to ownership at the time of initial allocation, where relevant).
4. Allocate to High Bidder in Auction (eligibility rules for participation to be developed).
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Allocate IFQ to those who owned the permit at time of landings.
Allocate to lottery entrant (eligibility rules for participation to be developed).
Allocate to crew or skippers.
Allocate to communities.
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Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.13.2

Qualifying Criteria: Recent Participation

Recent participation requirements can be used to place more weight on recent participation and
ensure that current participants benefit from allocations rather than those who may have left the
fishery. To some extent, an allocation that places greater weight on recent participation than
participation in the distant past may reduce disruptive effects of the initial allocation.
TIQC Recommendations:
The TIQC developed options that might apply to harvesters or processors in order to qualify for an
initial allocation of IFQ.
Option identified for further consideration:
1. No recent participation requirement
2. Recent participation required to be eligible for an initial allocation.
(All permits would still be eligible to fish IFQ acquired through transfer after initial IFQ
issuance.)
A recent participation requirement necessitates establishing a recent participation qualification
period. Options identified for further consideration:
2a. 1998-2003 (number of trips and/or number of yrs required, to be specified)
2b. 2000-2003 (small footrope period, number of trips and/or number of yrs required, to be
specified)
Recent participation in either the shoreside or at-sea fisheries would suffice to meet
minimum landing requirements for shoreside or at-sea IFQ, if such a distinction is made.
N umber of U nfished Perm its by C onsecutive Period (N M FS N W R , 3/9/04):
Period

N umber of Permits
N ot Fished D uring the Period

Y ear

N umber of Permits N ot
Fished D uring the Y ear

1998-2003

5

1998

18

1999-2003

7

1999

14

2000-2003

13

2000

20

2001-2003

24

2001

32

2002-2003

33

2002

40

2003

40

2003

40

TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
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A.13.3

Allocation “Formula” (Size of Individual Allocations)

In determining the amount of initial allocation, the NRC report (1999, pg. 224) encourages
consideration of stewardship and other potential criteria in addition to catch history. The TIQC
developed some preliminary recommendations for elements of formulas to allocate IFQ among
permits and processors (1st buyers). If other groups are to qualify, such as those described in
Section 13.1, IFQ allocation formula would have to be developed for each group. Additionally,
there would need to be an allocation of IFQ among the groups before it is subdivided within the
groups
Vessel/Permit Related Allocation
TIQC Recommendations:
Options identified for further consideration
1. Determined in an auction.
2. Some mix of criteria that might include:
a. Catch history (for certain species, consider allocating a portion based on an estimate of
bycatch).
b. Equal sharing
i. Equally allocate QS represented by catch history of those vessels/permits bought
back among those vessels/permits with catch history for the species.
ii. Equally allocate incidental catch species.
iii. Some other equal sharing basis.
3. Catch history only (for certain species, consider allocating a portion based on an estimate
of bycatch).
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: Vessel length.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
Processor (1st Buyer) Allocation
TIQC Recommendations:
Options identified for further consideration:
1. 1st receiver purchase history of groundfish trawl landings (lbs).
2. Determined in an auction.
Note: Processors may also receive some IFQ based on their ownership of vessels (vertical
integration).
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
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A.13.4

Catch History: Species/Species Groups to Be Used for Allocation

For some species, species composition information would need to be applied to develop allocations
based on the catch history. This would entail application of fleet average species compositions to
categories of species taken by individual vessels (e.g. applying fleet average species compositions
to landings recorded as “Slope Rockfish”).8/ The other apparent choice would involve allocating all
species based on larger levels of catch aggregation (e.g. allocating each individual slope rockfish
species based on a permit’s catch history of all slope rockfish species combined; or in the extreme
allocating each individual nonwhiting species based on a permit’s catch history for all nonwhiting
species combined).
TIQC Recommendations:
1. Allocate species IFQ based on relative total groundfish catch.
2. Allocate species IFQ based on relative catch of each species.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.13.5

Catch History: Allocation Periods

If allocation is to be based on landings history a period would need to be used to define what
landings count toward catch history.
TIQC Recommendations: The TIQC recommended options which would allow/require applicants
to drop a number of worst years from their catch history. Option identified for further consideration:
Allocation Period Option
1. 1994-2003
2. 1994-1999
3. 2000-2003
4. 1998-2003

Number of Worst Years to Drop from Catch History
Option A
Option B
None
2
None
1
None
None
None
1

Number of Years in
Allocation Period
10
6
4
6

The issue of how bycatch might be included in catch history and the impacts of including or not
including it should be discussed in the analysis. Another consideration is the allocation of IFQ for
overfished species. Allocating overfished species on the basis of landings would reward those
vessels that have fished less cleanly than others.
If all years are weighted evenly, years when there was more fishing opportunity would have a
greater influence on the amount of IFQ allocated than years with less fishing opportunity. Since
there has been less fishing opportunity in recent years, recent years would have less influence than

8/ Such species composition information is often specific for a given area and time period.
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years in the more distant past. The TIQC recommends that an option be developed which would
weight the catch history between years such that catch representing 0.05% of the landings in 1994
would receive a weight equal to catch representing 0.05% of the landings in 2003.
G roundfish landings in thousands of tons by all limited entry trawlers (buyback and nonbuyback) (N M FS N W R , 3/9/04)
Shore
N onw hiting

W hiting

Total

M othership
(Nontribal)

A ll W hiting

A ll G roundfish

1994

46

80

126

93

173

219

1995

50

75

125

41

115

166

1996

52

85

137

47

132

184

1997

47

87

135

50

138

185

1998

34

91

125

50

140

175

1999

33

87

120

48

135

167

2000

29

89

117

47

136

164

2001

25

73

99

36

109

135

2002

25

46

71

27

72

98

2003

22

55

78

26

81

104

Y ear

The following is a discussion of the reasoning behind some of the years selected to delineate the
catch history qualifying periods.
1994. The earliest year for the allocation period options was set at 1994, because this was the first
year of the license limitation program. If the program is to allocate based on permit history, there
would be no permit history before 1994 unless it is determined that permit history includes vessel
history prior to that time. However, given the complexities of the qualification requirements for the
original license limitation program, history prior to 1994 may be difficult to track and treat in an
equitable fashion. For example, LE permits were issued to vessels that replaced qualifying vessels
prior to the start of the license limitation program. Additionally, LE permits were granted to vessels
under construction or conversion on a par with vessels that qualified with 1984-1988 catch history.
The use of vessel catch history prior to 1994 may be viewed as inconsistent with the issuance of
permits with equivalent rights for vessels under construction or conversion through 1994 and those
with a 1984-1988 catch history, the former having had no opportunity to establish catch history.
1999/2000. Regulations prior to 2000 allowed extensive use of large and small footropes on trawl
gear. In 2000, the imposition of restrictions on the use of large footropes shifted trawl effort away
from reef and rocky bottom substrates. This substantially changed fishing opportunities and the mix
of species landed. An allocation period that stops in 1999 would place more emphasis on the mix
of opportunities that was available when small and large footropes could be used. The period after
2000 would reflect how vessels operated under the opportunities present in the most recent
management regime.
1998. This year is used to establish a six year period (1998-2003) that includes an amount of time
of sufficient length to allow vessels to demonstrate their level of activity in the fishery and landings
mix. By shortening the allocation period it puts more emphasis on recent participation patterns. The
license limitation program used a four year period for vessels to demonstrate a pattern of activities
that would qualify them for a permit. The longer period that is created by using 1998 counts catch
history that includes two years prior to the large footrope restrictions and four years under the large
footrope restriction.
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2003. In order to prevent speculative effort and the consequent exacerbated management problems,
a control date of November 6, 2003 was announced. This announcement put fishery participants on
notice that fishing after 2003 would not be counted toward qualifying for IFQ. Since there was little
fishing opportunity in the last two months of 2003, all of 2003 is being included in the allocation
period.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.13.6

Catch History: Combined Permits and Other Exceptional Situations

Under the Pacific Coast license limitation program, permits may be combined to create single
permits with a larger vessel size endorsement. This is different from, and sometimes confused with,
registration of multiple permits for a singe vessel (permit stacking). When permit stacking occurs,
permits remain distinct from one another. For the fixed gear sablefish endorsement and tier
qualification requirements, catch history was considered to be transferred with the permit; and, when
multiple permits were combined to create a single permit with a larger size endorsement, the catch
history of all of the combined permits were considered to accrue to the resultant permit.
Other categories of catch to be considered are:
Illegal catch.
Catch in excess of trip limits authorized under an EFP.
Compensation fish (fish taken as payment by vessels assisting in research).
TIQC Recommendations:
Option identified for further consideration:
1. Consider all catch history of the permits that have been combined to be part of the catch
history of the permit resulting from the combination.
2. The combined permit would have only the catch history associated with its permit number
(catch history of other permits with which it has been combined would not accrue to the
combined permit).
The TIQC recommended illegal catch not be counted toward qualifying for a permit.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.13.7
Initial Issuance Appeals Process
An appeals process may be needed to address disputes between permit applicants and the NMFS
Limited Entry Permits office over landings records or other qualification criteria.
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For the groundfish license limitation program there were numerous disputes over landings records
and other qualifying criteria. For the license limitation program there were thresholds that had to
be reached and, depending on whether that threshold was reached, a permit was or was not issued.
As part of the appeals process, a Council Limited Entry Permit Review Board was convened
composed of members of industry.
For the fixed gear tiered sablefish endorsement program there was also a threshold landing history
that had to be reached to qualify for a particular tier. However, the only criteria considered was total
landings and the thresholds were set at levels such there was a considerable gap between the permit
with the highest catch history in the Tier 2 or Tier 3 group and the amount of catch history required
to qualify for the next highest tier. There were no appeals associated with administration of this
program.
For an IFQ program qualification requirement based on catch history, on the one hand any additional
poundage that can be demonstrated through the challenge of a fish ticket would lead to some
additional quota for the applicant, on the other hand the amount of benefit may be small relative to
the cost of the appeal, unless there are a large number of landings records for the individual to
dispute. The exception to this might be a recent participation requirement, which may be presented
as a threshold amount of catch history that an applicant must demonstrate before being able to
qualify for any IFQ. In this case, applicant coming close to the threshold but falling short may have
considerable incentive to initiate appeals.
TIQC Recommendations: None identified.
TIQC Considered But Rejected Options: None identified.
TIQ Enforcement Group Recommendations: Require that any proposed revisions to fishtickets
undergo review by state enforcement personal prior to finalization of the revisions.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
A.14.0

Some Other Possible Provisions

The above categories were based on design elements that the TIQC identified for consideration.
There may be other types of design elements for an IFQ program that are not covered in the above
sections. This section is a placeholder for such provisions as may come forward in other parts of
the scoping process. For example, owner-on-board provisions were rejected by the TIQC committee
because they would be too complex, there are substantial numbers of trawl vessels for which owners
are not on-board, and it would be difficult for processors that own permits and vessels. The TIQC’s
view was that there is no demonstrable conservation or economic benefit from such provisions and
unclear social benefits. Design elements such as this, or other such elements that are brought
forward during the public comment period, will be included here for Council consideration.
Options from Public Comment Period: Comments received during public scoping will be placed
here.
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Table A-1. TIQ Enforcement Group preliminary scoping of possible enforcement programs.
Program 1
Program 2
Program 3
At-Sea Monitoring
100%
100% (Compliance
100% (Compliance
(Compliance
Monitors)
Monitors or Camera)
Monitors)
Retention Requirement
Full Retention
Discards Allowed
Full if Camera,
Discards Allowed if
Compliance Monitor
Present
Bycatch Reporting
None
System Needed
System Needed
System Comparable to
(electronic)
(electronic)
Landing Tracking System

Program 4
Partial Compliance
Monitor Coverage

Program 5
None

Discards Allowed if
Compliance Monitors
Present

Full Retention (ABC held
in reserve)

System Needed
(electronic)

None

Parallel Electronic
Federal System (maintain
paper fishtickets)
Monitoring Opportunity
(Based on Notice)
Yes

Paper Fishticket

Landing Tracking
System

Electronic

Electronic

Shorebased Monitoring

100%

Vessel Provides Advance
Notice of Landing

Yes

Monitoring Opportunity
(Based on Notice)
Yes

Parallel Electronic
Federal System (maintain
paper fishtickets)
Monitoring Opportunity
(Based on Notice)
Yes

Limited Landing Locations

Site Licenses

Specified Ports

Site Licenses

Specified Ports

Specified Ports

Electronic IFQ
Reporting

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Monitoring Opportunity
(Based on Notice)
Yes

VMS is an assumed component of the enforcement environment.
Small vessel provision: small vessels may apply for an exemption and carry a camera instead of an compliance monitors.
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A PPENDIX B - D ETERMINING E NVIRONMENTAL S IGNIFICANCE OF
NOAA A CTIONS
NOAA 216-6 Guidelines
SECTION 6. INTEGRATING NEPA INTO NOAA LINE OFFICE PROGRAMS.
.01 Determining the Significance of NOAA’s Actions. As required by NEPA Section 102(2)(C)
and by 40 CFR 1502.3, EISs must be prepared for every recommendation or report on proposals for
legislation and other "major Federal actions" significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment. A significant effect includes both beneficial and adverse effects. Federal actions,
including management plans, management plan amendments, regulatory actions, or projects which
will or may cause a significant impact on the quality of the human environment, require preparation
of an EIS. Following is additional explanation per the definitions used in determining significance.
a. "Major Federal action" includes actions with effects that may be major and which are potentially
subject to NOAA’s control and responsibility. "Actions" include: new and continuing activities,
including projects and programs entirely or partly financed, assisted, conducted, regulated, or
approved by NOAA; new or revised agency rules, regulations, plans, policies, or procedures;
and legislative proposals. Refer to 40 CFR 1508.18 for additional guidance.
b. "Significant" requires consideration of both context and intensity. Context means that
significance of an action must be analyzed with respect to society as a whole, the affected region
and interests, and the locality. Both short- and long-term effects are relevant. Intensity refers
to the severity of the impact. The following factors should be considered in evaluating intensity
(40 CFR 1508.27):
1. Impacts may be both beneficial and adverse -- a significant effect may exist even if the Federal
agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial.
2. Degree to which public health or safety is affected.
3. Unique characteristics of the geographic area.
4. Degree to which effects on the human environment are likely to be highly controversial.
5. Degree to which effects are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks.
6. Degree to which the action establishes a precedent for future actions with significant effects or
represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.
7. Individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts.
8. Degree to which the action adversely affects entities listed in or eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places, or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific,
cultural, or historic resources.
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9. Degree to which endangered or threatened species, or their critical habitat as defined under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, are adversely affected; and
10. Whether a violation of Federal, state, or local law for environmental protection is threatened.
11. Whether a Federal action may result in the introduction or spread of a nonindigenous species.
c. "Affecting" means will or may have an effect (40 CFR 1508.3). "Effects" include direct,
indirect, or cumulative effects of an ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or
health nature (40 CFR 1508.8).
d. "Legislation" refers to a bill or legislative proposal to Congress developed by or with the
significant cooperation and support of NOAA, but does not include requests for appropriations
(40 CFR 1508.17). The NEPA process for proposals for legislation significantly affecting the
quality of the human environment shall be integrated with the legislative process of the Congress
(40 CFR 1506.8).
e. "Human environment" includes the relationship of people with the natural and physical
environment. Each EA, EIS, or SEIS must discuss interrelated economic, social, and natural or
physical environmental effects (40 CFR 1508.14).
.02 Specific Guidance on Significance of Fishery Management Actions. The following specific
guidance expands, but does not replace, the general language in Section 6.01 of this Order.
When adverse impacts are possible, the following guidelines should aid the RPM in determining
the appropriate course of action. If none of these situations may be reasonably expected to
occur, the RPM should prepare an EA or determine, in accordance with Section 5.05 of this
Order, the applicability of a CE. NEPA document preparers should also consult 50 CFR 600,
Subpart D, for guidance on the national standards that serve as principles for approval of all
FMPs and amendments. The guidelines follow.
a. The proposed action may be reasonably expected to jeopardize the sustainability of any target
species that may be affected by the action.
b. The proposed action may be reasonably expected to jeopardize the sustainability of any nontarget species.
c. The proposed action may be reasonably expected to cause substantial damage to the ocean and
coastal habitats and/or essential fish habitat as defined under the Magnuson-Stevens Act and
identified in FMPs.
d. The proposed action may be reasonably expected to have a substantial adverse impact on public
health or safety.
e. The proposed action may be reasonably expected to adversely affect endangered or threatened
species, marine mammals, or critical habitat of these species.
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f. The proposed action may be reasonably expected to result in cumulative adverse effects that
could have a substantial effect on the target species or non-target species.
g. The proposed action may be expected to have a substantial impact on biodiversity and ecosystem
function within the affected area (e.g., benthic productivity, predator-prey relationships, etc).
h. If significant social or economic impacts are interrelated with significant natural or physical
environmental effects, then an EIS should discuss all of the effects on the human environment.
i. A final factor to be considered in any determination of significance is the degree to which the
effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly controversial. Although
no action should be deemed to be significant based solely on its controversial nature, this aspect
should be used in weighing the decision on the proper type of environmental review needed to
ensure full compliance with NEPA. Socioeconomic factors related to users of the resource
should also be considered in determining controversy and significance.
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Groundfish FMP Goals and Objectives
FMP Goals and Objectives (Including Limited Entry) from Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
Management Plan For the California, Oregon and Washington Groundfish Fishery As Amended
Through Amendment [14]
General FMP Goals and Objectives
2.1 Goals and Objectives for Managing the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
The Council is committed to developing long-range plans for managing the Washington, Oregon,
and California groundfish fisheries that will promote a stable planning environment for the seafood
industry, including marine recreation interests, and will maintain the health of the resource and
environment. In developing allocation and harvesting systems, the Council will give consideration
to maximizing economic benefits to the United States, consistent with resource stewardship
responsibilities for the continuing welfare of the living marine resources. Thus, management must
be flexible enough to meet changing social and economic needs of the fishery as well as to address
fluctuations in the marine resources supporting the fishery. The following goals have been
established in order of priority for managing the West Coast groundfish fisheries, to be considered
in conjunction with the national standards of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act).
Management Goals.
Goal 1 - Conservation. Prevent overfishing by managing for appropriate harvest levels and
prevent any net loss of the habitat of living marine resources.
Goal 2 - Economics. Maximize the value of the groundfish resource as a whole.
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Goal 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.
Objectives. To accomplish these management goals, a number of objectives will be considered and
followed as closely as practicable:
Conservation.
Objective 1. Maintain an information flow on the status of the fishery and the fishery resource
which allows for informed management decisions as the fishery occurs.
Objective 2. Adopt harvest specifications and management measures consistent with resource
stewardship responsibilities for each groundfish species or species group.
Objective 3. For species or species groups which are below the level necessary to produce
maximum sustainable yield (MSY), consider rebuilding the stock to the MSY level and, if
necessary, develop a plan to rebuild the stock.
Objective 4. Where conservation problems have been identified for nongroundfish species and
the best scientific information shows that the groundfish fishery has a direct impact on the ability
of that species to maintain its long-term reproductive health, the Council may consider
establishing management measures to control the impacts of groundfish fishing on those species.
Management measures may be imposed on the groundfish fishery to reduce fishing mortality of
a nongroundfish species for documented conservation reasons. The action will be designed to
minimize disruption of the groundfish fishery, in so far as consistent with the goal to minimize
the bycatch of nongroundfish species, and will not preclude achievement of a quota, harvest
guideline, or allocation of groundfish, if any, unless such action is required by other applicable
law.
Objective 5. Describe and identify essential fish habitat (EFH), adverse impacts on EFH, and
other actions to conserve and enhance EFH, and adopt management measures that minimize, to
the extent practicable, adverse impacts from fishing on EFH.
Economics.
Objective 6. Attempt to achieve the greatest possible net economic benefit to the nation from
the managed fisheries.
Objective 7. Identify those sectors of the groundfish fishery for which it is beneficial to promote
year-round marketing opportunities and establish management policies that extend those sectors
fishing and marketing opportunities as long as practicable during the fishing year.
Objective 8. Gear restrictions to minimize the necessity for other management measures will
be used whenever practicable.
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Utilization.
Objective 9. Develop management measures and policies that foster and encourage full
utilization (harvesting and processing) of the Pacific coast groundfish resources by domestic
fisheries.
Objective 10. Recognizing the multispecies nature of the fishery and establish a concept of
managing by species and gear or by groups of interrelated species.
Objective 11. Strive to reduce the economic incentives and regulatory measures that lead to
wastage of fish. Also, develop management measures that minimize bycatch to the extent
practicable and, to the extent that bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of such
bycatch. In addition, promote and support monitoring programs to improve estimates of total
fishing-related mortality and bycatch, as well as those to improve other information necessary
to determine the extent to which it is practicable to reduce bycatch and bycatch mortality.
Objective 12. Provide for foreign participation in the fishery, consistent with the other goals to
take that portion of the optimum yield (OY) not utilized by domestic fisheries while minimizing
conflict with domestic fisheries.
Social Factors.
Objective 13. When conservation actions are necessary to protect a stock or stock assemblage,
attempt to develop management measures that will affect users equitably.
Objective 14. Minimize gear conflicts among resource users.
Objective 15. When considering alternative management measures to resolve an issue, choose
the measure that best accomplishes the change with the least disruption of current domestic
fishing practices, marketing procedures, and the environment.
Objective 16. Avoid unnecessary adverse impacts on small entities.
Objective 17. Consider the importance of groundfish resources to fishing communities, provide
for the sustained participation of fishing communities, and minimize adverse economic impacts
on fishing communities to the extent practicable.
Objective 18. Promote the safety of human life at sea.
[Am ended; 7, 11, 13]

Amendment 6: License Limitation Goals and Objectives
14.1.2 Goals and Objectives for Groundfish Limited Entry
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The following are the goals and objectives for limited entry adopted by the Council in April 1990.
The primary objective directly addresses the overcapacity problem, and the secondary objectives
address the ways the Council hopes limited entry will promote achievement of the Council's goals
and objectives for the groundfish fishery.
Goals. The goals for the West Coast groundfish fishery limited entry program are to improve
stability and economic viability of the industry while recognizing historic participation, meet
groundfish management objectives and provide for enforceable laws.
Primary Objective. The primary objective of the limited entry program will be to limit or reduce
harvest capacity in the West Coast groundfish fishery.
Secondary Objectives. In pursuit of the primary objective, the following secondary objectives will
be addressed:
Economic
C
C
C

Promote long-term economic stability.
Increase net returns from the fishery.
Allow flexibility for combination vessels.
Management

C
C
C
C

Stabilize management regimes by reducing need for frequent inseason changes.
Reduce the cost of management.
Reduce by-catch and waste.
Encourage effort in underutilized species fisheries.
Enforcement

C
C

Promote cost-effective enforcement by reducing need for frequent changes and tight trip limits.
Promote logistically viable enforcement by minimizing need to use regulations such as trip limits
or subarea closures which are more difficult to enforce.
Social

C
C
C
C

Recognize and accommodate historical participation of those investing their life and resources
in the fishery.
Maintain a mechanism for fishery entrance/exit and flexibility for change in the fleet.
Reduce conflicts between user groups by limiting or reducing effort competition for the same
resource.
Provide a stable supply of groundfish to the public at a reasonable price.
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National Standards from the Magnuson-Stevens Act
EXCERPTS from
Public Law 94-265
As amended through October 11, 1996
TITLE III -- NATIONAL FISHERY MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
SEC. 301. NATIONAL STANDARDS FOR FISHERY 16 U.S.C. 1851
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:
98-623
(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.
(2) Conservation and management measures shall be based upon the best scientific information
available.
(3) To the extent practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be managed as a unit throughout its
range, and interrelated stocks of fish shall be managed as a unit or in close coordination.
(4) Conservation and management measures shall not discriminate between residents of different States.
If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges among various United States fishermen, such
allocation shall be (A) fair and equitable to all such fishermen; (B) reasonably calculated to promote
conservation; and (C) carried out in such manner that no particular individual, corporation, or other entity
acquires an excessive share of such privileges.
104-297
(5) Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, consider efficiency in the utilization
of fishery resources; except that no such measure shall have economic allocation as its sole purpose.
(6) Conservation and management measures shall take into account and allow for variations among, and
contingencies in, fisheries, fishery resources, and catches.
(7) Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, minimize costs and avoid
unnecessary duplication.
104-297
(8) Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation requirements of this
Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of overfished stocks), take into account the
importance of fishery resources to fishing communities in order to (A) provide for the sustained participation
of such communities, and (B) to the extent practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts on such
communities.
104-297
(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.
104-297
(10) Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, promote the safety of human
life at sea.

