Agenda Item B.1.b
Supplemental GMT Report
April 2005

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM STATEMENT ON
VERMILION ROCKFISH STOCK ASSESSMENT STATUS

There are several species for which assessments are being attempted and/or presented to Stock
Assessment Review (STAR) Panels for the first time in 2005. There is uncertainty about
whether any of these assessment efforts will lead to STAR-Panel approved assessment models.
Given the costs associated with holding a STAR panel, the Groundfish Management Team
believes that all authors should be provided with the opportunity to bring forward their best
effort at developing an assessment model for their species. If a STAR Panel concludes the
available data are inadequate to support a scientifically sound assessment, it is their prerogative
to forward that recommendation.
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Agenda Item B.1.b
Supplemental SSC Report
April 2005

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
VERMILION ROKFISH STOCK ASSESSMENT STATUS

At the March Council meeting, the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) reviewed
information provided by Dr. Alec MacCall summarizing previously unavailable 1970’s
California commercial passenger fishing vessel size composition data for vermilion rockfish.
Dr. MacCall reported that these new data now make a conventional length-based assessment of
vermilion rockfish feasible and are likely to produce results that can be used for fishery
management. The SSC concurs and recommends that a full stock assessment be attempted.

For species not previously assessed, it is often not possible to know in advance if a full stock
assessment will be feasible. Once a decision is made to conduct a stock assessment, the
assessment should be developed to the extent possible and presented to the Stock Assessment
Review (STAR) Panel for evaluation. Even analyses that do not result in a full stock assessment
will produce a data summary useful for management and identify data gaps that need to be filled
to develop a full assessment. The decision on whether or not the assessment is adequate for
management should be made by the STAR Panel and, if necessary, the SSC.
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Agenda Item B.2.b
Supplemental GAP Report
April 2005

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
INSEASON MANAGEMENT RESPONSE POLICY

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) reviewed the proposed policy on groundfish inseason
adjustments and came to the same conclusion that it reached on this issue at the March 2005,
Council meeting.

The GAP agrees that March is too early to allow increases in commercial groundfish cumulative
limits or recreational seasons and bag limits, absent a data or modeling error. However, by
April, sufficient data exists to begin making adjustments, especially since increases could
provide benefits to the early summer fishery in May and June. The GAP reminds the Council of
the problem that occurred in 2004 with an early increase in slope rockfish and excessive
darkblotched rockfish catches resulted from a monitoring problem, not a cumulative limit
problem. The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) has already taken steps to rectify the
monitoring problem, and the GAP supports this effort.

As a further example, the Council will immediately be faced, under Agenda Items B.6 and B.7,
with potential exceptions to the policy: a request to liberalize California recreational seasons and
a request to fix (finally) a data problem involving slope rockfish in northern California that has
been controversial for at least two years. As we will discuss further under those agenda items,
both of these changes are warranted based on new data and both meet the National Standard 1
goal of achieving the optimum vyield. Yet, a strict application of the proposed policy would
preclude both of these changes, thereby causing hardship for fishermen, processors, and local
coastal communities.

The Council has engaged in conservative management for a number of years; and while the GAP
has not always agreed with the degree of conservatism, the Council cannot be accused of
refusing to take necessary management measures. If an inseason increase is not warranted, we
expect the GMT will not recommend, it and the Council will not approve it. However, we do not
believe a blanket policy of this type that can cause hardship to many users is necessary.
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Agenda Item B.2.b
Supplemental GMT Report
April 2005

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
INSEASON MANAGEMENT RESPONSE POLICY

The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) looks forward to clarification by the Council
regarding their preferred option for the development of an inseason management policy. In
anticipation of this clarification, the GMT interprets the Council’s intent to be that management
measures should not be liberalized based on new information until the June Council meeting,
unless such measures are necessary to rectify technical mistakes or non-trivial errors in data,
model, or model results that may have resulted in overly constraining management measures.
This intent was based, in part, on the GMT’s recommendations to the Council in
November 2004, and the Ad Hoc Groundfish Information Policy Committee (GIPC) also
concluded that this would be a sound policy for the Council to consider. The motion adopted by
the Council was that “Management measures should not be liberalized until the June Council
meeting at the earliest, unless data errors or model errors warrant earlier consideration” (Council
motion, March 2005).

Inseason actions that are proposed based on new or updated data or analysis would require an
exception to this policy, and the GMT recognizes that in limited, specific circumstances such
exceptions could be warranted. For example, at the March meeting the Council suggested that
inseason adjustments could be made to the California recreational groundfish fisheries in
April 2005, in response to the release of the California Recreational Fishery Survey (CRFS)
dataset. The GMT believes that the introduction of CRFS, a new recreational catch accounting
methodology, in the middle of a management cycle is a unique situation. Therefore, potential
inseason adjustments to California recreational fishery management measures have been
deliberated by the GMT in anticipation of allowances being made for such exceptions.

Although the GMT continues to support a policy that would not liberalize management measures
prior to the June Council meeting, the GMT also recognizes that the Council may wish to
maintain some level of flexibility to make adjustments throughout various phases of the
management cycle. The complex nature of groundfish management in recent years continues to
result in unpredictable results and ongoing tuning of seasonal and area closures, trip limits, and
other routine management measures continue to be necessary to balance both conservation and
economic objectives. Any such adjustments are intended to adjust the trajectories of landings
towards the optimum yield set in the management specifications. The GMT looks forward to
receiving final clarification on the inseason management policy from the Council.
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Agenda Item B.4.a

Supplemental SSC Terms of Reference
April 2005

SSC Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses

Draft Revised Version
(Not Yet Fully Reviewed by the SSC)



1. 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 size' (By). By definition,
groundfish stocks falling below that level are designated to be in an overfished state (Base =
0.25B0%). To prevent stocks from deteriorating to that point, the policy specified a precautionary
threshold equivalent to 40% of By. At stock sizes less than Bigg the policy requires that OY,
when expressed as a fraction of the allowable biological catch (ABC), be progressively reduced.
Because of this linkage, B4og has sometimes been interpreted to be a proxy measure of Bysy, i.€.,
the stock biomass that results when a stock is fished at Fysy. 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, 2002). In the absence of a credible estimate of
Bwumsy, which can be very difficult to estimate (MacCall and Ralston, 2002) Biog 1S a suitable
proxy to use as a rebuilding target.

Under the Magnusson-Stevens Act it is required that rebuilding plans need to be developed
for stocks that have been designed to be in an overfished state. Amendment 12 of the Groundfish
FMP provided a framework within which rebuilding plans for overfished groundfish resources
could be established. Amendment 12 was challenged in Federal District Court and found not to
comply with the requirements of the Magnusson-Stevens Act because rebuilding plans did not
take the form of an FMP, FMP amendment, or regulation. In response to this finding, the Council
developed Amendment 16-1 to the Groundfish FMP which covered three issues. One of these
was the form and content of rebuilding plans.

Rebuilding Plans need to include several components, one of which is a rebuilding analysis.
Simply put, a rebuilding analysis involves projecting the overfished resource ahead under a
variety of alternative harvest strategies to determine the probability of recovery to Bmsy (or its
proxy Baog,) within a pre-specified time-frame.

2. Overview of the calculations involved in a rebuilding analysis

The document presents 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) and those of Amendment 16-1 of the Groundfish FMP. These basic
calculations are required of all rebuilding analyses to provide a standard set of base case
computations, which can then be used to compare and standardize rebuilding analyses among
stocks. The steps when conducting a rebuilding analysis are:

ot

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 when 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 er al. 1998). Spawning output
should, therefore, be used to measure the size of the mature stock when possible.

Estimates of stock status are typically obtained by fitting statistical models of stock dynamics to survey and fishery
data. Although a variety of statistical models may be employed, they fall into two broad categories, likelihood
models and Bayesian models. For both types of model, a stock is considered to be in an overfished state if the best
point estimate of stock size is less than 25% of unfished stock size. For likelihood models, this corresponds to the
maximum likelihood estimate (MLE), while for Bayesian models, this corresponds to maximum of the posterior
density function (MPD).



Estimation of By (and hence Bysy or its proxy).

Selection of a method to generate future recruitment.
Specification of the mean generation time

Calculation of the minimum rebuilding time, Ty
Calculation of the maximum possible rebuilding time, Tyvax.
Identification and analysis of alternative harvest strategies.

Al e

The specifications in this document have been implemented in a computer package
developed by Dr André Punt (University of Washington)3. This package can be used to perform
rebuilding analyses for routine situations. However, the SSC encourages analysts to explore
alternative calculations and projections that may more accurately capture uncertainties in stock
rebuilding than the standards identified in this document, 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.

The SSC also encourages explicit consideration of uncertainty, including comparison of
alternative harvest strategies using decision tables to quantify the impact of model uncertainty
(see Section 8§ below).

3. Estimation of By

By can be estimated empirically using the estimates of recruitment or estimated from the fit
of some form of spawner-recruit model. For the purpose of estimating By empirically, analysts
have selected a sequence of years, within which recruitment is believed to be reasonably
representative of the natality from an unfished stock. These recruitments, in association with
estimates of growth, maturity, fecundity, and natural mortality, 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, 2002), this has typically led to consideration of the early years from an
assessment model time series*. Thus, for example, in the case of widow rockfish the time period
within which recruitments were selected was 1958-82 (He et al. 2003).

An alternative view of the recruitment process is that it depends to a much greater extent 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

 Reference to the latest version of the documentation [to come].

* 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 year classes to address this problem.



(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 is environmentally forced, it would be
more sensible to use the full time series of recruitments from the stock assessment model to
estimate By. 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 By will therefore usually result in lower values for By and the
target spawning output than when an abbreviated series of recruitment taken from early in the
time series is utilized for this purpose.

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 Nifia 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 should 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 By 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 with spawning output
(e.g., Myers and Barrowman 1996; Brodziak et al. 2001). Still, it may be informative to contrast
rebuilding analyses in which By is based on the early recruitment (density-dependent/stock size
hypothesis) with those in which By is 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 (ref). With both numbers available, it should be possible to evaluate the
implications of each hypothesis for the calculation of stock reference points.

For each of these two methods, the actual distribution of By 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 (ref), where it was concluded that the first year biomass was unlikely to have occurred if
the entire sequence of recruitments were used to determine B.

4. Selection of a method to generate future recruitment

Given the current state of the population from the most recent stock assessment (terminal
year estimates of numbers-at-age and their variances) and the rebuilding target, one can project
the population forward once how future recruitments are generated has been specified. There are
several ways of generating future recruitment, but they fundamentally reduce to two basic kinds
of approaches. These are: (1) base future recruitments on an empirical evaluation of spawner-
recruit estimates and (2) use the results of a fitted spawner-recruit model (e.g., the Beverton-Holt
or Ricker curves). To date, some rebuilding analyses have used empirical methods to generate
future recruitment (e.g., cowcod, ref; widow rockfish, He er al. 2003; lingcod, Jagielo 2004,
bocaccio, MacCall 2003; darkblotched rockfish, Rogers 2003), others have been based on the fit
of a theoretical model to spawner-recruit data (e.g., yelloweye rockfish, Methot and Piner 2002a;



canary rockfish: Methot and Piner 2002b) and one rebuilding analysis used both of these
approaches (e.g., Pacific Ocean Perch, Punt ez al. 2003). Both of these approaches are acceptable
when conducting rebuilding analyses although due consideration needs to be given to the
advantages and disadvantages of each approach. Ideally, reference points obtained from both
approaches (e.g., By, Bmsy, and Fusy) should be compared to better delineate the actual extent of
uncertainty associated with these quantities.

4.1. Empirical approaches

There are two ways to use empirical estimates of recruitment to generate future recruitment,
both of which utilize contemporary recruitment estimates at the tail end of the time series (i.e.,
the most recent figures), and both of which form the basis for rebuilding analyses that have been
accepted by the SSC. :

(1) Recent recruitment is standardized to the size of the adult population (recruits-per-
spawner; R/S;). Annual R/S; is then randomly resampled and multiplied by S; to obtain
year-specific stochastic estimates of R;.

(2) Recent recruitment is randomly resampled to determine the year-specific stochastic
estimates of R;.

Note that use of R/S; 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)°. In contrast, resampling R; values, 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 (i.e. steepness = 1.00). Thus, these two ways of projecting the population forward
(using re-sampled R; or re-sampled R/S;) 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 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/S; values used to generate future recruitment will be revised based on a new
set of recent recruitments obtained from the latest stock assessment. The R/S; series will tend to a
lower mean value if the stock actually demonstrates a compensatory response during the course
of rebuilding. Although projections based on R/S; represent a standard default way of proceeding,
projections that use absolute recruitments (R;) 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

> 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 Bagg,.



observed high recruitment at low spawning biomass, may serve as a basis for favoring
projections that utilize recent absolute recruitments (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Overview of the alternative methods for estimating By, and generating future
recruitment.

4.2. Fitting a spawner-recruit model

It is also possible to estimate By and generate future recruitment by fitting spawner-recruit
models to the full time series of spawner-recruit data (see lanelli et al. 2000; Ianelli, 2002;
Methot and Pinter 2002c). Ideally, the use of spawner-recruit models allows the data to
determine the extent of compensation rather than assuming one of two extremes (steepness=0.2 /
1). 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 Beverton-Holt and Ricker. These two models can produce
strongly contrasting management reference points (e.g., Bmsy and SPRygy) but are seldom
distinguishable statistically. Moreover, there are statistical issues that need to be considered
when deciding whether to use to a spawner-recruit model to generate future recruitments,
including time series bias (Walters 1985), the “errors in variables” problem (Walters and Ludwig
1981), and non-homogeneous variance and small sample bias (MacCall and Ralston, 2002).



Thus, analyses based on a spawner-recruit model should mention the basis for the selection of
the spawner-recruit model used, and refer to the estimation problems highlighted above and
whether they are likely to be substantial for the case under consideration. Moreover, in situations
where a spawner-recruit meta-analysis is available (e.g., Dorn 2002), those results should be
evaluated and considered.

5. Determination of minimum and maximum times to recovery.

The minimum time to recovery (denoted Ty) is defined as the median time to rebuild from
when rebuilding commenced to the target level in the absence of fishing. The mean generation
time has been calculated as the mean age of the net maternity function. The maximum time to
recovery (denoted Tmax) is ten years if 7w is less than 10 years or Ty plus one mean
generation time if 7w is greater than or equal to 10 years.

The calculation of the minimum time to recovery involves projecting the population ahead
taking account of uncertainty about future recruitment. The uncertainty associated other
parameters, such as the rate of natural mortality and the current age-structure of the population,
can also be taken into account (e.g. Punt et al. 2003) although, at present, most rebuilding
analyses only consider a single source of uncertainty, namely future recruitment.

6. Harvest during rebuilding

It is the Council’s prerogative to establish yields during the rebuilding period, as long as the
stock recovers to the target (Bsos = Bumsy) within the specified time period (Tmax) with at least a
probability of rebuilding by Tmax, Pmax, of 0.5. Nevertheless, the simplest rebuilding harvest
policy to simulate and implement is a constant harvest rate or “fixed I’ policy. All rebuilding
analyses should, therefore, calculate the fixed fishing mortality rates during the rebuilding time
period that allow rebuilding to occur by Twax for a range for the probability of recovery by
Pumax. Values for Pyax from 0.5 to 0.9 in, for example, steps of 0.1 should be sufficient to
illustrate the trade-off between the rate of the rebuild and the harvests during the rebuild period.
Analysts should include the year in which recovery to Buog / Busy is expected to occur with 50%
probability, Trarcer, for each choice of Pyax. Note that selecting a value for Pyax greater than
0.5 is equivalent to electing to rebuild sooner than Tyax with probability equal to 0.5 (i.e. if
Puax > 0.5, Trarger < Tvax)-

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 initial
canary rockfish rebuilding plan (ref) was based on 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 feature 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. ‘

Interpretation of the results for alternative values for Pyax may be enhanced if the results of



projections are shown for the zero harvest rate policy and the Councils’ default 40:10 policy.

7. Evaluating progress towards rebuilding
There are, at present, no agreed criteria for assessing the adequacy of progress towards
rebuilding for species that are currently designated to be in overfished state and that are under a
Rebuilding Plan. Authors of rebuilding analyses will be informed when criteria have been
selected and should be prepared to revise their rebuilding analyses so that the criteria can be
applied. However, authors of rebuilding analyses for species for which a Rebuilding Plan
currently exists should:
e calculate the Spawning Potential Ratio (SPR) corresponding to the rebuild fishing
mortality used most recently to determine 0Ys®; and
e conduct a projection based on setting the future exploitation rate based on this SPR and in
which Tyuax is set equal to the value used in the most recently accepted rebuilding
analysis to calculate the probability of recovery by Twvax if future OYs are based on this
SPR (this probability is denoted Pyg).

A group of academic and government scientists are developing a framework which could be used
to evaluate alternative criteria (see, for example, Items F3.b. Attachment 1 and F.3.b Attachment
2 to the March 2005 Council meeting). However, the selection of criteria will involve interaction
inter alia between the SSC and the Council and additional calculations. The analyses conducted
to date are based on the following assumptions:
e Progress will be deemed adequate if Prgc exceeds the probability of recovery originally
selected by the Council when it developed the Rebuilding Plan.
e Progress will be deemed inadequate Prgc i less than 50% as there is now predicted to be
a less than 50% probability of recovery if OYs continue to be based on the current SPR.
e Decisions are still needed regarding whether progress is adequate when Prgc is greater
than 50% but less than the probability of recovery originally selected by the Council
when it developed the Rebuilding Plan.

8. Decision analyses / considering model uncertainty

A decision table is an appropriate means to express the implications of uncertainty in model
structure. There are several reasons for considering model uncertainty when conducting a
rebuilding analysis, including that several assessment model scenarios were considered equally
plausible by the assessment authors and that one model scenario was preferred by the assessment
authors, while another was preferred by the STAR Panel. Constructing decision tables when
projections are based on a constant harvest rate policy is not entirely straightforward. One way to
achieve this is to conduct projections for each model scenario in turn and record the median (or
mean) time-trajectory of catches. The decision table is then based on projections with a set of

% The Spawning Potential Ratio is a measure of the spawning potential of stock given a particular fishing mortality
and specifications for the biology of the stock. The commonly used reference point Fgpry, (€.8. Faoq) corresponds
to an SPR of SPR% (i.e. Fyq corresponds to 40%). The SPR needs to be converted into a fishing mortality rate
(given the biclogy of the stock, which determines the relationship between SPR and fishing mortality) to calculate
0Ys.



pre-specified time-series of catches.

9. The consequences of spatial structure

Account of spatial structuring of groundfish populations should normally be accounted for by
conducting spatially-structured stock assessments and then applying the guidelines of this
document to each sub-population so defined. However, if this is not feasible, e.g. because of lack
of sufficient data on the size-/age-composition of the catches, it is appropriate to conduct a stock
assessment assuming a single homogenous population and then developing a way to stratify
catches spatially so that the exploitation rate is the same for each (putative) sub-population. The
ideal way to achieve this is to use survey data to pro-rate optimum yields spatially, but if this is
not possible / appropriate, other methods, e.g. recent catches, or catch rates, should used. If the
results of a spatially-aggregated stock assessment are expressed as regional optimum yields, the
documentation associated with the rebuilding analyses must state why this has been done and the
basis for how coastwide optimum yields are allocated regionally. '

10. 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 the specific data elements
that are needed to adequately document the analysis. Clear specification of the exact assessment
scenario(s) used as the basis for rebuilding analysis is essential. Therefore, linkages with the
most recent stock assessment document should be clearly delineated (e.g. through references to
tables or figures). This is important because assessments often include multiple scenarios that
usually have important implications with respect to stock rebuilding.

The minimum information that should be presented in a rebuilding analysis is:

e Date on which the analysis was conducted, and specifications for the software used
for the analysis (including the version number), along with an example of the
program’s input file.

e Rebuilding parameters. A table should be produced which lists: a) the year in which
the rebuilding plan commenced, b) the present year, ¢) Tv, d) mean generation time,
e) Tmax, ) Trarcer for each choice for Pyax, €) the spawning output-per-recruit and
f) the exploitation rate corresponding to each value for Pyax (e.g. Table 1). The range
of Pmax values should be wide (e.g. 0.5-0.9) and results should also be presented for
F=0 and the 40:10 rule.

e The information needed to assess the adequacy of progress (if the species is currently
designated to be in an overfished state and is under a Rebuilding Plan).

e Median time-trajectories (from the year the rebuilding plan commenced to Tyax) for
each value of Pyax considered and F=0 of: a) spawning output relative to the target
level, ¢) probability of being at or above the target level, ¢) ABC and d) optimum
yield (see Table 2, Fig. 2).

Median and 95% intervals for: a) summary / exploitable biomass, b) spawning output
(in absolute terms and relative to the target level), ¢) recruitment, c) catch, d) landings
(if different from catch), e) ABC, and f) exploitation rate for the harvest strategy

L]



selected by the Council (Fig. 3).
The rationale for the approach used to estimate By and generate future recruitment.

The biological information on which the projections are based (show results for each
alternative model)

O

O O O O O

Notes:

Natural mortality rate by age and sex.

Individual weight by age and sex.

Maturity by age.

Fecundity by age.

Selectivity-at-age by sex (and fleet)

Population numbers (by age and sex) for the year in the rebuilding plan
commenced.

Population numbers (by age and sex) for the present year.

. For cases in which the projections take account of uncertainty about the values

for these biological parameters (e.g. using the results from bootstrapping or
samples from a Bayesian posterior), some measure of the central tendency of
the values (e.g. the mode) should be provided and the individual parameters
values should be archived.

Rebuilding analyses may be based on selectivity-at-age vectors constructed by
combining results over fleets. If this is the case, the rebuilding analysis needs
to document how the composite selectivity-at-age vector was constructed.
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Agenda Item B.4.b
Supplemental SSC Report
April 2005

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR GROUNDFISH REBUILDING PLAN

Since the last Council meeting, members of the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC)
Groundfish Subcommittee have revised the SSC Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding
Analyses (Agenda Item B.4.a, Supplemental SSC Terms of Reference, April 2005). The draft
version of the document, which revises the guidelines in a number of important ways, was
reviewed by the SSC. Some areas of significant revision include:

1. A more explicit procedure for determining the overfished, minimum stock size threshold is
provided, (i.e., the maximum likelihood estimate of depletion or the maximum of the
posterior density function).

2. Rebuilding projections based on a spawner-recruit curve estimated from a stock assessment
are given equal standing with projections based on re-sampling of year-specific estimates of
recruitment.

3. Terminology and notation is revised to be consistent with language used in amendments to
the groundfish fishery management plan (FMP).

4. Additional requirements to include certain reporting elements requested by the Groundfish
Management Team (GMT) are included (e.g., the estimate of Pmax at F=0; see Agenda Item
B.4.a, Attachment 1, April 2005: Groundfish Management Team Report on Terms of
Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Plan Review).

5. A section on Evaluating Progress Towards Rebuilding is included.

6. Decision tables to highlight the implications to management of model uncertainty are
encouraged.

Based on its discussion of the draft document, the SSC endorses adoption of the revised
guidelines. Notwithstanding that endorsement, the following recommendations were developed
after some discussion.

1. Buaow should be maintained as the rebuilding target (Bmsy proxy) until a workshop can be
convened to evaluate possible redefinition of biomass-based targets and thresholds that are in
use by the Council. Even so, it is desirable to compare virgin biomass (Bo) estimated from
the stock assessment model and from the rebuilding software to evaluate the consistency of
these estimates.

2. Under Section 7 (Evaluating Progress Toward Rebuilding) the second paragraph and second
set of bullet points should be deleted until more definitive progress has been made on
establishing the Council’s policy on this subject. A joint meeting (Council, SSC, Groundfish
Advisory Subpanel (GAP), and GMT) scheduled for the June meeting should advance this
issue forward



3.

5.

Section 9 (The Consequences of Spatial Structure) should be deleted. The SSC recognizes
that there often is a need to spatially partition an optimum yield (OY), and stock assessment
results are frequently insufficient to do so. This difficulty, however, is not unique to species
under rebuilding plans, but pertains to healthy stocks as well. To help solve this problem, the
SSC agreed to review the analytical approaches the GMT has used to spatially distribute an
ov.

An example presentation of the required documentation (Section 10) would be useful to
analysts conducting rebuilding analysis.

The SSC’s Groundfish Subcommittee agreed to complete these revisions and to provide the
revised document to the Council within the next two weeks.

The SSC also examined “SSC Default Rebuilding Analysis — Technical specifications and User
Manual (Version 2.8, January 2005)” by Dr. Andre Punt. This document describes in detail the
software that has been used to forecast rebuilding for virtually all the Council’s overfished
stocks. The last time the software was reviewed by the SSC was in 2002, and a number of
enhancements have been implemented to the program since that time. Consequently, the SSC
reviewed the more recent changes (i.e., version 2.2 onwards) and offers the following two
suggestions/recommendations.

1.

As part of the calculations the program should determine the median extent of rebuilding that
IS expected to occur by Twmax.

Better documentation is needed concerning how results of an MCMC analysis are
incorporated into rebuilding projections. The SSC also highlighted the importance of stock
assessment authors ensuring that an MCMC has converged before utilizing those results in a
rebuilding analysis.

The software package developed by Dr. Punt is a powerful tool with which to conduct stock
projections, and the SSC continues to endorse its use in rebuilding analyses used by the Council.

PFMC
04/06/05

Z\IPFMC\MEETING\1996-2012\2005\April\ssc\SSC B4 - Groundfish TOR.doc 2



Agenda Item B.5.b
Supplemental NMFS Report 2
April 2005

Errata Sheet for:

The Draft Environmental Assessment,
Regulatory Impact Review & Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
| for the
Expanded Coverage of the Program to Monitor Time-Area
Closures in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery

On the following pages: 10, 14, 16, 53, 54, 57, 59, 60, 63, 66, 68, 72, 75, 77, 79, 83,
101, 103, 106 the number of vessels using pot gear to target groundfish is revised from

30 to 37, and the number of all pot vessels landing groundfish is revised from 128 to
135.

Page 16 - The last sentence of the first paragraph which reads “Because VMS cannot
be used to determine where a particular species was caught, VMS was originally
considered to be an effective enforcement tool for monitoring open access trip limit
compliance by salmon troll vessels.” is being revised as follows to include the word not:
“Because VMS cannot be used to determine where a particular species was caught,
VMS was originally considered not to be an effective enforcement tool for monitoring
open access trip limit compliance by salmon troll vessels.”

Page 33 - Table 3.3.3.8 should be removed, as this information was updated by
Table 4.3.3.5.



Agenda Item B.5.b
Supplemental NMFS Report 3
April 2005

Proposed Expansion of the West Coast VMS Program into the
Open Access Fishery

VMS as an enforcement tool was first proposed during discussion of depth based management
strategies at the June 2002 Council meeting. The West Coast VMS Program was established at
the September 2002 Council meeting with the establishment of Rockfish Conservation Areas.
Rational for requiring VMS was based upon these elements: ensuring the integrity of the RCAs;
effective enforcement of RCAs using traditional methods is particularly difficult; boundaries are
defined by numerous points of latitude and longitude; management measures allow some gear
types and target fishing in all or a portion of the conservation areas; and scarce state and Federal
resources limit enforcement.

VMS became required for Limited Entry Trawl and Fixed Gear vessels on January 1, 2004.
Through the first quarter of 2005 there are 310 Limited Entry permitted vessels with activated
VMS units installed. More than 3.1 million position reports have been logged into the VMS
database. 1150 groundfish declarations have been made for vessels fishing in the Rockfish
Conservation Areas (RCA).

NMFS and the states held eight public meetings, between January 10, 2005 and March 5, 2005 to
provide the interested public with information regarding the current VMS systems, the expansion
of the VMS program into the open access groundfish fisheries, and to provide information about
how and when to provide comments to NMFS and the Council. These meetings occurred in
communities with relatively high open access groundfish landings: Westport, WA; Astoria, OR;
Port Orford, OR; Fort Bragg, CA; Morrow Bay, CA; San Francisco, CA; and Los Alamitos, CA.

Estimated number of vessels under each Alternative by gear and target fishery

Under agenda Item B.5.b, NMFS Report April 2005, Expanded Coverage of the Program to
Monitor Time-Area Closures in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery, there are nine
alternatives for consideration. Alternatives 2-7, all propose an implementation date of October
2005.

Unlike limited entry, which has a Federal permit requirement, open access operates under state
permits. A Federal nexus needs to exist to impose a Federal regulatory requirement. In this
case, the Federal nexus is a two-prong test. Did the fishing occur in Federal waters and was
groundfish taken and retained or possessed? Both criteria need to be met to create the Federal
nexus.

Reading across the page and down, Alternatives 2 through 5b were originally developed and
prioritized by the Ad Hoc VMS Committee in October of 2002. During those discussions, the
committee prioritized longline, pot, trawl, and line gear, as risks to overfished rockfish.
Alternatives 2 through 5a build across gear types per that risk assessment.

The Enforcement Consultants developed alternative 5b in the fall of 2003. Alternatives 6a and 7
were developed by the GAP at the September 2004 Council meeting, and Alternative 6b was
developed by the Ad Hoc VMS Committee at its last meeting in October of 2004.



Estimated number of vessels under each Alternative, by

ear and target fishery

Alt Alt Alt 5B Alt 6A Alt 6B Alt 7
Gear ;:’i‘:s Altl | "5 | '3 A‘:t g': Enf. Gap VMS Gap
Consult | Majority | Committee | Minority
Groundfish 131 | 131 | 131 131 131 131 131 131
Longline Pac. Hglibut 31 31 31 31 31 49 49 49
CA Halibut 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
HMS 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Groundfish 37 37 37 37 37 37 37
Dungeness 45 45 45 45 45 45
Pot crab
Prawn/shrimp 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Sheephead 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
CA Halibut 17 17 17 34 34 34
Sea Cucumber 6 6 6 14 14 14
UETT Ridgeback
18 18 18 32 32 32
Prawn
Groundfish 738 738 738 738 724
Line CA Halibut 105 105 105 105 105
HMS 12 12 12 12
Salmon Troll 177 177 43-134 177
Net CPS 3 3 3
Other Other 4 4 4
TOTAL 0 165 263 : 304 | 1,159 1,277 1,400 1:".”236567- 1,378




The most recent analysis of groundfish landings by non-recreational commercial fishing vessels is
a rolling average of the past four years where statistics are available, compiled by NMFS NW
Region. The following table shows the categories and number of vessels per category that have
landed groundfish.

Summarized from Table 4.3.3.5, page 95, Number of vessels and exvessel revenues per
vessel

Number of Per vessel
vessels Per vessel exvessel | exvessel revenue
landin revenue of all fish taken with

groundfigsh groundfish ($) identified gear

(%)
Groundfish 131 6,331 6,900
Longline | Pac. Halibut 31 799 5,974
CA Halibut 1 133 3,263
Groundfish 37 8,809 9,584
Dungeness crab 45 2,555 74,275
Pot
Prawn/shrimp 8 1,674 140,990
Sheephead 8 1,584 47,357
Sea cucumber 6 153 19,742
Trawl CA halibut 17 729 12,050
Ridgeback Prawn 18 740 41,750
Groundfish 738 2,639 2,688
CA halibut 105 225 184,367
Line HMS 12 969 5,330
Salmon troll
(coastwide) 177 173 34,713
ggllg;on troll (north (134) (176) (29,251)
Net CPS 3 358 67,026
Other |  ----- 4 114 31,240




Table 4.3.3.6 summarizes the number of vessels by groundfish ex-vessel revenue group. The
take and retention or possession of groundfish would trigger the VMS requirement under all the
various categories of vessels. Given a universe of 1345 open access vessels, vessels delivering
0-$1000 of groundfish annually total 864 vessels, or 65% of the open access fleet; vessels
delivering $1000-2000 of groundfish total 149 vessels, or 11% of the open access fleet; vessels
delivering $2000-3000 of groundfish total 82 vessels, or 6% of the open access fleet; and vessels
delivering over $3000 of groundfish total 253 vessels, or 19% of the open access fleet.

Summarized from Table 4.3.3.6, page 98, Number of vessels by groundfish exvessel
revenue group

0-$1000 $1000-$2000 $2000-$3000 >$3000
Longline | Groundfish 33 18 13 68
Pac. Halibut 21 6 2 1
CA Halibut 1 0 0 0
Pot Groundfish 10 4 4 20
Dungeness 28 5 2 11
crab
Prawn/shrimp 6 1 0 1
Sheephead 7 1 0 1
Trawl Sea cucumber 0 0 1
CA halibut 13 3 0 2
Ridgeback 13 4 1 0
Prawn
Line Groundfish 429 105 59 146
CA halibut 104 0 0
HMS 10 1
Salmon troll 176 0
(coastwide)
Salmon troll (134) (0) (0) (0)
(north only)
Net CPS 3 0 0 0
Other |  ----- 4 0 0 0
Total 864 149 82 253




VMS Unit Costs: VMS Unit cost incorporates the following components.

e Base Unit Costs

e Professional Installation Cost
e Vessel Computer cost if at sea catch reporting or other electronic data

transfer is required.

Base Unit Costs for West Coast type approved units are as follows.

MTU Vendor Model Number MTU Cost
Satamatics SAT101 $1,000
Skymate/Stellar ST2500G $1,200
Thrane and Thrane 3026 $1,700
Thrane and Thrane 3022 $2,500

Professional Installation Cos
Vessel Computer: $1,300 p

t: $200 per unit.
er vessel.

The range of VMS unit costs are categorized in three configurations from $1,200 to

$3,800.

The following table summarizes the range of VMS costs.

1,200 per unit $2,500 per unit $3,800 per unit
Category of Vessel $ P cost P cost P cost
Longline - groundfish directed a/ 157,200 327,500 497,800
It_)?nghne - Pacific Halibut directed 37,200 77,500 117,800
Longline - CA Halibut ¢/ 1,200 2,500 3,800
Pot - groundfish directed 44,400 92,500 140,600
Pot - Dungeness crab d/ 54,000 112,500 171,000
Pot - prawn/shrimp e/ 9,600 20,000 30,400
Pot - sheephead g/ 7,200 15,000 22,800
Trawl - spot prawn f/ 7,200 15,000 22,800
Trawl - CA Halibut g/ 20,400 42,500 64,600
Trawl - Sea Cucumber h/ 7,200 15,000 22,800
Trawl - Ridgeback Prawn i/ 21,600 45,000 68,400
Line gear - groundfish directed j/ 885,600 1,845,000 2,804,400
Line gear - CA halibut directed k/ 126,000 262,500 399,000
Line gear - HMS I/ 14,400 30,000 45,600
Line gear - Salmon troll 212,400 442,500 672,600
(coastwide) m/
Net gear - CPS 3,600 7,500 11,400
Other gears 4,800 10,000 15,200
$1,614,000 $3,362,500 $5,111,000




VMS Communication Costs: The analysis of VMS communication costs is based on

the following factors.

e Low cost communication package $15.99/month (position reports only for 15
days of fishing per month) = $192/year.
e 24 hour position reporting at $2/day (8 cents per report) = $730/year.

The following table summarizes the annual VMS communication costs based on the

foregoing two scenarios.