Additional Magnuson-Stevens Act Considerations (303(b)(6))
The following must be taken into account in designing limited access systems:
(A)
(B)
(C)
(D)

Present participation in the fishery.
Historical fishing practices in, and dependence on, the fishery.
The economics of the fishery.
The capability of fishing vessels used in the fishery to engage in other fisheries.
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(E)
(F)

The cultural and social framework relevant to the fishery and any affected fishing
communities.
Any other relevant considerations.
Magnuson-Stevens Act 303(b)(6)
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Appendix D - Ad Hoc Individual Quota Committee
Membership:
Dave Hanson-PSMFC-Chair
Steve Bodner-Trawler
Alan Hightower-Trawler
Marion Larkin-Trawler
Pete Leipzig-Trawl Rep
Brad Pettinger-Trawler
Richard Young-Trawler
Chris Garbrick-Whiting Trawler
Dave Jincks-Whiting Trawler

Jan Jacobs-Whiting Catcher-Processor
Dale Myer-Whiting Mothership
Joe Plesha-Whiting Processor
Jay Bornstein-Processor
Frank Dulcich-Processor
Steve Joner-Tribal
Dorothy Lowman-Environmental
Dayna Matthews -Enforcement
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Appendix E - IQ Control Date
1563-1564 Federal Register / Vol. 69, No. 6 / Friday, January 9, 2004 / Proposed Rules
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration
50 CFR Part 660
[D ocket
No.
031230329–3329–01;
I.D .120903B]R IN 0648–AR 82

Fisheries Off West Coast States and
in the Western Pacific; Pacific Coast
Groundfish Fishery; Advance Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking regarding a
Trawl Individual Quota Program and
to Establish a Control Date
AGENCY : National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS), National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), Commerce.
ACTION : Advance notice of proposed
rulemaking; notice of control date for the Pacific
Coast groundfish fishery; request for comments.
SUMMARY : The Pacific Fishery Management
Council (Council) is considering implementing an
individual quota (IQ) program for the Pacific
Coast groundfish limited entry trawl fishery off
Washington, Oregon and California. The trawl
IQ program would change management of
harvest in the trawl fishery from a trip limit
system with cumulative trip limits for every 2–
month period to a quota system where each quota
share could be harvested at any time during an
open season. The trawl IQ program would
increase fishermen’s flexibility in making
decisions on when and how much quota to fish.
This document announces a control date of
November 6, 2003, for the trawl IQ program.
The control date for the trawl IQ program is
intended to discourage increased fishing effort in
the limited entry trawl fishery based on economic
speculation while the Pacific Council develops
and considers a trawl IQ program.
DATES : Comments may be submitted in writing
by February 9, 2004.
ADDRESSES : Comments may be mailed to Don
Hansen, Chairman, Pacific Fishery Management
Council, 7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200,
Portland, OR 97220–1384.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
The Pacific Fishery Management Council at
866–806–7204; or Bill Robinson at 206–
526–6140; or Svein Fougner at 562– 980–4000.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION : The Pacific
Fishery Management Council (Pacific Council)
established under section 302(a)(1)(F) of the
Magnuson- Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1852(a)(1)(F)) is
considering implementing an individual quota
(IQ) program for the Pacific Coast groundfish
limited entry trawl fishery off Washington,
Oregon and California. The Pacific Coast
groundfish limited entry trawl fishery is managed
under the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
Management Plan (FMP) approved on January 4,
1982 (47 FR 43964, October 5, 1982), as
amended 15 times. Implementing regulations for

the FMP and its amendments are codified at 50
CFR part 660, subpart G. Additional
implementing regulations can be found in the
specifications and management measures for the
Pacific Coast groundfish fishery published in the
Federal Register, as amended through inseason
actions. If the Pacific Council recommends and
NMFS adopts a trawl IQ program, the program
would be implemented through a proposed and
final rulemaking, and possibly an FMP
amendment.
The trawl IQ program would change
management of harvest in the trawl fishery from
a trip limit system with cumulative trip limits per
vessel for every 2 month period to a quota system
where each quota share could be harvested at any
time during an open season. The trawl IQ
program would increase fishermen’s flexibility in
making decisions on when and how much quota
to fish.
With the lapse of the moratorium on new
individual fishing quotas (IFQs) in October 2002,
the Regional Fishery Management Councils may
propose new IFQs and the Secretary of
Commerce will review them for consistency with
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act), in
particular section 303(d).
In advance of a rulemaking on the trawl
IQ program, this document announces a control
date of November 6, 2003, for the trawl IQ
program. The control date for the trawl IQ
program is intended to discourage increased
fishing effort in the limited entry trawl fishery
based on economic speculation while the Pacific
Council develops and considers a trawl IQ
program. This control date will apply to any
person potentially eligible for IQ shares. Persons
potentially eligible for IQ shares may include
vessel owners, permit owners, vessel operators,
and crew. The control date announces to the
public that the Pacific Council may decide not to
count activities occurring after the control date
toward determining a person’s qualification for an
initial allocation or determining the amount of
initial allocation of quota shares. Groundfish
landed from limited entry trawl vessels after
November 6, 2003, may not be included in the
catch history used to qualify for initial allocation
in the trawl IQ program.
Implementation of any management
measures for the fishery will require amendment
of the regulations implementing the FMP and may
also require amendment of the FMP itself. Any
action will require Council development of a
regulatory proposal with public input and a
supporting analysis, NMFS approval, and
publication of implementing regulations in the
Federal Register. The Pacific Council has
established an ad-hoc Groundfish Trawl Individual
Quota Committee to make recommendations on
the development of IQs in the groundfish
fisheries. Meetings of this committee are open to
the public. Interested parties are urged to contact
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the Pacific Council office to stay informed of the
development of the planned regulations. Fishers
are not guaranteed future participation in the
groundfish fishery, regardless of their date of
entry or level of participation in the fishery.
This advance notice of proposed
rulemaking has been determined to be not
significant for purposes of Executive Order
12866.
A uthority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.
D ated: January 6, 2004.
Rebecca Lent,
Deputy Assistant Administrator for
Regulatory Programs, National Marine
Fisheries Service.
[FR D oc. 04–464 Filed 1–8–04; 8:45 am ]
BILLING CODE 3510–22–S

Appendix F - Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement
Billing Code 3510-22-S
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
50 CFR Part 660
[I.D. 051004B]
Pacific Fishery Management Council; Notice of Intent
AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.
ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS); request for comments; preliminary
notice of public scoping meetings.
SUMMARY: NMFS and the Pacific Fishery Management Council (Pacific Council) announce their intent to prepare an
EIS in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 to analyze proposals that provide
dedicated access privileges for participants in the non-tribal Pacific Coast groundfish trawl fishery.
DATES: Public scoping meetings will be announced in the Federal Register at a later date. W ritten comments will be
accepted at the Pacific Council office through August 2, 2004.
ADDRESSES: You may submit comments, on issues and alternatives, identified by [i.d. number] by any of the following
methods:
!
E-mail: TrawlAccessEIS.nwr@noaa.gov. Include [I.D. number ] and enter “Scoping Comments” in the subject
line of the message.
1.
Federal Rulemaking Portal: http://www.regulations.gov.
1.
Fax: 503-820-2299.
2.
Mail: Dr. Donald McIsaac, Pacific Fishery Management Council, 7700 NE Ambassador Pl., Suite 200, Portland,
OR, 97220.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Steve Freese, (Northwest Region, NMFS) phone: 206-526-6113, fax:
206-526-6426 and email: steve.freese@noaa.gov; or Jim Seger, Pacific Fishery Management Council, phone: 503-8202280, fax: 503-820-2299 and email: jim.seger@noaa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Electronic Access
This Federal Register document is available on the Government Printing Office’s website at:
www.gpoaccess.gov/fr/index/html.
Description of the Proposal
The proposed alternatives to the status quo, which will be the subject of the EIS and considered by the Pacific Council
for recommendation to NMFS, are programs that provide dedicated access privileges for participants in the non-tribal
Pacific Coast groundfish trawl fishery. The main dedicated access privilege alternative the Pacific Council is considering
is an individual fishing quota (IFQ) program for the Pacific Coast groundfish limited entry trawl fishery off W ashington,
Oregon and California. A trawl IFQ program would change management of harvest in the trawl fishery from a trip limit
system with cumulative trip limits for every 2-month period to a quota system where each quota share could be harvested
at any time during an open season. A trawl IFQ program would increase fishermen's flexibility in making decisions on
when and how much quota to fish. Status quo (no action) will also be considered along with dedicated access privilege
and other reasonable alternatives that may be proposed to address issues identified in the problem statement.
At the request of the Pacific Council, NMFS published an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking regarding a Trawl
Individual Quota Program and to Establish a Control Date (69 FR 1563, January 9, 2004). This control date for the trawl
IQ program is intended to discourage increased fishing effort in the limited entry trawl fishery based on economic
speculation while the Pacific Council develops and considers a trawl IQ program. Although the control date notice
discussed the development of the trawl IQ program, NMFS and the Pacific Council also plan to consider other dedicated
access alternatives.
General Background
The Council implemented a Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FM P) in 1982. Groundfish stocks
are harvested in numerous commercial, recreational, and tribal fisheries in state and Federal waters off the W est Coast.
The non-tribal commercial seafood fleet taking groundfish is generally regulated as three sectors: Limited entry trawl,
limited entry fixed gear, and directed open access. Groundfish are also harvested incidentally in non-groundfish
commercial fisheries, most notably fisheries for pink shrimp, spot and ridgeback prawns, Pacific halibut, California
halibut, and sea cucumbers (incidental open access fisheries).
Despite the recently completed buyback program, management of the W est Coast groundfish trawl fishery is still
marked by serious biological, social, and economic concerns; and discord between fishermen and managers and between
different sectors of the fishery, similar to those cited in the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy’s April 2004 preliminary
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report. The trawl fishery is viewed as economically unsustainable given the current status of the stocks and the various
measures to protect these stocks. One major source of discord and concern stems from the management of bycatch,
particularly of overfished species as described in the draft programmatic bycatch DEIS. The notice of availability of the
DEIS was published in the FEDERAL REGISTER on February 27, 2004 (69 FR 9314). The DEIS is available from the
Pacific Council office ((see ADDRESSES). After reviewing the draft programmatic bycatch DEIS the Pacific Council
adopted a preferred alternative for addressing bycatch that included IFQ programs. The alternatives to status quo to be
evaluated in the dedicated access EIS are amendments to the FMP and associated regulations to address these concerns
through the use of dedicated access privileges. The concerns are described in more detail in the following problem
statement:
As a result of bycatch problems, considerable harvest opportunity is being forgone in an economically stressed fishery.
The trawl groundfish fishery is a multispecies fishery in which fishers exert varying and limited control of the mix of
species in their catch. The optimum yields (OYs) for many overfished species have been set at low levels that place a
major constraint on the industry’s ability to fully harvest the available OYs of the more abundant target species that occur
with the overfished species, wasting economic opportunity. Average discard rates for the fleet are applied to projected
bycatch of overfished species. These discard rates determine the degree to which managers must constrain the harvest of
targeted species that co-occur with overfished species. These discard rates are developed over a long period of time and
do not rapidly respond to changes in fishing behavior by individual vessels or for the fleet as a whole. Under this system,
there is little direct incentive for individual vessels to do everything possible to avoid take of species for which there are
conservation concerns, such as overfished species. In an economically stressed environment, uncertainties about average
bycatch rates become highly controversial. As a consequence, members of fishing fleets tend to place pressure on
managers to be less conservative in their estimates of bycatch. Thus, in the current system there are uncertainties about
the appropriate bycatch estimation factors, few incentives for the individual to reduce bycatch rates, and an associated
loss of economic opportunity related to the harvest of target species.
The current management regime is not responsive to the wide variety of fishing business strategies and operational
concerns. For example, historically the Pacific Council has tried to maintain a year-round groundfish fishery. Such a
pattern works well for some business strategies in the industry, but there has been substantial comment from fishers who
would prefer being able to pursue a more seasonal groundfish fishing strategy. The current management system does not
have the flexibility to accommodate these disparate interests. Nor does it have the sophistication, information, and ability
to make timely responses necessary to react to changes in market, weather, and harvest conditions that occur during the
fishing year. The ability to react to changing conditions is key to conducting an efficient fishery in a manner that is safe
for the participants.
Fishery stock depletion and economic deterioration of the fishery are concerns for fishing communities. Communities
have a vital interest in the short- and long-term economic viability of the industry, the income and employment
opportunities it provides, and the safety of participants in the fishery.
In summary, management of the fishery is challenged with the competing goals of: controlling bycatch, taking
advantage of the available allowable harvests of more abundant stocks (including conducting safe and efficient harvest
activities in a manner that optimizes net benefits over the short- and long-term), increasing management efficiency, and
responding to community interest.
In consideration of this statement of the problem, the following goals have also been identified for improving
conditions in the groundfish trawl fishery.
! Provide for a well-managed system for protection and conservation of groundfish resources.
! Provide for a viable and efficient groundfish industry.
! Increase net benefits from the fishery.
! Provide for capacity rationalization through market forces.
! Provide for a fair and equitable distribution of fishery benefits.
! Provide for a safe fishery.
Preliminary Identification of Alternatives
NEPA requires preparation of an EIS for major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment. The Pacific Council and NMFS are seeking information from the public on the range of alternatives and on
the environmental, social, and economic issues to be considered.
Based on the above problem statement, goals and objectives, and consistent with the Pacific Council’s preferred
alternative in the programmatic bycatch EIS, the Pacific Council has identified IFQs for the trawl fishery as one of the
main types of alternatives to status quo that it will consider. The Pacific Council has begun developing specific
provisions for IFQ alternatives. Under IFQs, total harvest mortality is controlled by allocating an amount to individual
fishers and holding those individuals responsible for ensuring that their harvest or harvest mortality does not exceed the
amount they are allocated.
The EIS will identify and evaluate other reasonable and technically feasible alternatives that might be used to
simultaneously address capacity rationalization and the other problems and goals specified here. The Pacific Council is
interested in public comment on alternatives to dedicated access privilege programs that address the problems
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surrounding and goals for this issue. The Pacific Council is also interested in receiving comments on different types of
dedicated access privilege programs that should be considered and specific provisions that should be included in the
alternatives.
According to the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy’s April 2004 preliminary report (pp. 232-236), there are several
different types of dedicated access privileges:
IFQs allow each eligible fisherman to catch a specified portion of the total allowable catch. W hen the assigned
portions can be sold or transferred to other fishermen, they are called individual transferable quotas.
Community quotas grant a specified portion of the allowable catch to a community. The community then decides how
to allocate the catch.
Cooperatives split the available quota among the various fishing and processing entities within a fishery via contractual
agreements.
Geographically based programs give an individual or group dedicated access to the fish within a specific area of the
ocean.
There are also systems that allocate the right to buy fish. Such systems are often referred to as individual processing
quotas (IPQs). The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) does not
allow NMFS to implement IPQs. Congress has also prohibited the Department of Commerce and the Councils, via the
Department’s 2004 appropriations bill, from establishing or even considering IPQs (except in crab fisheries off Alaska).
Therefore, they will not be considered in this EIS.
Not included in the proposed scope for this action are the two other nontribal commercial seafood harvester sectors: the
limited entry fixed gear fleet and the open access fleets. The limited entry fixed gear fleet already operates under an IFQ
program for sablefish, a species that dominates the groundfish economic activity for most vessels in this fleet. Including
consideration of the fixed gear fleet in the development of a trawl IFQ program could increase the complexity of
developing the program. The directed open access fleet has yet to be well identified. Identification of this fleet will
likely be a major and controversial task in its own right, even without concurrent inclusion of the fleet under an umbrella
IFQ program covering all sectors of the W est Coast commercial seafood harvesting industry. However, this notice does
not preclude further consideration of IFQ for other sectors of the fleet (open access and fixed gear).
At the end of the scoping process and initial Pacific Council deliberations, the Pacific Council may recommend
specific alternatives and options for analysis. Depending on the alternatives selected, Congressional action may be
required to provide statutory authority to implement a specific alternative preferred by the Council. Lack of statutory
authority to implement any particular alternative does not prevent consideration of that alternative or option in the EIS
(40 CFR 1502.14(2)).
Preliminary Identification of Environmental Issues
A principal objective of this scoping and public input process is to identify potentially significant impacts to the human
environment that should be analyzed in depth in the dedicated access privilege EIS. Pacific Council and NMFS staff
conducted an initial screening to identify potentially significant impacts resulting from implementing one of the proposed
alternatives to status quo, as well as the continuation of status quo, no action. These impacts relate to the likelihood that
there will be a substantial shift in fishing strategies, the configuration of the groundfish fleet, and fishery management
and enforcement activities as a result of the implementation of a program meeting the specified goals. Impacts on the
following components of the biological and physical environment may be evaluated (1) Essential fish habitat and
ecosystems; (2) protected species listed under the Endangered Species Act and Marine Mammal Protection Act and their
critical habitat; and (3) the fishery management unit, including target and non-target fish stocks. Socioeconomic impacts
are also considered in terms of the effect changes will have on the following groups: (1) Those who participate in
harvesting the fishery resources and other living marine resources (for commercial, subsistence or recreational purposes);
(2) those who process and market fish and fish products; (3) those who are involved in allied support industries; (4) those
who rely on living marine resources in the management area; (5) those who consume fish products; (6) those who benefit
from non-consumptive use (e.g. wildlife viewing); (7) those who do not use the resource but derive benefit from it by
virtue of its existence, the option to use it, or the bequest of the resource to future generations; (8) those involved in
managing and monitoring fisheries; and (9) fishing communities. Analysis of the effects of the alternatives on these
groups will be presented in a manner that allows the identification of any disproportionate impacts on low income and
minority segments of the identified groups and impacts on small entities.
Related NEPA Analyses
Certain complementary and closely related actions are likely to be required to implement a dedicated access privilege
program. As described herein, implementation of an IFQ program or an alternative dedicated access privilege program
for the trawl fishery will be a two-step process. The first step is to design the basic program and its major elements (e.g.
allocation of shares among participants, monitoring and reporting requirements, needed species to be allocated, etc.).
W ith this notice, the Council and NMFS are seeking comments on this first step. The second step is to determine the
amounts of each species that are to be allocated to the trawl and other sectors. Such allocations would be evaluated in a
separate but related process supported by a separate but connected NEPA analysis.
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Implementation of an IFQ alternative would require an allocation of available harvest between the commercial trawl
fisheries and other fishing sectors (inter-sector allocation). This allocation would be needed to annually set the amount
of fish that would be partitioned between participants in the trawl IFQ fishery. An inter-sector allocation may be based
on an allocation formula or on a determination of the needs of a fishery for each management cycle. The only species
now allocated between trawl and other sectors is sablefish. For a trawl IFQ program to succeed, the Council may need to
quantify allocations for other species between the trawl sector and other fishing sectors. Allocation questions raise issues
beyond developing a dedicated access privilege program. Thus, a second but related NEPA analysis will be undertaken,
particularly as intersector allocations may be useful for managing the fishery even if an IFQ program is not adopted.
This second NEPA analysis will be about the potential costs and benefits to all fisheries from developing specific
commercial and recreational allocations and, within the commercial allocations, developing specific sub-allocations to
the open access, trawl, and fixed gear fisheries.
The Council’s Allocation Committee will be meeting to discuss the need for intersector allocations and criteria for
making such allocation decisions. These meetings will be open to the public and announced in a separate Federal
Register document. At approximately the time the Council approves a set of alternatives to be analyzed in the dedicated
access privileges EIS, it will likely initiate formal scoping for a NEPA document to cover the intersector allocation issue.
In the meantime, comments on the intersector allocation issue should be addressed to the Council office
pfmc.comments@noaa.gov (enter “Intersector Groundfish Allocation” in the subject line). Potential outcomes of the
allocation decision and impacts of that decision on the IFQ program would be considered in the cumulative effects
section of the EIS on dedicated access privileges for the trawl fishery.
Scoping and Public Involvement
Scoping is an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the
notable issues related to proposed alternatives (including status quo). A principal objective of the scoping and public
input processes is to identify a reasonable set of alternatives that, with adequate analysis, sharply define critical issues
and provide a clear basis for distinguishing among those alternatives and selecting a preferred alternative. The public
scoping process provides the public with the opportunity to comment on the range of alternatives and specific options
within the alternatives. The scope of the alternatives to be analyzed should be broad enough for the Pacific Council and
NMFS to make informed decisions on whether an alterative should be developed and, if so, how it should be designed,
and to assess other changes to the FMP and regulations necessary for the implementation of the alternative, including
necessary intersector allocations.
Some preliminary public scoping of IFQ alternatives has been conducted through the Council process. Such
preliminary scoping is consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines (46 FR 18026, 51 FR 15618).
The results of this preliminary scoping are being used to develop a scoping document that will help focus public
comment. Public scoping conducted thus far includes Council meetings held September 2003 (68 FR 51007) and
November 2003 (68 FR 59589), and Ad Hoc Trawl Individual Quota Committee meetings held in October 2003 (68 FR
59358) and March 2004 (69 FR 10001). To provide additional preliminary information for the public scoping document,
a group of enforcement experts will meet in Long Beach, CA, May 25 and 26, 2004, and a group of analysts will meet in
Seattle W A, June 8 and 9, 2004. Times and locations for these meetings will be announced in the Federal Register and
posted on the Council website (www.pcouncil.org). The public scoping document will be completed and released at least
30 days prior to the end of the scoping period. Copies will be available from the Council office (see ADDRESSES) or
from the Council website (www.pcouncil.org).
W ritten comments will be accepted at the Council office through July 31, 2004 (see ADDRESSES).
Public scoping meetings will be announced in the Federal Register at a later date and posted on the Council website.
There will be a public scoping session held June 13, 2004, in Foster City CA, in conjunction with the June 2004 Council
meeting. The exact time and location for the meeting will be provided in the Federal Register notice announcing the June
2004 Council meeting.
Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.
Dated: May 18, 2004.

Galen R. Tromble,
Acting Director,
Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
National Marine Fisheries Service.
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Agendum C.11.a
Attachment 3
September 2004
DRAFT PROPOSED AGENDA FOR
NEXT AD HOC ALLOCATION COMMITTEE MEETING AND MEETING SCHEDULE
DRAFT
PROPOSED AGENDA

A. Call to Order
1. Meeting Objective - Preliminary Scoping of Allocation Issue for
Environmental Impact Statement
B. Need for Intersector Allocation
1. Trawl Individual Fishing Quota Program
2. Other
C. Species and Sectors for Which Allocations are Needed
1. Recreational/Commercial, Within Commercial, Other
D. Frequency of Allocation Decisions
1. Biannual, Limited Duration, Until Changed, Other
E. Elements of the Allocation Alternatives
1. Percentages, Sliding Scales, Tables, Rules for Suspension
F. Criteria for Making the Allocation Decision
G. Review of Preliminary Data and Specification of Additional Data Requests

1

GROUNDFISH ALLOCATION PROCESS AND ALLOCATION COMMITTEE MEETING SCHEDULE

Phase I: Preliminary Internal Scoping
Meeting 1 (March 2004):

Review committee’s role and make initial data request.

Meeting 2 (2004):

Develop initial conceptual alternatives (elements of possible
allocation rules–not specific numbers).
Evaluate preliminary data and request additional information.

Analysts:
Meeting 3: (2005)

Evaluate quality of data, compile, and summarize.
Review analysis.
Finalize preliminary public information scoping document for
Council review.

Phase II: Formal Scoping
Meeting 4 (2005):

Review scoping comments and develop specific percentages for
options for Council consideration.

Council selects alternatives for draft environmental impact statement (EIS).
Phase III: Develop Draft EIS, Public Comment and Final Council Decision
Phase IV: Implementation

PFMC
08/31/04
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Agendum C.11.b
Formal Scoping Summary
September 2004

FORMAL SCOPING PERIOD COMMENTS ON
DEDICATED ACCESS PRIVILEGES (INDIVIDUAL QUOTAS)
FOR THE
PACIFIC COAST LIMITED ENTRY TRAWL GROUNDFISH FISHERY
Summaries of the hearings and summaries of written comments are provided in this document, and
transcripts of public testimony from the hearings and written comments are attached as an appendix.

Hearing Summaries
June 13, 2004:
Foster City, California . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
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HEARING SUMMARY
Scoping Hearing on
Individual Quotas (Dedicated Access Privileges) for
the Pacific Coast Groundfish Trawl Fishery
Pacific Fishery Management Council
Crowne Plaza Hotel
Alexandria I Room
1221 Chess Drive
Foster City, CA 94404
June 13, 2004

Public Attendance:

12

Council Staff:

Dr. Kit Dahl, Mr. Jim Seger

Testifying:

Seven people testified representing five organizations.
Mr. Bob Osborne
Mr. Kent Crawford
Mr. Peter Huhtala
Mr. Tom Raftican
Ms. April Wakeman
Mr. Pete Leipzig
Mr. Steve Bodnar

United Anglers of Southern California
Coastal Jobs Coalition
Pacific Marine Conservation Council
United Anglers of Southern California
United Anglers of Southern California
Fishermen’s Marketing Association
Bandon Submarine Cable Committee

Summary of Comments:
Mr. Bob Osborne, United Anglers of Southern California
•
•
•
•

We have asked to have a recreational angler represented in the process.
Seems like an individual fishing quota (IFQ) program would be granting rights.
Seems the Council is trying to avoid difficult questions, such as cross-sector transfer of quotas
and call for National Standards.
Concerned about bycatch and habitat damage caused by trawling.

Mr. Kent Craford, Director, Coastal Jobs Coalition
•
•
•
•
•
•

Support balanced fisheries rationalization.
Strongly support IQ system.
Believe any IQ system must provide equally for harvesters and processors.
Support establishment of community development quota (CDQ) or community quota to operate
parallel to IFQs.
Council should analyze the use of an auction-based system.
Council should analyze different combinations of allocation, including 50-50 initial allocation
of IFQ to trawl permit owners and primary processors, and combinations of initial allocation to
trawl permit owners, primary processors, and community entities.
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•
•

Urge study of the recently rationalized Bering Sea crab fishery.
Concerned that this environmental impact statement (EIS) process is premature; allocation
should be dealt with first.

Mr. Peter Huhtala, Pacific Marine Conservation Council
•
•
•
•
•

Concerned about bycatch.
Concerned that move into IFQs might be distracting the Council from bycatch issues; should
spend time completing the bycatch EIS.
A programmatic EIS should be completed before a trawl IFQ EIS.
The fact that allocation isn’t being dealt with now is a problem; can’t conduct cumulative impact
analysis without considering allocation.
Support U.S. Ocean Commission recommendations regarding National Standards.

Mr. Tom Raftican, United Anglers of Southern California
•
•
•
•
•

The groundfish fishery needs a programmatic review before an IFQ can be considered.
The recreational sector must be included in the initial program and in the design of intersector
allocation.
The Ad Hoc Groundfish Trawl Individual Quota Committee (TIQC) should include recreational
representatives.
Funding for the TIQ program must be discrete and secure.
Support National Standards for IQ programs.

Ms. April Wakeman, attorney (United Anglers of Southern California)
•

Include recreational sector in planning, etc. for trawl IQ program.

Mr. Pete Leipzig, Fishermen’s Marketing Association
•

Support moving forward with IQ program.

Mr. Steve Bodnar, Coos Bay Trawlers Association
•

Trawl fleet supports the program, but now that it’s about trawlers, there’s much attention being
paid.
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HEARING SUMMARY
Scoping Hearing on
Individual Quotas (Dedicated Access Privileges) for
the Pacific Coast Groundfish Trawl Fishery
Pacific Fishery Management Council
National Marine Fisheries Service
7600 Sand Point Way NE
Seattle, WA 98115
July 20, 2004
Public Attendance:

22 (12 representatives of government/academia, three environmental
representatives, one fisherman, three processors, and three unknown).

Council Staff:

Mr. Jim Seger

Testifying:

Five people testified:
Mr. Ray Hartwell
Mr. Tom Casey
Mr. Dave Fraser
Mr. Peter Huhtala
Mr. Joe Bersh

Environmental Defense
Bering Sea crab vessel owners’ representative
Fishing vessel skipper
Pacific Marine Conservation Council
Supreme Alaska Seafoods (mothership)

Summary of Comments:
Mr. Ray Hartwell, Environmental Defense
•
•
•

Supports development of IQ alternatives.
Supports addition of coastal community representative on the TIQC.
Process should be open to stakeholders’ input.

Mr. Tom Casey, Bering Sea crab fishing vessel owners
•

In the Alaska crab ITQ program, ownership caps favor processors leading to vertically integrated
operations. Impose the same ownership caps on processors as apply to fishermen.

Mr. Dave Fraser, fishing vessel skipper
•
•
•
•
•
•

The Council should move ahead quickly with ITQs.
Doesn’t support fourth option on page 2.9.
Doesn’t support individual processor quota (IPQ) programs.
It is important to maintain a competitive marketplace.
Communities may or may not support processor shares. Communities contain both harvesters
and processors.
Allocation of harvester shares to skippers or permit owners should be considered as one of the
options.
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Mr. Peter Huhtala, Pacific Marine Conservation Council
•

•
•

The IFQ development process is premature because a programmatic EIS needs to be completed
for the groundfish fishery and National Standards developed for IFQs before the TIQ program
goes forward.
A program of sector-specific bycatch caps for overfished species should be considered as an
alternative to IFQs. Such a program could be implemented more quickly.
Bycatch caps, if implemented, should not be tradable.

Mr. Joe Bersh, Supreme Alaska Seafoods (whiting mothership)
•

•
•
•
•

Some rationalization has occurred during the window period established to qualify for initial
allocation in a TIQ program. As a result, individuals who have permanently left the fishery
could qualify for quota shares. Therefore, there should be an ongoing participation requirement.
A control date should be established for processors, in the event that the program includes
processor shares.
Consider allocating shares to processors who are not vertically integrated, since the issue of
preserving non-mobile capital is not as important for vertically integrated operations.
Consider an accumulation limit for processors that takes into account harvester ITQs they
receive through fishing vessel ownership.
There are significant differences between conditions on the U.S. West Coast and British
Columbia—overfished species in particular—which makes it hard to readily transfer the British
Columbia model to West Coast fisheries.
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HEARING SUMMARY
Scoping Hearing on
Individual Quotas (Dedicated Access Privileges) for
the Pacific Coast Groundfish Trawl Fishery
Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mark O. Hatfield Marine Science Center
2040 SE Marine Science Drive
Newport, OR 97365
July 27, 2004

Public Attendance:

22 (eight representatives of the fishing industry; three representatives of nongovernmental organizations; three representatives of state or federal
agencies; three members of academia; three representatives of coastal
community organizations; and two unknown).

Council Staff:

Mr. Jim Seger

Testifying:

Five people testified:
Mr. Leesa Cobb
Mr. Peter Huhtala
Mr. David Jincks
Ms. Dorothy Lowman
Mr. Denny Burke

Port Orford Ocean Resource Team
Pacific Marine Conservation Council
Midwater Trawlers Cooperative
Environmental Defense
F/V Timmy Boy

Summary of Comments:
Ms. Leesa Cobb, Port Orford Ocean Resource Team
•
•
•
•

Identify Port Orford as an individual port; do not lump with Brookings, etc.
Consider CDQs.
Analyze impacts on Port Orford, especially inter-sector allocation.
Identify how fishing opportunities are allocated, so communities know whether effort will be
shifting into their areas.

Mr. Peter Huhtala, Pacific Marine Conservation Council
•
•
•
•
•
•

This is an extremely controversial topic.
Support development of National Standards by Congress to ensure that shares are allocated
equitably and to prevent domination of industry by a few large businesses.
Advocate a programmatic EIS to review the groundfish fishery management plan (FMP), paying
attention to effects of management changes on communities.
Advocate hard bycatch caps by sector (total mortality caps) for overfished species.
Difficult to consider cumulative impacts without knowing how fisheries will be allocated.
Cumulative impacts section should look at all recent management changes (area closures,
buyback, etc.).
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Mr. David Jincks, Midwater Trawlers Cooperative
•
•
•

Support TIQs.
Need to rationalize the fishery.
IQs will bring stability.

Ms. Dorothy Lowman, Consultant, Environmental Defense
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Support dedicated access privileges from groundfish trawl fleet.
Include alternative that looks at bycatch caps for overfished species; allocate them as tradeable
quotas.
Consider CDQs or other methods to address concerns of coastal communities.
To maintain fishing and processing opportunities in coastal communities, consider holding back
a percentage of the IQ each year to be allocated annually based on joint proposals with
fishermen and processors.
Analyze initial allocation to skippers who can demonstrate history of dependence on the fishery.
Consider area-specific IQs based on socioeconomic and biological considerations.
Consider a mechanism to allow communities to form nonprofits that can hold and lease quota
to community members and allow the nonprofits to apply for loans.
Don’t wait too long to start inter-sector allocation discussion.
Modify the Ad Hoc Allocation Committee, so all sectors and stakeholders are represented.

Mr. Denny Burke, fisherman
•
•

Support quota program.
Don’t make shares smaller than they are now. It’s very hard to make a living.
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SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS
Scoping on
Individual Quotas (Dedicated Access Privileges) for
the Pacific Coast Groundfish Trawl Fishery
Pacific Fishery Management Council

Number of Written Comments: Nine submissions from seven parties
Comments were received from the following parties:
Captain Gordon Murray (F/V Blue Horizon)
Coastal Jobs Coalition (Mr. Kent Craford)
Environmental Defense (Dr. Rod Fujita)
International Pacific Halibut Commission (Dr. Bruce Leaman)
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations (Mr. Zeke Grader, Jr.)
Pacific Marine Conservation Council (Mr. Peter Huhtala: two letters and one e-mail)
B. Sachau
West Coast Seafood Processors Association (Mr. Rod Moore)
Summary of Comments:
Captain Gordon Murray, Past Captain of the F/V Blue Horizon
•

Captains and crew who were responsible for significant past catch records, but who did not own
the vessels they fished, should not be overlooked, but should be granted IFQ access shares.

Coastal Jobs Coalition (Mr. Kent Craford)
[Coastal Jobs Coalition written comments from Kent Craford are identical to oral testimony taken
at June 13, 2004 scoping hearing and are summarized as part of that hearing.]
Environmental Defense (Dr. Rod Fujita)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Consider sectoral bycatch caps allocated as transferable bycatch quota.
Initial allocation alternatives should address the potential impacts on coastal communities.
Mechanisms should be explored that would help maintain fishing and processing opportunities
in coastal communities.
Analyze an initial allocation to skippers who can demonstrate specific history and dependence
on the fishery.
Explore using an auction mechanism, but recommend that it be tiered to provide opportunities
for diverse operations to effectively compete.
Consider area-specific IFQs based primarily on biological considerations to address concerns
about local depletion.
Urge effective monitoring of any IFQ system. Support 100% at-sea observer coverage, 100%
dockside monitoring and mandatory vessel monitoring systems.
Explicitly ban highgrading.
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•
•

•
•

Develop measurable environmental performance objectives to which the IFQ program will be
held accountable.
Support cost recovery for the monitoring activities described, as well as industry financial
contributions to research and management. Urge considering a “sliding scale” or initial loan
opportunities for members of the fleet who might be disadvantaged in paying these costs.
Allow coastal communities to form nonprofits whose purpose would be to hold and lease quotas
to community members, and these nonprofits qualify for any loan program opportunities.
Include unambiguous language that is thoroughly vetted with stakeholders who have expressed
concerns about IFQs constituting or evolving to become a de facto property right.

International Pacific Halibut Commission (Dr. Bruce Leaman, Executive Director)
•
•
•

Any provision allowing retention of trawl-caught halibut would require IPHC approval.
The Halibut Catch Sharing Plan would need to be amended to account for retention by this
additional user group.
Requiring retention of halibut would double the amount of legal-sized halibut mortality by the
trawl fishery and would exceed the current catch limit for the directed commercial halibut
fishery.

Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations (PCFFA) (Mr. Zeke Grader, Jr.,
Executive Director)
•

•

•
•

Consideration of the trawl IFQ program is premature; an analysis of the effect of the buyback
on trawl effort, reallocation of quota back to other groundfish sectors, and establishment of
National Standards for IFQ programs should take place first.
The justifications for an IFQ system are not strong enough. The proposal fails to say how an
IFQ program will lessen bycatch, and the rationale for groundfish management seems to have
changed from supporting a year-round fishery to allowing fishermen to fish when they want.
An explanation for this change in rationale is needed.
No mention is made of the increased cost of IFQ systems. The cost issue needs to be carefully
considered.
PCFFA urges the Council not to proceed at this time with the preparation of an IFQ system.

Pacific Marine Conservation Council (Mr. Peter Huhtala, Senior Policy Director) letter of
May 25, 2004
•
•

•

•

Concerned that this process is moving forward too quickly.
The Pacific Council should decline to approve a public scoping document for a trawl ITQ EIS,
and should instead recommend that NOAA Fisheries proceed with the issuance of a Notice of
Intent (NOI) to prepare a comprehensive programmatic EIS that will facilitate an open public
process for planning for the future of the groundfish fishery as a whole.
A comprehensive programmatic EIS must be completed for the West Coast groundfish fishery
prior to consideration of options for new forms of dedicated access privileges specific to the
trawl sector of this fishery.
The NOI to prepare an EIS regarding implementation of dedicated access privileges in the
groundfish trawl fishery is deficient, and some premises set forth in the NOI can be considered
misleading.
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•
•

•

The process leading to the public scoping document has been severely flawed, inherently
tainting the material offered to the Council.
Under objective criteria developed by the National Research Council, the West Coast groundfish
trawl fishery is unlikely to be considered an appropriate fishery for implementation of an IFQ
system.
The way in which exploration of a possible IFQ system has transformed into a rush to implement
a trawl IFQ program, demonstrates the need for Congress to enact National Standards. If
Congress cannot act swiftly to pass National Standards, then a moratorium on new IFQ systems
should be established until they are adopted.

Pacific Marine Conservation Council (Mr. Peter Huhtala, Senior Policy Director) includes
letter of July 29, 2004, and comments in separate August 2, 2004 email
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•

Believe time and resources are being inappropriately diverted to design the dedicated access
privileges (DAP) system, while a comprehensive programmatic EIS for the groundfish FMP is
overdue.
Urge completion of the bycatch program EIS, its associated FMP amendment, and
implementation of associated regulations.
Propose a new alternative based on sector caps on the total catch of each overfished species.
(Detailed proposal included).
Consider longer cumulative landing limit periods under status quo management (three, four, or
six months).
Elements of the attached proposal could be implemented swiftly, while not precluding additional
solutions.
Consider how any DAP system will respond to or discourage future changes in area-based
management, both for biological and economic reasons.
Recommend analyzing a range of sunset provisions from one to ten years. Also, consider
reviewing the performance of the IFQ system prior to the sunset date. Short-term sunsets (such
as two years) would increase flexibility.
Sunsets would help ensure the IFQ program achieves its goals.
Recommend the program be required to achieve measurable conservation goals.
Offer a range of referendum scenarios, including a double referendum where two-thirds of those
involved in the fishery would be allowed to vote first on whether to develop an IFQ system, then
whether to implement the system.
Analyze the current fishing situation spatially and model scenarios to help understand the
biological and economic changes that various IFQ systems might cause.
Concerned that IFQs could encourage local depletion of some populations. A spatial analysis
could help address this concern.
Constitutional problems may arise with community quotas. Please describe the range of legally
possible solutions for community quotas and requiring landings in certain ports.
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B. Sachau
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Raises questions about how the public is protected from self interest of fishermen and supports
protecting the public from the self interested actions of fishermen.
The resource belongs to the general public and the Council should make that clear.
Reduce the number of fishermen so that seasons will be longer and fishermen will not rotate
between fisheries.
Establish marine reserves, and reduce quotas by 50% and 10% every year thereafter.
Capacity rationalization through market forces is not appropriate.
Community quotas are not appropriate as the fish are a public resource.
Incorporates by reference Pew Foundation reports on overfishing and the Councils.

West Coast Seafood Processors Association (Mr. Rod Moore, Executive Director)
•
•
•

•
•

•
•

•

Have concerns about the process chosen to develop the EIS; allocation should come first.
Cannot analyze the social and economic effects of a DAP without first knowing whether fishing
will be allowed and how it will be allocated.
The DAP should include all species of Pacific groundfish covered under the FMP and legally
available for harvest; or separate DAPs should be developed for Pacific whiting and for nonPacific whiting groundfish fisheries.
Providing privileges to some but not all harvested species will negate the economic benefits of
a DAP and reduce impacts on bycatch reduction.
The Council should consider three groups for initial allocation of privileges: owners of limited
entry (LE) trawl permits, processing companies that purchase LE trawl-caught groundfish (with
a sub-option of processing facilities, rather than companies); and communities where at least 1%
of the annual landings of LE trawl-caught groundfish are made.
The Council should consider allocating directly to recipients through a regulatory process and
distributing privileges through an auction system.
The Council should consider having no caps on quota ownership in order to allow maximum
economic flexibility. The Council should also consider having different caps for different
privilege holders.
For ease of enforcement, the Council should analyze an option that limits the number of ports
where trawl-caught groundfish may be landed.
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APPENDIX A
TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC COMMENTS
Trawl IQ Scoping Hearing
Pacific Fishery Management Council
Crowne Plaza Hotel
1221 Chess Drive
Foster City, CA 94404
June 13, 2004