Category of Vessel Annual Communication Annual Communication

Costs $ 192 per year Costs $730 per year
Longline - groundfish directed a/ 25,152 95,630
Longline - Pacific Halibut directed b/ 5,952 22630
Longline - CA Halibut ¢/ 192 730
Pot - groundfish directed 7,104 27010
Pot - Dungeness crab d/ 8,640 32850
Pot - prawn/shrimp e/ 1,536 5840
Pot - sheephead g/ 1,152 4380
Trawl - spot prawn f/ 1,152 4380
Trawl - CA Halibut g/ 3,264 12410
Trawl - Sea Cucumber h/ 1,152 4380
Trawl - Ridgeback Prawn i/ 3,456 13140
Line gear - groundfish directed j/ 141,696 538740
Line gear - CA halibut directed k/ 20,160 76650
Line gear - HMS I/ 2,304 8760
the gear - Salmon troll (coastwide) 33,984 129210
Net gear - CPS 576 2190
Other gears 768 2920
258,240 981,850

Total Open Access VMS Costs based on a 1,400 vessels fleet, (Alternative 6b).

$1,200 Low  $1,200 High  $2,500 Low | $2,500 High @ $3,800 Low $3,800 High
$1,614,000 $1,614,000 $3,362,500 $3,362,500 $5,111,000 $5,111,000
268,800 1,022,000 268,800 1,022,000 268,800 1,022,000
$1,882,800 $2,636,000 $3,631,300 $4,384,400 $5,379,800 $6,133,000

Conclusion

Given the number of open access vessels delivering less than $1000 in ex-vessel
value of groundfish (864, Table 4.3.3.6), and the initial cost of the VMS unit set at
$1,200, we anticipate a significant reduction of those participating in the Open
Access Fishery under a VMS requirement, and project the high participate category
reflected under Alternative 6b to be more in the range of 800 vessels, rather than

1,400.




Agenda Item B.5.c
Supplemental EC Report
April 2005

ENFORCEMENT COUNSULTS REPORT ON
IMPLEMENTATION OF AN EXPANDED VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM

The Enforcement Consultants have reviewed the information relating to the expansion of the
Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) and have the following comments:

In reference to Agenda Item B.5.b, NMFS Report April 2005, the Enforcement Consultants have
met with the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) and representatives of the Salmon Advisory
Subpanel (SAS) and discussed the report. It is our understanding the majority of the GAP
supports Alternative 6.B. The Enforcement Consultants have compared this alternative to our
initial option of Alternative 5.B. After evaluation, the Enforcement Consultants will support
Alternative 6.B with a slight modification. Current language states, “If a Rockfish Conservation
Area (RCA) requirement is discontinued during the year, mandatory Vessel Monitoring System
(VMS) coverage would be discontinued for the affected vessels.” The Enforcement Consultants
would ask the following language be inserted in the current languages place: “If an RCA
requirement is discontinued during the year, VMS coverage would be reevaluated for the
affected vessels.”

Rationale: Currently, VMS is utilized in support of RCA enforcement; however, in the future,

VMS may be used to support other area-based management. Examples: Marine Protected Areas
and Sanctuaries.

PFMC
04/06/05
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Agenda Item B.5.c
Supplemental GAP Report
April 2005

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
IMPLEMENTATION OF AN EXPANDED VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) spent several hours reviewing the documents
provided, listening to public comment, receiving information from the National Marine Fisheries
Service, and discussing the issues and options surrounding this controversial issue.

GAP discussion centered on two options shown on Table 2.0.1 of the draft Environmental
Assessment for this proposal (pages 10 - 12 of Agenda Item B.5.b, NMFS Report): a modified
version of Alternative 1 (status quo), and Alternative 6B (Ad Hoc Vessel Monitoring System
[VMS] Committee, which is a modified version of a GAP proposal). Arguments were made
regarding costs and benefits; the validity of data used in the decision-making process; the need to
protect the integrity of the Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA); and the necessity to extend an
electronic surveillance system to a large number of small, mostly unidentified vessels including
many that harvest only a minimal amount of groundfish. The GAP also discussed the
recommendations from the VMS Committee, as shown on page 5 of Agenda Item B.5.c (Ad Hoc
VMS Committee Minutes), especially the recommendation regarding the issue of drifting within
the RCA.

The GAP makes the following recommendations:

1. A majority of the GAP supports Alternative 6B, which would require a VMS unit to be
carried on vessels which fish in federal waters AND take and retain or possess groundfish in
federal waters, other than salmon trollers retaining allowed amounts of yellowtail rockfish
north of 40E10'. The majority believes this alternative best expresses the GAP’s intent that
vessels whose operations are restricted as a result of an RCA limitation should carry VMS
units.

2. A minority of the GAP supports Alternative 1, until such time as the Council completes
action on identifying and limiting the open access fleet, at which time Alternative 6B would
be appropriate. The minority believes waiting until this action is completed will enable
NMFS to more precisely enforce VMS coverage.

3. The entire GAP supports VMS Committee recommendation number 2, requesting federal
funding of all GAP requirements.

4. The entire GAP supports VMS Committee recommendation number 4, endorsing a removal
of the drifting prohibition on existing VMS-covered vessels and not imposing a drifting
prohibition on vessels that will be covered under this Council action. Several GAP members
pointed out that in addition to the safety concerns the GAP has consistently raised, the high
cost of fuel virtually requires vessels drift during some part of a fishing trip.

PFMC
04/05/05

Z\IPFMC\MEETING\1996-2010\2005\ApriNGAP\GAP B5.doc



Agenda Item B.5.c
Supplemental GMT Report
April 2005

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM STATEMENT ON
IMPLEMENTATION OF AN EXPANDED
VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM

The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) reviewed the draft Environmental Assessment,
Expanded Coverage of the Program to Monitor Time-Area Closures in the Pacific Coast
Groundfish Fishery, and offers the following comments.

Time-area closures are a keystone piece of groundfish management and are necessary in order to
minimize the mortality of rebuilding species while providing access to healthier stocks of target
species. Vessel Monitoring Systems (VMS) can help maintain the integrity of Groundfish
Conservation Areas (GCAs) — which currently include the Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation
Area (RCA), Cowcod Conservation Area, the Farallons depth closure, Cordell bank, and the
RCAs — to help ensure the Council’s strategies for rebuilding and bycatch reduction are met.
While the GMT believes an expanded VMS system could assist management by providing
additional data on spatial behavior, the GMT believes it is more meaningful to require VMS of
vessels that are restricted by GCAs than to require VMS of commercial vessels if they are not
restricted by GCAs.

The GMT notes that under federal regulations, vessels potentially subject to GCAs are vessels
that take, possess, and retain groundfish - meaning that vessels may exclude themselves from
open access regulations if they do not take, possess, and retain groundfish. For example,
Dungeness crab vessels that retain groundfish would be subject to GCA restrictions, while
Dungeness crab vessels that do not retain groundfish would not be subject to GCA restrictions.
However, there are exceptions; currently salmon troll vessels only retaining limited amounts of
yellowtail, and pink shrimp trawl vessels retaining limited amounts of groundfish may fish
within the RCA,; while ridgeback prawn trawl, California halibut trawl, and sea cucumber trawl
have RCA restrictions, regardless of whether or not they retain groundfish. For reference, a copy
of open access regulations listing gear types that do not target groundfish and their corresponding
regulations are attached. All other open access gear types are subject to the general open access
regulations, which include GCA restrictions.

The GMT notes that Alternatives 6a and 6b include all vessels subject to GCA restrictions. The
GMT also notes that Alternative 7 is nearly the same as Alternative 6a, but may exclude those
vessels from VMS provisions that are not capable of carrying a VMS system.

The GMT also identified an issue with respect to the VMS requirements being proposed for open
access gears employing fishing strategies for non-groundfish species that result in some small
incidental take of groundfish species (e.g., highly migratory species fisheries). With the
exception of the gears in the attached table, the regulations being proposed would require open
access vessels taking groundfish in non-groundfish strategies to either carry a VMS unit or
discard any incidental groundfish. This would be the case even if all fishing activity occurred
outside of the RCA, and the vessel simply transited the RCA to return to port. The Council may
wish to consider examining historical incidental catch rates in these non-groundfish fisheries and



provide for some small amount of groundfish catch relative to target species catch. This could
avoid creating undocumented discard resulting from vessels choosing to discard unavoidable
groundfish bycatch rather than incur the cost of VMS.

Finally, the GMT would like to reiterate its support for spatially-based data systems — especially
systems such as logbooks where catch and effort can be linked. Additional spatial data would
help the GMT in developing measures for the various fisheries sectors that minimize impacts on
overfished species while providing access to healthier species.

'005-2006 Trip Limits for Open Access Gears North of 40°10' N. Lat.

JAN-FEB | MAR-APR | MAY-JUN | JUL-AUG SEP-OCT NOV-DEC
INK SHRIMP NON-GROUNDFISH TRAWL (not subject to RCASs)

Effective April 1 - October 31: groundfish 500 Ib/day, multiplied by the number of days of the
trip, not to exceed 1,500 Ib/trip. The following sublimits also apply and are counted toward the
overall 500 Ib/day and 1,500 Ib/trip groundfish limits: lingcod 300 Ib/month (minimum 24 inch size
limit); sablefish 2,000 Ib/month; canary, thornyheads and yelloweye rockfish are PROHIBITED. All
other groundfish species taken are managed under the overall 500 Ib/day and 1,500 Ib/trip
groundfish limits. Landings of these species count toward the per day and per trip groundfish
limits and do not have species-specific limits. The amount of groundfish landed may not exceed
the amount of pink shrimp landed.

North

ALMON TROLL

Salmon trollers may retain and land up to 1 Ib of yellowtail rockfish for every 2 Ibs of salmon
landed, with a cumulative limit of 200 Ib/month, both within and outside of the RCA. This limit is
North within the 200 Ib per month combined limit for minor shelf rockfish, widow rockfish and yellowtail
rockfish, and not in addition to that limit. All groundfish species are subject to the open access

limits, seasons and RCA restrictions listed in the table above.

Z\IPFMC\MEETING\1996-2012\2005\ApriN\GMT\GMT.stmnt.VMS.OA _tuesday_2.doc 2



2005-2006 Trip Limits for Open Access Gears South of 40°10' N. Lat.

JAN-FEB MAR-APR | MAY-JUN | JUL-AUG SEP-OCT NOV-DEC

PINK SHRIMP NON-GROUNDFISH TRAWL GEAR (not subject to RCAs)

South

Effective April 1 - October 31: Groundfish 500 Ib/day, multiplied by the number of days of the
trip, not to exceed 1,500 Ib/trip. The following sublimits also apply and are counted toward the
overall 500 Ib/day and 1,500 Ib/trip groundfish limits: lingcod 300 Ib/ month (minimum 24 inch size
limit); sablefish 2,000 Ib/ month; canary, thornyheads and yelloweye rockfish are PROHIBITED.
All other groundfish species taken are managed under the overall 500 Ib/day and 1,500 Ib/trip
groundfish limits. Landings of these species count toward the per day and per trip groundfish
limits and do not have species-specific limits. The amount of groundfish landed may not exceed
the amount of pink shrimp landed.

RIDGEBACK PRAWN AND, SOUTH OF 38°57.50' N. LAT., CA HALIBUT AND SEA CUCUMBER NON-
GROUNDFISH TRAWL

NON-GROUNDFISH TRAWL Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA) for CA Halibut and Sea Cucumber:

75 fm - 75 fm -
40°10' - 38° N. lat. | modified 200 100 fm - 200 fm modified 200
fm 7 fm 7
38°-34°27'N. lat. |75 fm - 150 fm 100 fm - 150 fm 75 fm - 150 fm
75 fm - 150 fm 75 fm - 150 fm
along the
mainland along the
omos coast: 100 fm - 150 fm along the mainland coast; shoreline - 150 fm | mainland coast;
South of 34°27'N. | > around islands shoreline - 150
shoreline - fm around
150 fm around ;
. islands
islands
NON-GROUNDFISH TRAWL Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA) for Ridgeback Prawn:
75 fm - 75 fm -
40°10' - 38° N. lat. | modified 200 100 fm - 200 fm modified 200
fm " fm 7
38° - 34°27' N. lat. |75 fm - 150 fm 100 fm - 150 fm 75 fm - 150 fm

South of 34°27" N. |

100 fm - 150 fm along the mainland coast; shoreline - 150 fm around islands

Groundfish 300 Ib/irip. Trip imits in this table also apply and are counted toward the 300 b
groundfish per trip limit. The amount of groundfish landed may not exceed the amount of the
target species landed, except that the amount of spiny dogfish landed may exceed the amount of
target species landed. Spiny dogfish are limited by the 300 Ib/trip overall groundfish limit. The
daily trip limits for sablefish coastwide and thornyheads south of Pt. Conception and the overall
groundfish “per trip” limit may not be multiplied by the number of days of the trip. Vessels
participating in the California halibut fishery south of 38°57'30" N. lat. are allowed to (1) land up to
100 Ib/day of groundfish without the ratio requirement, provided that at least one California halibut
is landed and (2) land up to 3,000 Ib/month of flatfish, no more than 300 Ib of which may be
species other than Pacific sanddabs, sand sole, starry flounder, rock sole, curlfin sole, or
California scorpionfish (California scorpionfish is also subject to the trip limits and closures in line

31)

PFMC
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Agenda Item B.5.c
Supplemental SAS Report
April 2005

SALMON ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON
IMPLEMENTATION OF AN EXPANDED VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM

The Salmon Advisory Subpanel requests the Vessel Monitoring System remain status quo.

PFMC
04/06/05

Z\IPFMC\MEETING\1996-2012\2005\April\Salmon\SAS VMS Statement B5.doc



VMS

Agenda Item B.5.d
Supplemental Public Comment 2
' April 2005

Subject: VMS RECE\V ED
From: "chuck smith" <csmith1 @surfbest.net> 20@5
Date: Thu, 17 Mar 2005 16:24:00 -0800 MAR L
To: <Mike.Burner@noaa.gov>

PFEMG

Dear Mr. Burner:

| have been commercial fishing (open excess) for the last 25 yrs.
| started fishing out of Neah Bay Wa. | fished there until the north coast was shut down. Then | went to La
Push Wa. and fished along the coast for ling and rock fish. | fished there until we were not allowed to fish
inside 3 miles of the coast. (lots of opportunity outside 3 miles!). | fished the rock pile off La Push, 9 miles
from land. Now | can only fish outside the hundred fathom curve (20 to 30 miles off shore), because the
inside waters are all closed.

| have been fishing from a boat that is 20' long and has limited space. | am now required to have
survival suits,EPIRBs and all the other mandated safety equipment aboard my boat, it will not be long
before there will be no room for fish.

Their is not room on my boat for the VMS system. | do not have the cabin room, or the over head space
for the antenna where it will be 6' (which | believe is the recommended distance) from the VHF/CB
antenna or GPS.

Every year we are allowed less fish with more restrictions, fuel and bait cost more each year. Now the
added cost of the VMS.

your consideration on this matter will be appreciated
thanks
Charles Smith

PS: Increases the black cod quotas for the summer months to help off set the cost would be nice (small
boats can only safely fish from May to Oct. weather)



VMS (B-5)

Dear Council Members

This letter is regarding expansion of mandatory VMS. I fish a 22’ dory out of
Pacific City. There are a number of concerns for dory fishermen concerning VMS.

COST - Over recent years we have seen our black rock fishery go from wide-
open fishery to severely restricted by quotas and closures. Our fishery is further
limited by access to the ocean due to weather and surf conditions as our boats
launch directly into the surf. By fishing hard last year, during available breaks in
the weather and staying within our quotas, T was able to gross just over $5,000 on
black rock. With the recent introduction of black rock as a limited entry fishery,
another fee was added. Our available monthly quotas were also cut in half this
year starting at only 1,000# in a two-month period. Any additional cost to the
fishery will make it a non-profitable.

BENEFIT — The purpose stated for VMS is to prevent boats from fishing rockfish
in the RCA. None of our rock fishing takes place in the RCA since our entire reef
lies inside of 27 fathoms. There is no benefit in placing a VMS in a boat that
does not fish black rock in the RCA.

MAINTAINING — An open style boat that crashes through the surf tends to get
things wet. My radios need to be replaced on a regular basis because of the
moisture. In times of bad weather or no fishing my boat is taken down for repairs
and sometimes stored for months with the batteries pulled. Keeping a VMS
running 24-7-365 would mean taking it into the house and hooking it up to a
converter. Maintaining a VMS on a dory in Oregon’s weather and fishing
conditions is near impossible.

DECLARING FISHERY - having to declare what fishery you will participate in
on a given day will remove the flexibility that allows a small boat to be profitable.
Allowing for seasons and quotas, I can launch in the morning with the ability to
participate in up to 5 different fisheries. It depends on the weather, what’s biting,
what’s needed in the markets and can even change several times during the day. It
is impossible for a dory to declare and stay profitable.

Black rock fishing is marginally profitable as it stands and any' other fee or
reduction in quota will, for all practical matters, end a 100-year tradition.

Thank-you for your time and attention to this matter,

Craig Wenrick
Pacific City, Oregon



P.O. Box 983
Lincoln City, OR 97387

Ph/Fax: {(541) 994-2647

TROLL SALMON

QUALITY 15 KING

OREGON SALMON COMMISSION B-5

Public CommenT
received 4-4.05

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, suite 200
Portland, OR 97220-1384

RE:  Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) for Salmon Trollers

The Oregon Salmon Commission wants to express its strong opposition to the proposed
requirement that salmon trollers have VMS on their vessels.

The Oregon Salmon Troll Fleet has taken the lead in gear restrictions to avoid impacts on
other species. Since 1991, salmon trollers have fished with only 4 spreads per line
resulting in reduced impacts on Oregon Coast Natural Coho (OCNs). Initial analysis
shows that the 4-spread rule produces a reduction in encounters with specific rockfish in
the RCA as well. This allows a salmon fishery with the retention of some rockfish for the
Salmon Fleet inside the RCA.

VMS expansion to the Satmon Troll Fieet would be a significant financial burden to a
fleet that will already have tremendous cutbacks in salmon fishing opportunity this year.

The Oregon Salmon Commission and the entire Salmon Troll Fleet that it represents asks
the Council Members to please vote “No” on the expansion of VMS to our salmon
vessels.

Thank you for your consideration.

Nl

Nancy Fitzpa .‘ k, Administrator
Oregon Salmon Commission




Agenda Item B.6.b
Supplemental GMT Report 1
April 2005

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
STATUS OF 2005 GROUNDFISH FISHERIES AND INITIAL CONSIDERATION OF
INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS

The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) reviewed updated landings information, updated
West Coast Groundfish Observer Program discard information, and new California Recreational
Fisheries Survey (CRFS) based projections for 2005 and considered options for inseason
adjustments. In addition, the GMT also discussed clarifying limited entry trawl gear
requirements.

LIMITED ENTRY TRAWL

During the first period of 2005, landings of petrale sole, trawl sablefish, longspine, arrowtooth,
and Dover sole were higher than what was projected for that period in the trawl model, while
landings of slope rockfish were substantially below initial model projections. The higher
landings of petrale and Dover sole are a concern, as access to flatfish stocks are substantially
more liberal than in recent years, and these species were initially modeled to achieve their
respective optimum yields (OYSs).

Period 1 QSM v Model Projection

Period 1 QSM* Period 1 TWL Model Proj
Longspine THDS 106 79
Shortspine THDS (N. CP) 65 67
TWL Sable (N.of CP) 231 197
Dover sole 1,281 1,038
Petrale 1,120 830
English Sole 212 241
Arrowtooth Flounder 367 128
Slope Rockfish 45 96

*except for TWL Sablefish, this column includes both trawl and non-trawl.




Projected Impact if No Action is Taken

North South Total HG
Rebuilding |Lingcod 121.1 32.6 153.7
Species Canary 5.1 0.6 5.7
POP 77.5 0.0 77.5
Darkblotch 134.9 355 170.4
Widow 1.3 0.1 1.4
Bocaccio 0.0 19.2 19.2
Yelloweye 0.2 0.2 0.3
Cowcod 0.0 1.1 1.1
Target Sablefish 1,759.0 521.6  2,280.6 3,505
Species Longspine 644.4 561.1  1,205.5 2,450
Shortspine 476.5 208.1 684.6 995
Dover 6,072.3 2,494.1  8,566.4 7,445
Arrowtooth 3,182.3 432 3,2255 5,800
Petrale 2,122.7 533.9 2,656.6 2,762
Other Flat 1,649.2 770.7  2,419.9 4,909
Slope Rock 133.4 135.2 268.6 1,799

In response, the GMT considered four options for inseason adjustments. In order to
accommodate the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel’s (GAP’s) wishes, the GMT is recommending
option 2B for the Council’s consideration. This option uses a precautionary approach to flatfish
management, due to the more liberal cumulative limits and Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA)
boundaries in place for 2005, but it is expected that limits and RCA configurations will be
revisited at the June Council meeting.

Status Quo Regulations

SUBAREA Period INLINE OUTLINE Sablefish Longspine Shortspine Dover Other Flat Petrale Arrowtooth Slope Rock

N 40 10 1 75 150 9,500 15,000 3,500 69,000 110,000 No Limit  No Limit 4,000
2 100 200 9,500 15,000 3,500 69,000 110,000 42,000 150,000 4,000
3 100 200] 17,000 23,000 4,900 30,000 110,000 42,000 150,000 4,000
4 100 200 17,000 23,000 4,900 30,000 110,000 42,000 150,000 4,000
5 100 200] 17,000 23,000 4,900 30,000 110,000 42,000 150,000 4,000
6 75 150 8,000 15,000 3,500 69,000 110,000 No Limit  No Limit 4,000
North SFFT 1 75 150 1,500 1,000 1,000 20,000 100,000 25,000 70,000 4,000
Limit 2 100 200] 10,000 1,000 1,000 35,000 100,000 35,000 70,000 4,000
3 100 200 10,000 1,000 3,000 50,000 100,000 35,000 70,000 4,000
4 100 200] 10,000 1,000 3,000 50,000 100,000 35,000 70,000 4,000
5 100 200] 10,000 1,000 3,000 50,000 100,000 35,000 70,000 4,000
6 75 150 1,500 1,000 1,000 20,000 100,000 25,000 70,000 4,000
4010-38 1 75 150| 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 No Limit  No Limit 4,000
2 100 200] 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 4,000
3 100 200] 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 4,000
4 100 200] 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 4,000
5 100 200] 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 4,000
6 75 150] 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 No Limit  No Limit 4,000
S 38 1 75 150| 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 No Limit  No Limit 40,000
2 100 150| 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 40,000
3 100 150| 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 40,000
4 100 150 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 40,000
5 100 150| 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 40,000
6 75 150] 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 No Limit  No Limit 40,000




Compared to status quo, option 2b make the following adjustments:

N. of 40°10” N. lat:

e Reduce Dover sole and other flatfish limits shoreward in periods 3 — 6; Reduce petrale
limits in periods 3-6, and reduce the arrowtooth limit seaward in period 6.

South of 40°10” N. lat:

e Reduce Dover sole limits in periods 3 — 6, and reduce arrowtooth limits in period 6.

Between 40°10° N. lat and 38° N. lat:

e Increase slope rockfish limits and liberalize the seaward RCA line from 200 fm to 150
fm.

The specific limits and resulting impacts are shown in the table below.
Option 2B - RCA Boundaries and Cumulative Limits — with Slope Rockfish Liberalization

SUBAREA Period INLINE OUTLINE Sablefish Longspine Shortspine Dover Other Flat Petrale Arrowtooth Slope Rock

N 40 10 1 75 150 9,500 15,000 3,500 69,000 110,000 No Limit  No Limit 4,000
2 100 200 9,500 15,000 3,500 69,000 110,000 42,000 150,000 4,000

3 100 200 17,000 23,000 4,900 30,000 110,000 40,000 150,000 4,000

4 100 200 17,000 23,000 4,900 30,000 110,000 40,000 150,000 4,000

5 100 200 17,000 23,000 4,900 30,000 110,000 40,000 150,000 4,000

6 75 150 8,000 15,000 3,500 22,000 80,000 60,000 80,000 4,000

North SFFT 1 75 150 1,500 1,000 1,000 20,000 100,000 25,000 70,000 4,000
Limit 2 100 200 10,000 1,000 1,000 35,000 100,000 35,000 70,000 4,000

3 100 200 10,000 1,000 3,000 35,000 90,000 35,000 70,000 4,000

4 100 200 10,000 1,000 3,000 35,000 90,000 35,000 70,000 4,000

5 100 200 10,000 1,000 3,000 35,000 90,000 35,000 70,000 4,000

6 75 150 1,500 1,000 1,000 8,000 75,000 15,000 70,000 4,000

38-4010 1 75 150| 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 No Limit  No Limit 8,000
2 100 150| 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 8,000

3 100 150| 14,000 19,000 4,200 40,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 8,000

4 100 150( 14,000 19,000 4,200 40,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 8,000

5 100 150( 14,000 19,000 4,200 40,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 8,000

6 75 150( 14,000 19,000 4,200 35,000 110,000 100,000 20,000 8,000

S38 1 75 150( 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 No Limit ~ No Limit 40,000

2 100 150 14,000 19,000 4,200 50,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 40,000

3 100 150 14,000 19,000 4,200 40,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 40,000

4 100 150| 14,000 19,000 4,200 40,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 40,000

5 100 150( 14,000 19,000 4,200 40,000 110,000 42,000 10,000 40,000

6 75 150( 14,000 19,000 4,200 35,000 110,000 100,000 20,000 40,000

Option 2B - Projected 2005 Mortality of Rebuilding and Target Species — with Slope Rockfish Liberalization

North  South Total

Rebuilding |Lingcod 95.2 33.6 128.8
Species Canary 4.0 0.6 4.6
POP 74.7 0.0 74.7

Darkblotch 143.7 37.0 180.7

Widow 1.3 0.1 14

Bocaccio 0.0 19.0 19.0

Yelloweye 0.2 0.1 0.3

Cowcod 0.0 1.1 1.1

Target Sablefish 1,802.2 527.0 2,329.2
Species Longspine 753.5 561.4 1,314.9
Shortspine 511.0 208.3 719.3

Dover 5,357.2 2,144.2 7,501.4
Arrowtooth | 2,941.3 49.0 2,990.2
Petrale 2,047.0 551.1 2,598.1

Other Flat 1,619.1 7826 2,401.7
Slope Rock 1334 163.9 297.3
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Minor Slope Rockfish Trip Limits

In May 2004, the Council implemented trawl management measures that affected the catch rate
of darkblotched rockfish. Specifically, the trawl slope rockfish cumulative limit was increased
(from 4,000 pounds to 8,000 pounds per 2 months north of 40E10" N latitude), and the trawl
RCA boundary was moved shoreward from 200 fathoms to 150 fathoms (north of 40E10' N
latitude). Subsequently, the GMT received comments from industry that targeting on slope
rockfish had increased since the May inseason action, and there was a size-related market discard
factor for small darkblotched rockfish that was independent of trip limit size. The combination
of these factors contributed to an increased darkblotched encounter rate and potentially the
discard rate.

In September, the GMT did not have any quantitative information to evaluate the net effects of
these factors. The only quantitative information available to the team at that time, relative to
darkblotched rockfish, was the PacFIN quota species monitoring (QSM) data on landed catch
and, for non-whiting trawl, a preliminary estimated discard proportion measured by information
collected by the West Coast Observer Program from the 2003 fishery when the slope rockfish
limit was 1,800 pounds per two months. Based on these data, the Council adjusted trip limits for
slope rockfish in September 2004 as follows for the remainder of the year:

N of 40E10°
X Period 6 - Change from 8,000 Ibs/2 mo. to 1,800 Ibs/2 mo. (with no retention of
darkblotched)

Between 40E10" and 38E
X Period 6 - Reduce from 50,000 Ibs/2 mo. to 10,000 Ibs/2 mo. (with no retention of
darkblotched)

South of 38E
X Period 6 - Keep limit at 50,000 Ibs/2 mo. (with no retention of darkblotched)

Also in response to the higher darkblotched rockfish mortalities, the GMT recommended
changes to the limited entry trawl management measures for the beginning of 2005 as a
precautionary measure until new Observer Program data were available. Specifically, in the area
north of 40E10” N latitude, the RCA boundary scheduled for Period 1 was moved from 150 fm
to 200 fm, as modified to allow fishing in petrale areas, and the slope rockfish trip limit was
reduced to 4,000 Ibs/2 mo (i.e., the same trip limit that was in place in period 1 of 2004). These
depths and trip limits were also adopted for the area between 40E10’ N latitude and 38E N
latitude. due to uncertainty in darkblotched encounter rates for that area. At that time, the GMT
anticipated these RCA boundaries and/or trip limits would then be adjusted inseason (in April) as
more discard information became available from the 2004 Observer Program.

In summary, the GMT is recommending a liberalization of the trawl RCA and an increase in
slope rockfish limits between 40E10° N latitude and 38E N latitude. Due to higher than
anticipated catches of darkblotched rockfish in general, the GMT is proposing a modest increase
for slope rockfish limits in the area between 40E10’ N latitude and 38E N latitude at this time,
but anticipates this issue will be revisited at the June meeting.



Gear Requlations

The GMT recommends two clarifications to limited entry trawl gear requirements found in the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 660.381.

The first clarification is to the chafing gear requirements found in paragraph (b)(3). The purpose
of this clarification is to include the chafing gear requirements for small footrope gear (currently
found in 660.831 (b)(5) and referenced in current chafing gear requirements section) with all
other chafing gear requirements.

Current chafing gear requirements are as follows: Chafing gear may encircle no more than 50%
of the net's circumference, except as provided in paragraph (b)(5) of this section. No section of
chafing gear may be longer than 50 meshes of the net to which it is attached. Except at the
corners, the terminal end of section of chafing gear must not be connected to the net. (The
terminal end is the end farthest from the mouth of the net.) Chafing gear must be attached
outside any riblines and restraining straps. There is no limit on the number of sections of chafing
gear on a net.

Proposed chafing gear requirements are as follows: Chafing gear may encircle no more than
50% of the net's circumference. No section of chafing gear may be longer than 50 meshes of the
net to which it is attached. Chafing gear may be used only on the last 50 meshes of a small
footrope trawl, measured from the terminal (closed) end of the codend. Except at the corners,
the terminal end of each section of chafing gear must not be connected to the net. (The terminal
end is the end farthest from the mouth of the net.) Chafing gear must be attached outside any
riblines and restraining straps. There is no limit on the number of sections of chafing gear on a
net.

The GMT also recommends removing the sentence describing the small footrope chafing gear
requirements (the sentence that was added to the chafing gear section) from the section
describing small footrope requirements.

The second clarification is to the selective flatfish gear requirements found in paragraph (b)(5)(i).
It was brought to the GMT’s attention that buoy placement on selective flatfish gear can alter the
size and shape of the trawl mouth. Changing the shape of the selective trawl mouth can result in
an increased take of rockfish. This increased take of rockfish is not accounted for by the trawl
bycatch model and may result in achieving rockfish OYs more quickly than anticipated. The
purpose of this clarification to selective flatfish trawl gear requirements is to specify buoy
placement and the number of riblines to preserve the original intent of the gear requirement.

Current selective flatfish trawl gear requirements are as follows: The selective flatfish trawl net
must be a two-seamed net, and its breastline may not be longer than 3 ft (0.92 m) in length.
There may be no floats along the center third of the selective flatfish trawl net's headrope and the
headrope must be at least 30% longer in length than the footrope. Selective flatfish trawl gear
may not have a footrope that is longer than 105 ft (32.26 m) in length. An explanatory diagram
of a selective flatfish trawl net is provided as Figure 1 of Part 660, Subpart G.

Proposed selective flatfish trawl gear requirements are as follows: The selective flatfish trawl
net must be a two-seamed net with no more than two riblines, excluding the codend. The
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breastline may not be longer than 3 ft (0.92 m) in length. There may be no floats along the
center third of the headrope or attached to the top panel except on the riblines. The headrope
must be at least 30% longer in length than the footrope and the footrope must be shorter than
105 ft (32.26 m) in length. An explanatory diagram of a selective flatfish trawl net is provided as
Figure 1 of Part 660, Subpart G.

CALIFORNIA RECREATIONAL

At the March 2005 Council meeting, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
provided an Informational Report which summarized the CRFS program implementation and
validation process, and provided recreational groundfish catch and effort estimates by mode for
2004 (Informational Report 2: CDFG 2004 Recreational Fisheries Data, March 2005).
California recreational harvest guidelines or allocations for overfished species were not exceeded
in 2004. Based on these results, in conjunction with the improved ability for real-time inseason
catch monitoring, the Council conveyed its willingness to consider CRFS estimates to support
inseason fishery actions in 2005.

Using the 2004 recreational groundfish fishing regulations as a starting point, the CDFG
analyzed options for modifying the fishing season in 2005. Primary considerations in adjusting
the season were constraining the canary and minor nearshore rockfish catch, and distributing the
fishing effort over a greater depth range to avoid concentrating the fishing effort on the nearshore
groundfish species. The preferred option, provided to the GMT by the CDFG, adjusts the 2005
recreational groundfish fishery regulations in each management area, using a combination of
open months and allowable depths of fishing. This option is outlined in Attachment 1 (same as
Attachment 1 provided in the Supplemental CDFG Report 2, Agenda Item B.6.c).

For the Northern Management Area (California/Oregon border to 40°'10° N. lat), the proposal
provides for similar angling opportunities as in 2004 with fishing from May 1 through December
within 30 fathoms for rockfish and associated nearshore species. For the North-Central
Management Area (40'10" N. lat to 37°11° N. lat) and the Monterey South-Central Management
Area (37° 11’ N. lat to 36° N. lat), the proposal expands the current 2005 season to allow
retention of groundfish and associated nearshore species in December within the same depth
range as July-November (20 fathoms). In the Morro Bay South-Central Management Area (36°
N. lat to 34°27° N. lat), it maintains the current 2005 season structure, but expands the allowable
depth of fishing to include access to shallow water. In the Southern Management Area (34°27’
N. lat to US/Mexico border), the proposal mirrors the 2004 recreational groundfish fishing
regulations with the exception of California scorpionfish, which retains the same season structure
as previously set in 2005 regulations, but follows the depth ranges as proposed for the nearshore
rockfish. In all areas, divers and shore anglers may take groundfish during the proposed season
closures. In addition, lingod can be taken during the same months and depths as nearshore
rockfish except that it can not be taken by any anglers during December. All other regulations
remain status quo. The impacts of this option on overfished species and on other groundfish
species with harvest targets are provided in Table 1 and Table 2.



Table 1. Total Bycatch Estimate (mt) for Overfished Species relative to target (OY/HG)

Bocaccio Canary Cowcod Dkbl Lingcod POP Widow Yeye

Total 2005 60 9.1 0.4 0 <422 0 9.4 <3.7
Catch Estimate

HG" or updated | 772 9.3 1.8¢ 0? 422* 0? 9.423 3.7
impact estimate?

1 — Harvest Guideline (HG) established in Federal Regulations

2 — Best estimate of recreational impact in 2005

3 — Widow estimate was updated relative to bycatch scorecard value (as updated in March 2005) by adjusting
projections for temporary targeting that occurred in 2004.