Mr. Bob Osborne, recreational angler and fishery consultant for United Anglers of Southern
California
It’s been over a year since we started talking about this. We’ve been asking for an opportunity to
get a recreational angler into the process to discuss putting some potential alternates into the process,
looking at other stuff that would affect recreational angling that might be covered in the process with
the team currently in place.
I’ve heard where it’s at that the Council doesn’t consider this IFQ program to be granting rights, but
the last time I was aware of a process where it made that determination that didn’t involve the full
public was King George, with the colonials. It’s complicated. … The complications are covered in
the NOAA publication “Sharing the Fish.” I don’t think it’s simply cut and dried to have an IFQ
program without answering some of these more difficult questions that the Council seems to be
trying to avoid.
For example, cross-sector transfer of quotas; in addition, the call for national standards for IFQs,
from a broad sector, very clearly states that this is not an easy process and that there needs to be a
wide public process in establishing the goals and objectives for this process and in designing (it
well?). Bycatch still is a problem. There are number of fish species subject to bycatch, such as
northern bocaccio, which there is no stock assessments on. Another issue is habitat considerations.
The damage to bottom habitat, over which the drag gear passes; and also offsite damage from the
dragger gear, from clouds of sediments that increase water turbidity and may have smothering
effects on filter feeders well away from the trawl passage. Thank you.
Mr. Kent Craford, Director, Coastal Jobs Coalition
We’re a group recently formed by the WCSPA to evidence the broad base of support for balanced
fisheries rationalization that recognizes and provides for all stakeholders in the west coast
groundfish fishery, including seafood dependent communities. I’m here today representing dozens
of companies and organizations employing thousands of people in primary processing and its
supporting industries, including transportation, cold storage, and packaging, for example, in addition
to seafood industry customer groups, like restaurants… Thank you for the opportunity to comment
today… first I’d like to express our coalition’s strong support for dedicated access privileges or IQ
systems. There are significant economic and management benefits that can be derived from IQ
systems for these 2 groundfish fisheries, but the key to obtaining those benefits, especially economic
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benefits, is in the proper design of an IQ system. We’ve heard it said many times by both processors
and fishermen that neither can exist, much less succeed, without the other; therefore it is imperative
that any IQ program…recognize this fact, and work to foster the vitality of both for their mutual
benefit and the benefit of the communities that depend on them. So the primary message we’d like
to send today is that any IQ system must provide equally for harvesters and processors. A balanced
approach will bring needed stability to both sectors, for supporting industries as well as coastal
communities. With this in mind we formally proposed the inclusion of the following alternatives...
And some of these may already be partially covered in the scoping documents. We feel that the
socioeconomic impacts of each of these alternatives should be analyzed fully and independently of
each other. The alternatives we propose are:
1. Establishment of community quota or CDQ to operate parallel to an IFQ. Despite use in other
fisheries, this option was rejected by the ad hoc trawl IQ committee without sufficient
justification. CDQ is a reasonable alternative and should be analyzed in the EIS.
2. Second, an auction-based system should be analyzed as a reasonable alternative to status quo
or an IFQ system, so we’d like to see an auction-based system put alongside a more traditional
IFQ system. Such was the recommendation of NRC to include an auction-based system in the
scoping process, as referred to in the scoping document. …
As stated in the EIS, initial allocation of quota is the most controversial aspect of quota systems,
recognizing the tremendous economic and social impacts and shifts that will occur through the
initial allocation. … We support analysis of various combinations of IFQ initial allocation. Each
of these deserves equal consideration as a reasonable alternative to status quo in the EIS.
3. A 50-50 initial allocation of IFQ to trawl permit owners and primary processors.
4. Combinations of initial allocation of IFQ to trawl permit owners, primary processors, and
community entities.
Additionally, the Coastal Jobs Coalition supports analysis of existing dedicated access privilege or
quota systems related to the above-mentioned alternatives, as well as others considered in the EIS.
As part of the analysis, we feel it imperative to study our nation’s most recently rationalized fishery,
Bering Sea crab. We recognize and understand that Congress has temporarily prohibited the
consideration of such as a system as a reasonable alternative to status quo for west coast groundfish,
but analysis of that system is appropriate for learning purposes. As seafood industry business, we
feel strongly that the short experience we’ve had with crab rationalization will speak well for the
socioeconomic benefit that such a balanced approach can have for processors, harvesters,
community, and all stakeholders on the seafood industry. Ignoring the most recent and relevant
American fishery quota system while we try to develop our own from scratch would be foolish.
Finally we must express our concerns that this EIS process is premature. It’s been recognized that
allocations between groundfish harvest sectors need to be negotiated before any trawl IQ system can
move forward. Why is this not being done first? To march down the path towards an IQ system
without even knowing where the trawl fishery stands vis a vis fixed gear, open access, and
recreational fisheries is putting the cart before the horse. … [We will participate actively in the
coming months. Thanks.]
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Mr. Peter Huhtala, Pacific Marine Conservation Council
I would like to introduce a letter submitted under C9, would like the substance considered in this
process. Thanks for opportunity to speak. Although I have a lot of concerns about process (I’ll limit
those to the C9 discussion on Thursday), I have relevant comments on the notice of intent. I’ll
primarily talk about the cumulative impact analysis required. The NOI came jointly from the NOAA
Fisheries and PFMC, and at every Council I’m racking my brain to find that moment where the
Council explicitly voted to instruct staff and NOAA Fisheries to move forward with a trawl IQ EIS.
I haven’t figured that out yet. But I know we’re working on a bycatch program EIS… and there is
some sort of linkage. It’s very important to PMCC to get a good handle on bycatch – both in
monitoring and reducing bycatch, and coming into legal compliance with the FMP amendment for
bycatch – and not just legal compliance, but getting down to producing regulations that improve this
fishery, and that move us in the future, that increase the economic viability of the fishery and the
health of the resource in both the short and long term.
I get the impression though, [that we are] moving quickly and heavily resource oriented into trawl
ITQ development, that we may be losing sight of the bycatch EIS itself, referred to in the NOI. The
resources, to my mind, really could be better spent in completing, as best we can, that bycatch
program EIS, and developing a really useful FMP amendment that can be the basis of regulations
for improving the fishery. The resources diverted into this trawl ITQ development could also be
better spent on the programmatic EIS, and actually, are requisite to developing a trawl ITQ EIS,
because the type of analysis that would be required to take place within the programmatic EIS is the
type of information you need to complete the cumulative impacts analysis for these dedicated access
privileges. The comprehensive programmatic EIS would not only link our bycatch monitoring and
reduction efforts, our efforts to protect EFH, our approach to rebuilding overfished fish populations
and preventing overfishing, but it would also provide a forum for analysis of major changes that
have occurred in the fishery over the past several years, including our response to overfished
species, but also the major closed area management decisions, which have had tremendous impacts
on recreational and commercial fishing and fishing communities. And completing the analysis of
the open access situation. Should we move the open access fishery into LE? We haven’t completed
that debate yet.
These are some of the ways that a programmatic [EIS] can start bringing us up to at least a baseline
understanding of the what the past effects, the present actions, and possible future actions, could be,
in a process in which the public can have a voice in the future of this fishery. And if the public, with
eyes wide open, says a trawl ITQ is the way to go to really improve this fishery, then that’s the way
we go. [But we should go there through an open and inclusive process.]
The NOI and scoping document and the process that’s been laid out here today has a fatal flaw
which the previous speaker pointed out, in that the idea is to design the trawl ITQ program and then
figure out allocation. Well, the cumulative impact analysis can’t even be reasonably complete unless
you consider the development of the program as well as the allocation. The allocation has
considerable impact on fishing community, processors, the recreational fishing fleet, adjacent
fisheries, fixed gear, OA, etc., and there is no way that we can separate these, whether the allocation
should go first – maybe it should; in some ways, in completing and implementing the bycatch
program EIS perhaps there needs to be some allocation issue worked out. But certainly in the context
of a trawl ITQ, the program cannot be separated from the allocation, because it’s far too complex
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and we end up with a program design that is a foregone conclusion before we get the allocation, and
that is no way to be fair in the social and economic analysis necessary to protect our fisheries and
our fishing communities.
Finally the fact that DAP is the new buzzword is interesting to me. It became popularized with the
US Commission on Ocean Policy report. The US Commission was supportive of considering DAPs
at various times, but they very specifically, in their draft report, recommended a series of national
standards that these programs should adhere to, or lacking standards, that … and they’re remarkably
similar to the standards proposed by the MFCN, a group that the PMCC is part of…there are over
170 groups involved (said who is involved in MFCN.) But the US Commission—I have to read their
recommendations into the record here:
At a minimum, the national guidelines should require DAPs to specify the biological, social, and
economic goals of the plan; recipient groups designated for the initial quota shares and data
collection protocols; provide for periodic reviews of the plan to determine progress in meeting goals;
assign quota shares for a limited period of time to reduce confusion concerning public ownership
of living marine resources; allow managers flexibility to manage fisheries adaptively, and provide
stability to fishermen for investment decisions; mandate fees for exclusive access based on a
percentage of quota shares held; these user fees should be sued to support ecosystem-based
management. Fee waivers, reductions or phase-in schedule should be allowed until a fishery is
declared recovered, or a fishermen’s profits increase. Include measures such as community-based
quota shares or quota share ownership caps to lessen the potential harm to fishing communities
during the transition to DAPs; and something we haven’t heard about yet today, hold a referendum
of all permitted commercial fishermen after adequate public discussion and close consultation with
all effected stakeholders to ensure acceptance of the dedicated access plan prior to final RFMC
approval. Worth reflecting on.
Mr. Tom Raftican, United Anglers of Southern California, and speaking on behalf of United
Anglers of California, who couldn’t be here today
The groundfish fishery needs a programmatic review before an IFQ program can be considered.
According to NEPA, federal managers are required to analyze the impacts of recent changes to the
groundfish fishery. The fishery is in tremendous flux, and needs this type of analysis before moving
into a major reconfiguration of the fishery. Implementation of the trawl IFQ could lock us into sector
allocations and gear configurations that may not be appropriate.
2. The recreational sector must be included in the initial program and design of intersector
allocation. Trawl IQ committee membership has excluded representatives of the recreational
sector. We have requested membership from the Council, and our exclusion has created
uncertainty in the recreational community about the impacts of trawl IFQ on the recreational
sector, especially w/regard to bycatch. Participation in the inter-sector allocation portion of the
process is impaired by not having (been) part of the initial program design.
3. Funding for the trawl IFQ must be discrete and secure. The rush to complete an IFQ for the trawl
sector has led to a virtual scramble for funds. The scramble indicates that the cart has been
placed before the horse, and that a well thought out, integrated approach for design and funding
should take place.
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4. National standards for Congress have not been enacted. While it’s certainly in the Council’s
right to pursue an IFQ program given that the moratorium has expired, it is the position of the
UA of SC and the UA of CA that national standards such as those described in HR 2621 be
enacted before new IFQ program are approved by NOAA Fisheries. NOAA Fisheries has made
it clear that they want to see criteria from Congress before approving any new IFQ programs.
Ms. April Wakeman, attorney representing United Anglers of Southern California
Want to reiterate the fact that recreational fishermen will be affected, and do need to be represented,
and would appreciate the chance to participate. From a personal point of view, buy-in is much better
if everybody has participated in the solution, so it’s just good common sense.
Mr. Pete Leipzig, Fisherman’s Marketing Association
… This process is going to be a long one. It’s a complicated issue, and a lot of work will go into
putting this together. For many of us it will be a very frustrating process. Much of what is going to
occur is very bureaucratic. But it’s a requirement; you have to adhere to the requirements to
complete all the necessary analysis. But for someone like myself, I feel much like a father bringing
an injured child to the emergency room, and before he can be attended to there’s the requirement
to complete all the insurance paperwork. He needs attention, but we’re gonna spend the time dealing
w/the paperwork. And as I hear some of the other speakers, it’s almost as though that analogy has
expanded, that they’re suggesting that perhaps we need to have a review of the admission procedures
before we can begin the paperwork before we can have the child see a physician. This is frustrating.
I hope that we can continue to move forward. Some of these issues that people raise can occur
concurrently, in parallel with the work that the committee is doing, with the work that the analysis
group is doing. The council has been requesting for years to get along with sector allocations. We’ve
limped along; we have some things in place because of the declaration of overfished species; they’re
not adequate; we need to get past these things. But they don’t have to occur sequentially. Those who
suggest that they occur sequentially, I have to be very skeptical; in view of what you’re saying, I
believe you’re not interested in having an ITQ program go forward, and that the perfect way to delay
it, to kill it, is to have it go sequentially. Thank you.
Mr. Steve Bodnar, Coos Bay Trawlers Association and Bandon Submarine Cable Council
The trawl fleet wants the IQ program; everybody comes to the door and is knocking there; it is
amazing to me that there wasn’t this kind of attention done when the fixed gear, the LE fixed gear,
pulled the same thing and got their IQs basically by permit stacking. It’s just amazing to me that the
gear makes the difference in who’s at the door and who wants in. Welcome aboard everybody!
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Mr. Hartwell, Environmental Defense
Environmental Defense fully supports the Council’s decision to move forward to develop
IQ alternatives for the West Coast groundfish fishery. We look forward to working with
Council in developing a program to improve management and resource sustainability and
bring economic sustainability to fishermen, processors, and coastal communities. We are
interested that there be a range of alternatives to address coastal community concerns. Over
the summer we are working with coastal community leaders to better understand their
concerns and needs and will be presenting a report to the Council at their September meeting
describing our findings and their implications for IQ alternatives. We are pleased that the
Council recently added a coastal community representative to the Trawl IQ Committee. We
believe that it is of utmost importance that the process continues to be open to all
stakeholders’ input throughout the EIS process. Finally, ED will be hosting an open forum
on the British Columbia ITQ program in Newport, Oregon, next week from 9 am to 1 pm
on July 27th. The public will have an opportunity to hear firsthand about the environmental
and economic benefits of IFQs from participants in the BC groundfish fishery and will be
able to discuss the implications for our own ITQ development process. We will be
submitting a summary of this meeting as part of our formal written scoping process after July
27th. I encourage interested parties to seem me after about the Newport forum. Thank you.
Mr. Casey, Bering Sea crab vessel owners representative, Woodinville, Washington
My clients are Bering Sea crab vessel owners, and if I lie to you today Bob Alverson and
Dave Fraser can tell you that they saw everything that I saw. I simply came to warn you.
I read this article on the web about what you are doing and all my remarks refer to page A9,
accumulation limits. I simply wanted to tell you what happened in Alaska and warn you
about a socioeconomic virus that I think we let loose up there and could very easily come
down here all along the Pacific coast. In my opinion with the next rewrite of the Magnuson
Act it spread all over the country. I believe it is against a hundred-year historical tradition
in this country of antitrust containment. Here is what it is in a nutshell. I ask you to write
down two numbers: eight, which is the percent of the IFQs in crab that processors own in
the Bering sea. That’s what they qualify for under the qualifying year scenarios decided on
by the [North Pacific] Council. Number two, please write forty, question mark. I believe
this is right; I get that number by multiplying eight processors times a five percent ownership
cap. As you know, every fisherman, Dave Fraser for example, may only accumulate one
percent of the IFQ in crab, according to the Secretary of Commence. Glenn’s people may
each acquire five percent. This is all legal, all above board, all on the public record. But
when I tell you who decided that I think you will be surprised. Gary Locke decided that.
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Governor Kulongowski decided that. Governor Kitzhaber decided. Governor Knowles
decided that. And Governor Murkowski decided that. And do they even know it? Of course
not. However, the Magnuson law says that they have a seat, a voting seat ex-officio, on
those councils. All of their representatives voted to give Dave Fraser one percent max and
give Glenn’s people each five percent max. And when I read your article I thought maybe
we can contain this to crab in the Bering sea. You remember who decisively won the Civil
war by overrunning Atlanta? He had a brother who wrote a law called the Sherman—not
William Tecumscah Sherman, his brother—the Sherman Antitrust law. You know that
we’ve come to that in Alaska. The way the decision was made all of Glenn’s guys are
subject to the antitrust laws today and into the future. There is no escape from that. But
what is the golden ingredient that gets all the way around that? It’s the five-to-one ratio. If
240 Dave Frasers can only own one percent and eight processors can own five percent each,
who cares about the Sherman or Clayton Antitrust Acts? Within 10 years, most likely the
harvesting privilege will be owned and controlled by the vertically integrated operations.
And you know what? Some of them are fishermen owned. Let’s not point fingers. Not only
international corporations, they are partnerships with the fishermen. We tend to think that’s
the wrong way to go, and I hope that when you guys make this decision.... I think I was
looking at page A9, it says one percent or nine percent, and that’s where we started too. I
hope you make it the same. My message is purely that. Whatever you decide, give the
fishermen the same as the processor. Otherwise I believe you are creating a
system—remember in the New Industrial State John Kenneth Galbraith talked about
countervailing power between labor and capital? This is a little different. But to maintain
a competitive market it seems to me you don’t want to accumulate large blocks of fishing
privilege in the hands of a small group. Eight, and 240 can only have one percent. Thank
you.
Mr. Dave Fraser, F/V Muir Milach
I haven't taken much time to go through this and I hope there’s an opportunity to submit
email comments on this. I just wanted to say real quickly that I support the comments of
EDF. I think that the experience we had early on in the presentation from the B.C. fishermen
and processors presents a real good model. I think the Council should move ahead
quickly—2009 didn’t sound real quickly—but as quickly as possible to move toward a
rationalized environment. On page 2.9, socioeconomic environment, I think its real
important, this is in the context of the allocation options on page 8-21, and I’m assuming the
ones under the TIQ recommendations are the ones that will be further developed. [Inaudible
response from Jim Seger.] Right. And I have no objections to the first three on the list. I
think option number four isn’t currently legal and I wouldn’t encourage moving in that
direction. One that isn’t on the list that I’ve seen supported elsewhere is individual
processing quotas in addition to the the allocation of quota to processors, which is a horse
of a different color. I don’t support IPQ systems. But I do think that the NRC set some good
guidelines in Sharing the Fish. Looking at processor concerns is relevant, and in that
context and coming back to what’s on page 2.9, it’s important to look at the relevant
amounts of non-malleable capital invested in the harvesting and processing sectors and how
relevant that capital is to the particular fishery. You can have a non-malleable processing
plant, but it may be doing crab and salmon and sardines and this and that. So those sort of
comparisons are relevant if you go down the road of alternative three of allocating harvest
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share to processors and trying to put that in perspective. I think an important element that
needs to be woven into the socioeconomic environment is maintaining a competitive
marketplace. The one IPQ system that is recently popularized, the Department of Justice
pointed out very serious competition issues with that. I heard the comments about
communities, and EDF comments, and its interesting to note what’s important to
communities can go two different ways. In Alaska, the Pribilof Islands are totally isolated
from road access and kind of different situation from communities down here. They sort of
jumped on board with the processors. On the other hand, Kodiak Island felt that they would
be best be served by a single pie system that encouraged competition in the marketplace,
which would be good for the community as a whole. I’m just thinking about our situation
on whiting, we deliver in Ilwaco. But some of our fish is processed in Ilwaco and some of
it ends up in a truck going up to Bellington or Stanwood, going up the road. The community
issue doesn’t necessarily resolve in one specific direction. Our crews are scattered from
Bellingham to Port Townsend. Anyway, I’ll try to submit more coherent comments by
email. [Inaudible comment from Jim Seger.] I think it is a relevant option in terms of that.
I mean the connection between the communities is both harvesters and the processors. One
thing I did mean to mention, I found it rather odd that the TIQC included the allocation of
harvest shares to processors but excluded the option of allocation to harvesters or skippers
or permit owners. And that seem contrary to the general tone of advice from the NRC. It
always baffles me why skippers would end up lower on the totem pole. [Inaudible comment
from Jim Seger.] Yea, thank you.
Mr. Peter Huhtala, Pacific Marine Conservation Council
Some interesting additions to the discussion today. PMCC has commented on this before
and we will in the future. We are real concerned about some of the issues that have been
brought up today, around consolidation, also about potential loss of fleet diversity. We look
forward to the detailed analysis in that regard. And certainly the issues of vertical
integration and the real potential for this to spread to processor quotas, if not explicitly in
this initial process, inevitably perhaps. PMCC’s position remains that this process is
premature to adoption of national standards for IFQ programs by Congress and premature
to completion of a programmatic EIS for the groundfish fisheries, the whole programmatic
to review the current state of the groundfish FMP and in an open process to establish the
values, goals, and direction of the groundfish fishery. Today I’m going to just briefly offer
an alternative to the primary issue as it’s stated in the problem statement of the notice of
intent to prepare an EIS, which basically comes down to we have a serious problem in the
fishery that is constrained by the incidental catch of overfished—certain overfished
groundfish species—and in association with healthy stocks. Our suggestion is to analyze
something that is a little different from what was stated in the NOI. We’d like to look at a
system of hard caps on the total mortality of each overfished species by sector. And in this
case you may consider, for example, the nonwhiting groundfish trawl fishery to be a sector.
The sector cap would be established through some sort of allocation process. Perhaps not
a permanent allocation, but at least an allocation adequate to the season involved or two year
period involved. The sector would receive a cap on each overfished species, and upon
attainment of the total mortality cap for any of those overfished species the sector would
cease fishing. Other sectors that may encounter the same species, as long the sector that was
shut down didn’t blow past the OY, could continue to fish. Within the sector, individuals
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would have the opportunity to choose to opt out of the sector cap, taking with them an
individual bycatch cap for their operation. In order to do that, the individual vessel or permit
owner would need to agree to carry an observer to verify their compliance with the hard
individual bycatch cap. They would, in exchange, also receive access to additional higher
trip limits of the healthy target stocks. These individuals that have opted out may also
choose to form groups or clubs to pool their hard individual bycatch caps and share the risk.
In the case of a sector being shut down, the individuals that opted out would not be shut
down; they would get to continue fishing regardless. In addition, the current system of twomonth cumulative caps for each of these species could be analyzed in different ways. The
hard total mortality caps could be for two months, they could be for four months, they could
be for six months, they could be for a year, or they could even be for a two-year period.
We’re not going to get too far down into the weeds of that, but we’d like analysis looking
at getting away from the two-month cumulative limits. But also maintaining some potential
for somebody to get back into the fishery and not get shut out for a full two-year period,
perhaps. It makes more sense to start that cap over again. We’d like to see this type of hard
cap system analyzed in relationship to the complexity and time necessary to develop the
other systems that have been suggested to deal with the problems that were stated in the
NOI. In the end, we suspect this could be implemented in shorter order, or at least aspects
of it, pilot programs, similar to this could be implemented. In fact, the arrowtooth flounder
EFP moving to regulations next year is an example of a fishery that is managed very similar
to what we are talking about. This allows additional time to go through a programmatic
process to review the possibilities for different sorts of dedicated access privilege systems
that may be a longer term solution to rationalizing the fishery. But in the meantime we are
impatient and we’d like to get on with getting a better hand on the total mortality of
groundfish that are in an overfished state, rebuilding those with some degree of assurance
and providing access to healthy stocks through the use of incentives in reward. My little
offering for today. [Inaudible comment from Jim Seger.] Well yea, if you run into a total
mortality cap for one of the other species and you may have to quit fishing. But as far as
hard sector caps, going through this, which is a bit of an allocation problem initially, focus
on the overfished species rather than going through the full allocation battle. There is sure
to be a battle on all the other species as well. Does that clarify what I mean? [Inaudible
response from Jim Seger.] Probably. [Inaudible comment from Jim Seger.] Yea.
Ultimately, but right now having the kind of monitoring necessary to set hard caps on the
recreational sector sounds to me like a nightmare. You know, eventually we’re going to
have to have them, but since the subject of this problem statement is the trawl fishery, and
the subject of this discussion is developing dedicated access privileges for the trawl fishery,
I limited it to the trawl fishery. It is easier to define sectors; you can define it as the entire
trawl fishery; you can divide up the whiting fishery out; you can divide up the sectors of the
whiting fishery; and its relatively easy compared to some of the other sectors, open access
for example. [Inaudible comment.] Yea it is; yea, I think that’s correct Jim. I just see it in
a different way than was presented in the ICA [Inaudible comment from Jim Seger.] And
we’re clearly not interested in tradable total mortality caps for the overfished species. But
that doesn’t mean you can’t analyze them, which I’m sure you will. Thank you.

Mr. Joe Bersh, Supreme Alaska Seafoods
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We operate the Excellence, a mothership in the tribal and nontribal whiting fisheries. My
first point has to do with provision A13.2 and its interaction with provision A6, the use-it-orlose-it and the recency provisions. Unfortunately, this program is apparently going to take
some time to implement; yet we fixed in time the recency cap limits, which I believe are
2000 to 2003. At the present time there is a set or fixed allocation period for history years,
which I don’t see necessarily any reason to change. But one of the goals of this is
rationalization through market forces, and I think an analysis of participation in this fishery
would show that there has been rationalization that’s occurred during the allocation years.
Which if the recency requirements don’t continue to call for an ongoing participation
requirement, if they don’t move forwared when it comes time to allocate some of this in an
IFQ, it’s going to give fish to people who have long since retired from the fishery and
currently have no intent to return to the fishery. I would say that an ongoing participation
requirement would be consistent with the A6 use-it-or-lose-it requirement. If my memory
serves me, use it every three out of five years is the requirement there. My next item would
be provision A13.5. I suspect I’m not the first person in any of these scoping meetings to
raise the issue regarding returning to putting a control date in these and that there is an
allocation to the processing sector or to non-harvest sectors. So I would ask that that would
be reconsidered. Comments from members of the TIQC suggested that the reason that it was
not appropriate to put in the control date was because it somewhow validated the concept
of giving IFQ to processors. Certainly that is not a reasonable position as to why it should
not be considered. If there are reasons for a harvesters’ control date to prevent speculative
harvesting, I would argue there is a reason to do it to prevent speculative processing.
Another non-popular issue relative to allocation to processors would be to—or maybe this
would be a popular one, I don’t know—would be to consider alternatives which would only
provide ITQ to processors who are not vertically integrated. The concept of preserving nonmobile capital really isn’t such an overriding concern if the processor has its own harvest
fleet which is already receiving ITQs. So I would suggest that there might be an analysis of
placing some type of accumulation limit in the event that shares are given to processors,
which would take into account what they are receiving as a harvester ITQ as owners of
harvesting vessels. My final comment is I think that the panel has put together a group of
people to put in input. We have strong input regarding the Canadian program. Yet I think
there’s—I fear a tendencey to follow too much of the B.C. program without peeling back the
layers of the onion in their program to see how it works for them and why it works for them.
I would say why some of there provisions would not work for us is because we are faced
with a very serious probem regarding overfished species. Peter makes some valid points as
to how to treat overfished species. I don’t think that there’s anything within the B.C. model
that can be readily transferred to our system. So I just hope we won’t become too focused
on looking at their system, thinking that it is working for them and that it will work in all
areas for us. I think it’s a good starting point, but we need to address our unique issues
ourselves. Thank you.
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Ms. Leesa Cobb, Port Orford Ocean Resource Team
Firstly, when you do measure any impacts, if you get to that type of work with this program,
and we hope you will…identify Port Orford as an individual port and don’t lump us in with
Brookings or Coos Bay, which has consistently been the practice in the past. It’s going to
be very important to us during this work that that doesn’t happen because of our long history
with the groundfish fishery. So we’d like to get that on the record.
I also want to speak in favor of CDQs as an alternative as you’re developing these scoping
issues. Our community has a community based management project in place that’s been up
and running for 3 years, so we have the infrastructure to manage a quota, and there’s work
being done in central California also with another group that could manage a quota. So
we’re interested in you scoping that.
And [we] request that as at this work proceeds, and as you identify alternatives, that you
analyze the impacts on our community all through the process, and one that comes to mind
is that when you talk about inter-sector allocation, we’re interested in—I guess that means
who gets the fish, right?—We’re particularly interested in that type of analysis, because of
our long history in groundfish fisheries in Port Orford, and essentially not fishing now on
groundfish because of the closures on the prohibited species and also the area closure that
we have. So we need that type of analysis done. That would help our community understand
what this trawl IQ plan is going to mean to us.
In addition, as you do break up the fish and the trawl fleet and develop a process for that,
we’d be very interested to identify where that fish is going, so we’ll know if there’s going
to be a shift of effort into our area, accumulation into our area, that might impact our fishing
grounds. Thanks.
Mr. Peter Huhtala, Pacific Marine Conservation Council
I’ve been talking to folks up and down the coast about this issue, had some meetings, public
forums in Astoria, Port Townsend, and – gosh. There’s a wide range of opinion and you
know just for the record, the general idea of this proposal is outrageously controversial.
There’s some who really think that full-blown tradable IFQs for every species is the cat’s
pajamas. And there’s the more extreme side, saying this is a gifting of a public resource and
many of the people who are getting the gift are those who just took the buyback money from
the public coffers, which need to be paid by a lot of folks in both the trawl fishery and other
fisheries like pink shrimp and crab. There’s some—in Astoria—that were [concerned] that
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IFQs would reward those responsible for creating the problems that they intend to solve.
Others are saying it’s a grand economic experiment whose time has come.
I’ve talked to you a bit about the anxiety that many in PMCC have about the potential IFQs
[have] to squeeze out small businesses, cause the loss of jobs and communities—potentially
result in big boat domination of the fishery and alternately contribute to the processing sector
being monopolized by a few major processors that end up coming in on the coattails of this.
I don’t know that all of that would happen, because there’s a lot of ways that this could go.
So we’ve consistently advocated that national standards be adopted by Congress as
recommended by the US Commission on Ocean Policy, and I’m not going to go into the
standards exactly right now, certainly we have before; but this would be a development of
a some basic national standards in a democratic process in Congress, and it would give us
a whole lot more comfort if some of these sideboards on accumulation, vertical integration,
time periods for these programs to be expired or be reviewed… because I know you keep
mentioning the Council’s a public process and all these meetings are open to the public, but
frankly the Council may be a public process, but it’s not necessarily a real accessible
institution, and the actual decision making authority is made by folks that— there’s no
requirement for the non-fishing public to have any representation on the Councils
whatsoever.
So … not only are we interested in national standards to be developed through a democratic
process, but we’ve also advocated for a programmatic EIS to review the FMP. We consider
a programmatic EIS review outrageously overdue, and potentially very useful. This would
be a way, a public process, in which the public can look at the goals and objectives and
future policy directions of the FMP, and consider the major changes that have occurred in
this fishery over the past several years. The overfished species that need to go into
rebuilding plans—what’s that doing to our communities? What’s that doing to our fisheries?
The spatial management, the closed area management, wide areas of the coast—how is that
affecting individual communities? The buyback itself—how did that play out? What really
turned out, what capacity was reduced, and what’s that doing to our towns?
That said, in Seattle, Jim, I talked with you a bit about looking at another alternative within
this process—assuming this process does move forward, with or without a programmatic
EIS—and that was looking at what we call hard bycatch caps by sector, or total mortality
caps—very similar to the cumulative catch limits that are described in the scoping document.
… Basically we advocate for a cumulative catch limit, total mortality catch limits by sector,
first off; (?) defining the trawl sector—you can surely subdivide that if you like—and giving
individuals the option of opting out of their sector, taking with them the personal vessel total
mortality cap—we’re talking only on overfished species. And in exchange for accepting
personal accountability, you get more fish, and if your sector gets closed down, you don’t
get closed down if you stay within your cap. You can also share the risk with your friends
if you trust them, and pool those caps. Which is not unreasonable, because people may want
to use gear, techniques, shorter tow times, simply communication to keep away from hot
spots of the overfished species, that sort of thing. And we think this makes good sense,
especially if we combine this with longer, potentially analyzing longer cumulative periods,
so you end up with higher trip limits, higher cumulative period limits, and more flexibility
within that period. And we believe this can be accomplished in far less time than 2008-2009;
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…we’re only talking about the overfished species, and this can be accomplished with what
I call soft allocation or [the] annual process of making sense of what … to offer each sector,
and we don’t have to go through the whole complete allocation battle, but we can actually
start getting a handle on reducing bycatch of overfished species, gaining access to the
healthy stocks that we’re foregoing at this point, and making things better for the fishery,
even as the longer-term potential for other types of dedicated access privileges for the trawl
fishery or for the whole west coast groundfish fishery are explored over a longer period of
time.
Finally, today I have to touch on a part of this—NEPA documents have a section called the
cumulative impacts (or effects) analysis—and what that means is you’ve got to look at the
combined effects of decisions that have been made, or are being made, or are likely to be
made sometime in the near future on the decision at hand. And when you’re looking at the
cumulative impacts of this hard bycatch proposal or any of the other dedicated access
schemes on the table, you’re gonna have to look at cumulative impacts. And it’s really hard
for me to get my mind around how you look at the cumulative impacts of the designed phase
of a trawl IFQ without looking at the allocation issues—who gets the fish… the
communities, the fisheries, the trawl fishery itself—unless you know how many fish are
gonna be roughly available between the sectors as well as within the sector. It’s really hard
to complete that cumulative impacts analysis.
In addition, the cumulative impacts analysis should take a look at the cumulative impacts
[for] communities of the major changes in the fishery recently—the rebuilding plans, the
shelf closure, the buyback, and look at those impacts carefully, and look them most
specifically in how they affect the smaller boat fishermen, the smaller communities, the
lower income and minority workers, local processing businesses of all sorts, and certainly
adjacent fisheries.
Mr. David Jincks, President, Midwater Trawler’s Cooperative, and owner of trawl
vessels that fish in Alaska waters and off the West Coast
I’m speaking in favor of trawl ITQs; in favor of ways that I think will benefit not just the
trawlers that are fishing, and the vessel owners, but also the communities that the vessels fish
out of; the ports; I think it’ll be a good thing for all. As far as rationalizing the fishery and
moving through ITQs, there are several different ways besides ITQs; there are IFQs, there
are several names to put on it; but one of the things that’s needed in this fishery is some
incentive for the fishermen to continue fishing, and to help with conservation and
sustainability of the fisheries that they’re fishing for. It gives us the opportunity to go to sea
knowing what we can catch, how much we can catch, without throwing the fish away that
we caught that we didn’t intend to catch. Allocation issues—yes, there will be allocation
issues; as I believe Jeff mentioned that between hook, longline, pot, shrimp, open access, we
do have some issues there, but right now we are fishing under these scorecards that are
ratcheted up and down on us, so not knowing fully each year what that scorecard’s going to
be set at makes it a little harder to fish. Some of the fisheries that try and fish clean, their
scorecard might be dumped down lower to help another fishery. So yes, there should be
allocations; we will need allocations. But as far as a set-aside to a certain group of fishermen,
yes, I think this is needed; I think it’s a long time coming. We’ve had buyback; I supported
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buyback only with the thought of moving into ITQs. My vessel personally just fishes for
whiting down here; my part of the buyback, which will go for probably the incidental catch
that I bring in, but I am more than willing to still support it; I think it was a good thing, but
only if we move into ITQs. Without ITQs, I think buyback wasn’t necessary. We need to
rationalize the fishery. I’m fully in support of it. The National Standards are in place today.
As they change, possibly we’ll have to change with them. I think that ITQ Committee, which
I am also a member of, in some of our statements we did mention that if new national
standards come into place they also will be looked at and incorporated if possible. Right
now it’s open to look at everything. But it is worth moving ahead with. It will bring stability
to these fisheries. Thank you.
Ms. Dorothy Lowman, Environmental Defense
I’m going to give a few comments on behalf of Environmental Defense. E.D. does believe
that designing a groundfish trawl dedicated access privilege that utilizes individual quotas
may be one of the most important management initiatives ever undertaken by the Pacific
Council. We’ve studied a lot of IFQ programs from around the world and we believe that
IQs combined with other management measures can greatly improve the sustainability and
economic viability of fisheries. E.D. is very committed to working in partnership with the
Council and with all of the stakeholders to ensure that the West Coast trawl IQ process
considers a full range of alternatives and their impacts. We really believe that if we work
together we can design a program that meets the needs of the resource, industry, and our
coastal communities. So we’re going to provide you with some written comments, but I
wanted today just to highlight, just concentrate on things that I don’t think are in the scoping
document at this time, that we ought to include to expand the scope at the beginning of this
process before we start narrowing the scope.
And first of all, over on the general ideas of alternatives to be analyzed, given Council action
on the programmatic bycatch EIS and some of the bycatch objectives that are identified
during this process so far, that we should include another alternative for analysis which
would be to look at having bycatch caps or incidental catch caps—I don’t think I have my
terminology quite right—for the overfished species, for all sectors, and then, where possible,
allocate them as individual tradable quotas that could be traded between sectors as well as
between individual vessels.
We also are concerned that when we design IFQ programs that it is critical that we
understand and address the concerns of coastal communities. We’re actually going to present
a report to the Council in September that will describe the concerns of coastal communities
that may not otherwise be engaged in the planning process, and some means of mitigating
potential problems based on a summer-long outreach effort that we’re currently undertaking.
At that time we might have some additional design proposals, but at a minimum we think
that it’s too soon to take off the table initial allocation to coastal communities. And so we
should include CDQs or some other mechanism to allocate to coastal communities.
In addition we ought to look at some other alternative that might be able to be explored to
help maintain fishing and processing opportunities within coastal communities. One option
that we recommend is to hold back some percentage of the IQ each year to be allocated
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annually based on joint proposals with processors and fishermen. Fishermen and processors
could present their proposals to the Council or some other body that would rank proposals
based on a set of criteria that could include things such as contribution to coastal jobs,
maintenance of processing opportunities, sustainable fishing practices, among other ideas.
This is based on the British Columbia GDA mechanism, but of course we would modify it
to meet the needs of our fishery.
We also think that we should analyze some initial allocation to skippers that could
demonstrate some specific history of dependence on the fishery.
Also, in terms of the issues of area-specific IFQs, there may be localized depletion concerns
that could warrant area-specific IQs. Therefore we recommend the consideration of areaspecific IQs based on socioeconomic as well as biological considerations.
I’m not going to talk about things that are already in the document, although there are
certainly some very important monitoring options and others that we think are going to be
critical to design of a good program. Finally, one other area that I think we’d like to see a
little extension is there’s a section on trying to look at maybe a loan program or other options
for new entry. We suggest [including] a mechanism [that allows] coastal communities to
form nonprofits whose purpose would be to hold and lease quota to community members,
that would allow these nonprofits to then qualify for loan program opportunities.
We have not addressed issues related to inter-sector allocations, not because they’re not
important, but because we know this is a separate EIS. But it’s clearly going to be a very
important and difficult set of decisions, and we believe that the impact analysis and the
controversy of these decisions that we shouldn’t wait too long to start that process. I urge the
Council to being that soon, and modify the allocation committee to ensure that all sectors
and stakeholders have representation and are actively involved.
Mr. Denny Burke – Fisherman with 55-foot crab, blackcod, shrimp boat
I support quota. The trip limit system that we have now isn’t really an effective tool with
the amount of fish available. When we get our 60-day limit, we really have 15, maybe 20
days and we’re done. So if a guy doesn’t have something else to do, he parks his boat a lot.
So I’m for something other than what we have now, but having said that, I want to express
that I have fear for the future. I’ve had my boat close to 20 years, and in that 20 years every
year I’ve seen less and less access to the ocean and to fish. I mean, I used to catch a lot more
pounds than I do now, and it’s not because the fish aren’t there; the fishing’s actually good.
I just don’t have any access. So I’m for quota, but I’m hoping that as this thing comes down
the road, when allocation comes, a guy’s share isn’t less than he already has now. I mean,
what I consider we have now is a real weak pot of soup. It’s been watered down, and what’s
left hardly keeps you alive. Dragging really is maybe 25-30% of my income, and I hope that
when this thing’s done, it doesn’t give a guy less share than he has already, ‘cause what he
has now isn’t enough to stay in business. And along those lines, something I want to ask the
Council is, you’re gonna get a lot of pressure to change that cutoff date. People are going to
want to extend that, and I hope that they stick to their guns and keep it at the November
2003. That’s one thing that can help. Another thing, I hope they don’t do to make the pot of
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stew even weaker than it is already is spread the allocation any further, in other words, right
now we don’t have access to the ocean. We don’t have pounds today, and all we’re talking
about is the catchers. I mean, the fish is divided among people that are on the boat fishing,
the trawlers, it’s open access, fixed gear, but it’s the actual catchers. There’s other groups
now looking for allocation—processors, I’ve heard suppliers, you know; I’m not selfish, but
if I have 20 days out of 60 days that I can work now, and somebody else wants some of that,
am I gonna get 10 days? So I’m for it. I just hope that when it’s over, we don’t all look each
other in the eye and go “whoa, that was another mistake” because a lot of things that we’ve
done, I didn’t see any relief, really, from limited entry; so far I haven’t gotten an increase
from buyback—the only good thing is so far, there’s no payback. And I hope that stays that
way. Cause I mean, you know, my cannery has more boats than it used to, and my limits are
no better. So I can wander on forever. I’m for this; obviously status quo isn’t going to get
it. But we can’t water this down any more than it is. Everybody wants a piece of the pie. It’s
an awfully small pie already. I hope it stays where it started, which is with the fishers.
Thank you.
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WRITTEN COMMENTS
Following are the actual written comments received.
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RECElVED
July 29, 2004