Table 2. Total Catch Estimate (mt) for Other Species [e.g., Target Species/Species Group, Species with

Harvest Guideline (HG), Constraining Species]:
Black Minor Nearshore RF Minor Nearshore RF
Rockfish North (40°10°-CA/OR South (40°10°-
(RF) border) US/Mexico border)
Total 2005 Catch Estimate | 137 11 383
HG!, updated impact 175° 11° 383°
estimate?, or HT®

1 — Harvest Guideline (HG) established in Federal Regulations

2 — Best estimate of recreational impact in 2005

3 — Harvest Target (HT): For black rockfish, this is the state-derived recreational harvest target within the Federal
HG for CA recreational and commercial catch, combined. The black rockfish recreational target is derived
from CA Fish and Game Commission allocation guidance between recreational and commercial sectors.

In their report to the GMT, CDFG reviewed the uncertainties and risks associated with using the
CRFS data including: (1) identification of technical errors in CRFS during its first year of
operation; (2) the tracking of uncalibrated 2004 CRFS data against harvest targets set for
unassessed and assessed stocks; and (3) impacts on fishing opportunities of other fisheries and
sectors. The GMT discussed these uncertainties and associated risks with much of the discussion
centering on potential technical errors in the CRFS data. As with any new program involving
sampling and expansions, risks exist that technical errors may be identified during
implementation. The RecFIN Statistical Sub-committee (RecFIN SSC) met recently and
evaluated the data inputs from the first year of the CRFS sampling program including errors that
could potentially impact the catch estimates generated for 2004. A summary of their results was
provided to the GMT by Ms. Jennifer Cahalan (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife)
with additional information on the 2005 CRFS program changes provided by Mr. Russell Porter
(Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission). The RecFIN SSC’s findings primarily focused on
sampling errors in the Angler License Database (ALD) survey. Specifically, the RecFIN SSC
noted that licensed anglers were kept in the sample population for only one sample period
(month) following entry into the angler license database instead of being retained for the
remainder of the calendar year. Sampling errors, such as this one, can cause statistical problems
and biases in the estimate. However, further discussion highlighted the fact that ALD effort
estimates are only used to estimate catch for beach/bank anglers, private access boats, and
nighttime fishing components of the private/rental, man-made, and beach/bank modes.
Considering that only about 10% of the overall catch and effort for all sportfishing in California
comes from these anglers, of which the majority are beach and bank anglers, and anglers fishing
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from beach and banks do not catch significant numbers of groundfish, the GMT concluded that
the impact of this error on the estimates for groundfish species of concern should be minimal.

CDFG also summarized their plans for tracking inseason take, instituting closures, and providing
regulation and educational information to the public. CDFG staff will review recreational catch
estimates on a monthly basis for inseason tracking and provide these estimates to the GMT. In
addition, as 2005 monthly catch estimates become available, CDFG will replace the projected
catches with the estimates for that month and will use these along with the remaining projected
impacts to evaluate whether harvest targets will be met as scheduled. If catches are projected to
exceed specific harvest targets specified in federal regulations, then the director of CDFG can
take action to restrict the fishery to slow the harvest or close the fishery when warranted. This
action becomes effective 10 days following public notice. To keep anglers informed and assist
with rapid distribution of concerns or requests to slow fishing, CDFG has established a
communication network with commercial passenger fishing vessel operators and approximately
20 recreational angling associations and clubs (this successfully stopped the targeting of widow
rockfish in Southern California waters during 2004).

The GMT recommends approving the adjustments proposed by the CDFG. It recognizes that a
more conservative approach might be warranted, given that this is a new program with only a
single year of data, and there are uncertainties and risks associated with the CRFS estimates.
However, the GMT is confident in the ability of the CDFG to effectively track their inseason
recreational catches and to quickly take action to close fisheries when necessary. Because the
CDFG will be providing monthly updates to the GMT on the status of its 2005 fishery, the GMT
should have the information necessary for taking additional inseason action at the June or
September Council meetings, if warranted. The GMT also recommends the Council provide
NMFS with the authorization to take action similar to that taken by CDFG between Council
meetings.

FINAL CONSIDERATION OF INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS

On Friday, the GMT will provide the Council with an updated bycatch score card and updated
trip limit tables. The GMT would like to bring it to the Council’s attention that the canary
rockfish buffer in the updated bycatch scorecard is projected to be larger than the 2.5 mt buffer
recorded in the bycatch scorecard distributed at the March Council meeting.

GMT RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Adopt proposed limited entry trawl trip limit inseason adjustments.

2. Adopt proposed limited entry trawl clarifications to gear requirements.
3. Adopt proposed California recreational inseason adjustments.

PFMC
04/06/05



GROUNDFISH MANGEMENT TEAM STATEMENT ATTACHMENT 1.
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME INSEASON PROPOSAL FOR 2005 BY REGION

Key:
Allowed in all waters

20 Depth closed > 20fm

30 Depth closed > 30fm

40 Depth closed > 40fm

60 Depth closed > 60fm
20-40 | Depth open between 20-40fm

30-60 | Depth open between 30-60fm

- Closed
NORTH COAST
(CA/OR Border to 40E 10’ N Lat)
North Coast 2005
Species July Aug Sep Oct
Nearshore rockfish 40 40 40 40
Black rockfish? 40 40 40 40
California sheephead 40 40 40 40
Cabezon 40 40 40 40
Greenlings (rock, kelp) 40 40 40 40
Ocean Whitefish 40 40 40 40
Shelf rockfish 40 40 40 40
Lingcod 40 40 40 40
North Coast 2005 (In-Season Proposal)
Species Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Nearshore rockfish 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Black rockfish? 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
California sheephead 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Cabezon 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Greenlings (rock, kelp) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Ocean Whitefish 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Shelf rockfish 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Lingcod 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 [
NORTH-CENTRAL COAST
40E 10’ N lat to Lopez Point (36E 00’ N lat)
North-Central Coast 2005
Species July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Nearshore rockfish 20 20 20 20 20
California scorpionfish 20 20 20 20 20
California sheephead 20 20 20 20 20
Cabezon 20 20 20 20 20
Greenlings (rock, kelp) 20 20 20 20 20
Ocean whitefish 20 20 20 20 20
Shelf rockfish 20 20 20 20 20
Lingcod 20 20 20 20 20
Sanddabs
North-Central Coast 2005 (In-Season Proposal)

Species Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Nearshore rockfish 20 20 20 20 20 20
California scorpionfish 20 20 20 20 20 20
California sheephead 20 20 20 20 20 20
Cabezon 20 20 20 20 20 20
Greenlings (rock, kelp) 20 20 20 20 20 20
Ocean whitefish 20 20 20 20 20 20
Shelf rockfish 20 20 20 20 20 20
Lingcod 20 20 20 20 20 H
Sanddabs




SOUTH-CENTRAL COAST
Lopez Point (36E 00’ N lat) to Pt. Conception (34E 27’ N lat)

South-Central Coast 2005

Species Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Nearshore rockfish 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40

California scorpionfish 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40

California sheephead 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40

Cabezon 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40

Greenlings 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40
Ocean Whitefish 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40
Shelf rockfish 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40
Lingcod 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40
Sanddabs
South-Central Coast 2005 (In-Season Proposal)
Species Feb Jun July Aug Sep
Nearshore rockfish 40 40 40 40 40
California scorpionfish 40 40 40 40 40
California sheephead 40 40 40 40 40
Cabezon 40 40 40 40 40
Greenlings 40 40 40 40 40
Ocean Whitefish 40 40 40 40 40
Shelf rockfish 40 40 40 40 40
Lingcod 40 40 40 40 40
Sanddabs
SOUTH COAST
Pt. Conception (34E 27’ N lat) to US/Mexico Border
South Coast 2005
Species Apr May Jun
Nearshore rockfish 30-60 30-60 30-60

California scorpionfish

California sheephead

Cabezon

Greenlings
Ocean Whitefish
Shelf rockfish
Lingcod
Sanddabs

South Coast 2005 (In-Season Proposal)
Species Mar May Jun July Oct Nov Dec
Nearshore rockfish 30-60 60 60 60 30 60 60
California scorpionfish 30 60 60
California sheephead 30 60 60
Cabezon 30 60 60
Greenlings 30 60 60
Ocean Whitefish 30 60 60
Shelf rockfish 30 60 60
Lingcod 30 60 H
Sanddabs
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GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM STATEMENT ON 2005 UPDATES TO THE
MODEL USED TO PROJECT TRAWL CATCH AND BYCATCH

The model used by the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) to project trawl catch of target
species and bycatch of rebuilding species was updated by Dr. Jim Hastie of the Northwest
Fisheries Science Center (NWFSC) for review of 2005 management at the April Council
meeting. The primary focus of the update was to incorporate new fishery and observer data into
the model. However, other minor changes, such as separating English sole from “other flatfish’
in the model were also implemented. Three sources of data used in the model were updated:
NWEFSC observer data, fishticket landings data, and trawl logbook data.

Observer Data

Observer data are used to quantify the rates of coincident catch (referred to herein as “bycatch”)
for rebuilding species, relative to target species catch and the proportions of species catch that
are retained and discarded. New observer data cover the period from September 2003 to
August 2004. New data were processed for model inclusion in the same manner as used for the
2004 model update. However, some of the data were filtered differently to allow calculation of
model parameters that are consistent with the new 2005 requirement that selective flatfish gear
be used shoreward of the Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA), north of 40°10° N latitude.
Modeling of the 2005 fishery that was conducted in 2004 used summarized bycatch rates from
the Oregon exempted fishing permit (EFP) provided by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.
In producing depth-based rates for use in the model, all catch by a vessel on a particular trip was
attributed to the deepest tow start depth recorded for that trip. In updating model parameters for
2005, NWFSC observer records were used to assign EFP catch to depth categories on a tow-by-
tow basis. In addition to EFP trips, all other observed use of selective flatfish gear was included
in calculating model bycatch parameters.

In accordance with the 2004 recommendation of the Scientific and Statistical Committee, rates of
bycatch and discard for each area and depth stratum were calculated separately for each 12-
month period of observer program data collection. Model parameters were calculated as
weighted averages of the 12-month rates, with higher weights assigned to the most recent data.
All rates, except those for the northern nearshore fishery, were combined using the following
weighting by observation year: Year-3: 50.0%; Year-2: 33.3% ; Year-1: 16.7%. Use of
selective flatfish gear in the north was only observed during the 2" and 3" years of observer data
collection. As a result, an alternative weighting was used to combine those rates: Year-3:
66.7%; Year-2: 33.3%. Because the preponderance of selective gear observations occurred
between the months of May and October, these data were only used to calculate rates for use
during bi-monthly periods 3, 4, and 5 in the model. As in the 2004 modeling of the 2005 fishery,
the rates included for other periods were derived by applying the ratio of winter-to-summer rates
from data for small footrope gear to the summer selective-gear rates. Discard rates applied to the
selective-gear fishery are also derived from small-footrope data.



A comparison of bycatch and discard rates used in the 2004 and 2005 models is provided in
Tables 1-4. Tables 1 and 2 summarize model rates for the bycatch of rebuilding species, for the
nearshore and offshore depth strata, respectively. The values in these tables indicate the
projected catch of each species as a percentage of the combined retained catch of all target
species. Tables 3 and 4 summarize, for major target species, the percentages of total catch which
are projected to be discarded, for the nearshore and offshore depth strata, respectively.

Fishticket Data

Fishticket data are used to document the amount of target species landings for each permitted
trawl vessel in the fishery. Each vessel’s recent history of landings forms the basis for the
projections of target species catch under specified management regimes. The 2004 model
utilized fishticket data from the years 2000-2003. For the current update of the model, data from
2000 were replaced by data from 2004. Weighted averages of bi-monthly species landings were
calculated using the following annual weighting: 2004: 50.0%; 2003: 27.2%; 2002: 14.8%;
2001: 8.0%.

Logbook Data

Trawl logbook data are used in developing a baseline apportionment of each vessel’s target
species catch among depth zones. As with fishtickets, data are drawn from the most recent 4-
year period. Early in the calendar year, however, logbook data are often incomplete for the
preceding year. For periods where data are not complete for the most recent year, the prior
3 years are used. In updating these data for the 2005 model, it was discovered that a substantial
portion of Oregon logbook data for 2004 were missing the recorded depth information. As a
result, 2004 data were not used for Oregon. For data completeness reasons, California logbook
data were only used for the first six months of 2004. Where all four years of data were available,
the same weighting for combining data as described above for fishtickets was used to calculate
weighted averages. Where only three years were available, the following weighting was used:
2003: 55%; 2002: 30%; 2001: 15%.

Modeling Issues

Following inclusion of the new data, the model’s projections of target species were tuned
through comparison with landings from 2004 and the first two months of 2005. Fleet-wide
scaling adjustments were made to baseline vessel species landings, in order to improve the
ability of the model to track reported landings, given the management measures in place during
those 7 periods. Due to the inability to include the 2004 Oregon logbook data, and concerns over
the effect of higher fuel prices on fleet depth distribution and possible impacts on canary
bycatch, April 2005 management options were modeled assuming a somewhat higher propensity
for vessels to fish nearshore than in the 2004 modeling. It is anticipated that the Oregon logbook
data issue will be addressed in time for those data to be included in the model before the June
Council meeting.

PFMC
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Table 1. Comparison of inshore bycatch rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model Lingcod
Area periods inputs <=50 fm <=60 fm <=75fm <=100 fm
Lingcod
North of 1,2,6 Old 0.135% 0.255% 1.483% 2.459%
40°10" New 0.325% 1.415% 2.176% 2.754%
change +0.189% +1.160% +0.694% +0.295%
3,4,5 Old 0.506% 0.737% 1.996% 1.918%
New 1.305% 2.920% 3.400% 3.164%
change +0.799% +2.182% +1.404% +1.247%
South of 1,2,6 Old 2.849% 2.300% 2.354% 2.942%
40°10’ New 4.588% 3.805% 3.331% 4.165%
change +1.739% +1.505% +0.977% +1.224%
3,4,5 Old 0.487% 3.126% 3.289% 3.790%
New 0.740% 3.736% 4.081% 4.559%
change +0.253% +0.610% +0.792% +0.769%
Canary
North of 1,2,6 Old 0.000% 0.003% 0.068% 0.187%
40°10' New 0.000% 0.013% 0.047% 0.109%
change +0.000% +0.010% -0.020% -0.078%
3,4,5 Old 0.000% 0.003% 0.059% 0.084%
New 0.001% 0.023% 0.053% 0.088%
change +0.001% +0.021% -0.006% +0.004%
South of 1,2,6 Old 0.027% 0.034% 0.014% 0.026%
40°10' New 0.071% 0.076% 0.047% 0.054%
change +0.044% +0.042% +0.032% +0.028%
3,4,5 Old 0.000% 0.024% 0.104% 0.087%
New 0.001% 0.030% 0.105% 0.106%
change +0.001% +0.006% +0.002% +0.019%
Widow
North of 1,2,6 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10' New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.003%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.003%
3,4,5 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
South of 1,2,6 Old 0.000% 0.001% 0.000% 0.002%
40°10" New 0.000% 0.023% 0.016% 0.017%
change +0.000%|  +0.022% +0.016% +0.015%
34,5 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% -0.000%

Note: these percentages are calculated as: 100 * (rebuilding species catch mt) / (combined target species retained mt)




Table 1 (cont.). Comparison of inshore bycatch rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model Lingcod
Area periods inputs <=50 fm <=60 fm <=75 fm <=100 fm
Bocaccio ‘
North of 1,2,6 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10' New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% 40.000% +0.000%
34,5 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
South of 1,2,6 Old 0.308% 0.715% 0.541% 1.137%
40°10' New 0.169% 4.737% 3.489% 3.847%
change -0.139% +4.021% +2.947% +2.710%
3,4,5 Old 0.000% 0.060% 0.304% 1.299%
New 0.000% 0.058% 0.339% 1.143%
change +0.000% -0.002% +0.035% -0.156%
Cowcod
North of 1,2,6 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10' New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
34,5 old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
South of 1,2,6 Old 0.000% 0.034% 0.034% 0.044%
40°10' New 0.000% 0.250% 0.187% 0.378%
change +0.000% +0.216% +0.152% +0.334%
3,4,5 Old 0.000% 0.002% 0.002% 0.038%
New 0.000% 0.001% 0.022% 0.049%
change +0.000% -0.000% +0.020% +0.012%
Yelloweye
North of 1,2,6 Oold 0.000% 0.000% 0.007% 0.017%
40°10' New 0.000% 0.000% 0.001% 0.001%
change +0.000% +0.000% -0.006% -0.016%
3,4,5 Old 0.000% 0.001% 0.008% 0.006%
New 0.005% 0.006% 0.005% 0.004%
change +0.005% +0.004% -0.003% -0.002%
South of 1,2,6 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10" New 0.000% 0.049% 0.034% 0.034%
change +0.000% +0.049% +0.034% +0.034%
3,4,5 Old 0.034% 0.019% 0.019% 0.019%
New 0.021% 0.012% 0.012% 0.012%
change -0.013% -0.007% -0.007% -0.007%

Note: these percentages are calculated as: 100 * {rebuilding species catch mt) / (combined target species retained mt)




Table 1 (cont.). Comparison of inshore bycatch rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model Lingcod
Area periods inputs <=50 fm <=60 fm <=75 fm <=100 fm
Darkblotched
North 1,2,6 Qld 0.000% ©0.001% 0.035% 0.163%
New 0.001% 0.002% 0.034% 0.114%
change +0.001% +0.001% -0.000% -0.049%
3,4,5 Old 0.004% 0.001% 0.063% 0.155%
New 0.048% 0.055% 0.148% 0.205%
change +0.044% +0.054% +0.084% +0.051%
South 1,2,6 Old 0.000% 0.002% 0.002% 0.005%
New 0.000% 0.002% 0.002% 0.003%
change +0.000% -0.001% -0.001% -0.002%
3,45 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.026%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.014%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% -0.012%
Pacific ocean Perch

North 1,2,6 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.004%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.004%
3,4,5 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.017%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.017%
South 1,2,6 Old ©0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
3,4,5 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%

Note: these percentages are calculated as: 100 * (rebuilding species catch mt) / (combined target species retained mt)




Table 2. Comparison of offshore bycatch rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model Lingcod

Area periods inputs >150 fm >180 fm >200 fm >250 fm
North of 1,6 Ooid 0.162% 0.159% 0.128% 0.000%
40°10' New 0.244% 0.182% 0.123% 0.000%
change +0.081% +0.023% -0.005% +0.000%
2,5 QOld 0.028% 0.017% 0.018% 0.000%
New 0.052% 0.033% 0.017% 0.000%
change +0.023% +0.016% -0.001% +0.000%
3,4 Old 1.718% 0.055% 0.035% 0.000%
New 0.101% 0.053% 0.027% 0.000%
change -1.616% -0.001% -0.008% +0.000%
South of 1,6 Old 1.243% 0.926% 0.112% 0.017%
40°10' New 0.989% 0.760% 0.095% 0.012%
change -0.254% -0.166% -0.017% -0.006%
2,5 Old 0.171% 0.116% 0.079% 0.001%
New 0.258% 0.212% 0.188% 0.016%
change +0.087% +0.095% +0.109% +0.015%
3,4 Old 0.024% 0.023% 0.022% 0.016%
New 0.454% 0.021% 0.013% 0.009%
change +0.429% -0.003% -0.009% -0.007%

2-month Model Canary

Area periods inputs >150 fm >180 fm >200 fm >250 fm
North of 1,6 Old 0.007%|  0.007% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10' New 0.004% 0.003% 0.000% 0.000%
change -0.003% -0.004% +0.000% +0.000%
2,5 Old 0.006% 0.003% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.007% 0.003% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.001% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
3,4 Old 0.012% 0.012% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.012% 0.009% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% -0.003% +0.000% +0.000%
South of 1,6 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10' New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
2,5 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
3,4 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change -0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%

Note: these percentages are calculated as: 100 * (rebuilding species catch mt) / (combined target species retained mt)
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Table 2 (cont.). Comparison of offshore bycatch rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model Widow

Area periods inputs >150 fm >180 fm >200 fm >250 fm
North of 1,6 Old 0.020% 0.014% 0.005% 0.000%
40°10" New 0.014% 0.010% 0.004% 0.000%
change -0.006% -0.004% -0.002% +0.000%
2,5 Old 0.026% 0.024% 0.024% 0.000%
New 0.023% 0.022% 0.021% 0.000%
change -0.004% -0.003% -0.003% +0.000%
3,4 Oid 0.004% 0.003% 0.004% 0.000%
New 0.006% 0.004% 0.005% 0.000%
change +0.003% +0.001% +0.001% +0.000%
South of 1,6 Old 0.002% 0.001% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10' New 0.001% 0.001% 0.000% 0.000%
change -0.000% -0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
2,5 Old 0.005% 0.001% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.004% 0.001% 0.001% 0.000%
change -0.001% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
3,4 Old 0:000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%

2-month Model Bocaccio

Area periods inputs >150 fm >180 fm >200 fm >250 fm
North of 1,6 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10" New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000%| +0.000%{ +0.000%| +0.000%
2,5 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0!000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
3,4 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
South of 1,6 Old 0.398% 0.201% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10" New 0.289% 0.160% 0.000% 0.000%
change -0.109% -0.041% +0.000% +0.000%
2,5 Old 0.042% 0.035% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.033% 0.024% 0.000% 0.000%
change -0.008% -0.011% +0.000% +0.000%
3,4 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.005% 0.001% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.005% +0.001% +0.000% +0.000%

Note: these percentages are calculated as: 100 * (rebuilding species catch mt) / (combined target species retained mt)
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Table 2 (cont.). Comparison of offshore bycatch rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model Cowcod

Area periods inputs >150 fm >180 fm >200 fm >250 fm
North of 1,6 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10" New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
2,5 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
3,4 Oold 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
South of 1,6 old 0.008% 0.002% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10' New 0.006% 0.002% 0.000% 0.000%
change -0.001% -0.000% -0.000% +0.000%
2,5 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
3,4 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change -0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%

2-month Model Yelloweye

Area periods inputs >150 fm >180 fm >200 fm >250 fm
North of 1,6 oid 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10' New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change -0.000% -0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
2,5 Old 0.000% 0.000% -0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% -0.000% -0.000% +0.000%
3,4 Oold 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
South of 1,6 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10' New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
2,5 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
3,4 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%

Note: these percentages are calculated as: 100 * (rebuilding species catch mt) / (combined target species retained mt)
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Table 2 (cont.). Comparison of offshore bycatch rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model Darkblotched

Area periods inputs >150 fm >180 fm >200 fm >250 fm
North of 1,6 Old 0.808%| - 1.021% 0.920% 0.000%
38° New 1.762% 1.770% 1.475% 0.000%
change +0.954% +0.750% +0.556% +0.000%
2,5 old 0.291% 0.175% 0.149% 0.000%
New 0.599% 0.492% 0.417% 0.000%
change +0.308% +0.317% +0.268% +0.000%
3,4 Old 0.623% 0.606% 0.604% 0.000%
New 2.577% 2.171% 2.229% 0.000%
change +1.955% +1.565% +1.625% +0.000%
South of 1,6 old 0.029% 0.026% 0.002% 0.000%
38° New 0,126% 0.051% 0.035% 0.000%
change +0.097% +0.024% +0.032% +0.000%
2,5 Old 0.006% 0.006% 0.005% 0.000%
New 0.062% 0.058% 0.057% 0.000%
change +0.056% +0.053% +0.052% +0.000%
3,4 Old 0.016% 0.016% 0.017%|  0.000%
New 0.491% 0.103% 0.105% 0.000%
change +0.475% +0.087% +0.087% +0.000%

2-month Model Pacific ocean Perch

Area periods inputs >150 fm >180 fm >200 fm >250 fm
North of 1,6 Old 1.341% 1.182% 1.078% 0.000%
40°10" New 1.365% 1.152% 0.987% 0.000%
change +0.024% -0.030% -0.090% +0.000%
2,5 Old 0.275% 0.182% 0.163% 0.000%
New 0.513% 0.405% 0.267% 0.000%
change +0.238% +0.223% +0.104% +0.000%
3,4 Old 1.084% 0.906% 0.768% 0.000%
New 1.209% 0.830% 0.647% 0.000%
change +0.124% -0.075% -0.121% +0.000%
South of 1,6 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
40°10" New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
2,5 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change +0.000% +0.000% +0.000% +0.000%
3.4 Old 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
New 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
change -0.000% -0.000% -0.000% +0.000%

Note: these percentages are calculated as: 100 * (rebuilding species catch mt) / (combined target species retained mt)
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Table 3. Comparison of inshore discard rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model
Area periods inputs <=50 fm <=60 fm <=75fm <=100 fm
Sablefish
North 1,2,6 Old 25% 54% 71% 52%
New 60% 49% 53% 44%
change +34.9% -4.7% -18.7% -8.5%
3,45 Old 30% 50% 58% 51%
New 22% 38% 37% 33%]{ -
change -8.2% -11.8% -21.7% -17.9%
South 1,2,6 old 14% 85% 81% 90%
New 55% 95% 83% 86%
change +41.8% +9.2% +1.7% -3.6%
3,4,5 Old 91% 91% 64% 80%
New 97% 97% 50% 47%
change +5.9% +6.0% -14.1% -33.1%
Longspine
North 1,2,6 Old 0% 0% 0% 67%
New 0% 0% 0% 67%
change +0.0% +0.0% +0.0% -0.3%
34,5 Oold 0% 0% 0% 0%
New 0% 0% 1% 0%
change +0.0% +0.0% +0.3% +0.0%
South 1,2,6 Old 0% 0% 0% 0%
New 0% 0% 0% 0%
change +0.0% +0.0% +0.0% +0.0%
34,5 Old 0% 0% 0% 0%
New 0% 0% 0% 0%
change +0.0% +0.0% +0.0% +0.0%
Shortspine
North 1,2,6 Old 0% 0% 0% 1%
New 0% 0% 0% 3%
change +0.0% +0.0% +0.0% +2.3%
34,5 Old’ 0% 2% 8% 12%
New 0% 1% 3% 8%
change +0.0% -0.4% -5.0% -3.9%
South 1,2,6 Old 0% 0% 0% 0%
New 0% 0% 0% 0%
change +0.0% +0.0% +0.0% +0.0%
34,5 Oold 0% 0% 0% 5%
New 0% 0% 0% 4%
change +0.0% +0.0% +0.0% -0.5%

Note: these percentages are calculated as: 100 * (retained mt) / (catch mt)
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Table 3 (cont.). Comparison of inshore discard rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model
Area periods inputs <=50 fm <=60 fm <=75fm <=100 fm
Dover sole
North 1,2,6 Old 87% 33% 40% 34%
New 53% 27% 29% 25%
change -33.9% -6.8% -10.9% -8.9%
3,45 Old 22% 12% 12% 14%
New 21% 10% 8% 10%
change -0.9% -2.2% -4.0% -4.6%
South 1,2,6 Old 85% 99% 99% 85%
New 92% 100% 100% 93%
change +7.4% +0.4% +0.3% +7.2%
34,5 Oold 30% 91% 91% 68%
New 76% 95% 95% 93%
change +46.7% +4.0% +4.1% +25.4%
Petrale sole
North 1,2,6 Old’ 11% 5% 15% 12%
New 20% 10% 13% 12%
change +8.9% +4.3% -1.1% -0.5%
3,4,5 Old 10% 15% 15% 16%
New 8% 10% 10% 11%
change -1.3% -4.9% -4.6% -4.8%
South 1,2,6 Old 26% 2% 5% 3%
New 40% 6% 11% 10%
change +14.1% +3.7% +6.1% +6.9%
3,45 Old 6% 4% 4% 5%
New 3% 4% 4% 5%
change -2.7% +0.0% -0.0% -0.6%
Arrowtooth
North 1,2,6 Old 36% 64% 59% 59%
New 100% 68% 63% 63%
change +63.7% +4.1% +3.9% +3.7%
34,5 Old 87% 75% 70% 67%
New 72% 78% 74% 71%
change -14.4% +2.7% +4.6% +4.1%
South 1,2,6 Oold 0% 0% 0% 33%
New 100% 100% 100% 100%
change +100.0% +100.0% +100.0% +67.0%
34,5 Old 0% 3% 36% 36%
New 0% 5% 36% 36%
change +0.0% +1.6% +0.3% +0.3%

Note: these percentages are calculated as: 100 * (retained mt) / (catch mt)

11




Table 3 (cont.). Comparison of inshore discard rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model
Area periods inputs <=50 fm <=60 fm <=75fm <=100 fm
Other flatfish

North 1,2,6 Old 21% 21% 24% 28%
New 9% 16% 19% 22%
change -11.6% -4.7% -5.0% -6.0%
3,4,5 Old 20% 21% 22% 24%
New 17% 17% 18% 20%
change -2.9% -4.2% -4.2% -4.0%
South 1,2,6 Old 35% 24% 23% 24%
New 27% 15% 17% 17%
change -7.9% -9.3% -6.7% -7.6%
3,4,5 Old 12% 23% 21% 23%
New 3% 7% 7% 9%
change -9.1% -15.9% -13.6% -14.6%

Note: these percentages are calculated as: 100 * (retained mt) / (catch mt)
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Table 4. Comparison of offshore discard rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model
Area periods inputs >150fm | >180fm | >200 fm | >250 fm
Sablefish »
North 1,6 Old 44% 42% 38% 32%
New 44% 42% 40%]| 34%
change +0.5% +0.6% +1.7% +1.5%
2,5 Old 23% 22% 22% 19%
New 31% 30% 29% 27%
change +7.7% +7.4% +7.3% +8.0%
3.4 Old 18% 18% 17% 15%
New 23% 22% 21% 18%
change +4.6% +4.0% +4.0% +3.2%
South 1,6 Old 36% 34%| - 32% 31%
New 36% 33% 32% 33%
change +0.2% -0.8% -0.0% +1.7%
2,5 old 29% 28% 28% 27%
New 29% 27% 27% 27%
change -0.2% -0.3% -0.5% +0.2%
3,4 Old 16% 16% 16% 13%
New 15% 15% 15% 13%
change -1.0% -1.0% -1.0% -0.2%
Longspine -
North 1,6 old 20% 20% 20% 19%
New 21% 21% 20% 20%
change +0.6% +0.7% +0.8% +0.8%
2,5 Old 18% 18% 18% 18%
New 18% 18% 18% 17%
change -0.6% -0.6% -0.7% -1.0%
3,4 Old 18% 18% 17% 16%
New 15% 15% 15% 14%
change -2.3% -2.1% -2.2% -2.3%
South 1,6 Old 19% 19% 19% 19%
New 19% 19% 19% 19%
change -0.7% -0.7% -0.6% -0.6%
2,5 Old 13% 13% 13% 13%
New 1% 11% 11% 11%
change -2.4% -2.4% -2.3% -2.3%
34 Old 9% 9% 9% 9%
New 9% 9% 9% 9%
change +0.2% +0.2% +0.2% -0.2%

Note: these percentages are calculated as: 100 * (retained mt) / (catch mt)
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Table 4 (cont.). Comparison of offshore discard rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model
Area periods inputs >150 fm | >180 fm | >200fm | >250 fm
Shortspine
North 1,6 Old 38% 37% 36% 35%
New 41% 41% 40% 37%
change +3.2% +3.2% +3.5% +21%
2,5 Old 35% 35% 35% 34%
New ~ 32% 32% 32% 32%
change -2.6% -2.5% -2.6% -2.4%
3,4 Old 48% 48% 46% 43%
New 38% 35% 33% 30%
change -10.0% -12.8% -13.0% -12.9%
South 1,6 Old 36% 36% 35% 35%
New 35% 35% 35% 34%
change -0.4% -0.3% -0.1% -0.4%
2,5 od 31% 31% 31% 31%
New 29% 28% 28% 28%
change -2.5% -2.5% -2.5% -2.4%
34 Old 24% 24% 24% 23%
New 20% 20% 20% 19%
change -3.9% -3.8% -3.8% -4.2%
Dover sole

North 1,6 Oid 9% 8% 7% 7%
New 6% 6% 5% 4%
change -2.4% -2.1% -2.2% -2.8%
2,5 Old 11% 11% 10% 12%
New 7% 7% T% 8%
change -4.1% -4.0% -3.7% -4.0%
3,4 Old: 12% 11% 12% 15%
New 9% 8% 9% 11%
change -3.1% -3.1% -3.1% -3.8%
South 1,6 Old 22% 22% 22% 22%
New 15% 15% 14% 15%
change -7.6% -7.8% -7.5% -7.4%
2,5 Old 12% 11% 11% 13%
New’ 11% 10% 10% 12%
change -0.5% -0.6% -0.9% -0.5%
3.4 Old 11% 11% 11%| - 13%
New 8% 8% 8% 8%
change -3.8% -3.7% -3.7% -4.5%

Note: these percentages are calculated as: 100 * (retained mt) / (catch mt)
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Table 4 (cont.). Comparison of offshore discard rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model
Area periods inputs >150 fm | >180 fm | >200 fm | >250 fm
Petrale sole
North 1,6 Old 0% 0% 1% 3%
New 0% 1% 1% 2%
change +0.1% +0.1% -0.2% -0.9%
2,5 old 1% 1% 1% 7%
New 1% 1% 1% 4%
change +0.2% +0.2% -0.4% -3.2%
3,4 Old 5% 4% 7% 2%
- New 2% 2% 4% 1%
change -2.3% -2.0% -3.4% -0.8%
South 1,6 Old . 0% 0% 0% 1%
New 1% 0% 0% 50%
change +0.1% -0.2% -0.2%| +49.7%
2,5 Old 10% 10% 1% 0%
New 6% 5% 0% 0%
change -4.7% -4.9% -0.3% +0.4%
3,4 Old 3% 3% 3% 3%
New: 1% 1% 2% 2%
change -1.3% -1.5% -1.6% -1.5%
Arrowtooth

North 1,6 Old 49% 48% 43% 29%
New 36% 35% 32% 18%
change -13.5% -13.4% -11.1% -10.6%
2,5 Old 20% 19% 18% 16%
New" 13% 12% 12% 10%
change -6.6% -6.3% -5.6% -5.8%
3,4 Old 42% 42% 44% 55%
New 22% 23% 22% 28%
change -19.4% -19.2% -21.4% -26.7%
South 1,6 Old 96% 92% 59% 59%
New 98% 95% 94% 93%
change +1.4% +3.6%| +35.8%| +34.0%
2,5 Old 100% 100% 100% 100%
New 91% 91% 92% 95%
change -8.6% -8.8% -8.0% -5.2%
3,4 Old 78% 77% 77% 87%
New 82% 81% 81% 90%
change +4.4% +3.9% +3.8% +2.2%

Note: these percentages are calculated as: 100 * (retained mt) / (catch mt)
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Table 4 (cont.). Comparison of offshore discard rates used in the 2004 and 2005 bycatch models.