/w 0 2 2004

Pacific Fishery Management Scoping Council
Concern:

PFMC

Access Privileges
Individual Fishing Quotas

I started working on West Coast Trawlers in Eureka, CA in 1970. I worked on
deck for 8 years. In 1978 I started operating a multitude of West Coast Trawlers.
As a Captain I saw the fishery as prolific and sustainable.

I have devoted over 20 years of my life to catching groundfish as
Captain/Manager. I have saved money towards purchase of a Trawler in the
Capital Construction Fund. I may lose over half of this fund as my ability to buy a
boat has changed with the buyback.
Captain/Crew who were responsible for significant past catch records but did not
own the vessels they fished should not be overlooked and instead be granted
IFQ Access Share in groundfish. As I state my situation I speak for many others.
I received nothing from the buyback. I am unemployed in less than a viable job
market in my preferred and chosen profession.
Access to groundfish after many years of past catch history seems just. More just
than Processors acquiring IFQ.

Sincerely,
“+!!I d_.!%Iw.
Captain Gordon Murray
Past Captain of the F/V Blue Horizon
PO Box 948
Astoria, OR 97103
Email Address: GOruLC3~ &mu-L4
Cell: (503) 551-4846
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Coastal Jobs Coalition
Working for Sustainable Fisheries and Communities

Testimony of Kent Craford
Pacific Fisheries Management Council IQ Public Scoping Hearing
Foster City, CA
June 13,2004

My name is Kent Craford and I am the director of the Coastal Jobs Coalition. We are a
group recently formed by the West Coast Seafood Processors Association to evidence the
broad base of support for balanced fisheries rationalization that recognizes and provides
for all stakeholders in the West Coast groundfish fisliery including seafood-dependent
communities.
I am here today representing dozens of companies and organizations employing
thousands of people in primary processing and its supporting industries including
transportation, cold storage and packaging for example, in addition to seafood industry
customer groups like restaurants. Together, these many specialized sectors make up the
seafood industry.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment today on reasonable alternatives for the
development of dedicated access privileges for the West Coast groundfish trawl fishery,
and potential impacts of those alternatives.
First, I would like to express our coalition’s strong support for dedicated access privileges
or individual quota systems. There are significant, economic and management benefits
that can be derived from IQ systems for these two groundfish fisheries. But the key to
attaining those benefits, especially economic benefits, is in the proper design of an IQ
system.
We’ve heard it said many times by both processors and fishermen that neither can exist,
much less succeed, without the other. Therefore it is imperative that any IQ plan
developed for West Coast groundfish recognize this fact, and work in such a way as to
foster the vitality of both for their mutual benefit, and the benefit of the communities
which depend on them. And so, the primary message we would like to send today is that
anv IQ svstem must Drovide equally for harvesters and processors. A balanced approach
will bring needed stability to both sectors, their supporting industries as well as coastal
communities.
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With this in mind, we formally propose the inclusion of the following alternatives, to
he given full and equal consideration in the EIS process in addition to those already
outlined by the Ad Hoc Trawl IQ committee. We feel that the socio-economic
impacts of each of these alternatives should be analyzed fully and independently of
each other. The alternatives we propose are:
1. The establishment of Community Quota or CDQ, to operate parallel to an IFQ.
Despite use in other fisheries, this option was rejected by the Ad Hoc Trawl IQ
Committee without sufficient justification. CDQ is a reasonable alternative and
should be analyzed in the EIS.
2. An auction-based system should be analyzed as a reasonable ahemative to status
quo or an IFQ system. Such was the recommendation of NRC as referred to in
the scoping document. Such a system has merits and should be analyzed.
As stated in the EIS scoping document, initial allocation of quota is the most
controversial aspect of quota syste
m s. Recognizing the tremendous economic and
social i mpacts and shifts that will occur through the initial allocation of fishing quota
if an IFQ syste m is adopted, we support analysis of various combinations of IFQ
initial allocation.
W e feel that each of these deserves equal consideration as a
reasonable alternative to status quo within the EIS. They are:
3. 50/50% initial allocation of individual fishing quota to trawl per
pri m ary processors

m it owners and

4. Combinations of initial allocation of individual fishing quota to trawl permit
owners, primary processors, and community entities.

Additionally, the Coastal Jobs Coalition supports analysis of existing dedicated access
privilege or quota syste
m s related to the above mentioned alternatives as well as others
considered in the EIS. As part of this analysis, we feel it i
mperative to study our nation
most recently rationalized fishery, Bering Sea Crab.
W e recognize and understand that Congress has temporarily prohibited the consideration
of such a syste m as a reasonable alternative to status quo for
W est Coast groundfish. But,
analysis of that syste
m is appropriate for learning purposes.
As seafood industry businesses, we feel strongly that the short experience we have had
with Bering Sea Crab rationalization will speak well for the socio-economic benefits that
such a balanced approach can have for processors, harvesters, communities, and all
stakeholders in the seafood industry. Ignoring the most recent and relevant American
fishery quota syste
m as we try to develop our own from scratch would be foolish.
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Finally, we must express our concerns that this EIS process is premature. It has been
recognized that allocations between groundfish harvest sectors will need to be negotiated
before any trawl IQ system can move forward. Why is this not being done first? To
march down the path towards an IQ system without even knowing where the trawl
fishery stands vis-a-vis fixed gear, open access and recreational fisheries is putting the
cart before the horse.
Over the coming months as the Council and its appointed committees analyze options for
groundfish and whiting IQs, the Coastal Jobs Coalition plans to participate actively to
ensure that the full range of reasonable options are investigated. We look forward to
working with you and thank you again for the opportunity to comment.
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August 2,2004
Mr. Don Hansen, Chair
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97220- 1384
IFQ Scoping Comments
Dear Chairman Hansen:
Designing a groundfish trawl dedicated access privilege system, which uses individual
quotas may be one of the most important management initiatives ever undertaken by the
Pacific Council. Experiences from around the world show that properly designed IFQ
programs, when combined with other management measures, can greatly improve the
ecological sustainability and economic viability of fisheries.
Environmental Defense is committed to working in partnership with the Council and all
of its stakeholders to assure that the west coast trawl IQ process considers a full range of
alternatives and their impacts. By working together, we are hopeful that we can design a
program that meets the needs of the resource, the industry and our coastal communities.
To this end, we have reviewed the June 2004 scoping document, and offer the following
recommendations regarding the range of alternatives, IFQ design elements, and impact
considerations. These are preliminary recommendations intended to meet the NEPA
deadline, and we intend to provide ongoing comments through the Council process to
encourage that the concerns of all stakeholders be adequately considered.
Additional Alternatives to Be Considered
Sectoral Bycatch Caps Allocated as Transferable Bycatch Quota
An additional alternative that should be considered is to develop hard bycatch caps for
overfished species for all sectors of the groundfish fishery as a whole. Then, for the
sectors where feasible, allocate the sectoral bycatch allowance as tradable Individual
Bycatch Quota, which could be tradable between sectors as well as between individual
vessels.
IF0 Design Elements
In designing an IFQ program, it is critical that we understand and address the concerns of
coastal communities for which fisheries are an important part of their economy and
culture. Environmental Defense intends to present a report to the Council in September
that will describe both the concerns of coastal communities who may not be otherwise
engaged in the planning process, and means of mitigating potential problems. The report
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will reflect summer-long outreach efforts by our staff, and will describe strategies for
ensuring that any IFQ system works for communities as well as industry and the
environment. The results may provide some additional design options at that time.
However, at a minimum the design options to be considered should include the
following:
Initial Allocation
Out-migration of quota from a community has been a concern in other IFQ programs.
Initial allocation alternatives should address the potential impacts on coastal
communities. Mechanisms should be explored that would help maintain fishing and
processing opportunities in coastal communities. One option that should be included is to
hold back some percentage of the IFQ each year to be allocated annually based on joint
proposals from fishermen and processors. Fishermen and processors would present their
proposals to a committee that would include community representation and would rank
the proposals based on a set of criteria that could include contribution to coastal jobs,
maintenance of processing opportunity, sustainable fishery practices, among others. This
option is based on the British Columbia Groundfish Development Authority but would be
modified to meet the specific needs of our fishery.
We also recommend that initial allocation to skippers who can demonstrate some specific
history and dependence on the fishery be analyzed.
With respect to Initial Allocation options that have already been identified, we support
exploring using an auction mechanism, but recommend that it be tiered to provide
opportunities for diverse operations to effectively compete for quota.
Area-Specific IFQs
There may be localized depletion concerns that could warrant area-specific IFQs.
Therefore, we recommend consideration of area-specific IFQs based primarily on
biological considerations. We suggest that agency and academic biologists recommend
how best to determine area- and stock-specific management. Area-specific IFQs should
also be considered as an option for protecting community interests, balanced with the
need for flexibility and transferability to meet the primary objectives of the IFQ program.
Other Design Elements
Monitoring
Through our examination of other IFQ programs, we have been convinced that a key
component of programs successful at achieving environmental goals have been individual
accountability. Fishermen, managers, and processors in British Columbia alike testify to
the importance of effective monitoring to support accountability. We support the 100%
at-sea observer alternative as well as 100% dockside monitoring and mandatory VMS
options that are included in the scoping document as critical design elements. We would
also suggest that an explicit ban on highgrading be included.
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Environmental Performance Objectives
The Council should develop measurable environmental performance objectives to which
the IFQ program should be held accountable. Environmental performance objectives
should be designed to protect habitat, conserve forage species, and sustain target and
bycatch species/populations. Such objectives can result in innovative, practical, and costeffective gear designs and fishing practices.
Cost Recovery
Environmental Defense supports cost recovery for the monitoring activities described
above as well as industry financial contributions to research and management phased in
over time. In order to preserve options for small boat participants, we also urge the
consideration of some form of “sliding scale” or initial loan opportunities for members tof
the fleet that might otherwise be put at a disadvantage in paying for the costs of
monitoring, management and research. Phasing of cost recovery should also be
considered, to allow for a transition to a more profitable fishery that is more capable of
cost recovery.
Level- Entry Opportunities
The scoping documents describes options for establishing a loan program to assist new
entrants, small boat operators and crew who meet qualifying criteria in acquiring quota
shares. We recommend that coastal communities be allowed to form non-profits whose
purpose would be to hold and lease quota to community members; and that these nonprofits also qualify for any loan program opportunities.
Definition of Individual Quotas as Privileges and Ensuring Against Defacto
“Rights”
Congress was careful not to create a vested property right under Magnuson-Stevens,
which states that an IFQ “shall not create, or be construed to create any right, title, or
interest in or to any fish before the fish is harvested.” (1996 Cong. US S 39 s
108(d)(3)(D)). Similarly, the National Marine Fisheries Service defines IFQs as a harvest
privilege only and not as property for purposes of a takings claim. ’The federal rule
establishing an IFQ program in the Atlantic also emphasizes this point: “The system is
not irreversible. It does not convey property rights in the resource.. .the right to sell an
allocation exists only until the Council or the Secretary amend the FMP to modify or
withdraw the allocation scheme.” (55 Fed. Reg. 24187 (1990)).

i NFMS stipulates that the privilege “may be revoked or amended subject to the
requirements of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act and other
applicable law.” (50 C.F.R. s. 676.20(g) (1995)).
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The government creates IFQs, and therefore has the ability to define them to ensure that
they will not be considered legal property rights.* We encourage the Council and NMFS
to include unambiguous language that is thoroughly vetted with those stakeholders who
have expressed public concerns about IFQs constituting or evolving to become a defacto
property right.
Conclusion
These scoping comments are focused on broad alternative and trawl IQ program design
issues which were either not identified or had been initially rejected by the Trawl IQ
Committee. We have not addressed issues related to inter-sectoral allocation. Clearly,
this is going to be an important and difficult set of decisions and impact analyses that
must occur before any trawl IQ program is implemented. We urge the Council to begin
the inter-sectoral allocation EIS process as soon as possible and to modify the allocation
committee to ensure that all sectors and stakeholders have representation and are actively
involved.
We will be presenting additional information and comments based on ongoing outreach
efforts in September and look forward to working closely with the Council, NMFS, and
stakeholders on all aspects of this important management initiative throughout the design
and implementation process.
Sincerely,

Rod Fujita

* The government can thus avoid takings claims under the Fifth Amendment. See Robert
H. Nelson, 1986 U. Ill. L. Rev 363, 374 (1986).
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June 30,2004

Dr. Donald 0. McIsaac, Executive Director
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97220- 1384

JUl_ 0 6 2004

Dear Don,
The staff of the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) has reviewed the materials available at the June
meeting of the Pacific Fishery Management Council regarding the proposal for an Trawl Individual Quota (TIQ)
program. An IQ program for this fishery clearly has the potential to address some of the problems currently facing
this sector on the Pacific coast. However, the Council briefing document on the TIQ program suggests that
prohibited species bycatch, which would include Pacific halibut, would be allowed to be retained by trawl vessels,
presumably for sale. We have several comments on this issue for the Council as it develops the elements of the
program.
1.

Anv nrovision allowing retention of trawl-caught halibut would require IPHC approval. Permissible gear for the
retention of Pacific halibut is governed by the Halibut Convention between the U.S. and Canada and must be
approved by the IPHC. Current IPHC regulations do not allow trawl-caught halibut to be retained, so allowing
this type of retention would require approval by the IPHC and a change in IPHC regulations. In addition, the
IPHC would need to address other management measures, e.g., fishing season and minimum size limit. Recent
proposals to the Commission requesting trawl retention of halibut have not been approved, so it is unlikely that
the Commission would adopt this proposal.

2.

The Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) would need to be amended to account for retention
bv this additional
user group. The CSP currently allocates the annual available halibut yield among recreational, directed and
incidental commercial, and treaty tribal fishers. Allowing retention by trawls would effectively create another
user group for the halibut resource off the west coast, which the Council would need to include in the CSP.

3.

Effect on bvcatch reduction. In 1991, Canada and the U.S. agreed to reduce halibut
bycatch mortality in nontarget fisheries by 50 percent. Requiring retention would, in effect, double the amount of legal-sized halibut
mortality by the trawl fishery, as the current discard requirement allows for survival of those in the best
condition, or 50 percent of the total caught. In turn, this 100% mortality associated with trawl retention would
decrease the yield available to the other current harvesters of the halibut resource. The amount of additional
mortality exceeds the current catch iimit for the directed commercial halibut fishery.

A member of our staff will be attending the meeting scheduled for July 20, and can answer any questions the
technical group may have.

4ncerely yours,

/
Bruce M. Leaman
Executive Director

I

cc: Commissioners
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Dr. Donald Mc Isaac, Executive Director
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97220
RE : Comments on Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
Consideration of Establishing an Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) System for the Pacific
Coast Groundfish Trawl Fishery.
Dear Dr. McIsaac:
The Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen
’s Associations (PCFFA), representing working
men and women in the west coast commercial fishing fleet, has reviewed the document noticed
in the 24 M ay 2004
Federal Register (Vol. 69, No. 100, pp.29482-29485) noticing the intent of
the Pacific Fishery M anagement Council to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS)
and take scooping comments for the purpose of considering an Individual Fishing Quota(IFQ)
system for the Pacific Coast groundfish trawl fishery. PCFFA, which represents some trawl
fishermen along the central and southern California coast and various limited access and open
access longline and hook-and-line fishermen in the groundfish fishery, has the following
comments:
Consideration of Trawl IFQ Program is Premature
PCFFA believes that prior to proceeding with the preparation of an EIS to consider and IFQ
system for the Pacific groundfish trawl fishery a number of steps must first be taken. It is
premature at this time to be considering an IFQ system for trawling or any other sector of the
groundfish fishery until the following occur:
1. Analysis of Affect of Buyback on Trawl Effort Prior to moving ahead with an IFQ
system, basing the reasons on many of the factors preceding the buy-back, that just took
place this year, an analysis should be done to describe what theaffect has been. Has the
buyback appreciably reduced effort in the trawl fishery? Have vessels with
“latent” trawl
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permits moved in to fill the void lefi by the departure of the buy-back vessels? How does
the new trawl fleet catch capacity/economic needs stack up against projected groundfish
stock abundance? An analysis of the existing system asaffected by the buy-back is
needed prior to moving to a new system that may not be warranted by such an analysis.
2. Reallocation of Quota Back to Other Groundfsh Sectors. Prior to moving ahead with
consideration of an IFQ system for the trawl fleet, the Pacific Council has an obligation to
consider the needs of the non-trawl limited entry fishery and the open access fishery.
Both of these fisheries have watched their share of the groundfish resource be whittled
away since 1982 in order to provide for the bycatch of the trawl fleet and the somewhat
specious claims by some processors that they had to have access to trawl-caught
groundfish throughout the year, disregarding either biological considerations (e.g.,
spawning periods) or economic considerations (the higher value of some of thehook-andline or longline caught fish). Now that is it evident trawl groundfish may not be available
throughout the year and the need to maximize the value of the fish that can be taken, the
Pacific Council should consider first reallocating some of the total catch back to thenontrawl sector prior to issuing quota shares in the trawl fishery.
3. Establishment of National Standards for ZFQ Systems. Neither the Pacific Council, nor
the National Marine Fisheries Service should proceed with any IFQ system until Congress
establishes national standards for the creation of such systems. Since 1996, Congress had
a moratorium on IFQ systems, which was to allow time for NMFS to prepare a set of
standards for IFQ systems. NMFS failed to do what Congress asked and the moratorium
elapsed in September 2003. There is legislation currently in the House and language has
been introduced in the Senate to establish standards. The Pacific Council and NMFS
should wait, out of deference to the Congress and out of respect for those in the
groundfish trawl fishery (in the event Congress enacts standards forcing changes in any
groundfish IFQ system), until national standards for IFQ systems are established to assure
any program created by the Pacific Council is consistent with the national standards.
Justification of an IFQ System
PCFFA recognizes that for some fisheries anIFQ system may be preferable, providing a
number of conditions are met, including assurances that all the active participants in the fishery
have access to quota, the quota is apportioned fairly, and ownership of quota is restricted to
fishermen. However, in addition to the concern raised above that consideration of an IFQ system
for the groundfish trawl fishery is premature at this time, PCFFA believes the rationale given in
the notice, fails to make a compelling case for consideration.
1. Bycatch Reduction. The proposal for consideration of an IFQ system discusses the
bycatch issue in the trawl fishery but fails to say how an IFQ system will improve lessen
bycatch over the current trip limit system. Arebycatch quotas being considered as well?
Not only is no basis given for howbycatch will be reduced under an IFQ system, the issue
of ‘highgrading” (i.e., sorting through fish to take only the largest or most valuable fish
pursuant to a quota) is totally ignored. The notice discusses the problem the groundfish
fleet has with being constrained, not be allowed to fish abundant stocks because of the
incidental take of less abundant species, That issue is hardly unique to groundfish, but is
something the salmon fishery has had to deal with since the Pacific Council instituted
“weak stock” management for that fishery.
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2. Change in Rationale for Groundfish Fishery? In the notice it is
m entioned one of the
advantages for fisher
men under an IFQ system is the ability to fish when they want, when
the weather and markets are best as well as to access other fisheries. This rationale is
contrary to that given by the Pacific Council for nearly two decades to assure there was
groundfish fishing year around to supply shoreside plants and processing lines.
Indeed, as
mentioned above, the rationale for wanting a year around trawl fishery was used to take
catch fro m the non-trawl fishery.
How does the Pacific Council and the IFQ proponents
explain this change in rationale for groundfish
m anagement?
3. Cost of an ZFQ Program. No m ention is m ade of the increased cost of IFQ syste
m s, or
even the cost of preparing the EIS, at a ti
me when the councils
NMFSand
are under
pressure to contain costs given the magnitude of the federal budget deficit. PCFFA
questions proceeding with an EIS at this time given the costs and the issues raised above,
or the ability to pay for such a syste
m if it were adopted.
The cost issue has to be
carefully considered.
PCFFA, for the reasons state above, urges the Pacific Council not to proceed at this time with
the preparation of an IFQ system. The only reason PCFFA can see for rushing ahead with an
IFQ syste m at this ti me is to grant as much of the fishery as possible to the trawl vessel owners
with large catch histories. This is not a proper basis for
moving ahead at this time.
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,
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May 25,2004
Donald K. Hansen, Chairman
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97220-l 384
Re: Trawl Individual Fishing Quota public scoping document
Dear Chairman Hansen,
The Pacific Marine Conservation Council (PMCC) is a public-benefit, non-profit corporation that
works with fishermen, marine scientists, conservationists, and the general public, PMCC seeks to
ensure that needed steps are taken to rebuild and sustain depleted groundfisheries along the West
Coast, as well as to balance healthy marine ecosystems with viable fishing community economies.
PMCC is very concerned that the development of an individual transferable quota(ITQ) system for
the trawl sector of the groundfish fishery is moving forward with inadequate forethought.The haste
in which the Pacific Fishery Management Council (Pacific Council) is being asked to approve a
public scoping document to support this development is objectionable, and commencing scoping for
a trawl ITQ environmental impact statement (EIS) is, in itself; inappropriate and premature.
The Pacific Council should decline to approve a public scoping document for a trawl ITQ-EIS,
and should instead recommend that NOAA Fisheries proceed with the issuance of a Notice of
Intent (NOI) to prepare a comprehensive programmatic EIS that will facilitate an open public
process for planning for the future of the groundfish fishery as a whole. Within this
programmatic EIS process, scientific investigation should occur which examines the biological,
social, and economic implications of instituting various forms of dedicated access privileges within
the West Coast groundfish fishery - including the possibility of ITQs in the trawl sector. The Pacific
Council could, through the programmatic EIS process, also draw on the expertise of their Science
and Statistical Committee (SSC) to attempt to reconcile divergent scientific points of view on this
controversial subject. This process would assist the Council in deciding whether or not to move
forward with an EIS regarding a specific IFQ program- based on a credible scientific foundation.
1
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A comprehensive programmatic EIS must be completed for the West Coast groundfish fishery

prior to consideration of options for new forms of dedicated access privileges specific to the
trawl sector of this fishery.
PMCC has consistently cautioned against moving forward with a major management change such as
a trawl ITQ program, and its associated allocations, beforetaking stock of the major changes that
have already occurred in the groundfish fishery in recent years. These include several overfished
species with rebuilding plans under development, large areas of the continental shelf closed to
certain types of fishing effort, the buyback of 91 trawl permits and the subsequent transfer of at least
17 latent permits, and environmental impact statements under development for bothbycatch and
essential fish habitat. PMCC has called for analysis of these major changes and linkage between the
various National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) initiatives. This would require an open, public
process, where informed decisions can be made about a visiontir the future of the groundfish
fishery - a comprehensive programmatic EIS.
Prior to taking the radical step of seriously considering ITQ-based management, it is essential to
review and analyze the impacts of recent changes to the groundfish fishery, and important new
information that is now available. NEPA (at 40 C.F.R. 9 1502.9(c)) requires preparation of
supplemental [programmatic] EIS when
“the agency makes substantial changes in the proposed
action that are relevant to environmental concerns; when
” or “there are significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action
or its impacts. ” The groundfish fishery certainly qualifies on both accounts, and it would be entirely
appropriate for the Pacific Fishery Management Council to urge NOAA Fisheries to begin work on a
programmatic EIS as soon as possible, both for the utility of the process and to comply with the law.
The willingness of NOAA Fisheries to fbnd the trawl ITQ-EIS process should raise concern in light
of a statement made by Bill Robinson of the Northwest Region at the June 2003 Council meeting,
when development of a comprehensive programmatic EIS was abandoned in order to focus more
narrowly on bycatch. From page 34 under B. 12.b of the NMFS report: “Mr. Robinson wanted to
point out to the Council that the concept of abroader programmatic EIS is still alive as far asNMFS
is concerned. But the resources available didn
’t allow preparing three major
EIS’s simultaneously.
The EFH EIS and bycatch reduction are mandated by the Court so they take precedence. Hopefully,
NMFS can prepare a programmatic EIS in the future once resources were made available. ” Yet,

resources were apparently found for developing a trawl ITQ, instead.
The Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS regarding implementation of dedicated access
privileges in the groundfish trawl fishery is deficient, and some premises set forth in this NO1
can be considered misleading.
Providing exactly 21 days of notice of the only Pacific Council meeting-associated scoping session,
as is here the case, for an EIS which would herald a major departure for Council-system
management is outrageous. When taken along with a promise to provide a draft public scoping
document at the time of the session, outrage must turn to grief for the insult to public process that
L
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this represents. This is an issue that affects people ’s lives, their livelihood, our ocean environment,
and is integral to the future management of West Coast marine fisheries. This is not an isolated
instance where the timing of notice limited the ability for the public to be involved with this process.
The October 2003 meeting of the Ad Hoc Trawl Individual Quota committee was heldaRer
providing just 14 days advance notice in the Federal Register, the exact minimum notice required
under the Magnuson-Stevens Act. Only 15 days Federal Register notice was provided for this
committee ’s second meeting in March 2004.
Frankly, I ’m surprised that this NO1 was pushed to publication in the Federal Register, since I
’m still
not sure where the funding for this EIS might come from. Mr. Chairman, we have all heard about
the attempt to access for this purpose the remaining $550,000 or so in California
’s share of the
groundfish disaster relief funds. The irony is clear: take fimds that were intended to help the fishing
community cope with the economic hardship of a fisheries disaster, then use that money to set up a
system from which a few people will profit while putting many times more out of a job.
The authors of the NO1 seized upon a phrase used by the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy:
“dedicated access privileges, ” perhaps as a euphemism for the vilified
“individual fishing quotas. ”
In fairness, the new term broadens the concept somewhat. However, there is a big problem here in
that the NOI authors selectively take the work of the U.S. Commission out of context, completely
omitting the commission ’s recommendation to enact national standards for implementation of
dedicated access privileges - to guide processes like that being placed before the Pacific Council.
(Please see page nine of these comments for a list of the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy
recommendations for minimum standards.)
It would seem that those developing this trawl ITQ would either rather not wait for Congress to
enact standards such as those proposed by the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy, or perhaps they
just don ’t like those particular standards. Judging from the ITQ proponents
’ opposition to setting
quota shares for limited durations, or even allowing participants in a fishery to vote in a referendum
as to whether an ITQ system should be established, to name two standards, I the latter is likely the
case.
The authors of the NO1 also engage in an unfortunate misappropriation of theBycatch Program EIS
and the Pacific Council ’s choice of a preferred alternative.
The Bycatch EIS is an important
document designed to help guide the Pacific Council
’s programbycatch
for monitoring and
reduction over the next few years. The Pacific Council
’s preferred alternative moves toward
sectorbased bycatch caps, while making explicate the status quo efforts to quantify and minimize bycatch.
Support for potential “future IFQ programs in appropriate sectors of the fishery
” was mentioned, but
not explained. The Pacific Council specifically did not choose an alternative in the Bycatch EIS that
would have centered around “rights-based ” management, even though this option was presented to
the Council as an alternative. To use the Bycatch EIS in any way to form a programmatic nest for a
trawl ITQ is worse than a stretch, it would be utterly misleading and disingenuous.
This is not to say that IFQ systems could not have a beneficial impact onbycatch reduction.
Apparently most have not, though, and many IFQ systems have exasperatedbycatch problems.
Since the NO1 highlights bycatch and the constraints imposed by encounters with overfished species
3
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as m ajor proble m s in the W est Coast groundfish fishery, it will be interesting to see how the offered
public scoping docu
m ent proposes to reduce
bycatch over the status quo, if in fact this is atte
mpted.
If peer-reviewed science is offered that is contrary to
much of the current literature, this could be
useful within the scientific review process discussed earlier, in the context of a co
mprehensive
programmatic EIS, including consideration by the SSC.
In any event, the Bycatch Program EIS needs to lead in short order to a Fishery
Amendment that tirlly addresses bycatch monitoring and reduction, in a legally-co
A hypothetical trawl ITQ years in the future is not going to fulfill this require
the Bycatch EIS lays the foundation for a trawl ITQ.

M anagement Plan
mpliant fashion.
m ent, any more th

Again, it co m es back to a reasonable
m andate: the Pacific Council and NOAA Fisheries should fully
engage in developing a co
mprehensive programmatic EIS, linking disparate efforts in a thoughtful,
m easured way, and fully engaging the public. This step could go a long way toward i
mproving a
m anagement syste m that has too often been crisis-driven.
The process leading to the public scoping document has been severely flawed, inherently
tainting the material offered to the Council.

W hen the Pacific Council
’s Trawl Individual Quota Committee (TIQC)) met in
M arch 2004, the
TIQC continued to develop recommendations for how a trawl ITQ would function, working to create
a public scoping docu
ment to “focus” public co
mment during scoping
EISforthat
an would support
development of a trawl ITQ system. The committee report to the April Council
meeting states:
“Public scoping sessions are not a required part of the scoping process, however, because of the
controversial nature of individual quotas and the scoping effort that has already occurred through the
Trawl IQ Committee meetings, such sessions may be warranted. An open process that
‘invites b
participation by stakeholders
’ is one of the reco
mm endations contained in the National Research
Council report produced pursuant to the Sustainable Fisheries Act.”

PMCC continues to maintain that an open process is needed before considering moving forward with
developing a specific IFQ progra System m
. atically atte mpting to narrow the scope of alternatives
for the groundfish fishery by presu
m ing that a trawl ITQ syste
m (or even trawl
“dedicated access
privileges) is the public
’s preferred general direction is pre
m ature. Spending federal resources to
support the TIQC ’sdevelopment of specific reco
mm endations which
m ay further prejudice public
scoping (because reco
mmendations have been agreed to by a Pacific Council-appointed co
mm ittee
and now potentially approved by the members of the Pacific Council) raises eyebrows- especially
when interested stakeholders fro mrecreational, fixed gear, open access, and other potentially
impacted fisheries have been deliberately excluded - along with conservation groups that support the
agenda of the
M arine Fish Conservation Network (a coalition of over 170 conservation groups,
commercial and recreational fishing organizations, and
m arine science groups), that new IFQ
programs should not be established until alter Congress enacts national standards that protect
fisher m en, coastal co mmunities, and the environment
fro mthe m any potentiallyhar m fuleffects of
this type of m anagement.
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The preliminary motion creating the TIQC, made by trawl fisherman and Pacific Council member
Ralph Brown specifically named eight trawl fishery and three processor representatives as the
primary representation. Although the official motion was modified to describe representation rather
than individuals, the same people ended up appointed (along with a tribal representative, a
representative from enforcement, and, later, another processor). The named individuals also
included a contractor with Environmental Defense (ED) as a
“conservation ” seat. It is well known
that ED is very unusual in the conservation community as proponents of rights-based management;
the staff of ED had been strongly advocating in support ofIFQs, and the organization has since
contributed money to support the Pacific Council
’s development of a trawl ITQ system.
Mr. Brown as well as several individuals who were appointed to this committee, which is primarily
supported by public dollars, stand to see substantial financial benefit if a trawl ITQ is enacted, while
other commercial and recreational fishermen excludedfrom the development process may lose
market share, or even their businesses, depending on how the ITQ might be implemented. This
situation argues strongly for legislation that would require council members torecuse themselves
from votes which would have a direct financial implication upon their business. As it now stands,
Mr. Brown did not violate any law by acting to support his personal financial self-interest.
But even conflict-of-interest reforms at the council level would not ameliorate the inherent flaws in
setting up a committee designed to avoid dissenting opinions, other than the tensions of negotiating
power between trawlers and processors. This is an insider, backrooms game that excludes adjacent
commercial fisheries, the less-efficient trawl businesses, the entire recreational fishery, and the
American public. There is no wonder that this process has inspired the widespread perception that
what is going on here is a privatization of this country
’s ocean resources,
“thefta of the commons. ”
For the Pacific Council to take the dramatic step of approving a scoping document for a trawlITQEIS would be extraordinarily unwise, because this would quickly be interpreted as Council support
for the basic idea that a trawl ITQ is desirable, and all that
’s left is to debate the precise structure and
allocation of species. This would also be a rejection of the right of the public to have a voice in the
future of West Coast groundfish.
Under objective criteria developed by the National Research Council, the West Coast
groundfish trawl fishery is unlikely to he considered an appropriate fishery for
implementation of an individual fishing quota system.
According to the National Research Council ’s Sharing the Fish: Toward a National
Policy on
Individual Fishing; Quotas, “IFQprogramswill be more successful when the following conditions
are met:
1) The total allowable catch can be specified with reasonable certainty.
2) The goals of economic eflciency and reducing the number offirms, vessels, and people in the
jishery have a high priority.
3) Broad stakeholder support and participation is present.
4) The fishery is amenable tocost-eflective monitoring and ergforcement.
5
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5) Adequate data exist. Because of the long-tern impacts and potential irreversibility of IFQ
programs, it is important that sujjicient date are available to assess and allow the mitigation
of insofar as possible, the potential social and economic impacts of IFQs on individuals and
communities.
6) The likelihoodfor spillover offishing activities into other$sheries is recognized and
provision is made to minimize its negative eflects.

Certainly a situation exists (1) in groundfish where the allowable catch for each
m anaged species
group of species is speczfied each year, although
most of these species have not undergone a
complete stock assess
ment.
I think the intent here is to point out the diffrcuhy inherent in setting up
IFQs for populations of exceptionally variable bio
m ass,
Dungeness
such as crab or pink shri
mp.
However, implementation of IFQs can also be proble
m atic in multi-species fisheries that include
depleted populations with a low bio
The
mass.
need to rebuild the populations of these species
demands a higher priority than quota-holder access to their percentage of healthy stocks.
Data
reporting li m itations in other fisheries (including recreational) that encounter the overfished species,
and potential overages in these fisheries, can also contribute to considerable uncertainty regarding
access to quota.
The capacity reduction feature of (2) see
m ed to have i mportance in the trawl fishery during
advocacy for the buyback, even though the trawl industry and NOAA Fisheries preferred to leave a
substantial nu mber of latent and underused per
m its available for those who
took the
buyback
money
to re-enter the fishery or expand their businesses, or for processors to purchase in an atte
replace lost delivery capacity.

mpt to

So, I ’m not sure that capacity reduction is really a high value.The buyback reduced so m e capacity,
and a large nu mber of skippers and deckhands were put out of work, and the business plans of so
processing plants were challenged.
W hether additional consolidation, efficiency, and une
mploy
are desirable would depend upon one
’s point of Less
view.than opti m ally efficient businesses that
support coastal fa
m ilies can provide a substantial benefit to our co
mmunities, and IFQ systems have
been observed to destroy such businesses Tom British Colu mbia to Iceland.
As far as (3) goes, we don ’t really know whether there
m ight be “broad stakeholder support and
participation,” because the Ad Hoc Trawl Individual Quota co
mm ittee was set up specifically to
li m it participation.In addition, the public has been resoundingly excluded by the continuing
resistance to a co mprehensive programmatic
EIS process. Additionally, in Septe
mber 2003, the
Pacific Council heard testi
mony inclusion of a referendu
against
m where participants in the fishery
m ight vote on whether they wanted to develop and i
mplement
IFQs.
On all accounts the Pacific
trawl ITQ process faib this condition; this is clearly an insider play by those who would gain the
most.
To suggest that airing these issues within the council process acco
mmodates sufficient public
involve ment is inaccurate. Even the voting body of the Pacific Council itself does not include af%r
and balanced cross-section of all sectors of the fishery and the public interest. This is not the fault of
the Council, but rather a subject requiring national refor
s. is that the Pacific Council
But thempoint
is an inadequate foru
m to ensure broad public participation.
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On the other hand, there are many stakeholders who participate in the Council process- and discuss
issues among themselves - who would be limited in their involvement in this scoping process, as the
comment period, after an adopted scoping document is provided, does not include a Council
meeting.
Number (4) is interesting, considering the long-time resistance of many in the trawl fleet to at-sea
observers. Will industry now be willing to pay for 100% observer coverage, even with catch levels
constrained by encounters with overfished species? Or will the public be expected to foot the bill,
even as public resources are “gifted ” to the private sector? Meanwhile, enforcement personnel are
already strained with current tasks, as well as with national security.
We have huge problems with (5) because of lack of data in the biological, economic, and social
realms. As mentioned earlier, most of the managed groundfish populations have not been fully
assessed - there are not enough data available to assess many of them. The status of non-managed
marine life is, in many cases, even more difficult to evaluate. As we move toward a more
ecosystem-based management approach, the concept of operating a system of single species-based
IFQs seems incompatible, if not outright bizarre. It gets worse if we consider the adaptive
management consequences of in-season adjustments which attempt to ensure that total catch by
species in the groundfish fishery as a whole stays within allowable levels, particularly those
involving overfished species or bycatch species on a reduction plan; the IFQ setup might actually
create a race-for-fish, driven by the fear that the accelerated mortality of constraining species might
shut the fishery.
The social and economic impacts of (5) are also challenging. UsefUl new tools, such as the
Groundfish Fleet Restructuring information and Analysis (GFR) project, undertaken as aproof-ofconcept by Ecotrust and PMCC, demonstrate that there are the means to look at the likely effects of
IFQ-driven consolidation, unemployment, loss of infrastructure, reduction in diversity, concentration
of fishing effort, deleterious impacts to the recreational fleet, and the adverse consequences suffered
by communities. This argues for careful evaluation of these types of effects, their possible
mitigation, and any offsetting beneMs of IFQ programs, within the larger context of a
comprehensive programmatic EIS.
This is a complex subject that needs to be informed by both biological and social scientists. The
information to be provided by the analytical team is a start, but it would be prudent to have a
substantial amount of data, which could be made available, provided to the SSC, the Pacific Council,
and the public, before a decision is made to proceed with a trawl ITQ-EIS. The situation here
involves approving a scoping document to go forward with this EIS without scientific foundation,
based instead on self-interest and politics. This would, of course, bolster the case often made by
critics ofthe council process, that scientific decisions - biological, sociological, and economic should be insulated from the political realm, leaving only advice on allocation matters to the regional
fishery management councils.
Finally, there should be no problem in recognizing the spillover probabilities (6) of a trawl ITQ, both
due to increased capitalization and more flexible business planning. The Dungeness crab fishery in
7
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Oregon, for example, saw a tremendous influx of pots this year, in part due to the capital infusion
from the groundfish buyback. Many of the same individuals who took the profits of the buyback and
expanded operations in other fisheries stand to also gain financial advantage throughITQs, and
would likely continue expansion. We could run some sociological and economic analysis and make
reasonable projections of expected behavior- and we should -- before we decide whether to commit
to the development of a trawl ITQ-EIS.
These are just a few criteria for evaluating whether a fishery might be a candidate for IFQ
management, as posed by the National Research Council. There are a number of other biological,
social and economic factors that can be examined in evaluating whether a fishery is appropriate for
IFQs. NOAA Fisheries has begun some of this work by looking at IFQs in multi-species fisheries
internationally. A drafi of these fmdings was made available to the TIQC, but apparently went no
farther within the council system. It is only reasonable to expect the fisheries service to present
these findings as completely as possible, along with the other material discussed earlier, through a
comprehensive programmatic EIS, with vetting before the SSC, before encouraging the Pacific
Council to move blindly on a path from which return would be difficult at best.
The Pacific Council deserves full information and adequate opportunity for deliberation, rather than
a rush for approval of a scoping document. Certainly at the present it appears that the West Coast
groundfish trawl fishery is not an appropriate candidate for IFQ management.

The way in which exploration of possible use of individual fishing quota systems in the Pacific
Region has transformed into a headlong rush to implement a trawl ITQ, demonstrates clearly
the vital need for Congress to enact strong national standards to protect marine ecosystems,
commercial and recreational fishermen, our coastal communities, and the public trust from
potentially substantial deleterious impacts of individual fishing quota systems. If Congress
cannot act swiftly to pass standards legislation, such as IIR 2621, then a moratorium on new
IFQ systems should be established until national standards are adopted.
PMCC supports the national agenda of the Marine Fish Conservation Network (MFCN) regarding
IFQs, including the following:
The Magnuson-Stevens Act should be amended to:
?

?
?
?

?

Acknowledge that marine fish are publicly owned and thatIFQs are not property
rights;
Ensure that IFQ programs enhance fish conservation;
Protect fishing communities from excess consolidation;
Limit IFQs to no more thanfive years, after which they may be renewed if
conservation is enhanced; and
Recover all administrative costs
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The PMCC board of directors adds these additional requisite standards:
0

?

?

Any IFQ must have a community component that results in appropriate harvest in the full
fishing ranges of traditional coastal communities.
Any IFQ allocation shouldprovide incentives for use of gear which has the leastbycatch
and the least adverse impacts on habitat.
No provisions that allow for the transfer ofbycatch quota (including non-target marine
life and overfished or Endangered Species Act-listed species) will be allowed.

More details about the need for national standards, and about the impacts of IFQ systems worldwide,
can be found at \t \; ;; ! : ii. 1 / ! ,I , __ .
The U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy also understands the compelling need to establish national
standards, if dedicated access privilege systems are to be considered. The Commission
recommended on page 235 of their Preliminary Report:
At a minimum, the national guidelines should require dedicated access programs to:
.

?

speczfi the biological, social, and economic goals of the plan; recipient groups
designatedfor the initial quota shares; and data collection protocols.
provide for periodic reviews of the plan to determine progress in meeting goals.

.

assign quota shares for a limited period of time to reduce confusion concerning
ownership of living marine resources,

.

allow managers flexibility to manage fisheries adaptively, and provide stability to
jishermen for investment decisions.
mandate fees for exclusive access based on a percentage of quota shares held. These user
fees should be used to support ecosystem-based management. Fee waivers, reductions or
phase-in schedules should be allowed until afishery is declared recovered or fishermen ’s
profzts increase.

.

.