2-month Model
Area periods inputs >150 fm | >180fm | >200 fm | >250 fm
Other flatfish

North 1,6 Old 27% 26%|" 30% 30%
New 24% 23% 23% 19%
change -2.3% -3.3% -6.4% -11.1%
2,5 Old 41% 43% 44% 50%
New 28% 29% 30%|  34%
change -12.6% -13.4% -13.8% -16.4%
34 Qld 28%]. 29% 30% 43%
New 19% 20% 20% 29%
change -9.6% -9.2% -10.0% -13.2%
South 1,6 old 28% 28% 27% 29%
New 28% 25% 24% 27%
change -0.2% -2.9% -2.8% -2.5%
2,5 Old 36% 42% 44% 55%
New 34% 34% 33% 41%
change -1.6% -8.4% -11.1% -14.2%
3,4 Old 33% 34% 34% 46%
New 25% 26% 26% 30%
change -7.9% -8.0% -8.2% -15.6%
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From: DFG News

To: Forrest Gardens

Date: 4/5/2005 1:58:33 PM

Subject: DFG Announces Additional Recreational Groundfish Opportunities

NEWS RELEASE FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE ' Apr 05, 2005 05:025

Contact: Carrie Wilson, Office of Communications (831) 649-7191

DFG Announces Additional Recreational Groundfish Opportunities

The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) today announced changes to the 2005
recreational groundfish season, which provides expanded opportunities to anglers in state waters. At the
request of the Fish and Game Commission, DFG Director Ryan Broddrick approved modifying the
recreational groundfish fishing season for 2005.

The in-seasan adjustments follow the receipt of new data from the California Recreational Fisheries
Survey (CRFS), which was implemented in 2004 to provide more timely and accurate estimates of
recreational catch and effort in ocean watefs. CRFS data are available on a monthly basis to help manage
California's recreational fisheries. o

“The California Recreational Fisheries Survey is the best scientific methad available for evaluating
all forms of recreational ocean fishing,” said Broddrick. “To the extent that these data support additional
fishing opportunities, the Department will make those opportunities available.”

Broddrick cautioned, however, that fishing opportunities could be restricted in the future if new
CRFS data show that species are being caught at levels greater than allowed. The changes to the
recreational groundfish seasons and depths by area are as follows:

. Northern Management Area (California/Oregon border to near Cape Mendocino): Open May 1
through December from 0-30 fms (0-180 feet). '
. North-Central Management Area (Near Cape Mendocino to Pigeon Point): Open July 1 through

~ December from 0-20 fms (0-120 feet).
. Monterey South-Central Management Area (Pigeon Point to near Lopez Point): Open July 1
through December from 0-20 fms (0-120 feet). '
. Morro Bay South-Central Management Area (near Lopez Point to Point Conception): Open May 1
through September from 0-40 fms (0-240 feet).
. Southern Management Area (Point Conception to U.S.-Mexico border): Open April 16 through

December from 0-60 fms (0-360 ft.), except during September and October when fishing is restricted to
0-30 fms (0-180 feet).

These adjustments apply only to state waters (0-3 nautical miles from shore) pending action by the Pacific
Fisheries Management Council, which is scheduled to decide on April 8, whether they will be extended
into federal waters (3-200 nautical miles from shore). -~

For more detailed information about the madified recreational groundfish fishing season, visit the DFG's
Web site, at www.dfg.ca.gov/imrd/bfreqgs2005.html.
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Agenda Item B.6.c
Supplemental CDFG Report 2
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DRAFT 2: REPORT TO GMT REGARDING
INSEASON MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS FOR THE 2005 CALIFORNIA RECREATIONAL

FISHING SEASON USING PROJECTIONS FROM 2004 CRFS ESTIMATES
Susan Ashcraft, Debbie Aseltine-Neilson, CDFG

BACKGROUND AND PROPOSED ACTION:

At the March 2005 Pacific Fisheries Management Council (Council) meeting, the California Department
of Fish and Game (CDFG) provided an Informational Report which summarized the California
Recreational Fishery Survey (CRFES) program implementation and validation process, and provided
recreational groundfish catch and effort estimates by mode for 2004 (Informational Report 2: CDFG 2004
Recreational Fisheries Data, March 2005). California recreational harvest guidelines or allocations for
overfished species were not exceeded in 2004. Based on these results, in conjunction with the improved
ability for real-time inseason catch monitoring, the Council conveyed its willingness to consider CRFS
estimates to support inseason fishery actions in 2005. Following the March Council meeting, the CDFG
used 2004 CRFS data to project fishing impacts for 2005, and derived options for a modified 2005 season
structure which allows greater fishing opportunities while achieving the goal of keeping projected impacts
within recreational harvest guidelines or allocations for overfished and constraining species. Upon
receiving guidance provided by the California Fish and Game Commission (FGC) in light of constituent
input and public testimony, the Director of the CDFG is considering immediate action, through the
authority of existing state regulations (Section 27.82(e), Title 14, California Code of Regulations), to
implement a modified recreational groundfish fishing season in state waters.

We request that the GMT and Council consider adopting these inseason management measures in federal
waters for 2005. The proposed season structure is provided in Attachment 1.

REASONS FOR CONSIDERATION OF INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS:
Several considerations lead the CDFG to conclude that modification of the 2005 season structure is
warranted: w »

e The current 2005 season structure was based on catch projections pre-dating the CRFS program
(i.e., MRFSS catch estimates prior to 2004 were applied in a decay model).

¢ The CRFS program has been designed to provide more accurate and precise annual catch
estimates than the previous program, and is the most readily available data source for inseason
management.

o  As discussed at the March Council meeting, the 2004 catch estimates from CRFS were within
annual targets and limits established by PEMC for constraining species and overfished species.

e The current 2005 season structuye was designed as more restrictive than the 2004 season structure
due to catch projections from the MRFSS-derived model. In light of 2004 season catch estimates
from the CRFS program, revised projections suggest that the current season may be more
restrictive than what is needed to keep take of species of concern within acceptable limits. Such
restrictions have the potential of creating economic hardship for the industry and fishing
communities. .

¢ Monthly catch estimates provided by CRFS for six regions in California provides for careful and
detailed inseason monitoring by the state as a safe-guard, if rapid inseason response is needed due
to higher-than-anticipated catch.levels.
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DATA EXAMINED AND METHODS USED FOR PROJECTING 2005 SEASON IMPACTS USING

CRFES:

*  Analysts: CDFG analysts for this task were Debbie Aseltine-Neilson and Tom Barnes

» Data Source: CRFS catch estimates contained in the RecFIN website were examined. Estimates of
recreational catch for 2004 by district (region) and month for each species were extracted from the

RecFIN/CRFS website (www.psmfc.org/recfin/forms/est2004.html ) and used for projection of

impacts under proposed options for 2005 inseason changes.

= Methodology:

e Estimation of impact for months or depths in 2005 season: Catch estimates for months and
depths open in 2004 were used to projectimpacts for the same months and depths in 2005. For
months or depths that were closed in 2004, ratios from the catch projection model (originally used
to generate 2005-06 management specifications) were applied.

o Projected impact for closed months: Expansions for proposed months were derived from
ratios in the 2005-06 Catch Percent by Wave tables.

o Projected impact for closed depths: Expansions for proposed depth changes were derived
from ratios in the 2005-06 Catch Percent by Depth tables from the same model. '

e Effort Shift Adjustment: Catch ratios in the 2005-06 catch projection model incorporated effort
shifts for fishing less than 40 fm. Therefore, areas in 2004 requiring effort adjustments before
expanding to all depths were modified using effort shift adjustment factors for 20 fm (1.393) and
30 fm (1.276). °

¢ Combining impacts across waves and depths: The resulting estimates from all districts were then
combined or divided, where necessary, to provide estimates of impacts for the proposed
management structure in the four regions with separate management specifications in 2005.

REVISED SEASON STRUCTURE OPTIONS RELATIVE TO 2004 SEASON:

The CDFG considered the 2004 season structure as a starting point for consideration of a revised 2005
season, given that catch estimates from the 2004 season were at acceptable levels. The proposed season
structure for 2005 assumes implementation in April. While opening January through March is no longer
an option, it does sufficient catch savings relative to 2004 to consider additional opportunities in the 2005
season proposed for April through December. The following provides a summary of changes in season

structure in each region that could be accommodated while keeping projected harvest below targets for
overfished species.

Regional Proposals:
e North Coast (40'10" N. lat to CA/OR border): Same as 2004 plus black rockfish retention
allowed in all open months, plus 1 month lingcod added
o Central Coast (40'10° N. lat to 36° N. lat): Current 2005 season plus December at same depth
¢ South-Central Coast (36° N. lat to 34°27" N. lat): Current 2005 season plus shallow water access

¢ South Coast (34°27° N. lat to US/Mexico border): Same as 2004; CA scorpionfish same as 2005
with depth adjustments ‘
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Limitations and Considerations:

e Central Coast: Catch levels of minor NS RF in 2004 reached 96.5% of the recreational HG for
this area. Canary RF is also an issue. Therefore, even with the CRES adjustments, it did not allow
for additional opportunity. Consequently, there is limited ability to add more than 1 mo or allow
deeper fishing depths (despite constituent concerns over concentration of fishing in shallow
depths).

¢ South Central Coast: Same minor NS RF consideration as for Central Coast. Closure of July
could have allowed for fishing through December but constituents considered opening that month
a priority.

e Lingcod season: retention allowance during proposed rockfish season for each area, except for
spawning closure (December through March). Careful inseason monitoring will be necessary due
to recruitment into the fishery; may need to consider further inseason non-retention in the fall.

¢ Salmon fishing opportunities: A poor salmon season predicted for 2005 may lead to increased
targeting of groundfish in some areas of the coast, although this effect cannot be calculated at this
time.

e According to CRFS catch estimates, both cabezon and greenling catches in 2004 were lower than
their respective targets for 2005. This is the case despite a reduction in the cabezon OY in 2005
from new stock assessment results. Nonetheless, as the cabezon and greenling season coincides
with rockfish seasons and depths, these catches will need to be monitored closely this year.
Should early attainment be projected, non-retention is a reasonable action given the high
survivability of these species.

ESTIMATED IMPACTS RESULTING FROM ACTION:

B3

Total Bycatch Estimate (mt) for Overfished Species relative to target (OY/HG)

Bocaccio Canary Cowcod Dkbl Lingcod POP Widow Yeye
Total 2005 60 9.1 0.4 0 <422 0 9.4 <3.7
Catch Estimate
HG' or updated | 77* 9.3! 1.8! 0 422! 0? 9.4* 3.7!
impact estimate®

1 — Harvest Guideline (HG) established in Federal Regulations

2 — Best estimate of recreational impact in 2005

3 — Widow estimate was updated relative to bycatch scorecard value (as updated in March 2005) by adjusting
projections for temporary targeting that occurred in 2004.

Total Catch Estimate (mt) for Other Species [e.g., Target Species/Species Group, Species with Harvest
Guideline (HG), Constraining Species]:

Blaek Minor Nearshore RF Minor Nearshore RF
Rockfish North (40°10’-CA/OR South (40°10’-
(RF) border) US/Mexico border)
Total 2005 Catch Estimate 137 11 383
HG', updated impact 175° 11° 383°
estimate”, or HT®

1 — Harvest Guideline (HG) established in Federal Regulations

2 — Best estimate of recreational impact in 2005

3 — Harvest Target (HT): For black rockfish, this is the state-derived recreational harvest target within the Federal
HG for CA recreational and commercial catch, combined. The black rockfish recreational target is derived
from CA Fish and Game Commission allocation guidance between recreational and commercial sectors.
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AREAS OF UNCERTAINTY IN THE USE OF CRFS DATA FOR INSEASON MANAGEMENT:

The CDFG evaluated risks associated wéth using uncalibrated 2004 CRFS data for inseason management
in 2005 and in particular considered the following:

1) AREAS OF UNCERTAINTY: Risk to the Resource
The risk of using uncalibrated CRFS data for inseason management during 2005 may not be the same for

all species. With respect to data quality, there are two general types of stocks under groundfish
management:

e Data-poor unassessed stocks
e Data-moderate stocks that have been formally assessed

Unassessed Stocks
It is not possible to properly determine the risk of using CRFS data to manage unassessed stocks at this
time.

e Catch history is critical for setting HG/OYs.

o For all species, the historical catch from the recreational sector was obtained from the
MRESS program.

o Initial indications suggest that the CRFS catch estimates for most species may be systematically
lower than corresponding MRFSS estimates.

o Calibration is the answer to dealing with systematic differences between MRFSS and
CRFS. However, sufficient data for statistically valid calibration of MRFSS to CRFS are
currently unavailable.

e The risk to the resource associated with the use of 2005 CRFS catch estimates to fill MRFSS-
based HG/OYs is dependent upon three factors: 1) whether or not any of the HG/OY is left
uncaught using the CRFS catch estimates; 2) the relative size of the recreational fishery
compared to the commercial fishery during the period that was used for calculating the HG/OY;;

and 3) the degree to which the MRFSS program may have overestimated catch compared to the
CRES program. :

Assessed Stocks

Some assessed species may be able to better handle the risk than the unassessed species, because their
HG/OYs are based on stock assessments that include many kinds of data, not just the catch history. In
particular, assessment results for canary rockfish, bocaccio and black rockfish would be expected to
exhibit only minor effects from any potential change in the recreational catch history from California.
e In the case of these three species, the risk of jeopardizing the health of the stock associated with
using the CRFS data for inseason management is thought to be low.

o For bocaccio and canary rockfish, the California recreational fishery was probably too
small to significantly change the assessment results if the historical values were to be
adjusted for bias.

o For black rockfish, the California recreational fishery accounted for a somewhat larger
share of combined Oregon/California landings since 1980; however the age composition
from the Oregon fishery in the 1980’s and 1990’s had the greatest effect on the
assessment results. Also, the black rockfish assessment found the stock to be healthy,
and therefore is more resilient to changes in harvest rate.

o
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2) AREAS OF UNCERTAINTY: Risk to fishing opportunities of other fisheries and sectors

During the past few years, the Council has chosen to close fishing opportunities inseason for both
commercial and recreational fisheries in response to fishing overages in other sectors, particularly as

some OYs have been set at very low levels under rebuilding plans. The variable nature of recreational
fishing effort was considered, and the level of uncertainty relative to employing CRFS data when only a
single year of data are available. These risks may be mitigated by the enhanced monitoring capabilities of
the CRFS program, which provides regional catch and effort estimates on a monthly basis and will allow
managers to monitor catches inseason and slow down or shut down fishing if needed, through state

action.

3) AREAS OF UNCERTAINTY: Risk of technical errors in survey inputs from first year of program
implementation

The CDFG “Informational Report 2 from the March 2005 Council meeting outlined the range of
program elements that have been implemented in CRFS, including, for example, technical elements such
as production of expansion programs to generate catch and effort estimates, and implementation of a
limited Angler License Database (ALD) to provide effort estimates for angler activities that cannot be
estimated by direct observation. As with any new program involving sampling and expansions, the risk
exists that technical errors may be identified throughout the implementation. The CDFG continues to
work with the RecFIN Technical Committee and RecFIN Statistical Sub-committee in fine-tuning the
program, and in identifying and addressing data shortcomings. The RecFIN Statistical Sub-committee
met recently, and evaluated the data inputs from the first year of the CRFS sampling program, including
errors that could potentially impact the catch estimates generated for 2004. Their concerns were primarily
focused on sampling errors in the ALD survey. Specifically, “sampling without replacement” was
employed rather than “sampling with replacement”, causing statistical problems and biases in the
estimate.

e Contribution of ALD survey to groundfish catch estimates: Wade Van Buskirk at Pacific States
Marine Fisheries Commission estimates that the ALD is used to generate about 10% of the overall
catch and effort for all sportfishing in California. It is used to estimate catch for the following modes:
private access boats, beach/bank, and nighttime fishing components of the private boat, man made
and beach/bank modes. Beach and bank anglers represent the majority of the anglers in the 10%
mentioned above and do not catch significant numbers of groundfish (For example, about 1% of the
total gopher catch estimated in CRFS is derived from these modes).

e  Adjustments in the CRFS program: Adjustments have been made to account for sampling biases
identified from 2004, through a methodology derived by Wade Van Buskirk, which involved
comparison of ALD effort estimates with the MRFESS telephone effort survey conducted concurrently
in 2004. According to Wade, the CRFS ALD trips-per-angler matched up with three waves of the
2004 MRFSS telephone effort survey for trips-per-angler. For the other three waves, CRFS
overestimated trips-per-angler by 23% in two of the waves and by 100% in one of the waves. The
fact that trips per angler matched closely in five of the six waves (Wave 6 was the problem) suggests
that adjustments made to the ALD have corrected most of the problem.
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MEASURING PROGRESS: IMPROVED INSEASON MONITORING AND ACTION MECHANISMS

¢ Inseason catch and effort estimates: The CDFG is committed to producing timely, precise, and
accurate catch and effort estimates for California’s recreational fishery each month. '

¢ Monthly review of catches and effort: Specific staff are assigned to review monthly catch
estimates, provide RecQSM to the GMT, compare catch rates with projected catch for time
period, inform CDFG Groundfish Team about species catches that appear high, and provide
information through a communication network with industry (described below) for voluntary
fishing behavior change if needed.

e Assuring data quality and usefulness: The CDFG will continue to validate the CRFS catch
estimates and continue to develop a way to calibrate these data with the MRFSS time series.

¢ Response to 2005 CREFS data: The state will take appropriate action to slow down or close if
CRFS data in 2005 indicate potential overages, and will keep agency representatives informed.
(Mechanisms to slow-down or shut-down appropriate regions are described in the 2005-2006
Groundfish Annual Specifications and Management Measures.)

Inseason Communication Plans:
e Educational Outreach and Industry Contributions:

o Flyers with information about the fishing season and about overfished and prohibited
rockfish species will continue to be distributed and posted at harbors and shops for
improved compliance with regulations.

o A Communication Network has been established with approximately 20 recreational
angling associations, clubs, and CPFV operators, to keep anglers informed and assist with
rapid distribution of concerns or requests to slow fishing (This successfully stopped the
targeting of widow rockfish in Southern California waters during 2004).

e RecFIN report access: CDFG is working with RecFIN staff to provide monthly regional catch
estimates on the' RecFIN website.
e Notification of inseason state actions: The CDFG will notify the Council of intended actions.
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AREAS WHERE GMT INPUT IS REQUESTED:

1. Can we identify any biological, statistical, or management concerns not considered by CDFG
associated with these proposals?

2. Does the GMT consider the inseason tracking mechanisms in place to be sufficient to respond
to early attainment of recreational harvest targets inseason?

3. Are key inseason review times necessary to identify?

GMT REVIEW

Date of GMT Review:

GMT Discussion Points:

GMT Recommendation:

Rationale:

CDFG Report to GMT version 4/3/2005 3:39 PM 7



CALIFORNIA RECREATIONAL REGULATIONS BY REGION IN 2005 - ATTACHMENT 1

CDFG Draft IN-SEASON PROPOSALS
Key:

Allowed in all waters
20 Depth closed > 20fm
30 Depth closed > 30fm
40 Depth closed > 40fm
60 Depth closed > 60fm
20-40 | Depth open between 20-40fm
30-60 | Depth open between 30-60fm

Closed
NORTH COAST
(CA/OR Border to 40° 10’ N Lat)
North Coast 2005
Species Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Nearshore rockfish | 40 40 40 40
Black rockfish® 40 40 40 40
California sheephead 40 40 40 40
Cabezon 40 40 40 40
Greenlings (rock, kelp) 40 40 40 40
Ocean Whitefish 40 40 40 40
Shelf rockfish 40 40 40 40
Lingcod 40 40 40 40
North Coast 2005 (In-Season Proposal)
Species Mar Apr ] May Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Nearshore rockfish 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Black rockfish* 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
California sheephead 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Cabezon 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Greenlings (rock, kelp) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Ocean Whitefish 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Shelf rockfish 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Lingcod 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
NORTH-CENTRAL COAST
40° 10’ N lat to Lopez Point (36° 00’ N lat)
North-Central Coast 2005
Species Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Nearshore rockfish 20 20 20 20 20
California scorpionfish 20 20 20 20 20
California sheephead 20 20 20 20 20
Cabezon 20 20 20 20 20
Greenlings (rock, kelp) 20 20 20 20 20
Ocean whitefish 20 20 20 20 20
Shelf rockfish 20 20 20 20 20
Lingcod 20 20 20 20 20
Sanddabs
North-Central Coast 2005 (In-Season Proposal)
Species Jan Feb | Mar | Apr May | Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Nearshore rockfish ‘ : 20 20 20 20 20
California scorpionfish 20 20 20 20 20
California sheephead 20 20 20 20 20
Cabezon 20 20 20 20 20
Greenlings (rock, kelp) 20 20 20 20 20
Ocean whitefish 20 20 20 20 20
Shelf rockfish 20 20 20 20 20
Lingcod el by : 20 20 20 20 20
Sanddabs l
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SOUTH-CENTRAL COAST

Lopez Point (36° 00’ N Iat) to Pt. Conception (34° 27’ N lat)

South-Central Coast 2005

Species Jun July Aug Sep
Nearshore rockfish 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40
California scorpionfish 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40
California sheephead 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40
Cabezon 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40
Greenlings 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40
Ocean Whitefish 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40
Shelf rockfish 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40
Lingcod 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40
Sanddabs
South-Central Coast 2005 (In-Season Proposal)

Species Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov: Dec
Nearshore rockfish 40 40 40 40
California scorpionfish 40 40 40 40
California sheephead 40 40 40 40
Cabezon 40 40 40 40
Greenlings 40 40 40 40
Ocean Whitefish 40 40 40 40
Shelf rockfish 40 40 40 40
Lingcod 40 40 40 40
Sanddabs

SOUTH COAST

Pt. Conception (34° 27’ N lat) to US/Mexico Border

South Coast 2005

Species Apr May Jun

Nearshore rockfish

California scorpionfish

30-60

30-60 30-60

California sheephead
Cabezon
Greenlings
Ocean Whitefish
Shelf rockfish
Lingcod
Sanddabs

South Coast 2005 (In-Season Proposal) ,
Species Mar Apr May Jun July Oct Nov Dec
Nearshore rockfish 60 30 60 60
California scorpionfish 30 60 60
California sheephead 30 60 60
Cabezon 30 60 60
Greenlings 30 60 60
Ocean Whitefish 30 60 60
Shelf rockfish 30 60 60
Lingcod 30 60
Sanddabs
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Agenda Item B.6.c
Supplemental GAP Report
April 2005

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
STATUS OF 2005 GROUNDFISH FISHERIES AND INITIAL CONSIDERATION OF
INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) met several times with the Groundfish Management
Team (GMT) to develop recommendations for inseason adjustments to the groundfish fishery
and associated regulations.

The GAP supports the changes in California recreational seasons, areas, and limits proposed by
the GMT. The California members of the GMT provided a comprehensive report to the GAP at
our March 2005, meeting on the results of the California Recreational Fisheries Survey. If the
GMT is confident the survey results are ready to be used to make inseason adjustments, then the
GAP supports making appropriate corrections using that data.

Similarly, the GAP supports the adjustments in the trawl groundfish fishery identified by the
GMT as Table 7, Option 2B. These adjustments are two-fold: a downward adjustment in petrale
sole, Dover sole, and other flatfish to account for the increased landings that occurred in the first
part of this year and an upward adjustment in the slope rockfish limits between 38E and 40E10',
which the GMT had previously indicated might need to be made after early 2005 data was
reviewed. In regard to the petrale sole et. al adjustment, the GAP notes that this will provide
summer opportunities for smaller vessels and reduce discards and help maintain a year-round
fishery which provides economic benefits during the summer season. The GAP will continue to
work with the GMT to make any further appropriate adjustments later in the year.

The GAP also supports the regulatory language changes recommended by the GMT regarding
California commercial regulations, clarifying the use of chafing gear on trawls and clarifying the
description of selective flatfish trawls.

Finally, the GAP requests the Council consider modifying the existing regulatory language
describing the placement of chafing gear. The current language was developed before small
footrope trawls and selective flatfish trawls were in wide use, and fishermen have found that it
no longer fits with modern trawl construction. The GAP received reports of fishermen having
considerable difficulty retrieving their gear, due to twisting caused by the required placement of
chafing gear. The GAP believes it would be appropriate to consider modifications in a time
frame parallel to developing the 2007 - 2009 annual management specifications. Making the
change at this time would impose the least workload burden on NMFS and Council staff. If the
Council accepts this approach, the GAP will work with industry, the GMT, NMFS, and the
Enforcement Consultants to provide a workable and enforceable suggested regulatory
amendment.

PFMC
04/06/05

Z\IPFMC\MEETING\1996-2010\2005\ApriNGAP\GAP B6.doc
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(Bwd: 2005 Inseason Adjustmant for groundfish]

lof1l

Subject: [Fwd: 2005 Inseason Adjustmant for groundfish]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 22 Mar 2005 07:52:08 -0800

To: John DeVore <John.DeVore @noaa.gov>

-------- Original Message --------
Subject:2005 Inseason Adjustmant for groundfish
Date:Mon, 21 Mar 2005 17:44:53 EST
From:Captjohn71@aol.com
To:pfmc.comments @noaa.gov

Hello,

Agenda Item B.6.d
Supplemental Public Comment 2
April 2005

My name is John Fuqua, My wife and own and operate the sportfishing vessel "SEA JAY" located in Port Hueneme harbor in

Southern California.

We are writing to ask you to use the CRFS data that has become available in recent months. This data should allow us
(sportfishing comunnity) more time on the water and relax some of the harsh restrictions.

I believe the that council should have no choice but to use this data, for years we have ben told that the MRES data hased to be
used because it was the best available science. Even though your own experts state that it is horribly flawed.

Now you have new data, even if it is not perfect, it is still science to add to the equation and must be used for inseason

adjustments. I would find it to be a terriable miscarrige of justice if it is not used.

Thank you

John Fuqua
Sea Jay Sportfishing

3/23/2005 10:08 AM



Mirage Sportfishing

105 E Port Huneme rd dock 1
Port Hueneme CA 93031
805 377 9316
March 22, 2005

Don Hanson, Chairman

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97220-1384

Members of the council,

I am a charter boat owner/operator that operétes out of Port Hueneme CA. I
am writing to convey the urgency for more groundfish opportunity when you
are considering inseason adjustments under agenda item B6.

I ask the members of the council to consider the fact that I have been driven
to near bankruptcy by the extremely cautious approach you have taken in
regards to this so called groundfish crisis.

Me and many others that rely on groundfish to survive have been mentally
and financially torched by the MRFES data. Every step of the way this
council has driven into us that fact that we all know the data is flawed but it
was all we have to go on. And now that we have the CRFS data witch is still
not indicative of the real recreational catch. Due to extrapolation our catch is
blown way out of proportion. But it is a much better system and it would be
very hypocritical for the council not use the data and give us the opportunity
we deserve and desperately need.

Sincerely,

Joe Villareal



Zwd: Don Hanson

Subject: Fwd: Don Hanson

From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments @noaa.gov>
Date: Sun, 27 Mar 2005 18:56:54 -0800

To: John.DeVore @noaa.gov

Pacific Fishery Management Council

7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, Oregon 97220-1384

Phone: 503-820-2280

Fax: 503-820-2299

On the web at: http://www.pcouncil.org

Subject: Don Hanson

From: "Bobby.V" <biscuitfish@adelphia.net>

Date: Fri, 25 Mar 2005 19:19:12 -0800

To: <pfmc.comments @noaa.gov>

Don Hanson, Chairmen

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200

Portland, OR 97220-1384

Chairman Hanson,

I am writing to you in regards to MRFS verses CRFS data. My name is Robert
Valney, I own and operate the Seabiscuit (CPFV) out of Channel Islands
harbor in the Southern California Bight.

We have been regulated and pushed into shorter bag limits, depth restrictions,
tackle cut backs, and an extremely short rockfish season in 2005. The toll of
these regs have pushed many of us to borderline bankruptcy.

Many of us depend on groundfish to survive, We have been crippled by the
extremely conservative approach created by the MRES assessment. And
everybody knows this data is flawed!!! |

I am requesting for you and the council to take action upon the new CRES
data that the Dept. Of Fish & Game voted unanimously to review, The Dept
Of Fish & Game worked hard to make the CRFS data available and to not act
immediately would be proof that the coin under agenda item B6 is one sided!!!

Once again PLEASE consider this request as many of our livelihoods may lie
in the balance of the councils decision...

lof2 3/28/2005 8:52 AM



Fwd: Don Hanson

Thank you for your time in this matter.
Sincerely,

Robert Valney

PEMC Comments <pfmc.comments @noaa.gov>

Pacific Fishery Management Council

“Type: /rfc822
Don Hanson.e mlgContent Type ' me.ssage c8
- Content-Encoding: 7bit ‘
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ROBERT C. FLETCH ER

PRESIDENT

TEE Tod 4421

760 754-4421 P
10:24a Liv Larsen

SPORTFISHING ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA

1084 BANGOR STREET o
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92106
(619)226-6455 FAX (619) 226-0175

RECEIVED

April 6, 2005

. WoANOTY
Don Hansen, Chairman B
PEMC | MAR 29 2005
7700 Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97220 PFMC

FAX: (503) 820-2299

Subject: CRFS Data and Possible In-Season Adjustments,
Dear Chairman Hansen & Council Members:

The Sportfishing Association of California (SAC) has represented the interests of the
commercial passenger fishing vessel (CPEV) fleet in southern California since 1972 As
its President, I have been involved with efforts to collect better recreational catch data for
most of the last decade. As an advisor to the Pacific States Marine Fisheries
Commission, 1 have been to Washington, DC annually over that decade, lobbying
Congress to fund a better system of collecting that data so critical to intelligent
management. For the last 5 or 6 years, I, along with Roger Thomas, Randy Fisher, Dave
Hanson, you Mr. Chairman and others have been encouraging NOAA Fisheries and Dr.
Bill Hogarth to scrap the infamous “MRFSS”, and replace it with a data system better
suited for in-season management. And now, finally, we have a data system that we are
confident reflects accurately what we are, in fact, catching! We need the ‘green light’!

For years, the government has been demanding we use the ‘best available science’, and
the "best available data’ for making management decisions, especially if that data showed
declines and resulted in more restrictions. Now we have data showing that recreational
anglers caught less than quotas, and we are suddenly talking about being cautious with
using ‘new, untested data’? We have the best available, let’s use it!

In southern California, the new rockfish conservation lines, allowing us to fish for
rockfish in waters from 30-60 fathoms in March, April, May and June, have created some
real problems. Under the enforcement policy, if you fish for RF early before the wind
comes up, you can’t fish for bass, barracuda, bonita, white seabass or yellowtail later in
waters less than 30 fathoms with rockfish on board. SAC would recommend that the
fathom lines be changed to 0-60 fathoms as soon as possible, If'this is cannot be
accomplished, we urge the Dept. to allow the boats to seal the bags of RF with a zip tie,
and then let them fish shallow for the other species. Since we are already legally required
to check licenses, and are legally responsible for the ‘boat limit’, we should be allowed to
be legally responsible for limiting passengers to taking RF in 30-60 fathoms also.



760 754-4421
Mar 29 05 10:24a Liv Larsen ‘

-2

It the fathom change is not allowed soon the issue becomes moot, and our second
recommendation would be to open October thru December to fishing for RF, and allow
us to target CA scorpionfish (sculpin) also in September. Clearly the CRES numbers
have shown that recreational anglers are having much less of an impact on stocks that
previously thought, and with all the restrictions we have suffered through lately, it would

only be fair and equitable to allow anglers in southern California some more of that all-
tmportant ‘time on the water’|

One final point that SAC has raised carlier is that of the take of California white fish and
sheephead in waters closed to RF take. California white fish and sheephead are found in
abundance in waters of 10-30 fathoms, and can be targeted without any appreciable
incidental take of rockfish. Often the sportfishing boats can anchor up in these shallow
waters and catch a combination of bass, barracuda, bonita, white fish and sheephead,
White fish and sheephead stocks are healthy and abundant in many shallow rocky areas.
It would be of tremendous value if these anglers were able to retain white fish and
sheephead in waters less than 30 fathoms, and the added impact on rockfish would be

negligible, with the few RF taken incidentally having an excellent chance of survival
after release.

In closing I would only ask that the Council and the Department seriously consider

allowing recreational anglers the oppertunity to take the fish that are available, based on
the best available data on recreational catch-CRFS!

Sincerely,

for ik

Bob Fletcher, President



Mirage Sportfishing

105 E Port Huneme rd dock 1
Port Hueneme CA 93031
805 3779316
March 22, 2005

Don Hanson, Chairman RECEIVED

Pacific Fishery Management Counci

7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200 WAR 2 8 2003
Portlan(l, OR 97220-1384 P F M @

Members of the COuncil,

I am a charter boat owner/ operator that operates out of Port
Hueneme CA. I am writing to convey the urgency for more
grounc]fis}l opportunity when you are considering inseason
acljustments under agenda item BO.

I ask the members of the council to consider the fact that I have been
driven to near laanlzruptcy lay the extremely cautious approacll you
have taken in reg’ards to this so called groun(l{‘ish crisis.

Me and many others that rely on ground{ish to survive have been
mentally and {:inanciany torched I)y the MRFS data. Every step of the
way this council has driven into us that fact that we all know the data
is flawed but it was all we have to go on. And now that we have the
CREFS data witch is still not indicative of the real recreational catch.
Due to extrapolation our catch is blown way out of proportion. But it
is a much better system and it would be very hypocritical for the
council not use the data and give us the opportunity we deserve and
desperately need.

Sincerely,

Aokl

Joe Villareal



MARINA del REY SPORTFISHING, INC.

24 March 2005 : REC E‘\/ ED

MAR 2 8 2003

Don Hanson, Chairman C
Pacific Fisheries Management Council PF M

700 NE Ambassador Pl., # 200
Portland, OR. 97220

Dear Mr. Chairman,

I would ask The Council to consider and use the CRFS data when adjusting the
regulations for 2005.

Sincerely,

el -

Rick Oefinger, President

13759 Fiji Way
Marina del Rey, CA
90292

Tel: 310.822.3625
Fax: 310.376.4022



Don Hanson, Chairmen
Pacific Fishery Management Council RECEIVED
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200 MAR 2 8 2005
Portland, OR 97220-1384

PFMC

Chairman Hanson,

I am writing to you in regards to MRFS verses CRFS data. My
name is Robert Valney, I own and operate the Seabiscuit (CPFV)
out of Channel Islands harbor in the Southern California Bight.

We have been regulated and pushed into shorter bag limits, depth
restrictions, tackle cut backs, and an extremely short rockfish
season in 2005. The toll of these regs have pushed many of us to
borderline bankruptcy.

Many of us depend on groundfish to survive, We have been
crippled by the extremely conservative approach created by the
MRFS assessment. And everybody knows this data is flawed!!!

I am requesting for you and the council to take action upon the
new CRFS data that the Dept. Of Fish & Game voted unanimously
to review, The Dept Of Fish & Game worked hard to make the
CRFS data available and to not act immediately would be proof
that the coin under agenda item B6 is one sided!!!

Once again PLEASE consider this request as many of our
livelihoods may lie in the balance of the councils decision. ..

Thank you for your time in this matter.