?

public

include measures, such as community-based quota shares or quota share ownership
caps, to lessen the potential harm to fishing communities during the transition to
dedicated access privileges.
hold a referendum among all permitted commercial fishermen after adequate public
discussion and close consultation with allaflected stakeholders, to ensure acceptance of
a dedicated access plan priorto$nal Regional Fishery Management Council approval.
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Conclusions:
It is clear from the information presented in this letter that it would be decidedly inappropriate to
approve a public scoping document for trawl dedicated access privileges at this time, or in any way
to encourage NOAA Fisheries to develop an EIS solely for a trawl ITQ system. Nor should Pacific
Council staff time continue to be diverted to this effort.
The appropriate, valuable, and legally-required course of action is for the Pacific Council and
NOAA Fisheries to forthrightly begin scoping for, and development of a comprehensive
programmatic EIS for the commercial and recreational groundfish fishery. This is the proper vehicle
to fully assess the efficacy and impacts of theRocktish Conservation Areas; decipher the actual
impacts of the buyback program; create linkages between rebuilding overfished populations,
assessing and reducing bycatch, and protecting essential fish habitat; investigate how to better
implement ecosystem-based management; and.. .evaluate whether types of dedicated access
privileges might be appropriate tools for some sectors of this fishery.
Seeking the best work in the biological and social sciences, including worldwide experiences with
forms of dedicated access privileges, to incorporate into the analysis within a comprehensive
programmatic EIS is a wise way to proceed. After this science is reviewed by the SSC, and general
policy alternatives are selected for the future directions of the West Coast groundfish fishery, only
then might it be appropriate to begin development of an EIS to support dedicated access privileges in
a particular sector.
Respectfully,

Peter Huhtala
Senior Policy Director
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Pacific Marine Conservation Council

(DRWlrolmn

July 29,2004

Donald 0 McIsaac, Ph.D.
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, Oregon 97220
Re: Trawl IFQ-EIS scoping comments

Dear Dr. McIsaac,
These comments are intended to supplement oral testimony that Pacific Marine Conservation
Council (PMCC) has made at scoping hearings for this environmental impact statement (Trawl IFQEIS) at Foster City, Seattle and Newport. Specifically, I’ll take this opportunity to elaborate on
PMCC’s recommendation for the council and NOAA Fisheries to analyze an additional alternative,
should a decision be made to proceed with this EIS.
To be clear, PMCC remains resolved that we believe that time and resources are being
inappropriately diverted to designing a trawl dedicated access privilege system while a
comprehensive programmatic EIS for the groundfish fishery management plan (FMP) is overdue. In
addition, we believe that focus and resolve needs to be committed to completing the Bycatch
Program EIS, its associated FMP amendment, and implementing regulations that make for effective
monitoring and reduction of bycatch. There remains, nonetheless, the current Notice of Intent (NOI)
and scoping process, and if the council decides to continue down this path then an additional
alternative should be considered.
The problem statement in the NO1 highlights the bycatch problems in the groundfish fishery,
particularly the unintended encounters with overfished species. This statement summarizes some of
these concerns as “uncertainties about the appropriate bycatch estimation factors, few incentives for
the individual to reduce bycatch rates, and an’associated loss of economic opportunity related to the
harvest of target species. ” PMCC agrees that these are significant problems that should be addressed
as quickly as possible.
The NOI makes reference to the council’s preferred alternative for the draft Bycatch Program EIS.
I’m attaching for the record your letter of April 27,2004, to Regional Administrator Robert Lohn,
describing this alternative. This alternative has many elements in common with the “Draft Proposal
1
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for Counting and Minimizing Bycatch in the West Coast Groundfish Fishery” submitted by PMCC
and other groups for analysis within the Bycatch Program EIS process. I’m also attaching this
document. I will draw upon ideas expressed in these two documents in describing a new alternative
for the Trawl

IFQ-E

While this
This alternative is ba
concept is discussed in the scoping document (2.0 Alternatives and Impacts) under “Cumulative
Catch Limits” and
“
flexibility with these

We would like to ac
the limited entry traw
delineate the whiting
cap for any species w
f?om status quo, although the allocation to the trawl sector of catch
ofis not a huge de
This
the overfished species would be explicit, at least for the time period involved.
Permit holders would have the opportunity to opt out of their sector for the fishing season.

If they
make this choice, the
species, which now
must carry an observ
otherwise assure 100
to offset the cost of m
The other implicit in
fishing if their secto

Those have chosen t
their caps with other
their caps would hav
PMCC does not advo
+ Additional performance standards and incentives could be built into this system, as suggested in the
“Draft Proposal for‘Counting and Minimizing Bycatch in the West Coast Groundfish Fishery.” We
expect that some analysis of similar constructs for the groundfish fishery as a whole will be included
in the final Bycatch Program EIS, as the authors complete work to incorporate public comments and
the council’s preferred alternative.
Turning to Table 2.1- 1 in the scoping document, this alternative could be described as“Alternative
5” and simply include this hybrid of ICAs and Cumulative Catch Limits as the means to manage the
overfished species within the trawl fleet. All other species would be subject to status quo
management. (I should acknowledge that, although this proposal is pretty specific it might be wise
look more generically at CWICA management for the overfished species, as the council could then
request to see a range of options analyzed within this alternative.)
I’m not sure how this will fit in your scoping report, but I’d like there to be a mechanism for looking
at longer cumulative landing limit periods under status quo management - perhaps 3,4, or 6 months
- and how that might play out with the new Alternative 5.
2
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One important area to consider when looking at Alternative 5 is the timeline for possible
implementation. Elements of this proposal could be implemented more swiftly than other dedicated
access privilege systems under consideration, while not precluding consideration of additional
solutions. The benefits of superior accounting of bycatch to reduce uncertainty about the total catch
of overfished species, and instituting incentive systems to reduce bycatch can lead to increased
economic opportunity even as conservation mandates are fulfilled. Even though we are asking that
Alternative 5 be considered and compared with other dedicated access privilege systems within the
Trawl IFQ-EIS, the council could choose to move in this proposal into regulation without going
through the lengthy process expected under other options. We believe this could be in place by the
beginning of 2007, if not sooner.
Appendix A of the scoping document includes a discussion on area restrictions (A.2.0). We
suggest anticipating that some groundfish stocks that are managed on a coast-wide basis may be
determined in mture years to include genetically distinct populations, and that we don ’t have the
biological basis now to determine these future geographical ranges. Therefore, it
’s important to
consider how any dedicated access privilege system will respond to or discourage future changes in
area-based management, both for such biological reasons or for enhancing economic equity.
Alternative 5 could provide the flexibility needed for making adaptive management decisions,
particularly in that the catch caps are set by season and are non-transferable.
Thank you for considering this alternative and the other suggestions PMCC has made during this
scoping period.
Respectfully,

Peter Huhtala
Senior Policy Director
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Draft Proposal for Counting and Minimizing Bycatch in the
West Coast Groundfish Fishery
March 3 1,2004

This proposal to count and minimize bycatch relies on enhanced bycatch observation in
the groundfish fishery, the use of bycatch caps for sectors of the groundfish fishery, and
the continued use of spatial management to reduce bycatch. The sectors referred to in
scorecard” and can
this document match those currently used in the Council ’“bycatch
s
be further subdivided by area. We propose that a statistically adequate reporting
methodology to assess the amount and type of bycatch occurring in each fishery be
established using the criteria contained in “EvaluatingBycatch: A National Approach to
Standardized Bycatch Monitoring Programs ” (Powers Report) and “How Much Observer
Coverage is Enough to Adequately Estimate Bycatch” (Pikitch report). Implementation
will be phased in over time based on a ranking of need and feasibility consistent with
these reports.
Proposed Alternative to Minimize Bycatch in the Groundfish Fishery
The proposed alternative is a modification of Alternative 4 in the Bycatch EIS. This
proposed alternative would combine sector caps with continued use of spatial
management to minimize bycatch. The groundfish fishery will initially be subdivided
into the sectors defined by gear type (limited entry trawl, fixed gear, etc), as used in the
bycatch scorecard (attached). These sectors may be further subdivided by the Cape
Mendocino line (40- 10) into North and South components and by the RCA, into fishing
zones seaward and landward of the RCA. Vessel operators who want to fish both
seaward and landward of the RCA must provide proof of past fishing in both of these
areas using catch history for that vessel over the past three years. Upon further analysis,
these sectors may be further subdivided into geographical areas to fit area-based
management initiatives.
Caps on total mortality of each overfished species will be established for each sector, and
a sector will be closed to fishing upon attainment of any of theses caps. Additional
management measures will be employed to ensure that the total mortality of every
managed species stays within its OY.
Boats from within a sector can opt out of the sector cap, thereby preserving the
opportunity to continue fishing if their sector is shut down, by meeting some established
criteria such as funding 100% observer coverage for one ’s vessel. Upon opting out, a
commercial vessel would get individual bycatch caps and incentives such as higher trip
limits from a reserved portion of target species OY. This cap would be deducted from
that of the vessel ’s sector. Vessels that opt out of sector allocations can form collectives
to pool bycatch quotas amongst collective members. The entire collective is prohibited
from further fishing once a collective bycatch cap is met.

A-51

Furthermore, vessels are permitted to switch to another sector by changing gear type.
Similar to those vessels that opt for individual bycatch caps, bycatch cap amounts will
transfer with the vessel to the new sector.
The initial bycatch caps will be for those species identified on the bycatch scorecard
(bocaccio, canary rockfish, etc.), and the most current bycatch scorecard will be used to
apportion the OY of each species among the sectors. The Council will review bycatch
rates for other managed species not contained on the bycatch scorecard. If bycatch rates
for these species are higher than an established threshold, a bycatch cap will be set for
those species, and gradually reduced over time. As OY levels increase for the capped
species, the increase beyond what may be needed as a buffer will be allocated to
operators with the lowest bycatch rates among those with individual caps, and through
other means that provide incentives for bycatch reduction individually, by sector and
within collectives.
For species without set OYs (for example, unassessed species), information will be
collected through a standardized reporting methodology for bycatch. After a to-bedetermined time period of data collection, a bycatch cap will be established for individual
species or species groups if bycatch of any unmanaged species is found to increase or
decrease by 10% or more relative to the previous year. After a set number of years (e.g.
five) after establishment of a bycatch cap, bycatch would be reduced by some set
percentage (lo%, for example) per time period through reductions in the caps, while
providing incentives for those most successful at avoiding bycatch. In the interim,
bycatch of unassessed and other species will be minimized by use of the RCA and
additional spatial management measures as needed (for example, on the slope).
Establishing a Standardized Reporting Methodology for Bycatch
A bycatch reporting methodology will be established consistent with the criteria in the
Powers and Pikitch reports. Groundfish fishing sectors will be analyzed consistent with
these reports within the following categories: status of current reporting methodologies
and bycatch interaction (fish, endangered animals and marine mammals). The sectors
will then be ranked within the two categories. After consultation with appropriate NMFS
and PSMFC staff, decisions will be made as to which sectors should be considered
priorities for an enhanced reporting methodology. A timeline will be developed for
establishment of this reporting methodology for each sector.
Reference Documents:
Powers report: http://www.nmfs.noaa.Qov/bv catch/EvalBvcatch.Bdf
Bycatch EIS: http://www.pcouncil.org/groundfish/gfbdpeis.html
Pikitch report: http://www.oceana.org/uploads/BabcockPikitchGray2003FinalReport.pdf
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PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
NE Ambassador Place, Suite200
Portland, Oregon 97220-I 384

7700
CHAIRMAN
Donald K. Hansen

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Donald 0. Mclsaac

Telephone: 503-820-2280
Toll Free: 866-806-7204
Fax: 503-820-2299
www.pcouncil.org

April 27, 2004

Mr. Robert Lohn, Regional Administrator

National Marine Fisheries Service, Northwest Region
Building 1, BIN Cl5700
7600 Sand Point Way NE
Seattle, WA 98 115-0070
I2E:

The Pacific Coast Fishery Management Plan Bycatch Mitigation Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Lohn:

At its April 5-9,2004, meeting in Sacramento, California, the Pacific Fishery Management
Council (Council) reviewed the Pacific Coast Fishery Management Plan (FMP) Bycatch
Mitigation Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS) released on February
20, 2004, and identified its preferred alternative for NMFS to incorporate into the EIS. This
would be identified as Alternative 7 in the Final Programmatic EIS (FPEIS) and would contain
elements of several alternatives described in the DPEIS. The Council approved the following
motion describing the recommended preferred alternative:
Create a new Alternative 7 that includes elements of Alternatives 1, 4, and 5. Elements from
Alternative 1 that would be included in Alternative 7 would be all current programs for
bycatch minimization and management, including but not limited to: setting optimum yield
specifications, gear restrictions, area closures, variable trip and bag limits, season closures,
establishing landings limits for target species based on co-occurrence ratios with overfished
stocks, etc. The FMP would be amended to more fully describe our standardized reporting
methodology program and to require the use of bycatch management measures indicated
under Alternative1 for the protection of overfished and depleted groundfish stocks and to
reduce bycatch and bycatch mortality to the extent practicable. These would be used until
replaced by better tools as they are developed.
Elements from Alternative 4 that would be included in Alternative 7 would be the
development and adoption of sector-specific caps for overfished and depleted groundfish
species where practicable. We anticipate phasing in sector bycatch caps that would include:
monitoring standards, full retention programs, and individual vessel incentives for exemption
from caps.
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Mr. Robert Lohn
April 27,2004
Page 2
Elements of Alternative 5 that would be included in Alternative 7 would be the support of
future use of Individual Fishing Quota programs for appropriate sectors of the fishery. The
FMP would incorporate the Strategic Plan ’s goal of reducing overcapacity in all commercial
fisheries.
Additionally, baseline accounting of bycatch by sector shall be established for the purpose of
establishing future bycatch program goals.
Consistent with our recommendation, we ask the EIS project team to further describe Alternative
7 as necessary for the purpose of making it consonant with the descriptions of the other
alternatives and to support sufficient analysis of its impacts on the human environment, but to not
change matters of intent substance.
After this action is fmalized, the Council will consider undertaking preparation of a new
groundfish FMP amendment consistent with the findings in the FPEIS. We look forward to
working with NMFS after the release of the FPEIS to implement the policies and program
direction described by the preferred alternative.
Sincerely,

D. 0. McIsaac, Ph.D.
Executive Director
KRD:rdd
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Subject: Scoping Comments - I.D. 05 1004B
From: “Peter Huhtala” <peter@pmcc.org>
Date: Mon, 2 Aug 2004 14:2 1:28 -0700
To: (TrawlAccessEIS.nwr@noaa.gov>
CC: <Jim.Seger@noaa.gov>, <steve.Ereese@noaa.gov>
Comments on Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement, ID # 05 1004B
August 2,2004
Pacific Marine Conservation Council (PMCC) offers a few additional comments.
Sunsets: In the scoping document under A. 11 .O, the TIQC rejects the inclusion of automatic sunsets.
We recommend analyzing a range of sunset provisions
from one to ten years. In addition, the
concept of conducting a review of the performance of anIFQ system prior to the sunset date should
be examined (For example, setting a review at five years and a sunset at seven years, so that
continuation or expiration of the IFQ system could be anticipated as a result of the review.)
Short-term sunsets, say two years, might make for flexibility, especially in a system focused
exclusively on the overfished species.
Sunsets put teeth in performance standards designed to ensure that IFQ programs achieve the goal
for which they are designed. We recommend that any program be required to achieve measurable
conservation gains, such as reduction of bycatch or significant habitat protection, or they not be
allowed to continue. This helps to return some value to the public, the owner of the resource, for
granting a valuable privilege.
Setting the duration of quota shares for a fixed period not only can clarify any confusion about
property rights, as recommended by the US Commission on Ocean Policy, but can obviate possible
equity and biological problems. Short-term arrangements allow management to avoid long-term
proportional allocations between gear groups. As overfished populations rebuild, the structure of
the available resource will change, as will the basis for inter-sector allocations. Sunsets avoid a
possible conundrum.
Referendums: A range of referendum scenarios should be offered, including a double referendum
where two-thirds of those involved in the fishery would be allowed to vote first whether to develop
an IFQ system, and finally whether to implement the system. Consideration should be given to
allowing anyone earning more that three-quarters of their income (permit holders, skippers,
deckhands) from groundfish harvest to participate in the referendum.
Spatial analysis: In order to project some of the biological and economic changes that variousIFQ
management systems may bring, it would be useful to describe the current situations spatially, and
model some scenarios. First, we could look at catch by fishing block and landings by port in as fine
a scale as possible. In addition, we could look at estimates of biomass by area(NMFS survey & ?).
Then we could look at how catch and landings might occur if all stocks were at MSY (a goal of the
council). Again, we could draw on the historical data-set from the NMFS surveys. Another run
might forecast the state of the ecosystem in, say, 2020 based on the rebuilding plans now in place.
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These sort of projections might inform decisions about whether and how proportional allocation
between sectors might be set. But this is not just an allocation issue; it speaks directly to the design
of any dedicated access system, and, I believe will make obvious the need to limit share distribution
to short periods.
One concern that we ’ve raised about possible IFQ plans is that they might encourage localized
depletions of some populations. This would be especially problematic if it turns out that a stock
managed on a coastwide basis is actually genetically-distinct in certain areas. The spatial analysis
described here could be used to consider whether any localized depletions due to fishing have
already occurred.
Community quota: You’ve received requests to consider forms of community quota, CDQs and the
like. This is certainly reasonable, as the GAO recently suggested that such arrangements might be
one of the best means to mitigate the adverse impacts of IFQ systems. However, in a multi-state
Would
fishery certain constitutional problems might arise in relation to the Port Preference Clause.
you please describe the range of legally possible solutions for community quota and/or requiring
landings in a particular port. What does it take to get around the constitutional and inter-state
commerce issues; what are the realistic possibilities in regard to community quota systems? Even
if harvest quota is assigned to a community, could the community distribute the quota to fishermen
and stipulate that they land their catch in the community?
Thank you for considering these comments, and our previous testimony and submissions.
Peter Huhtala
Senior Policy Director
Pacific Marine Conservation Council
399 3 1 st Street
PO Box 59
.
Astoria, Oregon 97 103
phone (503) 325-8 188
fax (503) 325-9681
cell (503) 440-3211
www.pmcc.org
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public comment on federal register of 5/24/04 ~0169 no l...

Subject: public comment on federal register of 5/24/04 ~0169 no 100 pg 29482
From: Bk1492@aol.com
Date: Wed, 26 May 2004 l&42:51 EDT
To: TrawlAccessEIS.nwr@noaa.gov, rodney.frelinghuysen@mail.house.gov
CC: steve.freese@noaa.gov, jim.seger@noaa.gov
us dot noaa 50 cfr part 660 id 051004B - pacific fish
how is the public protected from fishermen who will keep lying to the council and pressuring as
long as you let them to take out every fish in the ocean for their own financial profit? Meanwhile,
they’ll be making illegal catch all they want.
The general public says that in the face of pressure by fish profiteers the council has to stand up
for the interests of the general public. Turn away special segments who beg for the whole pie,
when the whole pie belongs to the whole american public. That is the job of the council. Tell that
to the fishermen.
I do not want a large quota in a short season, because then the fish profiteers will go to another
area and overfish in that area, which is not a good idea. Let ’s reduce the number of fishermen
that is a good beginning.
cut quotas 50% this year and by 10% every year thereafter. Establish marine sanctuaries.
comment on page 4 - I thoroughly oppose providing for capacity rationalization through market
forces - that is completely inappropriate.
- they
I do not think “community ” quotas are a good idea. The fish are not a “community ” resource
belong to the entire american public. Letting comunity quotas be established would mean rich
powerful would get the whole quota.

comment on page 5 - We have to set up limits for these financial profiteers so that there is fish
left in the ocean. It is quite clear that fish profiteers will take every single fish in the ocean for their
own profit, and forget about any obligations to the general american good.
comment on page 6 - the largest issue here is putting the commercial fish profiteers in their
place, since compared with american population which needs protection of fish stocks, the
profiteers will take everything for their own financial wealth.
As if fully set forth herein at length, I hereby make the Pew foundation report on overfishing part
of this comment, as well as the well known Pew Foundation report on councils and how they have
been commandeered by the commercial fish industry to stop protecting the general american
public.
b. sachau
15 elm street
florham park nj 07932
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Agendum C.11.b
Summary of Public Comment
September 2004

STAFF SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENT ON TRAWL INDIVIDUAL QUOTAS
This document covers the following topics and provides related public comments:
an overview of needed decisions ...............................................................................................1
a summary of public comments on the process .........................................................................2
an overview of the management tools being considered ...........................................................3
a list of options covering the species to which the tools would apply .......................................4
design elements for bycatch caps ...............................................................................................5
design elements for IFQs ...........................................................................................................5
Each set of public comments is provided in a text table for which the source of the comment is
noted to the right. Organization acronyms used are as follows:
BSCC ................................................................................................................... Bandon Submarine Cable Committee
CBTA ........................................................................................................................... Coos Bay Trawlers Association
CJC .............................................................................................................................................. Coastal Jobs Coalition
ED .............................................................................................................................................. Environmental Defense
FMA ....................................................................................................................... Fishermen’s Marketing Association
IPHC ..............................................................................................................International Pacific Halibut Commission
MTC ............................................................................................................................. Midwater Trawlers Cooperative
PCFFA ......................................................................................... Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermens Associations
PMCC ...................................................................................................................Pacific Marine Conservation Council
POORT .................................................................................................................... Port Orford Ocean Resource Team
Survey (ED) ....................................................................... Results from survey work done by Environmental Defense
UASC ................................................................................................................. United Anglers of Southern California
WCSPA ..................................................................................................... West Coast Seafood Processors Association

Overview of Decisions Needed on Trawl Sector Dedicated Access Privileges
IQ (DAP) EIS:
Develop Management Regime Alternatives 1. Design the Tools (Scoping Information
Document Section 2.1.1)
2. Decide on the Species to Which the Tools Apply
(Scoping Information Document Section 2.1.2)
Settle Allocation Issues Between Trawl Sectors (Scoping Information Document Section 2.1.3)
Allocation EIS:
Settle Intersector Allocation Issues, as Necessary - the management regime (Status Quo, IFQs,
Sector Caps or other) does not fix the intersector allocations.
Public comments:
Include recreational fisheries and allow cross sector transfers.

1

UASC

Public Comments: Process Concerns
Should the Council be considering IFQs now?
Consideration of IFQs is premature
Intersector allocation should be handled first
There should be a programmatic EIS first
The bycatch EIS should be implemented first
National standards should be developed first
Buyback effects need to be evaluated first
Proceed only through a double referendum requiring
two-thirds majority (1st referendum would be on whether or
not to consider, second on whether or not to adopt)
Justification for considering the policy is not strong enough
The West Coast groundfish trawl fishery does not fit under the
NRC criteria for fisheries for which IFQs should be considered.
Move the IFQ process forward

CJC, PMCC, PCFFA, WCSPA, one
individual, Survey (ED)
PMCC, UASC
PMCC
PMCC, PCFFA, UASC
PMCC, PCFFA
PMCC

PCFFA
PMCC
FMA, ED, CBTA, MTC and 1 individual

Other process concerns.
The recreational fishery should be included in the
design of the intersector allocation
TIQC membership should include
recreational representation
all stake holders
coastal community representation
Community concerns are not being addressed
Conduct an open process
Move forward soon with intersector allocation
The notice of intent for an EIS was deficient and
misleading
The process leading to public scoping was flawed
Consult with IPHC if halibut retention by trawl is to be
proposed
There is a high cost to participate in the process

UASC

UASC
ED, Survey (ED)
ED
Survey (ED)
ED
ED
PMCC
PMCC
IPHC
Survey (ED)

2

Design of the Tools
Tools in the scoping information document and related provisions for the Council recommended
alternative from the programmatic bycatch EIS.
Tools
Status Quo
(Trip Landing Limits and
Seasons)
IFQs

Trip Catch Limits
Sector Limits

Council Recommended Bycatch Alternative(Alt 7)
“establishing landings limits for target species based on co-occurrence ratios
with overfished stocks”
“ future use of IFQ programs for appropriate sectors of the fishery”
“incorporate the Strategic Plan’s goal of reducing overcapacity in all
commercial fisheries”
“sector-specific caps for overfished and depleted groundfish species”

Public comments.
Community Development Quotas
CDQs Opposed

CJC, POORT, ED, Survey (ED)
Individual (1)

Individual Processor Quotas
IPQs Opposed

Individual (1)

Trip Landing Limits with Extended Periods (3, 4, or 6
months)

PMCC

Reduce Season Length

Individual (1)

Consider Marine Reserves and Reduce Quotas (50% in
first year and 10% in each year thereafter)

Individual (1)
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Decide on the Species to Which the Tools Apply
Species to which tools apply from the public information document.
Non-Whiting Fishery
IFQs

Cumulative Catch
Limits
None

Sector Catch
Caps
None

Prohibited
Species

Alt 1. Status Quo (Trip
Landing Limits)

None

Alt 2

Species Targeted Only by Most Other Species
Trawl and Species for
with OYs
Which There is a Trawl
Allocation

Rebuilding Spp Halibut, Salmon
or Spp with Very Etc.
Low OY

Alt 3

OY Species (except as
Non-OY Species
noted under “Sector Catch
Caps”)

OY Species with Halibut, Salmon
Extremely Low Etc.
OYS

Alt 4

All Groundfish Species

None

None

Halibut, Salmon
Etc.

Halibut IBQs
(Suboption:
Allow
Retention).

Whiting Fishery
IFQs

Cum Catch
Limits

Sector Catch Caps

Prohibited

Alt 1 Status Quo (Seasons) None

None

None

Halibut,
Salmon Etc.

Alt 2

Whiting

None

Bycatch Species (rollover unused Halibut,
catch to other whtg sectors, allow Salmon Etc.
IFQ purchase from non-whtg
sectors)

Alt 3

Whiting and Bycatch
Species Managed With
OYs

None

Pooling of IFQ in
Co-ops Allowed (no transfers
between whtg and nonwhtg
sectors)

Halibut,
Salmon Etc.

Alt 4

Whiting and Bycatch
Species

None

Pooling of IFQ in
Co-ops Allowed (transfers
between whtg and nonwhtg
sectors allowed)

Halibut
IBQs
(Suboption:
Allow
Retention).

Public comments:
Bycatch caps for overfished species

ED, PMCC (see Bycatch Cap Design Elements)

IFQ for All species

WCSPA
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Bycatch Cap Design Elements
Public comments.
Sector Bycatch Caps for Overfished Species
PMCC
• Caps for the trawl fleet or possibly subdivisions of the trawl fleet (explicit allocation of an
amount of overfished species)
• Sector stops fishing on attainment of the cap.
• Adequate monitoring (not necessarily 100% monitoring)
• Opt out option: Vessels opting out
 receive a “proportionate” share of the cap for their individual use.
 must carry an at-sea compliance monitor or otherwise assure 100% accounting of catch.
 receive higher cumulative limits for nonoverfished species
 can continue fishing even if their sector is shut-down due to exceeding a cap
 can pool caps with others who have opted out.
• No action recommended with respect to nonoverfished species.
Sector Bycatch Caps - Nontransferable

PMCC

Sector Bycatch Caps - Transferable

ED

IFQ Design Elements
A.1.0 Portion of the LE Trawl Fleet Allocation for Which IFQs are Required
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
IFQ Program Scope - Option 1: Require IFQ for all catch by LE trawl vessels. For landings LE trawl vessel landings with OA
gear
SubOption A
Apply open access fishery cumulative limit and other harvest regulations.
SubOption B
Allow landings in excess of open access fishery cumulative limits, so long as landings are completely
covered by IFQ.
IFQ Program Scope - Option 2: Require IFQ only for groundfish trawl catch by LE trawl vessels
SubOption A
·
Split the trawl allocation between IFQ and nonIFQ harvest
·
Manage groundfish harvest by trawl vessels using open access gears to stay within the suballocation.
SubOption B
·
Maintain the same LE allocation
·
Change the accounting system such that catch of LE trawl vessel’s using open access gears counts
against the open access allocation.
·
Determine whether or not to make similar changes with respect to LE longline and fishpot vessels.
SubOption C
·
Reallocate a portion of the LE allocation
·
Change the accounting system such that catch of LE trawl vessel’s using open access gears counts
against the open access allocation.
·
Determine whether or not to make similar changes with respect to LE longline and fishpot vessels.

Public Comments: None

A.2.0 Area Restrictions
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
5

Option 1:

Area restrictions based solely on the need to address stock conservation concerns.
Suboption: If some IFQ are to be catch area specific, all landings should occur in ports within the
catch area, unless catch is kept separate and monitored at-sea.

The TIQC recommended not adopting IFQs with landing area restrictions.
Public Comments:
Landing or catch area specific IFQ based on biological and socio-economic need

ED, Survey (ED)

A.3.0 IFQ and LE Permit Holding Requirements
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Option 1
Option 2
Option 3

Register IFQ to the vessel - vessels must cover the species with IFQ at the time of landing.
Register IFQ to the vessel - vessels must cover the species within 24 the time of landing.
Register IFQ to the vessel - vessels must cover the species with IFQ within 30 days of landing - no
more fishing until covered.

These options may be combined with a suboption that requires that some threshold amount of
unused IFQ be held at the time a vessel departs from port. The TIQC recommended not adopting
an option that would require that all IFQ needed to cover a landing be held prior to departing from
a port.
Public Comments: None
A.4.0 Transfer Rules
A.4.1 Transfer of IFQ to a Different Sector for Use
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
IFQ Option 1
IFQ Option 2

IFQ must be used within the trawl sector for which it was issued (e.g. establish separate IFQ
classes for the whiting and nonwhiting fleets).
IFQ may be traded between trawl sectors managed under the IFQ program.

Sector specific IFQs need to be considered for the following sectors and subdivisions
Trawl

At Sea
Shoreside

Whiting
Nonwhiting

Nontrawl

IBQ Option 1
IBQ Option 2

Prohibit transfers outside the trawl sector.
Allow transfers to gears that are legal for the species and allow those gears to retain catch taken
under IBQ when operating in compliance with the IBQ program.

Public Comments: None

A.4.2 Eligible Owners/Holders (Who May Own/Hold)
6

Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Option 1
Option 2

Anyone eligible to own a US documented vessel.
Stakeholders: include owners and lessees of LE permits or vessels, skippers/crew, processors,
buyers, communities. (NOTE: If ownership is restricted to these classes, criteria will need to be
established to identify membership in these groups.)

Public Comments:
Allow communities to form nonprofits and acquire IFQs

ED

A.4.3 Leasing - Duration of Transfer
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Option 1
Option 2

Permanent transfers only
Leasing and permanent transfers. Suboption: Prohibit all permanent transfers (leasing only) during
the first year of the program.

Public Comments:
Compel quota holders who have historically leased their permits to others to continue to lease
their IFQ to those individuals.

Survey (ED)

A.4.4 Time of Sale
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Option 1
Option 2
Option 3

Allow transfers any time during year.
Allow transfers only at the end of year.
Quota shares should not be transferred from any account for which there is a deficit of quota pounds
(i.e. any account for which landings exceed quota pounds for at least one species.

Public Comments: None
A.4.5 Divisibility
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Elements of Divisibility Provisions
1.
Quota Shares: nearly unrestricted divisibility - “many decimal points."
2.

Quota Pounds: divisible to the single pound

The TIQC recommended against adopting blocked shares.
Public Comments:
Blocked quota shares

ED-Survey

A.4.6 Liens
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
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No special provisions recommended. The TIQC believed pledging IFQs as collateral is a matter
of private contract, independent of the government program.
Public Comments: None
A.4.7 Accumulation Caps
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Non-Whiting Groundfish
Ownership
Control
Option 1
Option 2
Option 3

1%
5%
10%

1%
5%
10%

Use by a
Vessel
1%
5%
10%

Whiting Fishery
Ownership
Control
5%
10%
25%

5%
10%
25%

Use by a
Vessel
5%
10%
25%

The TIQC recommended not adopting an option that would require persons receiving an initial
allocation in excess of the caps to divest themselves of the excess.
Public Comments:
Include a no-cap option
Consider different caps for different types of owners (e.g. vessels, buyers, communities)
Apply the same caps to all types of owners
Caps for processors should take into account any IPQ held (NOTE: applies only if there is IPQ)

WCSPA
WCSPA
1 individual
1 individual

A.4.8 Vertical Integration Limit
The TIQC recommended no limits on vertical integration other than what is provided through the
accumulation caps.
Public Comments: None
A.5.0 Rollover (Carryover) to a Following Year
Rollover would allow unused quota pounds to be used in a subsequent year.
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Option 1
Option 2
Option 3
Option 4

No rollover.
10% rollover (no rollover allowance for overfished species).
20% rollover (5% rollover allowance for overfished species).
30% rollover (full rollover allowance for overfished species).

Question: If quota pounds have been leased out to a vessel how would rollover provisions for
overages be applied to quota shares?
Public Comments: None
A.6.0 Use-or-Lose Provisions
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Option 1

Include use-or-lose provisions (consider how to treat leases, medical exceptions, and partial
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Option 2

use).
Do not include use-or-lose provisions.

Several questions were raised for consideration with respect to use-or-lose provisions:
· What portion of the IFQ would have to be used in order for this provision to be applied?
· How would it be determined which IFQ had been used and which not used?
· How would use-or-lose provisions be applied if part but not all IFQ were transferred from one
account to another?
Public Comments: None
A.7.0 Entry Level Opportunities (and Other Loan Programs)
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Option 1
Option 2

Provide a low interest loan program (qualification factors to be determined).
Provide an opportunity for new entrants to qualify for shares revoked for program violations
(qualification factors to be determined).

The TIQC recommended not considering an auction that would require IFQ holders to give back a
small percentage of their IFQ each year for auction, with
proceeds from the auction going back to those who gave back
the IFQ.
Public Comments:
Provide low interest loans for community nonprofits organizations to purchase IFQ
Provide low interest loans for new entrants and younger fishermen to purchase IFQ
Allocate to new entrants or provide IFQ for purchase from: IFQ reclaimed from IFQ already
distributed, IFQ created from increasing TAC, forced sale in an auction (each year existing IFQ
holders would provide a portion of their IFQ for annual auction).
Provide low interest loans to assist “lease-dependent” fishermen
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ED
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)

Survey (ED)

A.8.0 Tracking, Monitoring, and Enforcement
Summary from Public Information Document:
Elements of Tracking Monitoring and Enforcement System
1.
Onboard compliance monitors (20%-100%)
2.
Dockside compliance monitors (20%-100%)
3.
Hailing requirements
4.
Small vessel exemptions for onboard compliance observers
5.
Video monitoring system
6.
Full retention requirement
7.
Bycatch reporting system
8.
Electronic landings tracking system
9.
Limited delivery ports
10.
Limited delivery sites
11.
Electronic IFQ tracking systems
12.
Vessel monitoring system (VMS)

These elements have been tentatively arrayed into enforcement programs in Table 1.
Public Comments:
Require VMS and 100% observer coverage - shoreside and at-sea
Analyze limits on number of ports to which deliveries are allowed

ED
WCSPA

A.9.0 Cost Recovery/Sharing and Rent Extraction
Summary from Public Information Document:
Elements of Cost Recovery/Sharing Rent Extraction Provisions
1.
Landings Fee (max of three percent under current Magnuson-Stevens Act).
2.
Privatization of Elements of the Management System:
Monitoring IFQ Landings (e.g. industry pays for their own compliance monitors)
Fishtickets
Stock Assessments

Public Comments:
An IFQ Program should have discrete and secure funding.
Include cost recovery provisions with a sliding scale for those that may be disadvantaged by such
provisions
Split all or a portion of observer costs evenly between quota holders.

A.10

UASC
ED
Survey (ED)

Penalties

Summary from Public Information Document:
Elements of Provisions Related to Penalties
1.
Strong sanctions for violators.
2.
Illegal overages should forfeited on landings, debited against the IFQ holders account. Additional
enforcement action should be taken, as appropriate. Fishing suspended until IFQ has been acquired to
cover the overage.

Public Comments: None.
10

A.11

Procedures for Program Performance Monitoring, Review and Revision

Summary from Public Information Document:
Elements of Provisions Related to Performance Monitoring, Review and Revision
1.
The program should include a review period, built in performance monitoring, and opportunity for
adjustments to the program.
2.
No automatic sunset provisions.

Public Comments:
Consider a range of automatic sunset provisions (1-10 years)
Include performance reviews

PMCC
PMCC

A12.0 Data Collection
Summary Public Information Document: No data collection requirements identified.
Public Comments: None.
A13.0 Initial IFQ Allocation
Details on the IFQ options for initial allocation from the public scoping document are summarized
in subsections below. The following are some general comments that did not fit neatly within one
of the subsections.
Public Comments:
Establish a control date for processors.
Don’t make the shares so small that opportunity is reduced below current levels

1 individual
1 individual

A.13.1 Qualifying Criteria: Membership in an Eligible Groups
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Option 1
Option 2
Option 3
Option 4

Allocate IFQ to Current Permit Owners.
Allocate IFQ to Vessel Owners.
Allocate IFQs to Permit-Owners/Vessel-Owners/Processors (consider all combinations allocate
to ownership at the time of initial allocation, where relevant).
Allocate to High Bidder in Auction (eligibility rules for participation to be developed).

TIQC recommended not adopting options that would give initial allocation to: 1) owners of permit
at time of landings; 2) lottery entrants 3); crew/skippers; 4) communities.
For each group for which there is a separate initial allocation formula, an amount of IFQ to be
allocated among members of the group will need to be established.
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Public Comments:
Allocate to processors which are NOT vertically integrated (do not own fishing
operations)
Allocate based on an auction
Allocate based on an auction tiered for different types of operations
Do NOT allocate based on an auction
Allocate 50% to permit owners and 50% to primary processors.
Allocate to permits, processors (company or facility, to be decided) and communities
handling more than 1% of the annual landings
Allocate to permit owners, processors and communities.
Allocate to skippers who can demonstrate dependence
Allocate to crew members
Allocate to communities
Allocate to processors
Do NOT allocate to processors

1 individual
CJC, WCSPA
ED
1 individual
CJC
WCSPA
CJC
ED and two individuals
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)

A.13.2 Qualifying Criteria: Recent Participation Requirement
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Option 1.
Option 2.
Option 3.

No recent participation requirement
Recent participation (1998-2003) required to be eligible for an initial allocation (number of trips
and/or number of yrs required, to be specified).
Same as Option 2 but the years would be 2000-2003.

Public Comments:
Have a continuing recent participation requirement so that if IFQ are issued they do not go to
individuals who have left the fishery.

1 individual

A 13.3 Allocation “Formula”: Size of Initial Allocations
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Options for Vessels/Permits
Option 1.
Auction
Option 2.
Some mix of criteria that might include:

a. Catch history, wt (for certain species, consider allocating a portion
based on an estimate of bycatch).
b. Equal sharing
i. Equally allocate QS represented by catch history of those
vessels/permits bought back among those vessels/permits with catch
history for the species.
ii. Equally allocate incidental catch species.
iii. Some other equal sharing basis.
Option 3.

Catch history (wt) only (for certain species, consider allocating a portion based on an estimate of
bycatch).

TIQC recommended not adopting an option that would allocate based on vessel length.
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Options for Buyers/Processors
Option 1.
1st receiver purchase history of groundfish trawl landings (lbs)
Option 2.
Auction

Note: Processors may also receive some IFQ based on their ownership of vessels (vertical
integration).
Several determinations are needed to complete the allocation option for buyers/processors based
on buying history:
Does buying history accrue to a facility or to the company?
If buying history accrues to a facility, when ownership changes does it transfer to the new
owners, stay with the old owners or not count toward any allocation?
If buying history accrues to a company, does it transfer to new owners of the company or
“disappear” if ownership changes?
Public Comments:
Measure catch history by value of product rather than weight of catch

Survey (ED)

A.13.4 Catch History: Species/Species Groups to be Used for Allocation
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Option 1.
Option 2.

Allocate species IFQ based on relative total groundfish catch.
Allocate species IFQ based on relative catch of each species.

Public Comments: None
A.13.5 Catch History: Allocation Period
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
Allocation Period Option
Option 1.
Option 2.
Option 3.
Option 4.

1994-2003
1994-1999
2000-2003
1998-2003

Number of Worst Years to Drop from Catch History
Option A
Option B
None
2
None
1
None
None
None
1

Number of Years in
Allocation Period
10
6
4
6

Public Comments: None

A.13.6 Catch History: Combined Permits and Other Exceptional Situations
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Summary of Options from Public Information Document:

Option 1.
Option 2.

Catch History for Combined Permits
Consider all catch history of the permits that have been combined to be part of the catch history of
the permit resulting from the combination.
The combined permit would have only the catch history associated with its permit number (catch
history of other permits with which it has been combined would not accrue to the combined permit).
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Other categories of catch to be considered are:
· Illegal catch - do not count toward catch history
· Catch in excess of trip limits, as authorized under an EFP - whether to count needs to be
decided
· Compensation fish (fish taken as payment by vessels assisting in research) - whether to count
needs to be decided
Public Comments: None
A.13.7 Initial Issuance Appeals Process
Summary of Options from Public Information Document:
No specific recommendations on appeals were identified. The TIQC enforcement group
recommended that any proposed revisions to fish tickets under go review by state enforcement
personnel prior to finalization of the revisions.
Public Comments: None
A.14.0 Some Other Possible Provisions
Public Comments:
Prohibit highgrading
Incorporate unambiguous language to address concerns about IQs becoming property right.
Develop measurable performance objectives
Make a policy statement that IFQ program for groundfish trawl should not be considered to set a
policy precedent for other sectors of the fishery.
Make a statement on the eventual need to address inter-gear transferability of IFQs
Crew
Provide worker protections in the regulations.
Withhold 10% of quota from a vessel if a review board finds the vessel is not treating the
crew well.
Tax quotas to fund crew protections such as unemployment insurance, pensions or health
care.
Establish a minimum base wage in addition to any percentage based compensation.
Establish an outreach program to assist industry refugees in availing themselves to public
services and making transitions to other industries.
Buyers/Processors
IFQ shares allocated to processors diminishes over time (e.g. annual % reductions)
IFQ processor shares are valid only at the plants for which they are issued.
Hold back a percent of IFQ and allocate it annually based on fisher-processor proposals.
Compensate processors through transfer payments at time of initial allocation.
Compensate processors through transfer payments on demonstration of stranded capital.
Harvesters
Assign vessel size class endorsements to IFQ and restrict trading between size classes.
Require that the IFQ owner be on board the vessel when it is used.
Individuals leasing permits get the right of first refusal if the IFQ issued for that permit is
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ED
ED and 1
individual
ED
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)

Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
ED
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)

sold.
Local Businesses
Establish a fund to assist negatively affected businesses or to fund business development.
Local Governments
Establish a revenue sharing system among active groundfish trawl ports
Other Fishing Sectors
Set aside IFQ from TAC increases and allocate it to low impact gears
Set aside certain areas for fishing only by non-trawl gears
Use a buyback program to offset spillover effects
Restrict use of vessels that sell IFQ and leave the fishery (make IFQ allocation contingent on
this provision)
If a trawler sells IFQ to a fisher in another sector, require that a certain percentage of that
IFQ be allocated among all participants in that sector (an increase in the quota for the sector)
Environment
Set aside IFQ from TAC increases in order to address conservation concerns
Combine the IFQ system with marine reserves.
Research
Capture some of the surplus and dedicate it to a fund for research and conservation.

Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)

Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)
Survey (ED)

Impacts to Evaluate
The following is a list of impacts for evaluation. At the end is a listing of related public
comments.
Habitat and Ecosystem
Changing impact on habitat due to gear changes.
Potential changes in ecosystem dynamics if regional or localized depletion occurs.
Potential changes in the mix of species harvested with changes in fishing tactics, seasonality or
gear.
Environmental impacts due to economic, community, and resource management changes.
Fishery Resources
Changes in accuracy of total mortality estimates.
Incentives for unreported highgrading.
Incentives to under report landings.
Improved monitoring.
Changes in total mortality.
Incentives to minimize take of incidental catch species to avoid IFQ costs.
Changes in size and maturity of fish taken.
Direct and indirect impacts on fisheries prosecuted by other gear sectors, including sport.
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Socioeconomic Environment
Production Value - harvesters and processors
Mix of species and products
Product quality
Market timing (special orders)
Allowable catch (reduced uncertainty about discards with proper monitoring)
Production Costs - harvesters
Harvest flexibility
opportunity to better scale harvest activities to improve operational
efficiency
Gear flexibility
Timing flexibility
Opportunity for more efficient investment in capital
Asset values (permit and vessel)
Production Costs - buyers and processors
Product recovery rates
Operational planning
Storage costs
Opportunity for more efficient investment in capital
Asset values (facilities)
Consolidation impacts, loss of infrastructure, and indirect impacts on the
businesses (e.g. shifts impacting the operation of existing businesses and their
competitiveness)
Safety and Personal Security
Vessel maintenance, repair and replacement
Avoidance of bad weather
Personal financial and employment security
Community Impacts
Local income
Employment
Tax base and municipal revenues
Cost recovery for fishery related public works projects
Cultural heritage
Business and infrastructure impacts
Fairness and Equity
Effects on groups involved and dependent on the fishery (income and
employment) for crew, skippers, vessel owners, processor labor and
management, support industries
Effects on small entities (businesses (including family businesses) local
governments, organizations)
Effects on low income and minority populations
Effects on asset value (quotas, permits, vessels)
Effects on adjacent fisheries (geographically adjacent fisheries, for example
Alaskan fisheries)
Effects nontrawl gear fisheries on the West Coast including sport fisheries
Nonconsumptive Values
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Nonconsumptive Use
Existence Value
Initial Program Development and Implementation Costs
Ongoing Administrative Costs
Enforcement and Compliance Monitoring Costs
Research and Performance Monitoring Costs
Impacts to Consider in Addition to Those Listed in Scoping Document
Evaluate the following
Effects on bycatch ....................................................................................... UASC, PMCC, PCFFA
Effects on habitat .................................................................................................................... UASC
Effects on competition in markets ................................................................................. 1 Individual
Legal and constitutional issues related to CDQs ................................................................... PMCC
Impact on Council objective related to year-round seasons ................................................ PCFFA
Impact on fleet rationalization ....................................................................................................CJC
Effects on balance between fishers and processors ....................................................................CJC
Geographic distributions of effects .................................................................. POORT, PMCC, ED
Effects on future abilities to move to area management ........................................................ PMCC
Effects of trawl halibut retention on halibut mortality rates .................................................... IPHC
Ensure the effects on Port Orford are identified separate from other port areas ................. POORT
The cumulative analysis should include all recent management changes including
buyback and area closures ............................................................................................... PMCC
When considering Non-malleable capital, take into account all fisheries in which the
operations participate ............................................................................................... 1 individual
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TABLE A-1. TIQ Enforcement Group preliminary scoping of possible enforcement programs.
Program 1
Program 2
Program 3
100%
100% (Compliance
100% (Compliance Monitors
At-Sea Monitoring
(Compliance
Monitors)
or Camera)
Monitors)
Retention Requirement
Full Retention
Discards Allowed
Full if Camera,
Discards Allowed if
Compliance Monitor Present
Bycatch Reporting System
None
System Needed (electronic)
System Needed
Comparable to Landing
(electronic)
Tracking System

Program 4
Partial Compliance Monitor
Coverage

Program 5
None

Discards Allowed if
Compliance Monitors
Present
System Needed
(electronic)

Full Retention (ABC held in
reserve)

Parallel Electronic Federal
System (maintain paper
fishtickets)
Monitoring Opportunity
(Based on Notice)
Yes

Paper Fishticket

None

Landing Tracking System

Electronic

Electronic

Shorebased Monitoring

100%

Vessel Provides Advance
Notice of Landing

Yes

Monitoring Opportunity
(Based on Notice)
Yes

Parallel Electronic Federal
System (maintain paper
fishtickets)
Monitoring Opportunity
(Based on Notice)
Yes

Limited Landing Locations

Site Licenses

Specified Ports

Site Licenses

Specified Ports

Specified Ports

Electronic IFQ Reporting

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

VMS is an assumed component of the enforcement environment.
Small vessel provision: small vessels may apply for an exemption and carry a camera instead of an compliance monitors.
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Monitoring Opportunity
(Based on Notice)
Yes

Agendum C.11.c
Supplemental GAP Report
September 2004
GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
TRAWL INDIVIDUAL QUOTA ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) received an update from Mr. Jim Seger of the Council
staff on the trawl groundfish individual quota (TIQ) process. Since the GAP had provided
comments on the scoping document in June and the public comments received during the
scoping process have covered the range of issues, the GAP decided not to provide further
comments on the document.
The GAP spent a considerable amount of time discussing how to begin the process of inter-sector
allocations. The GAP had recommended in June that the inter-sector allocation process be
expedited. The GAP examined the positive and negative aspects of using the Council’s existing
Ad Hoc Allocation Committee versus creating a new committee.
The unanimous
recommendation of the GAP is as follows:
1. Create a new ad-hoc inter-sector allocation committee with the following structure 2 limited entry trawl representatives
2 limited entry fixed gear representatives
2 recreational representatives
1 open access representative
1 processor representative
1 tribal representative
a neutral, non-voting moderator/chairman
In choosing the trawl, fixed gear, and recreational representatives, the GAP expects the Council
to provide appropriate representation within in each sector (e.g., one pot fishing and one longline
fishing representative; one charter and one private sport representative).
2. The members of the committee should be chosen with the advice of the GAP.
3. The charge of the committee is to recommend inter-sector groundfish allocations on all
groundfish species/complexes except sablefish and Pacific whiting. In the case of sablefish,
an exhaustive allocation process has already taken place and need not be repeated. In the
case of whiting, the fishery is entirely harvested by trawl, and an intra-fishery sector
allocation is in place.
4. The charge of the committee is further clarified as providing recommendations on allocations
between trawl and nontrawl sectors as a first priority, so allocation issues among nontrawl
sectors do not hold up development of a TIQ program.
The GAP believes this new committee structure is the most appropriate path to take, as there is a
need for a level of expertise and experience with each of the sectors on the committee. We
strongly recommend the Council adopt this structure and process.
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