Sinéérély; -

Robert Valney






Agenda Item B.7.b
Supplemental GMT Report 2

April 2005
Estimated Total Mortality Impacts As a Result of Proposed Inseason Adjustments - April 2005 Council Meeting
4/7/2005 17:02
Fishery Bocaccio a Canary _ Cowcod Dkbl Lingcod POP Widow  Yelloweye
Limited Entry Trawl- Non-whiting b/} 58.2 I so | 11 1575 B 1520 § 673 | 1.3 | 0.3
Limited Entry Trawl- Whiting
At-sea whiting motherships 1.4 0.3 1.7 0.0
At-sea whiting cat-proc 4.7 7.6 0.4 10.1 200.0 0.4
Shareside whiting 0.5 0.7 0.4 0.0
Tribal whiting 3.0 0.0 0.5 1.5 10.0 0.0
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 R 0.3 ; 0.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 2.3
Limited Entry Fixed Gear 13.4 1.1 0.1 1.3 20.0 0.4 0.5 2.6
Open Access: Directed Groundfish 10.6 1.0 0.1 0.2 70.0 0.1 0.6 -
Open Access: incidental Groundfish
CA Halibut 0.1 0.1 0.0 2.0 0.0
CA Gillnet ¢/ 0.5 . 0.0 0.0 0.0
CA Sheephead ¢/ YT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CPS- wetfish ¢/ 0.3
CPS- squid d/ [ .
Dungeness crab ¢/ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
HMS ¢/ : 0.0 0.0 0.0 :
Pacific Halibut ¢/ 0.0 a5 0.0 0.0 £ 0.0 0.0 0.5
Pink shrimp 0.1 0.1 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 1.8 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) : s : PR : : i :
Recreational Groundfish e/
it 8.5 206.0 - 6.7
OR o : 1.4
CA 60.0 9.1 0.4 422.0 9.4 3.7
Research: includes NMFS trawl shelf-slope surveys, the | hallbut survey, and expected impacts from s and LOAs.
0.4 3.0 3.8 4.5 3.6 0.9 1.0
Non-EFP Total 143.9 42.8 1.7 172.3 904.3 85.1 263.6 18.5
EFPs f/
CA: NS FF trawl 10.0 0.1 0.5 20.0 0.5
EFP Subtotal 10.0 0.1 0.5 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.5
TOTAL 153.9 42.9 2.2 172.3 924.3 85.1 263.6 19.0
2005 OY 307 46.8 4.2 269 2,414 447 285 26
Difference 153.1 3.9 2.0 96.7 1,489.7 361.9 21.4 7.0
comm canary residual g/ 2.0
rec canary residual g/ 2.0
Percent of OY 50.1% 91.7% 52.4% 64.1% 38.3% 19.0% 92.5% 72.9%

Key

|= either not applicable; trace amount (<0.01 mt); or not reported in available data

a/ South of 40°10" N. lat.

b/ The 8.0 mt harvest guideline of canary rockfish includes a buffer against the uncertainty of predicting impacts using the new selective
flatfish traw! gear. The point estimate of canary rockfish impacts is 5.6 mt.

¢/ Mortality estimates are not hard numbers; based on the GMT'

d/ Bycatch amounts by species unavailable, but bocaceio accurred in 0.1% of all port samples and other rockfish in another 0.1% of all

s best professional judgement.

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.

e/ Values for lingcod and yelloweye in California represent specified harvest guidelines.

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/ In June 2004, the Council apportioned the canary residual on a 50/50 basis between the recreational and commercial sectors. When
the final regulations were enacted this residual was 1.25 for each sector.




Agenda Item B.7.c
Supplemental GMT Report
April 2005

THE GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
STATUS OF 2005 GROUNDFISH FISHERIES AND FINAL CONSIDERATION OF
INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS

Based on information provided to the Council under the initial consideration of inseason
adjustments (Agenda Item B.6.b, Supplemental GMT Report 1, April 2005), the Groundfish
Management Team (GMT) is recommending that the Council adopt proposed limited entry trawl
trip limit inseason adjustments, adopt proposed limited entry trawl clarifications to gear
requirements, and adopt proposed California recreational inseason adjustments.

Minor Slope Rockfish and Splitnose - 40°10° N. lat. to 38° N. lat.

The GMT would like to clarify that, for the area between 40°10* N. lat and 38° N. lat., the GMT
is recommending liberalizing the seaward trawl RCA boundary from 200 fms to 150 fms, and
increasing the minor slope rockfish and splitnose limits from 4,000 1bs/2 mo. to 8,000 1bs/2 mo.
for the following reasons:

1. The darkblotched encounter rate for the area south of 40°10°N. lat. is much lower than
the encounter rate for the area north of 40°10° N. lat. and this action is expected to result
in a minimal increased amount of darkblotched catch;

2. The area between 40°10° N. lat. and 38° N. lat. was overly constrained through action
taken in September 2004, as a temporary precautionary measure, until NMFS Observer
Program data were available.

In general, using the discard rates based on information from the NMFS Observer Program, as
used in the bycatch model, produce an anticipated total catch estimate of darkblotched rockfish
for all fisheries combined of 172.3 mt (as compared to a 2005 OY of 269 mt). Therefore, while
the GMT is recommending moving the RCA boundary and increasing the slope rockfish trip
limits between 40°10” N. lat. and 38° N. lat., the GMT is also recommending a precautionary
approach to the magnitude of adjustment (i.e., only increasing limits to 8,000 Ibs/2 mo., rather
than increasing them to a higher limit) at this time. The GMT anticipates that, as more catch data
become available, further inseason action could be considered at the Council’s June and
September meetings.

Petrale sole and Dover Trip Limits
No changes to proposed trip limits contained in the initial inseason statement. The projected
impacts resulting from the limited entry inseason adjustments are shown below.

ZA\IPFMC\MEETING\1996-201212005\ApriNGMT\GMT Inseason Repqrt B.7.b (part two.withtables).doc



North South Total
Rebuilding | Lingcod 118.4 33.6 152.0
Species Canary 5.0 0.6 5.6
POP 67.3 0.0 67.3
Darkblotch | 121.8 35.8 157.5
Widow 1.2 0.1 1.3
Bocaccio 0.0 58.2 58.2
Yelloweye | 0.2 0.1 0.3
Cowcod 0.0 11 1.1
Target Sablefish 1,759.0 522.7 2,281.7
Species Longspine | 644.4 561.4 1,205.7
Shortspine | 476.5 208.1 684.6
Dover 5,206.9 2,138.1 7,345.0
Arrowtooth | 3,182.3 44.6 3,226.9
Petrale 2,112.2 537.2 2,649.5
Other Flat | 1,609.1 773.5 2,382.6
Slope
Rock 133.4 148.0 281.4

California Recreational

Proposed recreational inseason adjustments are provided in Agenda Item B.6.b, Supplemental
GMT Report 1, April 2005. To clarify, the lingcod spawning closure in December applies to all
anglers. In addition, all other regulations and diver and shore-based exemptions remain status

quo.

An updated bycatch scorecard and updated limited entry trawl trip limit tables are also attached

to this document.
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Table 3 (North) to Part 660, Subpart G -- 2005-2006 Trip Limits for Limited Entry Trawl Gear North of 40°10' N. Lat.

Other Limits and Requirements Apply -- Read § 660.301 - § 660.390 before using this table 052005
JAN-FEB | MAR-APR | MAY-JUN | JuL-auc | sep-oct | Nov-DEC
Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA)G/:
75 fm - 75 fm -
North of 40°10' N. lat. modified 200 100 fm - 200 fm modified 200
fm 7! fm 7!

Selective flatfish trawl gear is required shoreward of the RCA,; all trawl gear (large footrope, selective flatfish trawl, and small footrope trawl
gear) is permitted seaward of the RCA. Midwater trawl gear is permitted only for vessels patrticipating in the primary whiting season.

See § 660.370 and § 660.381 for Additional Gear, Trip Limit, and Conservation Area Requirements and Restrictions.
See 88 660.390-660.394 for Conservation Area Descriptions and Coordinates (including RCAs, YRCA, CCAs, Farallon Islands, and

Cordell Banks).

State trip limits may be more restrictive than federal trip limits, particularly in waters off Oregon and California.

1 Minor slope rockfishZ/& Darkblotched 4,000 Ib/ 2 months
rockfish
2 Pacific ocean perch 3,000 Ib/ 2 months
3 DTS complex
4 Sablefish
5 large & small footrope gear| 9,500 Ib/ 2 months 17,000 Ib/ 2 months 8:1%?1::3
6 selective flatfish trawl gear| 1,5001b/2 10,000 Ib/ 2 months 1,500 Ib/ 2
months months
, o] 1,5001b/2 | 9,500 10/ 2 1,500 Ib/ 2
7 multiple bottom trawl gear months months 10,000 Ib/ 2 months months
8 Longspine thornyhead
9 large & small footrope gear 15,000 Ib/ 2 months 23,000 Ib/ 2 months lsr}?gr?ﬂlg 2
10 selective flatfish trawl gear 1,000 Ib/ 2 months
11 multiple bottom trawl gear °' 1,000 Ib/ 2 months
12 Shortspine thornyhead
13 large & small footrope gear 3,500 Ib/ 2 months 4,900 Ib/ 2 months 32%?“'25
14 selective flatfish trawl gear{ 1,000 Ib/ 2 months 3,000 b/ 2 months l'r?]%?n'ﬁg 2
1,000 Ib/ 2
15 multiple bottom trawl gear °' 1,000 Ib/ 2 months 3,000 Ib/ 2 months months
16 Dover sole
17 large & small footrope gear 69,000 Ib/ 2 months 30,000 Ib/ 2 months 22&?&%:2/ ?
18 selective flatfish trawl gear| 20,0001b/:2 35,000 Ib/'2 35,000 Ib/ 2 months 8,000 Ib/ 2
months months months
20,000 Ib/ 2 | 35,000 Ib/ 2 8,000 Ib/ 2
19 multiple bottom trawl gear °| * ronths months 30,000 Ib/ 2 months months

(YUr1JoN) €319V L
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Table 3 (North). Continued

20 Flatfish (except Dover sole)

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

Other flatfish 3/, English sole & Petrale

primary whiting season: 10,000 Ib/trip

sole
large & small footrope gear for Other| 110,000 Ib/ 2
flatfish® & English sole| ~ months
110,000 Ib/ 2 80,000 Ib/ 2
months, no months, no
more than 110,000 Ib/ 2 months, no more than 40,000 more than
42,000 Ib/ 2 b/ 2 ths of which b tral | 60,000 Ib/ 2
large & small footrope gear for Petrale Not limited months of months ot which may be petrale sole. months of
sole| which may be which may be
petrale sole. petrale sole.
100,000 Ib/ 2 | 100,000 Ib/ 2 75,000 Ib/ 2
months, no months, no months, no
more than more than more than
selective flatfish trawl gear| 25,000 Ib/2 | 35,000 by 2 |°0:000 1P/ 2 months, no more than 35,000 I\ g 55 1,/
2 months of which may be petrale sole.
months of months of months of
which may be | which may be which may be
petrale sole. | petrale sole. petrale sole.
100,000 Ib/ 2 | 100,000 Ib/ 2 75,000 Ib/ 2
months, no months, no months, no
) 8/ ZEC())rgOﬂI]k?/nz 3?%(?0”@“2 90,000 Ib/ 2 months, no more than 35,000 Ib/ 12%rgoﬂl1k3n2
multiple bottom trawl gear ’ ' 2 months of which may be petrale sole. ’
months of months of months of
which may be | which may be which may be
petrale sole. | petrale sole. petrale sole.
Arrowtooth flounder
large & small footrope gear| Not limited 150,000 Ib/ 2 months 80,000 b2
months
selective flatfish trawl gear 70,000 Ib/ 2 months
multiple bottom trawl gear & 70,000 Ib/ 2 months
Before the primary whiting season: 20,000 Ib/trip -- During the primary season: mid-water
Whiting trawl permitted in the RCA. See 8660.373 for season and trip limit details. -- After the

Minor shelf rockfishll, Shortbelly, Widow
& Yelloweye rockfish

midwater trawl for Widow rockfish

Before the primary whiting season: CLOSED -- During primary whiting season: In trips of
at least 10,000 Ib of whiting, combined widow and yellowtail limit of 500 Ib/ trip, cumulative
widow limit of 1,500 Ib/ month. Mid-water trawl permitted in the RCA. See §660.373 for
primary whiting season and trip limit details. -- After the primary whiting season: CLOSED

large & small footrope gear

300 Ib/ 2 months
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Table 3 (North). Continued

36 Canary rockfish

37 large & small footrope gear CLOSED

38 selective flatfish trawl gear| 100 Ib/ month 300 Ib/ month 100 Ib/ month
39 multiple bottom trawl gear | CLOSED

40 Yellowtail

Before the primary whiting season: CLOSED -- During primary whiting season: In trips of
at least 10,000 Ib of whiting: combined widow and yellowtail limit of 500 Ib/ trip, cumulative

41 midwater trawl yellowtail limit of 2,000 Ib/ month. Mid-water trawl permitted in the RCA. See §660.373 for
primary whiting season and trip limit details. -- After the primary whiting season: CLOSED

42 large & small footrope gear 300 Ib/ 2 months

43 selective flatfish trawl gear 2,000 Ib/ 2 months

44 multiple bottom trawl gear o 300 Ib/ 2 months

45 Minorl nearshore rockfish & Black

rockfish

46 large & small footrope gear CLOSED

47 selective flatfish trawl gear 300 Ib/ month

48 multiple bottom trawl gear 8 CLOSED

49 Lingcod4/

50 large & small footrope gear 500 Ib/ 2 months

51 selective flatfish trawl gear| 800 Ib/ 2 months 1,000 Ib/ 2 months 800 Ib/ 2 months

52 multiple bottom trawl gear 8 500 Ib/ 2 months

53 Other Fish > & Pacific cod

Not limited

Juod (U140N) €379Vl

1/ Bocaccio, chilipepper and cowcod are included in the trip limits for minor shelf rockfish.
2/ Splitnose rockfish is included in the trip limits for minor slope rockfish.
3/ "Other flatfish" are defined at § 660.302 and include butter sole, curlfin sole, flathead sole, Pacific sanddab, rex sole, rock sole,

sand sole, and starry flounder.

4/ The minimum size limit for lingcod is 24 inches (61 cm) total length.
5/ "Other fish" are defined at § 660.302 and include sharks, skates, ratfish, morids, grenadiers, and kelp greenling.

Cabezon is included in the trip limits for "other fish."
6/ The Rockfish Conservation Area is a gear and/or sector specific closed area generally described by depth contours

but specifically defined by lat/long coordinates set out at § 660.390.
7/ The "modified 200 fm" line is modified to exclude certain petrale sole areas from the RCA.
8/ If a vessel has both selective flatfish gear and large or small footrope gear on board during a cumulative limit period (either
simultaneously or successively), the most restrictive cumulative limit for any gear on board during the cumulative limit period applies

for the entire cumulative limit period.

To convert pounds to kilograms, divide by 2.20462, the number of pounds in one kilogram.
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Table 3 (South) to Part 660, Subpart G -- 2005-2006 Trip Limits for Limited Entry Trawl Gear South of 40°10' N. Lat.

Other Limits and Requirements Apply -- Read § 660.301 - § 660.390 before using this table 052005
JAN-FEB | MAR-APR | MAY-JUN | JuL-auc | sep-ocT | Nov-DEC
Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA)G/:
75 fm - 75 fm -
40°10 - 38° N, lat. modified 200 | 100 fm - 200 100 fm - 150 fm modified 150
fm ™ fm fm?
38°-34°27'N. lat. 75 fm - 150 fm 100 fm - 150 fm 75 fm - 150 fm
75 fm - 150 fm 75 fm - 150 fm
along the along the
o mamlar.wd 100 fm - 150 fm along the mainland coast; shoreline - 150 malnlar.wd
South of 34°27' N. lat. coast; fm around islands coast;
shoreline - shoreline -
150 fm around 150 fm around
islands islands

Small footrope gear is required shoreward of the RCA, all trawl gear (large footrope, midwater trawl, and small footrope gear) is permitted
seaward of the RCA.

See § 660.370 and § 660.381 for Additional Gear, Trip Limit, and Conservation Area Requirements and Restrictions. _|
See 8§ 660.390-660.394 for Conservation Area Descriptions and Coordinates (including RCAs, YRCA, CCAs, Farallon Islands, and >
Cordell Banks).
State trip limits may be more restrictive than federal trip limits, particularly in waters off Oregon and California. w
1 Minor slope rockfishZ/& Darkblotched I_
rockfish m
2 40°10' - 38° N. lat. 4,000 Ib/ 2 months | 8,000 Ib/ 2 months
3 South of 38° N. lat. 40,000 Ib/ 2 months w
4 Splitnose
~~
5 40°10' - 38° N. lat. 4,000 Ib/ 2 months | 8,000 Ib/ 2 months 7))
6 South of 38° N. lat. 40,000 Ib/ 2 months o
7 DTS complex
] c
8 Sablefish 14,000 Ib/ 2 months —_
9 Longspine thornyhead 19,000 Ib / 2 months =
—
10 Shortspine thornyhead 4,200 Ib/ 2 months
11 Doversole 50,000 Ib/ 2 months 40,000 Ib/ 2 months 35,000 I/ 2
months
12 Flatfish (except Dover sole)
13 .3/ ) 110,000 Ib/ 2 110,000 Ib/ 2
Other flatfish™ & English sole months months
Other flatfish, English sole & Petrale sole: 110,000 Ib/ 2
months, no more than 42,000 Ib/ 2 months of which may be
14 Petrale sole No limit petrale sole 100,000 b/ 2
months
15 Arrowtooth flounder No limit 10,000 Ib/ 2 months 20,000 Ib/ 2
months
Before the primary whiting season: 20,000 Ib/trip -- During the primary whiting season: mid
16 Whiting water trawl permitted in the RCA. See §660.373 for season and trip limit details. -- After

the primary whiting season: 10,000 Ib/trip
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Table 3 (South). Continued

1

~

18

19

20

21

22

23
24
25
26
27
28

29

30
31
32
33
34

35

Minor shelf rockfishll, Chilipepper,
Shortbelly, Widow, & Yelloweye rockfish

large footrope or midwater trawl for|
Minor shelf rockfish & Shortbelly|

300 Ib/ month

large footrope or midwater trawl for|
Chilipepper

2,000 Ib/ 2 months

12,000 Ib/ 2 months

8,000 Ib/ 2 months

large footrope or midwater trawl for

Widow & Yelloweye CLOSED
small footrope trawl 300 Ib/ month
Bocaccio
large footrope or midwater trawl 300 Ib/ 2 months
small footrope trawl CLOSED
Canary rockfish
large footrope or midwater trawl CLOSED

small footrope trawl 100 Ib/ month 300 Ib/ month 100 Ib/ month
Cowcod CLOSED
Minor nearshore rockfish & Black
rockfish
large footrope or midwater trawl CLOSED

small footrope trawl

300 Ib/ month

Lingcod4/

large footrope or midwater trawl

500 Ib/ 2 months

small footrope traw!

800 Ib/ 2 months

1,000 Ib/ 2 months

800 Ib/ 2 months

Other FishS/& Cabezon

Not limited

Luod (Yi1Inos) € 3149dVL

1/ Yellowtail is included in the trip limits for minor shelf rockfish.
2/ POP is included in the trip limits for minor slope rockfish
3/ "Other flatfish" are defined at § 660.302 and include butter sole, curlfin sole, flathead sole, Pacific sanddab, rex sole, rock sole,

sand sole, and starry flounder.

4/ The minimum size limit for lingcod is 24 inches (61 cm) total length.
5/ Other fish are defined at § 660.302 and include sharks, skates, ratfish, morids, grenadiers, and kelp greenling.
Pacific cod is included in the trip limits for "other fish."
6/ The Rockfish Conservation Area is a gear and/or sector specific closed area generally described by depth contours
but specifically defined by lat/long coordinates set out at § 660.390.
7/ The "modified 200 fm" line is modified to exclude certain petrale sole areas from the RCA.

To convert pounds to kilograms, divide by 2.20462, the number of pounds in one kilogram.
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Agenda Item B.7.c
Supplemental EC Report
April 2005

ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON
FINAL CONSIDERATION OF INSEASON ADJUSTMENTS

The Enforcement Consultants (EC) have reviewed the information relating to inseason
management and have the following comments:

Issue 1.

Chaffing Gear: The EC sees this as an attempt to clarify existing language. This clarification
does not change the intent of the regulation. Because of this, the EC supports the proposed
language.

Issue 2.

Selective Flatfish Trawl: The EC sees this as an attempt to clarify existing language. This
clarification does not change the intent of the regulation. Because of this, the EC supports the
proposed language.

Issue 3.

The EC continues to support consistency with regards to groundfish open areas. We support
increased fishing opportunity as better science evolves; however, the complexity of boundary
changes for the general public has impacts on enforcement efforts. We strive to protect the
resources the Council manages, but can only do so with the support of the regulations, the
understanding by the constituents, and the courts. Complexities associated with inseason
changes directly affect the enforcement impact.

In addition, depth based management lines should be described through latitudinal and
longitudinal coordinates for all depths in excess of 30 fathoms. This assists with consistency and
enforceability because it allows the use of enforcement tools, such as aircraft, GPS, and other
techniques.

PFMC
04/07/05
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Agenda Item B.8.c
Supplemental GAP Report
April 2005

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
CONTROL DATE FOR LONGLINE SPINY DOGFISH FISHERY

The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) received a presentation from the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) and testimony from a Washington longline dogfish
fisherman on a proposal to establish a control date for the longline spiny dogfish fishery.

After a great deal of discussion, the majority of the GAP recommends a control date not be
established at this time. According to data provided, the longline spiny dogfish fishery has
existed at a fairly stable level for a number of years, even though the mix of participants has
changed. Under normal circumstances, the GAP would not expect vessel participation to
increase given the number of processors willing to buy spiny dogfish. However, as several GAP
members noted, past attempts to establish control dates in other fisheries have led to actual
increases in vessel participation, with new entrants hoping to establish themselves before new
regulations are promulgated. Under the time line provided by WDFW, the earliest an optimum
yield and necessary catch limits could go into effect would be 2009, assuming a stock assessment
was approved and completed in 2007. While this four-year time difference may meet the legal
requirements for having a control date established close to the time of final regulatory action, it
also provides several years when new entry could occur. This would seem to contradict the
intent to provide continued stable fishing and processing opportunities in Washington.

Some GAP members were also concerned about the coastwide effects of establishing a control
date as the first step in a regulatory process that seems designed to lead to having a special
permitted fishery established. Members noted that spiny dogfish are found along much of the
West Coast and are taken incidentally in several fisheries. The majority of the GAP would
prefer to see a stock assessment completed, an optimum yield established, and appropriate catch
limits developed which take into account all fishery sectors before starting a process that is
helpful to only a small segment of the fishery.

A minority of the GAP supported the request for a control date. They disagreed with the
concerns about attracting effort, noted the importance of the fishery to both the participating
processors and fishermen and to the State of Washington, and suggested that having a control
date would help stabilize the fishery.

PFMC
04/07/05



Agenda Item B.8.c
Supplemental GMT Report
April 2005

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
CONTROL DATE FOR THE LONGLINE SPINY DOGFISH FISHERY

The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) recognizes the dogfish fishery has become an
important fishery along the West Coast, particularly in waters off of Washington State, and the
resource itself may be vulnerable to overfishing, due to their late maturity, low productivity, long
life spans, and low reproductive rates. Historical patterns of dogfish exploitation on the West
Coast, concerns over the vulnerability of elasmobranch resources expressed in Stock Assessment
and Fishery Evaluation documents of the North Pacific Council, and the recent declaration that
dogfish stocks have been overfished on the East Coast, further illustrate the potential
vulnerability of the resource. As a result of such concerns, the GMT supports management
actions that would improve monitoring of ongoing dogfish landings and discourage any potential
increase in the targeting of this resource.

One action that may work towards this objective would be for the Council to adopt a separate
acceptable biological catch and optimum vyield for dogfish with associated trip limits and other
harvest control regulations. Another action would be to set a control date for dogfish catch
histories, in order to minimize the potential consequences of speculation-driven targeting of
dogfish in anticipation of future management options. The GMT supports these options, but with
the caveat that for the latter action, in particular, support is limited to GMT concerns over the
potential risk to the resource if no action is taken. Consequently, this support should not be
interpreted as GMT support or preference towards particular future management options for this
fishery, including longline endorsements.

PFMC
04/07/05
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Agenda Item B.8.e
Supplemental WDFW Motion
April 2005

MOTION FOR
CONTROL DATE FOR SPINY DOGFISH

Move that the Council recommend to NMFS that it publish an advance notice of proposed rule
making to announce a control date for spiny dogfish of April 8, 2005, to inform groundfish
fishery participants that, if a limited participation program is implemented in the future, then
spiny dogfish landings made after this date may not be considered.
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Agenda Item B.1
Situation Summary
April 2005

VERMILION ROCKFISH STOCK ASSESSMENT STATUS

Last year, the Council decided which groundfish species would be assessed this year in time to
inform the 2007-2008 management decision-making process. Of the 23 stocks considered for
assessment this year, vermilion rockfish was recommended to be a status report designed to
explore the available data and their implications for management, but not a stock assessment.
Since then, new data has surfaced that is now regarded by the assessment author, Dr. Alec
MaccCall, to be sufficient to complete a full assessment (Agenda Item B.1.a, Attachment 1). The
Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) considered these new data at their March meeting and
are prepared to advise the Council on the feasibility of conducting a full assessment of the
vermilion rockfish stock. Additionally in March, Dr. Elizabeth Clarke of the NMFS Northwest
Fishery Science Center, informed the Council that a Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Panel
has already been scheduled to review the vermilion rockfish data report. She explained there
would be no logistic complication if the STAR Panel were to review a full vermilion rockfish
assessment rather than a data report.

The Council task at this meeting is to consider the advice of the SSC, the Council’s other
advisory bodies, and public comment before deciding whether to schedule a full assessment of
vermilion rockfish this year.

Council Action:

Consider scheduling a full assessment of vermilion rockfish.

Reference Materials:

1. Agenda Item B.l.a, Attachment 1: Reconsideration of the Feasibility of a Vermilion
Rockfish Stock Assessment.

Agenda Order:

Agenda Item Overview John DeVore
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Public Comment

Council Action: Consider Scheduling of Stock Assessment

oo

PFMC
03/18/05
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Agenda Item B.1.a
Attachment 1

Reconsideration of the feasibility of a vermilion rockfish assessment April 2005
Alec MacCall 3/4/05

At a previous meeting of the PFMC-SSC, I presented an argument that the proposed
vermilion rockfish stock assessment was not warranted because of severe uncertainties in data
interpretation. I was particularly concerned that the history of length frequencies from the
recreational fishery since 1980 (shown in white in Figure 1) begin with large fish, and suddenly
shift to small fish in the mid-1980s. Lacking any other evidence, this shift could have had at
least three hypothetical explanations, each with very different management implications. These
three hypotheses were 1) lack of recruitment in the early 1980s, 2) a sudden shift in selectivity in
the mid-1980s, and most problematic of all, . 3) depletion of a presumptive larger species in the
early 1980s, with subsequent shift to a smaller species. The latter hypothesis is motivated by the
genetic evidence for two presently. indistinguishable species of “vermilion rockfish.” Each of
these hypotheses leads to different initial conditions for the model (cf. Figure 2), and would be
associated with contrasting and confusing management implications. -

Consequently the SSC guidance was to downgrade expectations for a vermilion rockfish
assessment, and rather to produce a status report exploring the data and their implications.

The California Department of Fish and Game recently distributed a database containing
length frequencies of fish taken aboard southern California CPFVs between 1975 and 1978
(Paulo Serpa, pers. comm.). These samples are shown in gray in Figure 1, and help resolve the
- issue of initial conditions (Figure 2). Because length frequencies in the late 1970s look very
much like those in the late 1980's, and the large fish in the early 1980s are associated with a
modal progression beginning with much smaller fish in the late 1970s, the first hypothesis of
weak recruitment in thé early 1980s is supported as the simplest explanation of the length
frequency pattern. This is also supported by the similarity of changes in southern California and
northern California length frequencies, where similar temporal patterns in recruitment strength
are more plausible than coincidental shifts in selectivity and/or species composition.

I believe that a conventional length-based assessment of vermilion rockfish using SS2 is

now feasible, and is reasonably likely to produce results that can be used as a basis for fishery
management.
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Figure 1. Length frequencies of vermilion rockfish from the southern
California PCFV fishery.
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Agenda Item B.2
Situation Summary
April 2005

INSEASON MANAGEMENT RESPONSE POLICY

In recent years, inseason groundfish management has become a dominant feature of many
Council meetings. The complexities of the management regime, including new mandates and
strictures imposed with rebuilding plans and new monitoring systems, has translated into
somewhat unpredictable outcomes when management adjustments are made. The Groundfish
Management Team (GMT), Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP), and the Council have
consequently devoted such a large amount of time to consideration of inseason management
adjustments, that there has been concern about the impact to some of the other important tasks on
their agendas. Additionally, some of these adjustments, especially early in the fishing season,
have resulted in early attainment of a species’ optimum yield (OY) or fishery harvest guideline,
which has caused hardship as fisheries closed prior to the normal end of the season. Therefore,
the Council has scheduled consideration of an inseason management response policy to more
efficiently and effectively manage Council meetings and the groundfish fishery.

In March, the Council adopted a draft inseason management response policy for public review.
The draft policy is to not liberalize management measures as part of any inseason action prior to
the June Council meeting (unless data or model errors warrant such consideration). It was
thought that early attainment problems may be lessened if inseason actions were more
conservative during the first six months of the fishing season.

The Council task under this agenda item is to consider public and advisory body comment and
adopt an inseason management response policy.

Council Action:

1. Adopt An Inseason Management Response Policy.

Reference Materials:

None.

Agenda Order:

Agenda Item Overview John DeVore
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Public Comment

Council Action: Adopt Inseason Management Response Policy

for Implementation

oo

PFMC
03/22/05
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Agenda Item B.3
Situation Summary
April 2005

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 also briefly report on groundfish-related science
and research activities.
Council Task:

Discussion.

Reference Materials:

1. Agenda Item B.3.b, Attachment 1. A Summary Report from the Stock Assessment Modeling
Workshop held October 25-29, 2004 at the Northwest Fisheries Science Center, Seattle,
Washington.

Agenda Order:

Regulatory Activities Steve Freese
Science Center Activities Elizabeth Clarke
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Public Comment

Council Discussion

P00 T

PFMC
03/18/05
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Agenda Item B.3.b
Attachment 1
April 2005

A Summary Report from the Stock Assessment Modeling Workshop
held October 25-29, 2004
at the Northwest Fisheries Science Center
Seattle, Washington

Northwest Fisheries Science Center, FRAM Division
March 16, 2005

This report summarizes the discussion and outcomes from the West Coast Groundfish
Modeling Workshop, held October 25-29, 2004 at the Northwest Fisheries Science
Center in Seattle, Washington. This workshop was the third of three “Off-Year” Science
Improvement Workshops convened during 2004 for the purpose of preparing for the
West Coast groundfish stock assessments to be conducted in 2005. The overall goal of
the West Coast Modeling Workshop was for authors to announce and discuss the models
they will use in the 2005 West Coast groundfish stock assessments. Specifically, the
workshop was convened to examine the performance of stock assessment models, such as
Stock Synthesis 2 (SS2), and discuss analytical methods for preparing model inputs,
calculating and reporting uncertainty in stock assessments, and species-specific modeling
issues.

The meeting was held in the auditorium of the Northwest Fisheries Science Center, 2725
Montlake Blvd. E., Seattle, Washington. Authors of west coast groundfish stock
assessments, members of the SSC groundfish subcommittee, members of the Council
family, and the public attended the workshop. The workshop agenda and list of
participants are included in Appendix I and Appendix II, respectively.

Session |. Introduction

Stacey Miller opened the workshop by providing a list of the stock assessment models
that assessment authors are expecting to use in the 2005 assessments. While many of the
assessments will be conducted using SS2, additional models include other age-structured
models also written in ADMB, and potentially WinBugs for data-poor assessments.

Steve Ralston followed with a presentation on the groundfish stock assessment and
review process for 2005-2006 (PFMC 2005) and the Stock Assessment Terms of
Reference. The Terms of Reference serves as the primary document that outlines the
stock assessment and review process as well as the responsibilities of the involved
parties, and requirements for the stock assessment documents. Steve provided an
overview of the required contents for each section within the stock assessment
documents. He also outlined the guidelines for the executive summary, reporting
uncertainty, and inclusion of decision tables. It was noted that stock assessment (STAT)
teams must produce three versions of the assessment document: 1) draft to be reviewed
by STAR Panel two weeks prior to STAR Panel meeting, 2) complete draft after STAR
panel to be provided to Council family, and 3) a final report for publication in the Stock
Assessment and Evaluation (SAFE) report. The Terms of Reference document can be
obtained by contacting either Stacey Miller (Stacey.Miller@noaa.gov) or Steve Ralston
(Steve.Ralston@noaa.gov).



An additional document defining the Terms of Reference for rebuilding analyses will also
be provided by the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) of the Pacific Fishery
Management Council (PFMC). It was noted that, for species that are below the
overfished threshold, assessment authors are expected to conduct separate rebuilding
analyses following the conclusion of the STAR Panel meeting.

Recommendations and Action Items
A cut-off date for inclusion of new data will be STAR Panel dependent.
Workshop participants suggested that a document should be produced that records
the management process and actions taken after the STAR Panel review. The
document could be included in the SAFE document published by the Pacific
Fishery Management Council. Workshop participants suggested the Groundfish
Management Team of the PFMC could produce this document.
Workshop participants discussed what criterion should be used for determining
that a stock is overfished when conducting a Bayesian assessment. Some
participants suggested a stock should be considered overfished when the
probability of an overfished condition is greater than 50%. However, no
agreement was reached.

Session I1. Model Inputs

Survey Data

Tom Helser presented a proposal for developing a slope survey analysis for Dover sole,
sablefish, shortspine thornyhead and longspine thornyhead, (DTS species) and slope
rockfish species. The proposal focused on applying a generalized linear model (GLM),
with the specific objectives of 1) examining the AFSC and NWFSC slope survey data to
identify a meaningful post-stratification scheme for use with a GLM, and 2) conducting a
GLM-based analysis of slope survey data (accounting for spatial/temporal covariates) and
generating biomass indices and variances for SS2.

DTS species have formerly been evaluated using the basic survey stratification design of
five INPFC areas and two depth zones, 183-566 m, 567-1280 m. However, slope
rockfish, many of which occur only within the 183 — 567 m depth strata and are rare by
DTS standards, may need to be evaluated for reasonable post-stratification. In particular,
any post-stratification analysis should take into account biological features of the species
such as gradients in average body weight with depth and latitude, and sufficient samples

to obtain reasonable estimates of density and variances. The presented material
illustrated gradients in average body weight as grounds for post-stratification for species
such as the less frequently caught darkblotched rockfish.

Tom also presented catch data for sablefish and darkblotched rockfish which suggested
that the numerous zero hauls and heavy-tailed positive catch distributions may best be
modeled using a generalized linear model analysis using the delta distribution. It was
proposed that because of the multi-vessel nature of the NWFSC slope survey, a
generalized linear mixed model (GLMM) be applied as outlined by Helser et al. (2004)



and that the model’s error distributions be evaluated based on the methods of Dick
(2004).

Tom’s presentation identified a number of challenges to developing slope survey
abundance indices, including:

1) Incorporating the AFSC and NWFSC as separate surveys in SS2 models, or
combining them (if possible) using a GLMM, treating vessel as random effect;

2) The need to assume that survey selectivity is the same for species of interest when
combining surveys. (Alternatively, one could evaluate selectivity empirically,
investigating equal q and selectivity within SS2);

3) The incomplete spatial coverage of AFSC slope survey prior to 1997, and the
resulting need to combine survey data from multiple years (“super years”).

Complete spatial coverage is available for the AFSC slope survey from 1997-2001,
(excluding 1998) and for the NWFSC slope survey from 1998-2004. Between 1990 and
1996 (excluding 1994) FRV Miller Freeman covered partial coastal areas. For the DTS
species, “super years” were created which combines 1990-1993 and 1995-1996 as the
“1992” and “1996” super years, respectively.

Discussion on the GLM-based analysis centered on the need to include the “super years”
since, for many species, contrast in the amount of species biomass would be lost if those
years were simply omitted. However, an additional variance component would need to
be included for the “super years” to account for the incomplete spatial coverage. Also,
prior DTS species’ assessments included the “super years” in the slope survey biomass
series and, as such, any changes would require model sensitivity to a different set of
biomass inputs.

Discussion regarding generation of slope survey length/age compositions focused on the
appropriate weighting factor in terms of between tow catches and stratum level
expansions. The initial proposal was to sum length frequency weighted by predicted tow
catch within each stratum. As such, the weighting would be consistent with the model-
based approach for generating biomass index. However, the group discussed the
necessity of making the expansion consistent with previous methods by weighting each
haul by the observed catch.

Recommendations and Action Items

GLM-based survey biomass indices:
Biomass estimates will be generated separately for the AFSC slope and NWFSC
slope surveys, and then for a combined AFSC-NWFSC slope survey. For those
surveys that include ““super years”, such as the AFSC and the combined AFSC-
NWEFSC survey, density estimates by stratum will be generated for “super years.’
(note: if “super year” is used, analysts will need to account for an additional
variance component).
The generalized linear mixed model (GLMM) analysis (Helser et al. 2004) using
the delta approach will be applied to any survey which uses multiple vessels (not
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including the multi-vessel shelf survey), and various error distributions will be
evaluated using the approach of Dick (2004).

Using combined surveys, i.e., the AFSC-NWFSC slope survey, implicitly
assumes that survey q from the separate AFSC and NWFSC surveys are equal.
However, analysts may explore unequal survey q in the SS2 model if separate
slope surveys are used.

If a different slope survey configuration is used from previous assessments, then a
sensitivity analysis should be performed to evaluate its affect on model outcomes.
The GLM-based approach will be fully documented for distribution to STAR
panels.

Generating size and age compositions:
Length and age comps will be decoupled from the GLM analysis using the
observed catch weight as a weighting factor for expansion to the stratum level.
However, size/age compositions will be developed that are consistent with the
stratification from results of post-stratification.
Owen Hamel will generate the size/age compositions based on the post-
stratification and GLM results from Tom Helser.

Observer Data

Discard estimates and data

Preliminary discussion of discard data and methodologies for estimating species discard
occurred during the West Coast Groundfish Data workshop, held July 2004 in Seattle,
WA. Participants from the Data workshop requested that Jim Hastie evaluate
stratification alternatives to develop annual estimates of discard by INPFC area and
evaluate the availability of average weights from the West Coast Groundfish Observer
Program (WCGOP) prior to the modeling workshop in order to facilitate additional
discussion on the topic. In addition, it was requested that the NWFSC explore the
potential for making historical observer data, Pikitch et al. (1988) and Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (ODFW) Enhanced Data Collection Program (EDCP)
data, available to assessment authors for exploratory analysis. Stacey Miller was
requested to assemble a compilation of historical discard assumptions used in the most
recent assessments. Three presentations were made during this session to report progress
and outcomes from the requested analyses and data availability.

Report on NWFSC WCGOP Discard estimates for 2000-03 - NWFSC

Owen Hamel provided sample results from Jim Hastie’s estimation of discard for selected
species using the “simple” methodology agreed on during the data workshop in July,
2004. Following the same stratification used for the observer data, estimated total
discard poundage and average weights of measured discarded species for observed tows
during 2002 and 2003 were presented. The estimated total discard tonnage for all
observed and unobserved tows was also presented. It was noted that the zeros in the
bycatch ratio tables were a result of closed areas, species distribution, and sampling
vagaries. Average weights of discarded fish were not presented during the workshop but
will be produced by Jim Hastie.



Recommendations and Action Items

- Assessment authors accepted the current level of stratification, by both depth and
area, in the discard analysis. In addition, Jim Hastie will provide weighted coast-
wide totals and the number of positive tows and the total number of observed
tows going into analysis. Authors are requested to contact him if they desire
different stratification than what was presented at the workshop.
Jim Hastie will summarize the tow-by-tow average individual weight of discarded
fish for each stratum. A complete listing of the average weights of discarded fish
from every tow can be provided, upon request.

Report on availability of historical observer data

Points of contact for the historical observer data sets were contacted and asked if the
discard data could be made available to all stock assessment authors. Dr. Ellen Pikitch,
point of contact for the Pikitch et al. (1988) discard data is contacting colleagues of the
project. Mark Salens (ODFW), point of contact for the EDCP data, will be making the
EDCP data available to the public.

Report on Compilation of Historical Discard Analyses and Assumptions
Stacey Miller presented a compilation of historical use of discards in stock assessments.

A PDF of the powerpoint presentation is available at the following fip site:
ftp://ttp.afsc.noaa.gov/nwiscguest/ WCG_StockAssessment/ModelingWorkshop/

Session |11. Stock Assessment Models

Stock Synthesis 2 (SS2) and performance testing using smulated data

The Stock Synthesis 2 (SS2) assessment model has been developed to meet the needs of
west coast groundfish assessments. It is a length- and age-structured model that
incorporates nearly all the features and flexible setup of Stock Synthesis 1 (SS1), which
was developed for the west coast sablefish assessment in 1988 and subsequently used for
many west coast and Alaska groundfish assessments. SS2 surpasses SS1 by including the
apportionment of the population into growth morphs to provide the capability of length-
survivorship, and it can partition the population into discrete, intermixing regions. It is
coded in ADMB, which provides faster execution and the integration of powerful
variance estimation procedures. The model can estimate growth parameters while taking
into account the effects of size-selective sampling and ageing imprecision on the size and
age data. SS2 estimates annual recruitment as deviations from a spawner-recruitment
curve, thus integrates estimation of the spawner-recruitment function. The model

provides a procedure for allowing any parameter to vary over time or be a function of a
time series of environmental data. SS2 includes specification of the prior probability
distribution for each parameter and is capable of a full Bayesian analysis using the Monte
Carlo Markov Chain procedure. SS2 is also capable of modeling several fishing fleets
and surveys in a length- and age-structured configuration.

The first stage of performance testing involved analysis of simulated data which had
characteristics similar to those used in many west coast groundfish assessments. The data
simulator feature of SS2 was used to generate 20 data sets using a parametric bootstrap



feature. When SS2 analyzed each of these 20 data sets, the mean estimate of the
underlying population was essentially identical to the population from which the data
were generated. In addition, the variability of the estimated population between these 20
model runs was essentially identical to the parametric estimate of variability generated by
each model run. Thus, the model has demonstrated the basic capability to estimate the
abundance and productivity of a harvested fish stock from data available for some west
coast groundfish.

General Recommendations and Action Items:
Authors who used (or inherited) an SS1 assessment will be expected to transition
to SS2
Groundfish assessments in 2005 should move towards a Bayesian approach to
quantifying uncertainty by means of probability distribution for quantities of
interest to fishery management.
SS2 is capable of full Bayesian analysis. Although SS2 offers the tools necessary
for a formal Bayesian approach, it may not be possible to conduct an analysis that
estimates all possible parameters using specific, informative priors and that
integrates over the feasible parameter space to provide a formal posterior
distribution of the management quantities of interest. Nevertheless, such a
comprehensive analysis is the goal of every assessment by SS2 or other methods.
A user manual and documentation will be available for the 2005 assessments, but
the GUI will not be available this cycle

Model Enhancements
The following enhancements were discussed at the workshop. It was agreed that all
changes are not expected to be implemented in the January 2005 model version.
- Add prior type as element to each parameter set-up line
Create Beta distribution as a prior type
Phase-specific emphasis levels
Extra variance term for indices
Iterative re-weighting options for both indices and compositions
Improvements to selectivity options
Read and hardwire a specified set of selectivity values
Change discard approach so that tuning is to the landed catch and discard is added
to this amount
Move maturity and weight-length from data file to control file
Estimate Fmsy and do projections
Output for rebuilding program
Mean-median bias considerations for fitting of indices
Decouple sigmaR from the penalty on recruitment deviations
More options for initial age comp
Blocks of years for S-R deviations
Random perturbations to initial parameter values
Specified seasonality for survey timing and for spawning
Likelihood profiling



Trangtioning from SS1 to SS2

The goal of this session was to compare SS1 and SS2 model results in an effort to: 1)
verify that the basic model equations would give concordant results based on the same
data sources, 2) identify important features of SS1 not yet included in SS2, and 3)
identify new features or changes in SS2 that authors familiar with the older version
should be aware of. Rick Methot and Han-Lin Lai presented preliminary comparisons of
the results from parallel stock assessments (canary rockfish and petrale sole) conducted
using SS1 and SS2; both assessments expect to use SS2 for the 2005 assessment.

Example 1. Canary rockfish
The canary rockfish example generally showed close correspondence in fits to observed
data, management quantities and overall population trend.

A number of features that had been used in the SS1 model but are not available in SS2
were identified and added to the list of desired additions before the final version is
complete. Sex-dependent double logistic selectivity was not yet implemented in SS2.
There was debate regarding the estimation of selectivity parameters and this was
identified as an area for further updates to SS2.

It was suggested that it might be important for some assessments to allow recruitment
under initial conditions to deviate from Ry. This was not available in SS2, nor was the
estimation of initial age-structure. Rick suggested starting the model farther back in time
if equilibrium conditions were not expected in the first year of the model. Increasing
flexibility for initial conditions was noted as an area for future development.

In the example using canary rockfish, an emphasis value for the recruitment lambda less
than one was used. This was the topic of some debate, including concern regarding
stochastic projection into the future and the link between the applied | and assumed Srg.
Workshop participants agreed to leave this issue for the future development of SS2.

There was debate regarding bias correction to the SR relationship when little constraint
was imposed on recruitments. Alternate approaches included allowing shrinkage to the
mean of the SR curve to be independent of Sr with a prior on year-class strength or
changing the framework for estimation of recruitment deviations to a mixed- or random-
effects implementation. Again, participants agreed that this issue required further
research before better approaches would be available in SS2.

Changes to input data formats, control files quantities and model calculations resulted in
small changes to a number of the results. Other differences were observed where
dynamics had changed from purely age-based to length-based or a combination of age-
and length-based in SS2. There were a number of small changes that authors should be
aware of that were not identified as likely candidates for inclusion into SS2.

Likelihood components associated with length-frequency data differed; this may have
been due to a simpler structure implemented for the emphasis coefficients (I ’s) in SS2,



one lambda for each type of data and fleet. The problem of treating lengths and ages as
independent likelihood components when they are often based on the same individual
fish has not changed between models. One suggested approach was to make the sum of
emphasis weights (I ) to age and length composition data equal to 1.

Small constants are added to composition data in SS2 that were not present in SS1 and
may account for some small difference in results. Mean weight at age is calculated from
weight at length in SS2 rather than input directly.

The adjustment in SS1 for growth of individuals in the accumulator age for the
population is not implemented in SS2. No changes in selectivity, natural mortality,
growth, etc. occur for the individuals once they reach this group.

Example 2. Petrale sole

The results were qualitatively similar in the Petrale sole example, but differences were
noted in most of the model outputs. Changes in structure from SS1 to SS2 and inability to
input exactly the same quantities in the same formats appeared to be the source of much
of the change in results. This example illustrated that a combination of relatively small
differences could have a large effect on overall results.

In an effort to simulate similar initial conditions, the SS2 model included an extended
time series back to 1965, versus 1977 for SS1, but early numbers at age did not match.
For testing purposes, it would be useful to be able to input and fix the actual selectivity
values from SS1 rather than approximating or estimating the parameters.

An ageing-error matrix (e.g. surface vs. break-and-burn) cannot be directly input to SS2.
Only the mean observed age and CV for each true age can be input to SS2. This new
approach can still account for biased ageing methods and changes in variability with age.

Due to changes in specification of the SR relationship, the SR parameters are different
between SS1 and SS2. Additionally, in SS2 the recruitment is always to age-0 rather than
other ages used in SS1.

Recommendations and Action Items:
The newly developed SS2 model was shown to be able to reproduce assessment
results very similar to those obtained using SS1 when based on the same data.
Based on this outcome, it was decided that the 2005 groundfish assessments
would use SS2 as the preferred model, with exceptions for some "data poor"
situations and some assessments based on age-structured models implemented
using ADMB.
Potential bugs, additional needs and changes should be reported when assessment
authors are using SS2.
Many areas were identified where increased flexibility could be added.
There are changes to many technical details which users of SS2 should become
familiar with when transitioning from SS1 to SS2.



Models other than SS2 that will be used in 2005 assessments

Alec MacCall introduced a preliminary approach that he is considering to use for the
upcoming vermilion rockfish assessment using Bayesian stock-reduction-analysis (SRA)
implemented in the WinBUGS software. Alec provided background on the vermilion
rockfish assessment, noting the existence of new genetic evidence that there may be more
than one species currently included in the vermilion data sources. There are landings
data, as well as a recreational CPUE series available for this species, but it is ‘data-poor’
compared to other west coast species, and any work must assume that the vermilion
‘complex’ behaves as one stock.

He proposed to use a delay difference approach based on the SR relationship. By using a
Bayesian approach, use of informative priors can help with estimation problems in SRA.
These priors will come from Martin Dorn’s meta-analysis of stock-recruit functions for
rockfish, modified by He et al.’s (in review) derivation of an evolutionary-based prior
reducing the probability of steepness values very near 0.2. He intends to use WinBUGS
for this analysis.

There was lively discussion of the pros and cons of informative priors and the SRA
approach in general. This led to a debate regarding the issues inherent in assessing some
species and about developing a common approach to data-poor species; this topic was
unresolved. It was noted that Alec will be presenting his approach to the SSC at an
upcoming meeting.

Xi He presented the results of a simulation experiment designed to explore the
performance of an ADMB-based stock assessment model used for widow rockfish under
various assumptions about recruitment variability and prior probability distributions for
the steepness parameter of the stock-recruitment function. Xi’s presentation described a
simulation study based on the Widow rockfish assessment model used in 2003. Widow
recruitment inferred from the model, appears to be highly variable, with low steepness
(~0.2) and low recruitments in 1990s. The general approach was to explore why
estimates of recruitment from the assessment were low and identify potential bias caused
by the modeling approach used. He described the process of data-generation and
subsequent fitting under a range of assumptions about the S-R function. He presented a
summary of the performance of various estimated quantities including current depletion
and S-R parameters.

Xi also introduced recent work developing an informative prior on steepness based on the
evolutionary persistence principle; this prior has very little density for h <0.25. This
research is currently in review at Fishery Bulletin. There was substantial discussion
regarding the support for this prior and its use in upcoming assessments. There was also
some uncertainty expressed about the conditions for data generation and performance of
the simulation under ‘very good’ data scenarios.

Recommendations and Action Items

Stock assessment authors should be aware of the level of uncertainty in estimates
of modeled recruitments and stock-recruitment parameters.



WinBUGS stock reduction model seems a viable option for some data poor
situations.

MCMC diagnostics

Ian Stewart presented an overview of model diagnostics and techniques applicable to use
of SS2 as a Bayesian model. He also presented an applied example of these approaches
using the Simple?2 files distributed to authors with the most recent version of SS2.

Ian described the implementation of Markov-Chain Monte-Carlo (MCMC) and details
specific to AD Model Builder (ADMB) that are unlike some other platforms for Bayesian
analysis. He proposed that many potential convergence problems could be identified
before beginning MCMC runs. Key points included examination of the correlation file

for very high or low values which can reveal poor estimation of the Hessian matrix and
selectivity parameters are often problem parameters.

The presentation was divided into two types of convergence diagnostics: qualitative and
quantitative. It was noted that all diagnostics can point to problems with convergence, but
not prove convergence. A main point was that the use of several different diagnostic tests
is preferred over any single approach to assess MCMC convergence.

Ian described qualitative analysis of the trace plot (iteration vs. parameter value),
examining for both autocorrelation and trend. Running means and cumulative percentiles
can be useful as well as density plots to identify substantial departures from multivariate
normal. Autocorrelation at lag- plots as well as cross-correlation plots were used to locate
high correlations among parameters that could be causing convergence problems. The
following quantitative diagnostic statistics were described: Geweke, Time-series methods
including effective sample size and naive vs. corrected chain standard deviations,
Heidelberger and Welch, Raftery and Lewis and single-chain Gelman. Ian raised the
question of how many runs are enough and there was some discussion of the pros and
cons of multiple short chains vs. longer runs. When using multiple chains, the Gelman

and Rubin statistic can be added to the list of criteria.

Presentation of MCMC convergence diagnostics was divided into ‘key’ model
parameters and derived quantities of interest, usually a small number, and grouped
parameters such as time-series deviations, biomass, and recruitments. Multi-panel
displays of key parameters were used to carefully explore convergence, while histograms
of convergence criteria were introduced to quickly summarize and present large numbers
of values simultaneously. Key parameter plots included trace, density, running mean and
percentiles, and autocorrelation plots as well as some suggested summary statistics
including median, 5 and 95% quantiles, AC lag 1, Effective N, Geweke and
Heidelberger, and Welch statistics. Plotting time series of full posterior densities is an
effective method for visualizing the uncertainty around biomass or recruitments over

time.
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The second presentation used the SIMPLE? data provided in the October release of the
SS2 software. It was noted that the behavior of parameters will be different in each
application, and the example was for general illustration not identification of specific
difficulties with SS2. The approaches introduced in the first talk were applied to this
example, with multiple MCMC chains performed iteratively until convergence appeared
to have been reached. Results were summarized using the graphical tools introduced
earlier.
Recommendations and Action ltems:
Bayesian analysis is not required by the SSC but STATS should conduct Bayesian
analyses, including sensitivity to parameter priors, to the extent practicable
Model runs with zero emphasis on parameter priors are encouraged, to distinguish
information in the data from information provided by the priors. Model runs
using only parameter priors and landings may also be informative in this regard.
Detailed reports on convergence of key parameters are recommended; summary
of convergence for other parameters and derived quantities is an efficient way to
present results.
Examination of correlations, residuals, and proximity to parameter boundaries
needs to be investigated with or without MCMC analysis.
STAR panels should recognize the time requirements of Bayesian analysis and
realize that requests for additional MCMC runs during the STAR Panel meeting
may not be feasible

Session V. Modeling Issues and Considerations

This session of the workshop consisted of round table discussion of issues to consider
during modeling exercises. A number of topics were discussed, some of which were
touched upon in earlier workshop discussion. This is an attempt to summarize the
discussion and outcomes of the various discussion topics.

Tuning effective sample sizesand survey error levels, methods for calculating and
weighting CV and additional variance componentsfor area-swept biomassindices
Alec MacCall addressed issues regarding the specification of effective sample sizes.
Actual sample size or estimated error variability often misrepresents the precision of
composition or index data. As a consequence, the use of actual sample sizes can lead to
other sources of information being largely ignored by a model. However, truncation is an
ad-hoc method of compensation, which risks over-emphasizing small samples and under-
emphasizing large ones. Directly calculated error variances in abundance indices are

often too small, and generally are replaced with mean-squared-errors of the index to the
fitted values. A similar adjustment of age and length compositions uses effective sample
size, which is the implied sample size if the error variability about the fitted values were
due only to sampling variability. In early uses of the effective sample size approach,
actual sample sizes were replaced with a constant representing the overall average
effective sample size. However, there is often a relationship between actual and effective
sample size that allows for replacing the actual value with a predicted effective sample
size. This can be achieved via a linear or non-linear regression of effective on actual
sample size. An iterative procedure is needed to estimate effective sample size and
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mean-squared-error because of interactions; one recalculation is usually sufficient unless
there is strong disagreement among data sources within the model.

Sdlection of prior digtributions

The development of prior distributions for parameters is undoubtedly the most
controversial aspect of any Baysian analysis. It was therefore recommended that
considerable care should be taken to document, to the fullest extent practical, the basis for
the various prior distributions. As a programming rule, every estimated variable in SS2
must have associated with it an initial estimate, a prior, a range of possible values, and an
associated distribution type. The degree of informativeness associated with any prior (X)
can range from maximally informative (i.e. fixed, where X = initial, a meaningless range
and prior, and SD = 0) to maximally uninformative (X is within a large, yet definable
range with a uniform distribution by a SD = + infinity). Varying degrees of
informativeness are then defined by adjusting either the range and/or the standard
deviation accordingly. In the present version of SS2, all prior distributions are modeled
as normal, Gaussian distributions around the user defined mean and standard deviation.
In this way, the user can assume a uniform distribution by choosing an adequately large
standard deviation, even though technically the choice of distribution is normal.
Discussions were generated around incorporating distribution options other than normal.

Recommendations and Action Items:
“Expert opinion” is the most widely used and accepted means to arrive at a value
for a prior.
Informative priors should be used on variables whose values can be estimated
outside the model with a reasonable degree of certainty (e.g. growth parameters)
Some variables that were deemed appropriate candidates for an informative prior
were stock-recruitment steepness, recruitment deviations, survey catchability (Q),
and natural mortality (M).
Values from reliable and pertinent meta-analyses are also good candidates for
informative priors
Informative priors should not be used on variables based solely on the purpose of
eliminating erratic behavior of that variable

Selecting phasesfor estimation of key parameters

In general, five phases should be appropriate for modeling most stock assessment
situations. Variables that are critical to setting the overall population size (e.g. Ro, Q,
etc.) should be estimated in Phase 1 of the fitting procedure. Time varying variables,
such as those used in selectivity should be estimated in the final phase.

Inclusion and estimation of spawner-recruitment curve in assessment model

Stock assessment authors will provide details of what they did in terms of estimating
recruitment and SR relationship.
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Recommendations and Action Items:
Stock assessment authors should be aware of the level of uncertainty in estimates
of S/R relationships.
One alternative is to provide alternatives based on different values / priors for S/R
There needs to be some constraint on recruitment deviations
The specified sigma-R should be checked for consistency with estimated
recruitment deviations
Options in SS2 for decoupling sigma-R from the penalty on recruitment
deviations could be explored

Consigtent approach to invoking time-varying fishery selectivity

Inconsistent use of time blocks to describe time-varying fishery selectivity can lead to
divergent assumptions among assessments. This can be especially troublesome for
assessments being evaluated within the same STAR Panel. In an effort to avoid possible
complications during the review process, it is in the best interest of assessment authors to
maintain a consistent set of assumptions used to describe changes in fishery selectivity
based on the behavior of the fleet. Authors should maintain a consistent approach to
invoking time-varying selectivity, especially within STAR Panels and among species that
have been fished historically similar.

Recreational CPUE linearity

Recreational CPUE data are often transformed before being included in stock
assessments. The square root transformation is the default, though other transformations
should be used if indicated. Non-target species will often have different exponents than
target species. In all cases, sensitivity to non-linear transformation vs. no transformation
should be tested. Knowledge and understanding of regulation changes, gear changes and
natural fluctuations can all be critical in interpreting recreational CPUE data. Any of
these may be cause for truncating or splitting a time series to deal with inconsistencies.
There can also be significant differences among areas, so if location of fishing changes
over time, then either some sort of standardization by area, or splitting of time series may
be necessary. Species composition data can help reveal targeting, which may affect how
data are treated.

Juvenile surveys and non-linear reationships

Steve Ralston presented results from the mid-water juvenile trawl survey where a power
function was used to transform the juvenile survey data CV to match the CV at the time
of recruitment to the fishery. There was some concern expressed about the paucity of
data with which to estimate this relationship, the possibility of inherently more
observation error in a juvenile survey, and fitting the exponent parameter outside the
assessment model. The group concluded that it is reasonable to transform the juvenile
survey index because of compensatory mortality between the time the survey is
conducted and when fish recruit to the fishery. However, that transformation should be
done within the assessment model, not externally, and it should not be based upon
matching variance or CVs. Workshops participants recommended that assessment authors
should be explicit about the transformation method used.



Handling discardsin stock assessment models

Discard rates and compositions will be estimated using observer program data for recent
years. However, previous discard rates and compositions may be more difficult to
estimate. Most often, discard arises for reasons related to fish size or trip-limit attainment
Changes in market forces, gear usage, fishery regulations, and the size composition of a
stock can result in significant inter-annual variability in the total amount and size
composition of discards. Workshop participants concluded that there should be
consistent approaches within species groups and STAR panels. Methods for melding the
different historical discard data should be considered within these groups. It was also
suggested that future research should attempt to identify the effects that management
changes have had on discard over time.

Use of minimum count or biomass from in situ observational data

No place currently exists to input minimum count or biomass data into SS2. It was
generally agreed upon that authors should consider such data outside the model as a
means of testing whether model outputs are reasonable. These data, where available, may
be useful for expanding up to a particular zone (habitat/depth/area), but are less likely to
be useful on a coastwide, or even area wide, basis.

Quantifying uncertainty

Assessment authors using SS2 for a species previously assessed using SS1 should report
and compare results from SS2 runs using data used in the previous assessment. Any
changes in the model from the previous assessment should be reported in the assessment
document. Sensitivity analysis should include variation in M, sigma-r and steepness (h).
Comparison of the .cor file from an ADMB run and posterior correlations may be useful
iIn some cases.

Decision Tables

It was recommended that assessment authors arrive at the STAR panel with thoughts on
factors to be included in the decision tables. Decision tables should look at reasonable
variation in states of nature above and below the preferred model settings. Thus when
constructing a decision table, the model results should be profiled over at least 2
parameters, including those considered “dominant”. Decision tables should include
projected yields (ABC and OY), spawning biomasses, and stock depletion levels for each
year, as well as MSY, Fmsy and the exploitation rate at MSY. Only reasonably likely
states of nature rather than catastrophic events should be considered.

Rebuilding projections and forecasting

Rebuilding analysis is required to be conducted on all species found to be in an
overfished state. The current rebuilding program is advantageous as it provides the
outputs required by the Council, but other methods are not ruled out.
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APPENDIX |. MODELING WORKSHOP AGENDA

West Coast Groundfish Stock Assessment
Modeling Workshop Agenda

Monday, October 25, 2004 NWFSC Auditorium

Session 1. Introduction
1:00 pm.  Welcome — Stacey Miller
= Review list of models authors plan to use
1:15p.m.  Stock Assessment Terms of Reference — Steve Ralston

Session 2. Model Inputs
Facilitator: lan Stewart Rapporteur: Melissa Haltuch
2:30 pm.  Survey Data
Generating Biomass Indices
=  Progress report on GLM Analysis using AFSC and NWFSC Slope
Surveys for DTS and slope species — Tom Helser
= Report on exploring the error models for slope species —Tom Helser
= Report on exploratory work toward differentiating trawlable and
untrawlable areas for survey biomass expansions —Tom Helser
Building Age and Length Comps
= Discuss use of and/or smoothing length-age transition matrices when
lacking ages or have non-representative ages
3:15 p.m. Break
3:30 p.m. Survey Data Discussion (continued)
5:00 p.m. Wrap up for the day

Tuesday, October 26, 2004 NWFSC Auditorium
Session 2. Model | nputs Continued

Facilitator: lan Stewart Rapporteur: John Wallace
8:30 am. Reports on Observer Data

= Report on compilation of historical discard analyses and assumptions used
in most recent stock assessments — Stacey Miller
= Report on NWFSC WCGOP Discard estimates for 2000-03 and the
availability of length frequency and average weights from WCGOP data -
Owen Hamel
= Report on availability of historical discard data (Pikitch and EDCP data)
to assessment authors — John Wallace and Michael Schirripa
9:45 am. Break
Session 3. Stock Assessment Models
Facilitator: Sacey Miller Rapporteur: Tom Helser
10:00 a.m. Presentation on Stock Synthesis 2 (SS2) and performance testing using simulated
data - Rick Methot
12:00 p.m. Lunch (Pre-ordered box lunches available)
1:00 p.m. Discussion of SS2 and performance testing (continued)
3:15 p.m. Break
3:30 p.m. Discussion of SS2 (continued)
5:00 p.m. Wrap up for the day
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Wednesday, October 27, 2004 NWFSC Auditorium

Session 3. Stock Assessment Models Continued
Facilitator: Stacey Miller Rapporteur: Gavin Fay
8:30 am.  Transitioning from SS1 to SS2 - Examples and discussion
= (Canary rockfish - Rick Methot
= Petrale sole — Han-Lin Lai
10:15am. Break
10:30 am.  Models other than SS2 that will be used in 2005 assessments
=  WinBUG for vermilion rockfish — Alec MacCall
= Underestimate recruitment potential in fishing-down situations? A
simulation study — Xi He
12:00 p.m.  Lunch (Pre-ordered box lunches available)

Facilitator: Alec MacCall Rapporteur: Jason Cope
1:00 pm.  Model Diagnostics

= MCMC diagnostics - Ian Stewart and Andre Punt

= Example — [an Stewart and Rick Methot
3:00 pm.  Break

Session 4. Modeling I ssues and Considerations
Facilitator: Michad Schirripa Rapporteur: Owen Hamel
3:15p.m.  Discussion Topics
= Approaches to weighting model inputs
0 Tuning “effective sample sizes” and survey error levels —
Alec MacCall
0 Methods for weighting CV and additional variance components for
area-swept biomass indices
5:00 pm.  Wrap up for the day

Thursday, October 28, 2004 370W **Note Room Change**
Session 4. Modeling I ssues and Considerations Continued
Facilitator: Michael Schirripa Rapporteur: Owen Hamel

8:30 am. Discussion Topics
= Selection of prior distributions
= Selecting phases for estimation of key parameters
= Handling discard in stock assessment models
10:15am. Break
10:30 am.  Discussion Topics
= Recreational CPUE linearity
= Juvenile surveys and non-linear relationships
* Inclusion and estimation of spawner-recruitment curve in assmt. models
= Consistent approach to invoking time-varying fishery selectivity
= Can estimated minimum count or biomass derived from in situ observational
data be included in model as input data?
12:00 p.m. Lunch (Pre-ordered box lunches available)
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Thursday, October 28, 2004 370W **Note Room Change**
Session 4. Modeling | ssues and Considerations Continued
Facilitator: Andre Punt Rapporteur: Han-Lin Lai
1:00 p.m  Discussion Topics
= Quantifying and reporting uncertainty
-MCMC, sensitivity analysis, guidelines for decision tables
= Rebuilding projections and forecasting - Rick Methot and Andre Punt

4:00 pm.  Workshop Wrap-Up and Recommendations - Michael Schirripa

Friday, October 29, 2004 Multiple Rooms
Session 5. Break Out Working Groups
8:30 a.m. Break out groups for assessment authors - All assessment authors are

strongly encouraged to attend the break-out working groups to discuss
data and/or modeling issues that are specific to species groups.

= Petrale sole, English sole, Starry flounder - Room 366 W

= Sablefish, Dover sole, Shortspine thornyhead, Longspine
thornyhead, POP, Darkblotched, Blackgill - Room 370 W

= Cowcod, Cabezon, California Scorpionfish, Gopher, Kelp
Greenling — Auditorium 1

= Canary, Boccacio, Vermilion, Lingcod, Widow, Yelloweye,
Yellowtail — Auditorium 2

12:00 p.m. Workshop Concludes
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Agenda Item B.4
Situation Summary
April 2005

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR GROUNDFISH REBUILDING PLAN ANALYTICAL
REVIEW

The Scientific and Statistical Committee’s (SSC’s) Terms of Reference for Groundfish
Rebuilding Analyses was developed by the SSC in 2001 and adopted by the Council in
April 2001. This Terms of Reference has guided authors of groundfish rebuilding analyses,
which are critical for developing rebuilding plans for overfished groundfish stocks. New
rebuilding analyses for depleted groundfish species are anticipated later this year. The Council
has decided these rebuilding analyses need to provide results that can be used to evaluate the
adequacy of progress of adopted rebuilding plans, which is a Magnuson-Stevens Act mandate.

The SSC deliberated an evaluation methodology in March. However, in their March report to
the Council, they indicated a recommendation for Council consideration may not be available by
the April Council meeting Briefing Book deadline. The Council discussed the need for a
modified Rebuilding Analysis Terms of Reference before the June Council meeting, since
development of rebuilding analyses will begin prior to then, and the Terms of Reference is
needed to update instructions to authors of these analyses. The Council subsequently instructed
the SSC to develop a new Terms of Reference before the June Council meeting and include both
updated modeling specifications and the elements requested by the Groundfish Management
Team (GMT) (Agenda Item B.4.a, Attachment 1).

The Council task for this agenda item is to adopt a final Terms of Reference for Groundfish
Rebuilding Analyses that includes the methodology for evaluating rebuilding plan progress, as
well as the estimates and projections requested by the GMT.

Council Action:

Adopt a final Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Plan Analytical Review.

Reference Materials:

1. Agenda Item B.4.a, Attachment 1: March 2005 Groundfish Management Team Report on
Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Plan Review.

Agenda Order:

Agenda Item Overview John DeVore
SSC Report Kevin Hill
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Public Comment

Council Action: Adopt Final Terms of Reference for

Groundfish Rebuilding Plan Analytical Review

P00 o

PEMC
03/22/05

F\IPFMC\MEETING\2005\April\Groundfish\Ex_B4_SitSum Reb Plan Rev ToR.doc



Agenda Item B.4.a
Attachment 1
April 2005

Agenda Item F.3.c
Supplemental GMT Report
March 2005

GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON
TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR GROUNDFISH REBUILDING PLAN REVIEW

The Groundfish Management Team (GMT) reviewed the draft Scientific and Statistical
Committee (SSC) Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses, as well as the other
attachments for this agenda item, and offers the following comments. The GMT reiterates its
request to mandate the inclusion of the following estimates and projections in the Terms of
Reference for future rebuilding analyses:

e Estimate of Pyax (P{rebuilding by Tyax}) at F =0.

e Ten-year acceptable biological catch (ABC)/optimum yield (OY) projections and estimates
of the F rate (both SPR and F) and Tuax under rebuilding likelihoods ranging from Pyax =
0.5 to the Pyax under F = 0 (at 10 percentile increments).

e Decision table for all equally plausible assessment/rebuilding models.

e Date of data extraction.

The GMT would also desire to see a regional stratification of the ABC/OY projections if the
assessment indicates regional differences in the population dynamics or stock structure of the
species. This will enable specification of regional OYs or harvest guidelines and/or regionally
variant management measures. The GMT considers this management approach critical to avoid
potential problems of localized depletion, geographic concentration of fishing effort, and risks to
a stock’s age and genetic structure.

Finally, the GMT reviewed “Establishing Quantitative Criteria for Assessing Adequacy of
Progress Towards Rebuilding Overfished West Coast Groundfish Stocks (Agenda Item F.3.b,
Attachment 1) and “Evaluating Alternative Rebuilding Revision Rules for Assessing Progress
Towards Rebuilding of Overfished West Coast Groundfish” (Agenda Item F.3.b, Attachment 2).
The first issue paper describes the recommended analyses for evaluating adequacy of an existing
rebuilding plan, which focuses on changes in Puax and the SPR harvest rate relative to the
original rebuilding plan. Given the relative scale of the groundfish rebuilding framework and
how many different assessment parameters can have a major effect on our understanding current
stock status, the GMT believes this is a sensible approach for evaluating rebuilding progress.
Therefore, the GMT recommends the evaluation “tool” described in the first paper be adopted
and incorporated in the SSC Terms of Reference for Groundfish Rebuilding Analyses at the
April Council meeting.

The second issue paper concerns policy choices (termed “revision rules”) for modifying
rebuilding plans once an evaluation of rebuilding progress is done in a rebuilding analysis. The
complexity of potential effects of each of these policy choices is explored in this paper. The
GMT would like more time to better understand these dynamics. The GMT recommends that the
revision rules described in the second paper take a longer, more deliberative pathway to



adoption. It is recommended that the Council adopt revision rules at the September or November
2005 Council meetings prior to adopting the range of 2007-2008 harvest specifications. It would
also benefit the process if a joint session on these alternative revision rules were scheduled for
the April or June Council meeting to foster a clearer understanding of the implications of these
policy choices.

Summary of GMT Recommendations

1. Include the estimates and projections listed above in the Terms of Reference for future
rebuilding analysis

2. Consider regional stratification of ABC/OY projections in future rebuilding analysis where
differences in population dynamics or stock structure are apparent.

3. Adopt the evaluation approach for assessing the adequacy of rebuilding plans described in
Agenda Item F.3.b

4. Hold a joint session on alternative rebuilding plan revision rules at the April or June Council
meetings.

F\IPFMC\MEETING\2005\April\Groundfish\Ex_B4a_Attl_GMT_F3_Reb Plan Review_final.doc
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Agenda Item B.5
Situation Summary
April 2005

IMPLEMENTATION OF AN EXPANDED VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM

The Council is considering an expansion of the existing Vessel Monitoring System (VMS)
program to open access groundfish fisheries to enhance state and federal enforcement’s ability to
monitor vessel compliance with depth-based conservation areas. Depth-based management areas
were established so that healthy fisheries could continue in areas and with gears where little
incidental catch of overfished species occurs. Therefore, maintaining the integrity of
conservation areas is consistent with the conservation goals and objectives of the Pacific Coast
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP).

At the Council’s September 2004 meeting, NMFS presented a draft Environmental Assessment
(EA) that contained a range of five VMS coverage alternatives for the open access fishery.
These alternatives were based on the Ad Hoc VMS Committee’s (VMSC) October 2003
recommendations to the Council. The coverage levels identified in the alternatives are based on
different combinations of the open access gear groups as prioritized by the VMSC: longline,
groundfish pot, trawl (excluding shrimp), and line (excluding salmon). The Council reviewed
the five alternatives and considered input from its advisory bodies and the public before
recommending a range of eight alternatives for further analysis and an October 1, 2005
implementation date for the expanded VMS program. Though some alternatives specifically
excluded vessels that fish only in state waters, those vessels are already excluded under all of the
alternatives because there is no link to federal authority at this time.

In October 2004, the VMSC met and reviewed the alternatives recommended by the Council for
further analysis in the EA. At this same meeting, the VMSC unanimously agreed on a
recommended alternative. This alternative was added to the range of alternatives analyzed in the
EA as Alternative 6B. Alternative 6B is the same as alternative 6A, except that only salmon troll
vessels north of Cape Mendocino that fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines, quotas, and other
management measures governing the open access fishery for groundfish species other than
yellowtail rockfish would be required to carry and use a VMS transceiver and provide
declaration reports under Alternative 6B. Table 2.0.1 in Agenda Item B.5.b, contains a summary
of the alternative management actions for expanding coverage of the monitoring system and is
followed by a more detailed description of each alternative.

In January and February 2005, NMFS held seven public meetings covering all three West Coast
states to provide interested public with information regarding the expansion of the VMS
program. NMFS will brief the Council on the outcome of those meetings under the NMFS
report, Agenda Item B.5.b.

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 adopt a
Council preferred alternative.



Council Action:

Adopt a preferred expansion alternative.

Reference Materials:

1. Agenda Item B.5.b, NMFS Report: Draft Environmental Assessment, Regulatory Impact
Review & Regulatory Flexibility Analysis, Expanded Coverage of the Program to Monitor
Time-Area Closures in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery.

2. Agenda Item B.5.c, Ad Hoc VMS Committee Minutes.

3. Agenda Item B.5.d, Public Comment.

Agenda Order:

Agenda Item Overview Mike Burner
NMFS Report Dayna Matthews
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies

Public Comment

Council Action: Adopt a Preferred Expansion Alternative

P00 o

PFMC
03/22/05
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Agenda Item B.5.b
NMES Report
April 2005

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)

Draft Environmental Assessment,
Regulatory Impact Review & Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

Lead Agency National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Regional Office
Seattle, Washington

Responsible Official D. Robert Lohn
Regional Administrator
Northwest Regional Office

For Further Becky Renko

Information Contact National Marine Fisheries Service
7600 Sand Point Way, NE
Seattle, WA 98115
(206) 526-6110

Abstract: This environmental assessment examines alternative Vessel Monitoring System
(VMS) coverage levels for vessels that fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines, quotas, and
other management measures governing the open access groundfish fishery in federal
waters. To ensure the integrity of groundfish conservation areas, a pilot VMS program was
implemented on January 1, 2004. The pilot program requires vessels registered to Pacific
Coast groundfish fishery limited entry permits to carry and use NMFS type-approved VMS
transceiver units while fishing off the coasts of Washington, Oregon and California.

Large-scale depth-based management areas, referred to as groundfish conservation areas,
are used to prohibitor restrict commercial groundfish fishing. These areas were specifically
designed to protect overfished species while allowing healthy fisheries to continue in areas
and with gears where little incidental catch of overfished species occurs. Groundfish
conservation areas are defined by points of latitude and longitude. The rockfish conservation
areas, a sub-group of groundfish conservation areas, are defined by points that approximate
fathom curves for depth ranges where overfished rockfish species are commonly found. It
is difficult and costly to effectively enforce these large scale area closures using traditional
methods, particularly when the boundaries are defined by numerous points of latitude and
longitude and when management measures allow some gear types and target fishing in all
or a portion of the conservation area. Scarce state and Federal resources also limitthe use
of traditional enforcement methods. Expanding coverage of the current VMS monitoring
program tothe openaccessfisheriesis expected to enhance state and federalenforcement’s
ability to monitor vessel compliance with depth-based conservation areas.

March 2005
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The groundfish fishery in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), 3 to 200 nautical miles (nm) 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 various federal laws, regulations, and executive orders. In addition to the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act), these federal laws,
regulations, and executive orders include: National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Regulatory
Flexibility Act (RFA), Endangered Species Act (ESA), Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), Coastal
Zone Management Act (CZMA), Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA), Executive Orders (E.O.) 12866,12898,
13132, and 13175, and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).

The regulations that implement NEPA requirements permit NEPA documents to be combined with other
agency documents to reduce duplication (40 CFR81506.4). 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 identified issue. 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 to address the identified issue. 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 socio-
economic 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, MMPA,
CZMA, PRA, E.O. 12866, E.O. 13175 and the MBTA. Section 6 provides a Regulatory Impact Review,
which is required by E.O. 12866 to address the economic significance of the action, and; a Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis, which is required by the RFA to addresses the impacts of the proposed actions on
small businesses. Section 7 presents a list of individuals who assisted in preparing the Environmental
Assessment (EA) and Section 8 is the list of references. The NEPA conclusions are addressed in a
memorandum that accom panies this document.

1.1 Proposed Action

The proposed action is to expand the existing Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) program into the open
access sectors of the groundfish fishery. This EA examines alternative VMS coverage levels for vessels
that are used to fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines, quotas, and other management measures
governing the open access fishery in federal waters. With VMS coverage, vessels would be required to
carry and use a mobile VMS transceiver unit, and to identify their intent to fish within a conservation area,
in a manner that is consistent with federal conservation area requirements.



1.2 Background

VMS is a tool that is commonly used to
monitor vessel activity in relationship to
geographically defined areas. VMS
transceivers are installed aboard vessels

Navigational Satellits and use Glopal Posmonlng System
Communications Satellite (GPS) satellites to determine the
vessel's position and to transmit that
position to a communications satellite.

‘“essel Monitoring System - WM S From the communications satellite, the
% vessel's position is transmitted to a land-

- "-"?‘1.' ¥ } earth station operated by a
= -""““'ﬂ'-“ L——=_ communications service company.
Fighing Veesel Land Earth Station From the land-earth station, the position
is transmitted to the NMFS Office for
Patrol Vessels & Aircraft Law Enforcement (OLE) processing
I —— / center. Atthe OLE processing center,
-—n@wr the information is validated and analyzed
L .|..--'ﬁ ﬂ beforg being disseminated for
. =2 ___,""""" surveillance, enforcement purposes, and
SESmEmlr  Mational Marine Fisheries Service fisheries management. Figure 1.1

illustrates the flow of information through
Figure 1.1. Example VMS Scenario a VMS system.
VMS transceivers document a vessel’s position at a specific period in time. The frequency at which
position reports are sent depends on the defined need. Position transmissions can be made on a
predetermined schedule, such as hourly, or upon request from the processing center. The vessel
operator is unable to alter the VMS transmission signal or the time of transmission. In most cases, the
vessel operator is unaware of exactly when the VMS unit is transmitting. VMS transceivers are designed
to be tamper resistant.

To assure compatibility with the national monitoring center, NMFS requires that VMS systems meet
defined standards (September 23, 1993, 58 FR 49285, March 31, 1994, 59 FR 151180), while recognizing
the need to promulgate regulations and approve systems on a fishery-by-fishery basis. VMS transceiver
units approved by NMFS are referred to as type-approved models. All type-approved models must have
basic features identified and endorsed by NMFS; however, additional features may be added to better
meet the needs of a particular fishery. On November 17, 2003 (68 FR 64860,) NMFS published an
additional notice identifying VMS transceiver units and communication service providers that qualified as
type-approved for the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery.

Amendment 13 to the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP recognized the value of VMS as a tool for 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.

At its November 2002 meeting, the Council recommended that NMFS, in consultation with the ad hoc
VMS Committee, prepare a rule to implement a pilot VMS program for monitoring compliance with large-
scale depth-based management areas. The Council’s preferred alternative was for a pilot program that
required all vessels registered to Pacific Coast groundfish fishery limited entry permits to carry and use a
basic VMS system (a system capable of one-way communications) and to provide declaration reports
prior to fishing in specific depth-based management areas with gears that would otherwise be prohibited
for groundfish fishing. Based on the Council’s recommendation, NMFS prepared a proposed rule for a
VMS program that was published on May 22, 2003 (68 FR 27972). The proposed rule was followed by a
final rule that was published on November 4, 2003 (68 FR 62374). In addition to the requirement that all



limited entry vessels carry and use VMS transceivers, 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) is required to declare their intent to fish
within a conservation area specific to their gear type, in a manner consistent with conservation area
requirements.

1.3 Purpose and need for action

Large-scale depth-based management areas, referred to as groundfish conservation areas (GCASs), are
used to prohibit or restrict commercial and recreational groundfish fishing. The boundaries used to define
the GCAs can be complex, involving hundreds of points of latitude and longitude. The Rockfish
Conservation Areas (RCAs) are a sub-group of the GCAs that were specifically designed to protect
overfished rockfish species in times and where they are most abundant. RCAs are defined by points of
latitude and longitude that approximate fathom curves for depth ranges where overfished rockfish species
are commonly found. Each RCA is gear specific, so that groundfish fishing (either directed or incidental)
with gears that tend to catch particular overfished species is restricted or prohibited for being used in
areas where those species are vulnerable. The RCAs are vast, cover much of the continental shelf, and
extend along the entire West 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 the deep-water slope fisheries seaward of the
westernmost boundary of an RCA are allowed to transit through the areas, providing their gear is properly
stowed. Target fisheries with relatively low catch rates of overfished species, such as midwater trawling
for pelagic species, and shrimp trawling with finfish excluders, have been allowed to occur in the RCAs.
Various state-managed fisheries where groundfish are incidentally taken also occur in the RCA.

To ensure the integrity of the RCAs and other conservation areas, a pilot VMS program was implemented
on January 1, 2004. The pilot program 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.

Expanding coverage of the current VMS monitoring program to the open access fisheries will enhance
state and federal enforcement’s ability to monitor vessel compliance with depth-based conservation areas.
Depth-based management areas were established so that healthy fisheries could continue in areas and
with gears where little incidental catch of overfished species occurs. Therefore, maintaining the integrity
of conservation areas is consistent with the conservation goals and objectives of the Pacific Coast
Groundfish FMP. The purpose of this Environmental Assessment (EA) is to analyze a reasonable range
of VMS program coverage levels for vessels that fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines, quotas, and other
management measures governing the open access fishery.



1.4 Scoping Process

The scoping process, where stakeholder input on the issue is provided, aids in determining 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 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
September 2003.

In October 2003, the ad hoc VMS committee, which is comprised of state, federal and industry
representatives, held a public meeting to consider expanding the VMS program beyond the limited entry
fisheries. During this meeting, the committee discussed criteria that would be used to prioritize the
expansion of the VMS program. These criteria included: the impacts on overfished species if illegal
groundfish fishing occurred in an GCA,; the ability of enforcement to identify fishery participants that are
targeting groundfish; and the ability of enforcement to distinguish between LE vessels and other fishing
vessels that look like LE vessels. Using this criteria, the committee determined that commercial vessels
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 ad hoc VMS committee also recommended priorities for coverage
of the different OA gear groups. Longline was given the highest priority, followed by groundfish pot,
exempted trawl (excluding pink 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 committee
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 further information on the success of the
pilot phase of the program was needed before they would consider expansion into other fisheries. VMS
reports were provided to the Council by OLE at its subsequent meetings.

At the Council’'s September 2004 meeting, NMFS presented a draft EA that contained a range of five VMS
coverage alternatives for the open access fishery. These alternatives were based on the ad hoc VMS
committee’s October 2003 recommendation to the Council. The Council reviewed the alternatives,
considered the input of its advisory bodies, and listened to public testimony, before adopting a revised
range of eight alternatives for further analysis. The Council also recommended an October 1, 2005
implementation date for the expanded VMS program. To allow time for the affected public to review the
alternatives, the Council delayed action on expanding the VMS program until its April 2005 Council
meeting in Tacoma, W ashington.

NMFS and the states held Eight public meetings, between January 10, 2005 and March 5, 2005, to
provide the interested public with information regarding the current VMS systems, the expansion of the
VMS program into the open access groundfish fisheries, and to provide information about how and when
to provide comments to NMFS and the Council. These meetings occurred in communities with relatively
high open access groundfish landings: Westport, WA; Astoria, OR; Newport, OR; Port Orford, OR; Fort
Bragg, CA; Morrow Bay, CA; San Francisco, CA; and Los Alamitos, CA.



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 EA expands on the VMS
program considered in the original VMS EA by considering alternative coverage levels for the open access
fisheries.

This EA relies on three environmental impact statements (EIS) that have been prepared for the groundfish
fishery since November 2003. Two of the EIS documents pertain to the harvest specifications and
management measures and are titled: 1) Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield Specifications
and Management Measures for 2004, and 2) Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield
Specifications and Management Measures for 2005-2006. The third EIS, which was available as a draft
EIS in February 2005, concerns Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and is titled: The Pacific Coast Groundfish
Fishery Management Plan, Essential Fish Habitat Designation and Minimization of Adverse Impacts.
These three EISs have detailed descriptions of 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. Relevantinformation on the environment was summarized from these EISs
for this document. In the sections where this information was summarized, readers who are interested in
more detailed descriptions are encouraged to read these earlier NEPA documents.

2.0 ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
2.1 Alternatives Previously Considered for Monitoring Time Area Closures

The July 2003 VMS EA ( “A Program to Monitor Time-Area Closures in the Pacific Coast Groundfish
Fishery”) was prepared prior to implementing the pilot VMS program in the limited entry fisheries. The
original VMS EA examined three primary issues relevant to the development of a program for monitoring
the time-area closures: 1) the monitoring system, 2) appropriate coverage levels, and 3) the payment
structure. The Council considered the alternative management actions for each of these issues before
making a recommendation to NMFS.

The monitoring system alternatives considered by the Council included: 1) declaration reports; 2) a basic
VMS system with 1-way communications and declaration reports; 3) an upgraded VMS system with 2-way
communications and declaration reports; and 4) fishery observers (1 per vessel) with declaration reports.
Declaration reports allow vessels to declare their intent to fish within a GCA specific to their gear type,
providing the activity is consistent with the GCA restrictions. The primary difference between the two VMS
alternatives was that the upgraded two-way system could allow messages to be sent to and from the
vessels, including fully compressed data messages. The basic 1-way VMS system primarily transmits
positions to a shore station.

At its November 2002 meeting, the Council recommended that NMFS move forward with a rulemaking to
require a basic VMS system and declaration reports. The Council indicated that it considered a basic
VMS system to be adequate for maintaining the integrity of the closed areas. A basic VMS system is
more costly than declaration reports, but less costly than either the upgraded VMS system or observers.

The coverage alternatives considered by the Council defined sectors of the commercial and recreational
groundfish fleets that would be required to carry the recommended monitoring system (either VMS or an
observer). The coverage alternatives included: 1) all vessels registered to limited entry permits; 2) all
limited entry vessels that fish in the EEZ at any time during the year; 3) all active limited entry, open
access, and recreational charter vessels that fish in conservation areas; and 4) 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 Washington, Oregon, and



California coasts be required to have and use VMS transceiver units whenever they fish. In addition, the
Council recommended declaration reporting requirements 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. This level of VMS coverage
would allow enforcement to effectively monitor limited entry trawl vessels for unlawful incursions into RCAs
while allowing legal incursions, such as midwater trawling, for Pacific whiting, yellowtail and widow rockfish
and non-groundfish target fisheries, to occur. A notable number of limited entry vessels also participate in
non-groundfish 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
RCAs. However, vessels registered to limited entry permits would be required to have 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.

The payment structure alternatives considered by the Council defined the cost responsibilities for
purchasing, installing, and maintaining the VMS transceiver units, as well as the responsibilities for
transmitting reports and data. The payment structure alternatives included: 1) 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; 2) the vessel pays only for the VMS transceiver and
NMFS pays all other costs; 3) NMFS pays for the initial transceiver, but all other associated expenses
including installation, maintenance and replacement would be paid for by the vessel; 4) and NMFS pays
for everything related to VMS. Although the Council recommended that NMFS fully fund a VMS
monitoring program, to date, it 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. Should funds become 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

As stated in the previous detection, 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 analyze expanding
the coverage of the initial VMS monitoring program to the open access fisheries to promote compliance
with regulations that prohibit some fishing activities in the RCAs and other GCAs, while allowing legal
fishing activity occurring within the GCAs to be effectively monitored. The purpose of this EA is to analyze
a range of VMS program coverage levels for vessels fishing pursuant to the harvest guidelines, quotas,
and other management measures governing the OA fishery.

The monitoring mechanism and payment structure that was 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. Neither state nor Federal funding are available
at this time. If money becomes available in the future, fishery participants may be reimbursed for all or a
portion of their VMS expenses.

Open access coverage alternatives

At the Council's September 2004 meeting, NMFS presented a draft EA that contained a range of five VMS
coverage alternatives for the open access fishery. These alternatives were based on the ad hoc VMS
committee’s October 2003 recommendation to the Council. The coverage levels identified in Alternatives
2-5A are based on different combinations of the open access gear groups. In order of priority, the VMS
ad hoc committee identified the need for VMS coverage for the following open access gear groups::
longline, groundfish pot, trawl (excluding shrimp), and line (excluding salmon). Alternative 2 requires all




vessels using longline gear to have and use a VMS transceiver. Each of the following Alternatives 3-5A
build on the previous alternative by adding the next open access gear group in order of priority. Each of
these alternatives is described in detail below.

The Council reviewed the five alternatives, considered input from its advisory bodies, and listened to
public testimony, before recommending a range of eight alternatives for further analysis and an October 1,
2005 implementation date for the expanded VMS program. Alternative 5B is based on the Enforcement
Consultants recommendations to the Council. This alternative is the same as 5A except that it excludes
vessels in fisheries where incidental catch of overfished species is very low, however it includes salmon
troll vessels. Alternative 6A, though modified by the Council, was based on the Groundfish Advisory
Panel’s (GAP) majority view. Under Alternative 6A, VMS would be required on any commercial fishing
vessel for which an RCA restriction applied. This alternative was viewed by the GAP as a simple and
straight forward way to maintain the integrity of the RCAs. Alternative 7, is the GAP minority alternative,
and is basically the same as Alternative 6 except that vessels under 12 feet (ft) in length are excluded.
Though this alternative specifically excluded vessels that fish only in state waters, those vessels are
already excluded because there is no link to Federal authority at this time (Federal nexus).

In October 2004, the VMS ad hoc committee met and reviewed the alternatives recommended by the
Council for further analysis in the EA. Atthis same meeting, a variation of Alternative 6A was
recommended by the VMS ad hoc committee. Alternative 6B is the alternative that the VMS ad hoc
Committee requested to be added to the EA for analysis. Alternative 6B is the same as alternative 6A,
except that only salmon troll vessels north of 40 10 N. lat. that fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines,
quotas, and other management measures governing the OA fishery for groundfish species other than
yellowtail rockfish would be required to carry and use a VMS transceiver and provide declaration reports
under Alternative 6B. Table 2.0.1 is a Summary of the 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 and is followed by a more detailed description of each alternative.

2.0 ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
2.1 Alternatives Previously Considered for Monitoring Time Area Closures

The July 2003 VMS EA ( “A Program to Monitor Time-Area Closures in the Pacific Coast Groundfish
Fishery”) was prepared prior to implementing the pilot VMS program in the limited entry fisheries. The
original VMS EA examined three primary issues relevant to the development of a program for monitoring
the time-area closures: 1) the monitoring system, 2) appropriate coverage levels, and 3) the payment
structure. The Council considered the alternative management actions for each of these issues before
making a recommendation to NMFS.

The monitoring system alternatives considered by the Council included: 1) declaration reports; 2) a basic
VMS system with 1-way communications and declaration reports; 3) an upgraded VMS system with 2-way
communications and declaration reports; and 4) fishery observers (1 per vessel) with declaration reports.
Declaration reports allow vessels to declare their intent to fish within a GCA specific to their gear type,
providing the activity is consistent with the GCA restrictions. The primary difference between the two VMS
alternatives was that the upgraded two-way system could allow messages to be sent to and from the
vessels, including fully compressed data messages. The basic 1-way VMS system primarily transmits
positions to a shore station.

At its November 2002 meeting, the Council recommended that NMFS move forward with a rulemaking to
require a basic VMS system and declaration reports. The Council indicated that it considered a basic
VMS system to be adequate for maintaining the integrity of the closed areas. A basic VMS system is
more costly than declaration reports, but less costly than either the upgraded VMS system or observers.

The coverage alternatives considered by the Council defined sectors of the commercial and recreational



groundfish fleets that would be required to carry the recommended monitoring system (either VMS or an
observer). The coverage alternatives included: 1) all vessels registered to limited entry permits; 2) all
limited entry vessels that fish in the EEZ at any time during the year; 3) all active limited entry, open
access, and recreational charter vessels that fish in conservation areas; and 4) 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 Washington, Oregon, and
California coasts be required to have and use VMS transceiver units whenever they fish. In addition, the
Council recommended declaration reporting requirements 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. This level of VMS coverage
would allow enforcement to effectively monitor limited entry trawl vessels for unlawful incursions into RCAs
while allowing legal incursions, such as midwater trawling, for Pacific whiting, yellowtail and widow rockfish
and non-groundfish target fisheries, to occur. A notable number of limited entry vessels also participate in
non-groundfish 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
RCAs. However, vessels registered to limited entry permits would be required to have 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.

The payment structure alternatives considered by the Council defined the cost responsibilities for
purchasing, installing, and maintaining the VMS transceiver units, as well as the responsibilities for
transmitting reports and data. The payment structure alternatives included: 1) 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; 2) the vessel pays only for the VMS transceiver and
NMFES pays all other costs; 3) NMFS pays for the initial transceiver, but all other associated expenses
including installation, maintenance and replacement would be paid for by the vessel; 4) and NMFS pays
for everything related to VMS. Although the Council recommended that NMFS fully fund a VMS
monitoring program, to date, it 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. Should funds become 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

As stated in the previous detection, 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 analyze expanding
the coverage of the initial VMS monitoring program to the open access fisheries to promote compliance
with regulations that prohibit some fishing activities in the RCAs and other GCAs, while allowing legal
fishing activity occurring within the GCAs to be effectively monitored. The purpose of this EA is to analyze
a range of VMS program coverage levels for vessels fishing pursuant to the harvest guidelines, quotas,
and other management measures governing the OA fishery.

The monitoring mechanism and payment structure that was 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. Neither state nor Federal funding are available
at this time. If money becomes available in the future, fishery participants may be reimbursed for all or a
portion of their VMS expenses.

Open access coverage alternatives




At the Council's September 2004 meeting, NMFS presented a draft EA that contained a range of five VMS
coverage alternatives for the open access fishery. These alternatives were based on the ad hoc VMS
committee’s October 2003 recommendation to the Council. The coverage levels identified in Alternatives
2-5A are based on different combinations of the open access gear groups. In order of priority, the VMS
ad hoc committee identified the need for VMS coverage for the following open access gear groups::
longline, groundfish pot, trawl (excluding shrimp), and line (excluding salmon). Alternative 2 requires all
vessels using longline gear to have and use a VMS transceiver. Each of the following Alternatives 3-5A
build on the previous alternative by adding the next open access gear group in order of priority. Each of
these alternatives is described in detail below.

The Council reviewed the five alternatives, considered input from its advisory bodies, and listened to
public testimony, before recommending a range of eight alternatives for further analysis and an October 1,
2005 implementation date for the expanded VMS program. Alternative 5B is based on the Enforcement
Consultants recommendations to the Council. This alternative is the same as 5A except that it excludes
vessels in fisheries where incidental catch of overfished species is very low, however it includes salmon
troll vessels. Alternative 6A, though modified by the Council, was based on the Groundfish Advisory
Panel's (GAP) majority view. Under Alternative 6A, VMS would be required on any commercial fishing
vessel for which an RCA restriction applied. This alternative was viewed by the GAP as a simple and
straight forward way to maintain the integrity of the RCAs. Alternative 7, is the GAP minority alternative,
and is basically the same as Alternative 6 except that vessels under 12 feet (ft) in length are excluded.
Though this alternative specifically excluded vessels that fish only in state waters, those vessels are
already excluded because there is no link to Federal authority at this time (Federal nexus).

In October 2004, the VMS ad hoc committee met and reviewed the alternatives recommended by the
Council for further analysis in the EA. Atthis same meeting, a variation of Alternative 6A was
recommended by the VMS ad hoc committee. Alternative 6B is the alternative that the VMS ad hoc
Committee requested to be added to the EA for analysis. Alternative 6B is the same as alternative 6A,
except that only salmon troll vessels north of 40 10 N. lat. that fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines,
guotas, and other management measures governing the OA fishery for groundfish species other than
yellowtail rockfish would be required to carry and use a VMS transceiver and provide declaration reports
under Alternative 6B. Table 2.0.1 is a Summary of the 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 and is followed by a more detailed description of each alternative.



Table 2.0.1: Summary of the 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

VMS Coverage Alternatives

Number of Affected OA Vessels
by Gear & Target Species: a/ b/

RCA Restrictions
by Gear & Target Species

Overfished Species Estimated Total Mortality by
Gear & Target Species

Alternative 1 — Status quo. Require
declaration reports from OA exempted trawl
vessels that are using allowed trawi gear to
fish within a trawl RCA

Ridgeback prawn 32 vessels/yr

Sea cucumber - 14 vessels/yr, 6 vessels/yr landed OA
groundfish

California halibut - 34 trawl vessels/yr, 17 vessels/yr
landed OA groundfish:

Pink shrimp - 98 vessels/yr

Pink shrimp - not subject to RCAs

Pink shrimp vessels use finfish excluders to
minimize overfished species bycatch

Alternative 2 --longline vessels. Require
all vessels using longline gear in Federal
waters fishing pursuant to the harvest
guidelines, quotas, and other management
measures governing the OA fishery to
provide declaration reports and to activate
and use a VMS transceiver.

¢/ Groundfish directed - 131 vessels/yr used longline
gear

Pacific halibut - 49 vessels/yr 31 landed OA groundfish
HMS - 47 vessels/yr in 2000 & 2001, 2 vessels/yr

landed groundfish. HMS longline gear currently
prohibited in EEZ.

Groundfish directed - non-trawl gear
RCA applies to groundfish longline gear

Pacific halibut - non-trawl RCA
restrictions adopted under halibut
regulations.

HMS - Longline gear currently prohibited
for HMS fishing in EEZ

Groundfish directed - bocaccio, canary, cowcod,
darkblotched, lingcod, pop and yelloweye.
Longline specific projections are not available.

Pacific halibut - 0.5 mt of yelloweye projected for
2005.

HMS- Longline gear currently prohibited in EEZ

Alternative 3 -- longline or pot vessels
Require all vessels using longline or pot gear
in Federal waters fishing pursuant to the
harvest guidelines, quotas, and other
management measures governing the OA
fishery to provide declaration reports and to
activate and use a VMS transceiver.

Longline - Same as Alt. 2
d/ Groundfish directed - 30 vessels/yr used pot gear

Dungeness crab - 733 vessels/yr, 45 vessels/yr landed
OA groundfish

Prawn - 40 vessels/yr, 8 vessels/yr landed OA
groundfish

California sheephead (CA nearshore.) - 8 vessels/yr
landed OA groundfish

Longline - Same as Alt. 2

Groundfish directed - non-trawl RCA
applies to groundfish pot gear

Dungeness crab, prawn, & California
sheephead - non-trawl RCA restrictions
apply when vessel takes and retains or
possesses federally managed
groundfish

Longline - Same as Alt. 2

Groundfish directed - bocaccio, canary, cowcod,
darkblotched, lingcod, pop and yelloweye. Pot
specific projections are not available.

Dungeness crab, spot prawn & California
sheephead - no overfished species catch
projected for 2005

Ridgeback prawn vessels - 0.1 mt of bocaccio
projected for 2005, all gear

Alternative 4 -- longline, pot, or trawl
vessels, excluding pink shrimp trawl
vessels. Require all vessels using longline,
pot or trawl gear in Federal waters fishing
pursuant to the harvest guidelines, quotas,
and other management measures governing
the OA fishery to provide declaration reports
and to activate and use a VMS transceiver.
Pink shrimp vessels are excluded.

Longline - Same as Alt. 2
Pot - Same as Alt. 3
Spot prawn- 26 vessels - gear currently prohibited

Ridgeback prawn 32 vessels/yr 18 vessels/yr landed
groundfish

Sea cucumber - 14 vessels/yr,67 vessels/yr landed OA
groundfish

California halibut - 34 trawl vessels/yr, 17 vessels/yr
landed OA groundfish

Longline - Same as Alt. 2

Pot - Same as Alt. 3

Ridgeback Prawn - exempted trawl
RCAs south of Cape Mendocino (40°10'
N. lat.)

Sea cucumber, and Califomnia halibut -
exempted trawl RCA south of 40°10' N.
lat.

Pink shrimp - not subject to RCAs

Longline gear - Same as Alt. 2
Pot gear- Same as Alt. 3

Ridgeback prawn vessels - 0.1 mt of bocaccio
projected for 2005, all gear

Spot prawn - gear currently prohibited

Sea cucumber - no overfished species catch
projected for 2005

California halibut - 0.1 mt of bocaccio, and 2.0 mt
of lingcod projected for 2005, all gears
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VMS COVERAGE ALTERNATIVES

Number of Affected OA Vessels
by Gear & Target Species: al b/

RCA Restrictions
by Gear & Target Species

Overfished Species Estimated Total Mortality
by Gear & Target Species

Alternative 5A -- longline, pot, trawl and
line gear vessels, excluding pink shrimp
trawl and salmon troll vessels. Require all
vessels using longline, pot, trawl, or line gear
in Federal waters fishing pursuant to the
harvest guidelines, quotas, and other
management measures governing the OA
fishery to provide declaration reports and to
activate and use a VMS transceiver. Vessels
using pink shrimp trawl gear are excluded.
Vessels using salmon troll gear are excluded.

Longline - Same as Alt. 2

Pot - Same as Alt. 3

Trawl - Same as Alt. 4

Groundfish directed - 738 vessels/yr used line gear
California halibut - 105 vessels/yr landed groundfish

HMS - 221 line gear vessels/yr, 12 vessels/yr landed
groundfish

Longline - Same as Alt. 2
Pot - Same as Alt. 3
Trawl - Same as Alt. 4

Groundfish directed - non-trawl RCA
applies

California halibut & HMS non-trawl RCA
restrictions apply south of 40°10' N. lat.
when vessel takes and retains or
possesses federally managed
groundfish

Longline - Same as Alt. 2

Pot - Same as Alt. 3

Trawl - Same as Alt. 4

Groundfish directed - bocaccio, canary, cowcod,
darkblotched, lingcod, POP and yelloweye. Line

gear specific projections are not available.

California halibut - 0.1 mt of bocaccio, and 2.0 mt
of lingcod projected for 2005, all gears

HMS - no overfished species catch projected for
2005.

Alternative 5B — (Enforcement
Consultants) longline, pot, trawl and line
gear vessels; excluding pink shrimp trawl,
HMS longline and line gear and
Dungeness crab pot gear. Require all
vessels using longline, pot, trawl, or line gear
in Federal waters fishing pursuant to the
harvest guidelines, quotas, and other
management measures governing the OA
fishery to provide declaration reports and to
activate and use a VMS transceiver. Vessels
using pink shrimp trawl gear are excluded.
Vessels using gears where the incidental
catch of overfished species is projected to be
minimal (HMS longline and line gear and
Dungeness crab pot gear) are excluded.

Longline - Same as Alt. 2, except that HMS is not
included - gear is currently prohibited

Pot - Same as Alt. 3, except that Dungeness crab
vessels are excluded

Trawl - Same as Alt. 4

Line gear - Same as Alt.5A, except 12 HMS line
vessels and 2 HMS longline vessels are excluded, and
177 salmon troll vessels are included - 1,020 line
vessels landed groundfish

Longline - Same as Alt. 2

Pot - Groundfish directed, prawn, &
California sheephead, same as Alt. 3

Trawl - Same as Alt. 4

Line - Groundfish directed & Califomnia
halibut are the same as Alt. 5A. Salmon
troll - south of 40°10' the non-trawl RCA
restrictions apply when vessel takes and
retains or possesses federally managed
groundfish; north of 40°10', the non-
trawl RCA restrictions apply when vessel
takes and retains or possesses federally
managed groundfish other than
yellowtail rockfish

Longline - Same as Alt. 2 because no overfished
species catch was projected for HMS vessels in
2005.

Pot - Same as Alt. 3 because no overfished
species catch was projected for Dungeness crab
vessels in 2005.

Trawl - Same as Alt. 4

Line gear - Same as Alt.5A, plus salmon troll
vessels - 0.2 mt of bocaccio, 1.6 mt canary, 0.3
mt lingcod, 0.2 mt yelloweye was projected for
HMS vessels in 2005. No overfished species
catch was projected for HMS vessels in 2005

Alternative 6A — (GAP Majority with
Council modifications) Any vessel
engaged in commercial fishing to which a
RCA restriction applies. Require all vessels
engaged in a commercial fishery to which an
RCA restriction applies to carry and use VMS
transceivers. Vessels using salmon,
Dungeness crab, CPS or HMS gear that do
not take and retain groundfish are excluded.
Pink shrimp vessels are excluded.

Longline - Same as Alt. 2, except that all Pacific halibut
vessels are included

Pot - Same as Alt. 3

Trawl - Includes all ridgeback prawn trawl 32
vessels/yr, Sea cucumber - 14 vessels,

California halibut - 34 trawl vessels/yr, 23 vessels/yr
landed OA groundfish

Line gear -Same as Alt.5B

Net gear (trammel, gillnet, setnet) - CPS - 250
vessels/yr, 3 vessels/yr landed OA groundfish.

Other gears - other gears such as spear, dredge.. 4
vessels per year

Longline - Same as Alt. 2
Pot - Same as Alt. 3
Trawl - Same as Alt. 4.

Line - Groundfish directed, HMS &
California halibut are the same as Alt.
5A. Salmon troll - south of 40°10"; the
non-trawl RCA restrictions apply when
vessel takes and retains or possesses
federally managed groundfish; north of
40°10', the non-trawl RCA restrictions
apply when vessel takes and retains or
possesses federally managed
groundfish other than yellowtail rockfish.

Longline - Same as Alt. 2

Pot - Same as Alt. 3

Trawl - Same as Alt. 4

Line gear - Same as Alt.5A, plus salmon troll
vessels - 0.2 mt of bocaccio, 1.6 mt canary, 0.3
mt lingcod, 0.2 mt yelloweye was projected for
HMS vessels in 2005. No overfished species
catch was projected for HMS vessels in 2005

CPS - 0.3 mt of bocaccio
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VMS COVERAGE ALTERNATIVES

Number of Affected OA Vessels
by Gear & Target Species: a/ b/

RCA Restrictions
by Gear & Target Species

Overfished Species Estimated Total Mortality by
Gear & Target Species

Alternative 6B — (VMS committee) Any
vessel engaged in commercial fishing to
which a RCA restriction applies, except
salmon troll vessels operating in waters
north of 40°10" N. lat. that only retain
yellowtail rockfish. Require all vessels
engaged in a commercial fishery to which an
RCA restriction applies to carry and use VMS
transceivers. Vessels using salmon,
Dungeness crab, CPS or HMS gear that do
not take and retain groundfish are excluded.
Salmon troll vessels operating in waters north
of 40°10' N. lat. that only retain yellowtail
rockfish are excluded. Pink shrimp vessels
are excluded. If an RCA requirement is
discontinued during the year, mandatory VMS
coverage would be discontinued for the
affected vessels.

Longline - Same as Alt. 2

Pot - Same as Alt. 3

Trawl - Same as Alt. 6A

Line gear -Same as Alt.5B, except salmon troll vessels
operating in waters north of 40°10' N. lat. that only
retain yellowtail rockfish are notincluded. >43 but <134
vessels/yr would be excluded from coast wide value
Net gear - Same as Alt. 6A

Other gears -Same as Alt. 6A

Longline - Same as Alt. 2
Pot - Same as Alt. 3
Trawl - Same as Alt. 4.

Line gear - Same as Alt. 6A

Longline - Same as Alt. 2

Pot - Same as Alt. 3

Trawl - Same as Alt. 4

Line gear - Same as Alt.6A, north and south

specific total catch projections for salmon troll are
not available.

Alternative 7 — (GAP minority with Council
modifications) Any vessel engaged in
commercial fishing to which a RCA
restriction applies, except vessels less
than 12 feet in overall length. Require all
vessels >12 ft in length that fish in federal
waters for which there is an RCA requirement
to carry and use VMS transceivers and to
provide declaration reports. Vessels using
salmon, Dungeness crab, CPS, or HMS gear
that do not take and retain groundfish are
excluded. Pink shrimp vessels are excluded.
Vessels that fish exclusively in state waters
are excluded.

Same as Alt. 6A except that approximately 22
vessels/yr, each less than 12 feet in length, would be
excluded. This is an average of 6 longline, 2 pot, and
14 line gear vessels/yr.

Longline - Same as Alt. 2
Pot - Same as Alt. 3
Trawl - Same as Alt. 4.

Line gear - Same as Alt. 6A

Longline - Same as Alt. 2
Pot - Same as Alt. 3
Trawl - Same as Alt. 4

Line gear - Same as Alt.6A

a/ Unless other wise noted, the number of vessels is the average number of participants for the years 2000-2003.
b/ The number vessels represents those that operated in both state and/or federal waters. The data does not allow vessels that only fished in federal waters to be identified.
¢/ For longline gear, directed was defined as a vessel with an exvessel value of groundfish greater than $2,500

d/ Directed groundfish pot was defined as having an exvessel value greater than 20% of all other West Coast vessel revenue
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Alternative 1: Status quo. Do not specify mandatory VMS program coverage requirements for vessels
used to fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines, quotas, and other management measures governing the
OA fishery.

Discussion: Vessels without limited entry permits that fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines, quotas, and
other management measures governing the OA fishery would not be required to carry and use VMS
transceiver units. However, 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 reports would continue to be required from vessels using exempted trawl
gear.

Alternative 2: longline vessels. Beginning October 1, 2005, require all vessels using longline gear that
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 identified under this alternative is used to take and retain, possess, or land
federally managed groundfish in federal waters, the vessel would be required to activate a VMS
transceiver unit and to continuously operate the unit (24 hours a day) for the remainder of the calendar
year. A declaration report would be required prior to leaving port on a trip in which the vessel was used to
fish in a GCA 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 and 2003, an average of 131 vessels per year used longline gear for directed
harvest of groundfish. These vessels targeted species such as sablefish, lingcod, and rockfish. For the
purpose of this analysis, directed vessels were assumed to be those longline vessels with an annual
exvessel landings value of groundfish that exceeded 30 percent. The average annual groundfish exvessel
revenue for open access vessels that used longline gear for directed harvest of groundfish between 2000
and 2003 was $6,331 per vessel. Between 2000 and 2003, an average of 1 vessels per year landed
groundfish while using longline gear to target California halibut. The average annual groundfish longline
revenue for each of these vessels was $133. An average of 31 out of 49 directed Pacific halibut vessels
that fished south of Point Chehalis, WA and landed groundfish between 2000 and 2003. Longline gear is
no longer allowed in federal waters off the West Coast by vessels harvesting Highly Migratory Species
(HMS) species. Unless a HMS vessel possessed groundfish taken with longline gear outside the EEZ,
they would not be required to have VMS.

Overfished species interactions for all open access directed groundfish gears were projected to include
bocaccio, canary rockfish, cowcod, darkblotched rockfish, lingcod, POP and yelloweye rockfish. Gear
specific overfished species catch projections were not available for the directed open access gears. For
the California halibut fishery, overfished species projections for 2005 were combined for trawl and longline
gear. The California halibut overfished species catch projections for 2005 were 0.1 mt of bocaccio and
2.0 mt of lingcod. Overfished species from the Pacific halibut fishery were projected to be 0.5 mt of
yelloweye rockfish for 2005. No overfished species catch was projected for the HMS longline fishery for
2005.

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 uses longline gear to fish in the open access fishery in Federal waters.
The use of the term “fish” or “fishing” includes possessing federally managed groundfish in federal waters,
even if the groundfish were taken and retained seaward of the EEZ or in state waters. Under this
alternative, data would be available to monitor vessels using longline gear in the open access fisheries for
unlawful incursions into conservation areas. Vessels must continue to operate the VMS units once the
requirement is triggered; therefore, position data would be available for the vessels when they participate
in other state and federal fisheries. Because of the mobility of vessels within the open access fleet to fish
with alternative open access gears, some vessels, particularly directed vessels or those in fisheries where
alternative gears are allowed, may change gear (such at to pot or line gear) to avoid the VMS
requirements.
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Alternative 3: longline or pot vessels. In addition to those vessels identified under Alternative 2,
beginning October 1, 2005, require all vessels using longline or pot gear to fishing 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
identified under this alternative is used to take and retain, possess, or land federally managed groundfish
in Federal waters, 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. A declaration report
would be required prior to leaving port on a trip in which the vesselis used to fish in a GCA 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 and 2003, an average of 30 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 annual 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 $8,809 per vessel. Other
fisheries where pot gear is used and incidentally caught groundfish are landed are the Dungeness crab,
prawn, and California sheephead (currently part of the California nearshore species management group)
fisheries. On average between 2000 and 2003, 45 vessels landed open access groundfish while using
pot gear to fish for Dungeness crab. The average annual exvessel revenue of groundfish landed by
Dungeness crab vessels during the 2000-2003 period was $2,555 per vessel. On average between 2000
and 2003, 8 vessels landed open access groundfish while using pot gear to fish for spot and ridgeback
prawns. The average annual groundfish exvessel revenue for prawn vessels during the 2000-2003 period
was $1,674 per vessel. On average between 2000 and 2003, 8 vessels per year landed open access
groundfish taken in pot gear by vessels also fishing for California sheephead. The average annual
groundfish exvessel revenue for California sheephead vessels in the 2000-2003 period was $1,584 per
vessel.

Overfished species interactions in the directed groundfish fisheries are projected to include bocaccio,
canary rockfish, cowcod, darkblotched rockfish, lingcod, POP and yelloweye rockfish. Gear specific
overfished species catch projections were not available for the directed open access gears. No
overfished species catch was projected for the Dungeness crab or ridgeback prawn pot gear fisheries in
2005. California sheephead are caught in the nearshore fishery in California. Overfished species bycatch
projections for the California nearshore fisheries were included in the direct fisheries impact estimates for
2005.

Vessels would be required to operate their VMS units continuously from the point at which a vessel leaves
port on a trip in which longline or pot gear to fish in the open access fishery in Federal waters. The use of
the tern “fish” or “fishing” includes possessing federally managed groundfish in Federal waters, even if the
groundfish were taken and retained seaward of the EEZ or in state waters. Under this alternative, data
would be available to monitor vessels using longline or pot gear in the open access fisheries for unlawful
incursions into conservation areas. Vessels must continue to operate the VMS units once the requirement
is triggered, therefore, position data would be available for the vessels when they participate in other state
and federal fisheries. Because of the mobility of vessels within the fleet to fish with alternative open
access gears, some vessels, particularly directed vessels or those in fisheries were alternative gears are
allowed, may change gear (such as to line gear) to avoid the VMS requirements.

Alternative 4: longline, pot, or trawl vessels, excluding pink shrimp trawl vessels. In addition to
those vessels identified under Alternatives 2 and 3, beginning on October 1, 2005, require all vessels that
use longline gear, pot or trawl gear, excluding pink shrimp trawl gear fishing pursuant to the harvest
guidelines, quotas, and other management measures governing the open access fishery, to carry and use
VMS transceiver units and to provide declaration reports. Prior to leaving port on a trip in which a vessel
identified under this alternative is used to take and retain, possess, or land federally managed groundfish
in Federal waters, 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. A declaration report
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would be required prior to leaving port on a trip in which the vessel is used to fish in a GCA 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 open access fisheries in which trawl gear is used are the exempted trawl
fisheries for sea cucumber, California halibut, ridgeback prawns, and pink shrimp. This alternative applies
to exempted trawl vessels that take and retain, possess or land groundfish taken with exempted trawl
gear, except pink shrimp. On average between 2000 and 2003, 6 vessels landed open access groundfish
while using trawl gear to fish for sea cucumbers. The average annual groundfish exvessel revenue of
groundfish landed by sea cucumber vessels during the 2000-2003 period was $153 per vessel. On
average, between 2000 and 2003, 17 vessels landed open access groundfish while using trawl gear to
fish for California halibut. The average annual exvessel revenue of groundfish landed by California halibut
vessels during the 2000-2003 period was $729 per vessel. On average between 2000 and 2003, 18
vessels landed open access groundfish while using trawl gear to fish for ridgeback prawns. The average
annual groundfish exvessel revenue of groundfish landed by ridgeback prawn vessels during the 2000-
2003 period was $740 per vessel. After 2002, Washington State prohibited the use of trawl nets for
harvesting spot prawns. On February 18, 2003, the California Fish and Game Commission adopted
regulations prohibiting the use of trawl nets to take spot prawn. The regulations went into effect on April 1,
2003. After 2003, Oregon prohibited the use of trawl nets for harvesting spot prawns. 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 for pink shrimp vessels.

No overfished species catch was projected for the sea cucumber trawl fishery for 2005. The 2005
projected overfished species catch in the ridgeback prawn trawl fishery was 0.1 mt of bocaccio. Gear
specific overfished species catch projections were not available for the California halibut trawl fishery.
However, the 2005 projections for all gears targeting California halibut is 0.1 mt of bocaccio and 2.0 mt of
lingcod.

Vessels would be required to operate their VMS units continuously from the point at which a vessel leaves
port on a trip in longline or pot gear is used to fish in the open access fishery in Federal waters. The use
of the tern “fish” or “fishing” includes possessing federally managed groundfish in Federal waters, even if
the groundfish were taken and retained seaward of the EEZ or in state waters. Under this alternative,
data would be available to monitor vessels using longline, pot, or exempted trawl gear (except fo pink
shrimp trawl) in the open access fisheries for unlawful incursions into conservation areas. Vessels must
continue to operate the VMS units once the requirement is triggered; therefore, position data would be
available for the vessels when they participate in other state and federal fisheries. Mobility of vessels
within the fleet to fish with alternative open access gears to avoid the VMS requirements is effectively the
same as alternative 3, because it is unlikely that vessels exempted trawl gears would line gear to avoid the
VMS requirements.

Alternative 5A: longline, pot, trawl and line gear vessels, excluding pink shrimp trawl and salmon
troll vessels. In addition to those vessels identified under Alternatives 2-4, beginning on October 1, 2005,
require all vessels that use longline, 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 identified under this alternative is used to take, retain, possess, or
land federally managed groundfish in Federal waters, 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. A declaration report would be required prior to leaving port on a trip in which the vessel is
used to fish in a GCA 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
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Alternative 2, 3 and 4. Between 2000 and 2003, an average of 738 vessels per year used line gear to
target groundfish in the open access fishery. The average annual exvessel revenue of groundfish during
this period was $2,639 per vessel. Other fisheries in which line gear is used and where incidentally caught
groundfish are landed are the California halibut, HMS and salmon troll vessels. On average between
2000 and 2003, less than 105 vessels landed open access groundfish while using open access line gear
to fish for California halibut. The average annual groundfish exvessel revenue of groundfish landed by
California Halibut vessels during the 2000-2003 period was $225 per vessel. On average between 2000
and 2003, 12 vessels landed open access groundfish while using trawl gear to fish for HMS. The average
annual groundfish exvessel revenue of groundfish landed by HMS vessels during the 2000-2003 period
was $969 per vessel. The salmon troll fisheries are allowed to fish within the nontrawl RCA and are
allowed to retain some groundfish. Because VMS cannot be used to determine where a particular species
was caught, VMS was originally considered to be an effective enforcement tool for monitoring open
access trip limit compliance by salmon troll vessels.

Overfished species interactions in the directed groundfish fisheries were projected to include bocaccio,
canary rockfish, cowcod, darkblotched rockfish, lingcod, POP and yelloweye rockfish. Gear specific
overfished species catch projections were not available for the directed open access gears nor were gear
specific overfished species catch projections available for the California halibut trawl fishery. The 2005
However, 0.1 mt of bocaccio and 2.0 mt of lingcod were projected to be taken by all gears targeting
California halibut. No overfished species catch was projected for the HMS line gear fisheries for 2005.

Vessels would be required to operate their VMS units continuously from the point at which a vessel leaves
port on a trip in which longline or pot gear is used to fish in the open access fishery in Federal waters. The
use of the tern “fish” or “fishing” includes possessing federally managed groundfish in Federal waters,
even if the groundfish were taken and retained seaward of the EEZ or in state waters. Under this
alternative, data would be available to monitor vessels using longline, pot, exempted trawl gear (except for
pink shrimp trawl), and line gear (except salmon troll) in the open access fisheries for unlawful incursions
into conservation areas. Vessels must continue to operate the VMS units once the requirement is
triggered; therefore, position data would be available for the vessels when they participate in other state
and federal fisheries.

Alternative 5B: longline, pot, trawl and line gear vessels; excluding pink shrimp trawl, HMS
longline and line gear and Dungeness crab pot gear. Beginning on October 1, 2005, require all
vessels that use longline, pot, trawl or line 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. Vessels using pink shrimp trawl gear are excluded under this alternative.
In addition, vessels using HMS longline and line gear, and Dungeness crab pot gear, gears where the
incidental catch of overfished species is projected to be minimal, are excluded. Prior to leaving porton a
trip in which a vessel identified under this alternative is used to take and retain, possess, or land federally
managed groundfish in Federal waters, 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. A
declaration report would be required prior to leaving port on a trip in which the vessel is used to fish in a
GCA 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 the same vessels as those identified under
Alternative 2, 3 and 4, except that vessels using gears where the incidental catch of overfished species is
projected to be minimal, are excluded. Vessels using pink shrimp trawl gear are excluded under this
alternative. The gears with low incidental catch of overfished species are HMS longline and line gear, and
Dungeness crab pot gear. An average of 2 vessels per year between 2000 and 2003 landed groundfish
taken with longline gear while targeting HMS (currently prohibited gear in the EEZ); approximately 12
vessels per year between 2000 and 2003 landed groundfish taken with line gear while targeting HMS; and
approximately 45 vessels per year between 2000 and 2003 landed groundfish taken with pot gear while
targeting Dungeness crab. Under this alternative, vessels using salmon troll gear to fish pursuant to the
harvest guidelines, quotas, and other management measures governing the open access fishery would
also be required to carry and use VMS transceivers and provide declaration reports. Between 2000 and
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2003, an average of 177 vessels per year landed groundfish taken with salmon troll gear. The annual
exvessel value of groundfish taken by salmon troll vessels during this period was $173 per vessel.

Overfished species interactions in the directed groundfish fisheries were projected to include bocaccio,
canary rockfish, cowcod, darkblotched rockfish, lingcod, POP and yelloweye rockfish. Gear specific
overfished species catch projections were not available for the directed open access gears. Though gear
specific overfished species catch projections were not available for the California halibut trawl fishery, 0.1
mt of bocaccio and 2.0 mt of lingcod were projected to be taken by all gears targeting California halibut.
For 2005, salmon troll vessels were projected to take 0.2 mt of bocaccio, 1.6 mt of canary rockfish, 0.3 mt
of lingcod, and 0.2 mt of yelloweye rockfish.

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 uses longline or pot gear to fish in the open access fishery in Federal
waters. The use of the tern “fish” or “fishing” includes possessing federally managed groundfish in
Federal waters, even if the groundfish were taken and retained seaward of the EEZ or in state waters.
Under this alternative, the available data would be the similar to 5A. HMS vessels are currently prohibited
from using longline gear in the EEZ, data from approximately 12 vessels landing groundfish taken with line
gear while targeting HMS and approximately 45 vessels landing groundfish taken with pot gear while
targeting Dungeness crab would be excluded. However, data from, an average of 177 salmon troll
vessels per year would be available under this alternative.

Alternative 6A: Any vessel engaged in commercial fishing to which a RCA restriction applies.
Require all vessels engaged in a commercial fishery to which an RCA restriction applies to carry and use
VMS transceivers and provide declaration reports. Vessels using salmon, Dungeness crab, coastal
Pelagic Species (CPS) or HMS gear that do not take and retain groundfish are excluded. Pink shrimp
vessels are excluded. Because there is no link to Federal authority at this time (Federal nexus), vessels
that fish exclusively in state waters are excluded. Prior to leaving porton a trip in which a vessel identified
under this alternative is used to take and retain, possess, or land federally managed groundfish in Federal
waters, 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. A declaration report would be
required prior to leaving port on a trip in which the vessel is used to fish in a GCA 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 the same vessels as those identified under
Alternative 5A, except that all vessels using longline gear to target Pacific halibut and all vessels using
exempted trawl gear to target ridgeback prawns, sea cucumber, and California halibut would be included
rather than only those exempted trawl vessels that take and retain, possess or land groundfish. In
addition, vessels using salmon troll, net and other gears to fish pursuant to the harvest guidelines, quotas,
and other management measures governing the open access fishery would be required to have and use
VMS transceiver units and provide declaration reports. An average of 49 vessels per year between 2000
and 2003 fished in the directed commercial fishery for Pacific halibut south of Point Chehalis. All of these
would be included under this alternative. This alternative also included all vessels using exempted trawl
gear. On average between 2000 and 2003, 34 vessels per year used trawl gear to fish for California
halibut, 14 vessels per year used trawl gear to fish for sea cucumbers, and 32 vessels per year used trawl
gear to fish for ridgeback prawn. Like Alternative 5B, vessels using salmon troll gear to fish pursuant to
the harvest guidelines, quotas, and other management measures governing the open access fishery
would also be required to carry and use VMS transceivers and provide declaration reports. Between 2000
and 2003, an average of 177 vessels per year landed groundfish taken with salmon troll gear. The annual
exvessel value of groundfish taken by salmon troll vessels during this period was $ 173 per vessel.
Vessels landing groundfish with CPS net gear would be included under this alternative and are projected
to take 0.3 mt of bocaccio rockfish. Only 3 CPS vessels to landed groundfish with a per vessel exvessel
revenue of $358.
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Overfished species interactions under this alternative are the same as those under alternative 5B,
because overfished species were projected to be taken in the HMS longline or line gear fisheries or for the
Dungeness crab pot gear fishery for 2005.

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 fish in the open access fishery in Federal waters with a gear for
which there is an RCA restriction. The use of the tern “fish” or “fishing” includes possessing federally
managed groundfish in Federal waters, even if the groundfish were taken and retained seaward of the
EEZ or in state waters.

Alternative 6B: Any vessel engaged in commercial fishing to which a RCA restriction applies,
except salmon troll vessels operating in waters north of 40°10' N. lat. that only retain yellowtail
rockfish. Require all vessels engaged in a commercial fishery to which an RCA restriction applies to
carry and use VMS transceivers and provide declaration reports. Vessels using salmon, Dungeness crab,
CPS or HMS gear that do not take and retain groundfish are excluded. Salmon troll vessels operating in
waters north of 40°10"' N. lat. that only retain yellowtail rockfish are excluded. Pink shrimp vessels are
excluded. If an RCA requirement is discontinued during the year, mandatory VMS coverage would be
discontinued for the affected vessels. Because there is no link to Federal authority at this time (Federal
nexus), vessels that fish exclusively in state waters are excluded. Prior to leaving port on a trip in which a
vessel identified under this alternative is used to take and retain, possess, or land federally managed
groundfish in Federal waters, 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. A
declaration report would be required prior to leaving port on a trip in which the vessel is used to fish in a
GCA 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 the same vessels as those identified under
Alternative 6A except that salmon troll vessels operating in waters north of 40°10' N. lat. that only retain
yellowtail rockfish are excluded (>43, but <134 vessels). In the long term, fewer vessels may be affected
than under Alternative 6A. This is because Alternative 6B includes a provision to discontinued mandatory
VMS coverage for open access gear groups when the RCA requirements are discontinued.

Overfished species interactions under this alternative are similar to those under alternative 5B and 6A.
However data on the overfished species impacts for salmon troll vessel are not available for north and
south of 40°10' N. lat. 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 fish in the open access fishery in
Federal waters with a gear for which there is an RCA restriction. The use of the tern “fish” or “fishing”
includes possessing federally managed groundfish in Federal waters, even if the groundfish were taken
and retained seaward of the EEZ or in state waters. Less salmon troll data would be available for vessels
fishing north 40°10' N. lat than would be available under alternatives 5B or 6A.

Alternative 7: Any vessel engaged in commercial fishing to which an RCA restriction applies,
except vessels less than 12 feet in overall length. Require all vessels greater than 12 ftin length that
are engaged in a commercial fishery to which an RCA restriction applies to carry and use VMS
transceivers and provide declaration reports. Vessels using salmon, Dungeness crab, CPS or HMS gear
that do not take and retain groundfish are excluded. Pink shrimp vessels are excluded. Vessels that fish
exclusively in state waters are excluded. Prior to leaving port on a trip in which a vessel identified under
this alternative is used to take and retain, possess, or land federally managed groundfish in Federal
waters, 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. A declaration report would be
required prior to leaving port on a trip in which the vessel is used to fish in a GCA 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.
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Discussion: The vessels identified under this alternative are the same vessels as those identified under
Alternative 6A, except that vessels less than 12 feet in length are excluded. An average of 22 vessels per
year between 2000 and 2003 landed groundfish and were less than 12 feetin length. These vessel
included 6 vessels that used longline gear, 2 vessels that used pot gear, and 14 vessels that used line
gear.

Overfished species interactions under this alternative are similar to those under alternative 5B and 6A.
Data on the overfished species impacts for vessel under 12 feet in length are not available. 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 used longline or pot gear to fish in the open access fishery in Federal waters.
The use of the tern “fish” or “fishing” includes possessing federally managed groundfish in Federal waters,
even if the groundfish were taken and retained seaward of the EEZ or in state waters. Less data would be
available from approximately 6 vessels that use longline gear, 2 vessels that use pot gear, and 14 vessels
that use line gear.

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 fish in the open access fishery in Federal waters with a gear for
which there is an RCA restriction. The use of the tern “fish” or “fishing” includes possessing federally
managed groundfish in Federal waters, even if the groundfish were taken and retained seaward of the
EEZ or in state waters.

2.3 Alternatives rejected from further analysis

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 vessel is used to fish within a GCA or 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 nontrawl 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 targeting HMS with purse seine gear, and those
targeting the gillnet complex (California halibut, white sea bass, sharks, and white croaker) with driftnet.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The purpose of this EA is to analyze a range of alternatives for expanding the VMS program into the open
access 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, and the fishing-dependent communities where vessels
dock and fishing families live. 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 original July 2003 VMS EA titled, The
Program to Monitor Time-Area Closures in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery. Section 3.1, Physical
Environment, of the original EA contained detailed information on the marine ecosystem. In addition,
Section 3.2 of the February 2005 Draft EFH EIS titled: The Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
Management Plan, Essential Fish Habitat Designation and Minimization of Adverse Impacts, contains
further information on the physical environment. Readers who are interested in more detailed information
on the physical environment are referred to the Draft EFH EIS.

3.1.1 Current Habitat Protection Areas

There are many areas off the West Coast where marine habitat is afforded some level of protection
through existing regulations. These are areas that have been established by federal, state, and local
agencies or other organizations. Areas may have been established to regulate navigation, restrict access
(e.q., for security or fishing purposes), protect certain natural resources, regulate use, or for other
purposes. These areas are known generally as marine managed areas, but are more specifically called
such things as National Wildlife Refuges, National Marine Sanctuaries, fishery closure areas, State Parks,
oil platform navigation safety zones, national security zones, marine protected areas, or marine reserves:
There are about 321 distinct areas. Fifty nine of which may be considered marine reserves where all
fishing is prohibited due either to specific fishing regulations or to access restrictions. That is, the majority
of sites included in the table do not prohibit all fishing activities. Some sites may, for example, prohibit
commercial fishing but allow recreational fishing; others allow fishing for some, but not all species of fish
or invertebrates. Still others may only regulate fishing for one type of organism. A description of the areas
is contained in Section 3.6 of the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan, Essential Fish
Habitat Designation and Minimization of Adverse Impacts, Draft EIS, prepared in February 2005.

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. W hile 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
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fish that may be harvested from the fishery each year without jeopardizing the stability of 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 established for the species or species groups that the Council
proposes to manage. In 2005, OYs are defined for the following groundfish species and species groups:
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, splithose rockfish, widow rockfish, yelloweye
rockfish, and yellowtail rockfish. Numerical OYs are not set for every stock.

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. In 2005, 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, Biological Environment,
of the original EA, 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 EIS, 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 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.
Table 3.2.2.1 lists the species are subject to the conservation and management requirements of the ESA
because they are listed as threatened or endangered.
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Table 3.2.2.1. West Coast Endangered Species

Marine Mammals Seabirds
Threatened: Endangered:
. Steller sea lion (Eumetopias jubatus) . Short-tail albatross (Phoebastria (=Diomedea) albatrus)
Eastern Stock . California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis)
. Guadalupe fur seal (Arctocephalus . California least tern (Sterna antillarum browni)
townsend)
. Southern sea otter (Enhydra lutris) Threatened:
California Stock . Marbled murrelet (Brachyramphs marmoratus)
Sea Turtles Salmon
Endangered: Endangered:
. Green turtle (Chelonia mydas) . Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)
. Leatherback turtle (Dermochelys Sacramento River Winter; Upper Columbia Spring
coriacea) . Sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka)
. Olive ridly turtle (Lepidochelys olivacea) Snake River
. Steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss)
Threatened: Southern California; Upper Columbia
. Loggerhead turtle (Caretta caretta)
Threatened:
. Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch)

Central California, Southern Oregon, and Northern
California Coasts

. Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)
Snake River Fall, Spring, and Summer; Puget Sound;
Lower Columbia; Upper Willamette; Central Valley
Spring; California Coastal

. Chum salmon (Oncorhynchus keta)

Hood Canal Summer; Columbia River
. Sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka)

Ozette Lake
. Steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss)

South-Central California, Central California Coast,
Snake River Basin, Lower Columbia, California Central
Valley, Upper Willamette, Middle Columbia, Northern
California

Marine Mammals: Table 3.2.3.1 of the original VMS EA identified marine mammal com munities by depth
categories (nearshore, shelf and slope depth) that approximate those defined by the RCAs for three coastal
regions, which included southern California, central to northern California, and Oregon to British Columbia.

Seabirds: Over sixty species of seabirds occur in waters off the West 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 areas where open access commercial fishing occurs;
commercial 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 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 West 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.

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
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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. The open
access groundfish fishery includes vessels that take and retain groundfish while using troll gear to target
salmon.

This is a tiered EA that expands on information presented in the original 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 Non-groundfish Species Interactions

Dungeness Crab: Dungeness crab (Cancer magister) are 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 (98 fm). Although Dungeness crab are found on mud
and gravel, it is most abundant on sandy bottoms and in eelgrass. Dungeness crab, are typically harvested
using traps (crab pots), ring nets, by hand (scuba divers) or dip nets, and may be incidentally taken or
harmed unintentionally by groundfish gears.

Highly Migratory Species: Highly migratory species (HMS) include tunas, billfish, dorado, and sharks. HMS
species range great distances during their lifetime, extending beyond national boundaries into international
waters and among the EEZs of many nations in the Pacific. In 2003, the Council adopted a Highly Migratory
Species FMP (PFMC 2003) to federally regulate the take of HMS within and outside the U.S. West Coast
EEZ. NMFS approved the FMP, allowing implementation, on January 30, 2004. The HMS FMP describes
species proposed for active management in detail. These are five tuna species, five shark species, striped
marlin, swordfish, and dorado or dolphinfish.

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.

Ridgeback prawn: Ridgeback prawns (Sicyonia ingentis) are found south of Monterey, California to Baja,
California in depths of 145 feet (73 fm) to 525 feet (263 fm) (Sunada et al. 2001). They are more abundant
south of Point Conception and are the most common invertebrate appearing in trawls. Their preferred habitat
is sand, shell and green mud substrate, and they are relatively sessile. Although information about their
feeding habits is limited, these prawns probably are detritus feeders. In turn, they are prey for sea robins,
rockfish, and lingcod. Unlike other shrimp species, which carry their eggs during maturation, ridgeback
prawns release their eggs into the water column. They spawn seasonally from June to October. Surveys
recorded increasing abundance of ridgeback prawns from 1982, when surveys began, to 1985. The
population then declined. More recent CPUE data suggest increased abundance in the 1990s. These
changes may be due to climate phenomena, particularly El Nifio events.

Pacific Halibut:. Pacific halibut (Hippoglossus stenolepis), in the family Pleuronectidae , range along the
continental shelf in the North Pacific and Bering Sea in waters of 22 to 366 fm (40 to 200 m). They have flat,
diamond-shaped bodies and may migrate long distances. Juvenile halibut, mostly shorter than the legal size
limit, tend to migrate from north to south until they reach maturity. Adult halibut migrate from shallow summer
feeding grounds to deeper winter spawning grounds. Most adult fish return to the same feeding grounds
each summer where most commercial and recreational fishing occurs.

California Halibut: California halibut (Paralichthys californicus) are a left-eyed flatfish of the family

Bothidae. Theyrange from Northern Washington at approximately the Quileute River to southern Baja,
California (Eschmeyer et al. 1983), but are most common south of Oregon. The center of distribution occurs
south of Oregon. They predominantly associate with sand substrates from nearshore areas just beyond the
surf line to about 183 m. California halibut feed on fishes and squids and can take their prey well off the
bottom. They are an important sport and commercial species, especially in California where they are
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targeted using hook-and-line and trawl gear.

California Sheephead: California sheephead (Semicossyphus pulcher) are alarge member of the wrasse
family Labridae. They range from Monterey Bay south to Guadalupe Island in central Baja, California and in
the Gulf of California, but are uncommon north of Point Conception. They can live to 50 years of age and
attain a maximum length of 91 cm (16 kg). Like some other wrasse species, California sheephead change
sex starting first as a female, but changing to a male at about 30 cm in length.

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 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.

Stock assessments for Pacific sardine and Pacific mackerel from December 1999 and July 1999,
respectively, indicate increasing relative abundance for both species. Pacific sardine biomass in U.S. waters
was estimated to be 1,581,346 mt in 1999; Pacific mackerel biomass (in U.S. waters) was estimated to be
239,286 mt. Pacific sardine landings for the directed fisheries off California and Baja California, Mexico,
reached the highest level in recent history during 1999, with a combined total of 115,051 mt harvested. In
1998, near-record landings of 70,799 mt of Pacific mackerel occurred for the combined directed fisheries off
California and Baja California.

Population dynamics for market squid are poorly understood, and annual commercial catch varies from less
than 10,000 mt to 90,000 mt. They are thought to have an annual mortality rate approaching 100%, which
means the adult population is almost entirely new recruits and successful spawning is crucial to future years’
abundance. Amendment 10 to the CPS FMP (January 27, 2003; 68 FR 3819) describes and analyzes
several approaches for estimating an MSY proxy for market squid.

Sea Cucumber: Two sea cucumber species are targeted commercially: the California sea cucumber
(Parastichopus californicus) and the warty sea cucumber (P. parvimensis) (Rogers-Bennett and Ono 2001).
These species are tube-shaped Echinoderms, a phylum that also includes sea stars and sea urchins. The
California sea cucumber occurs as far north as Alaska, while the warty sea cucumber is uncommon north of
Point Conception and does not occur north of Monterey. Both species are found in the intertidal zone to as
deep as 300 feet. These bottom-dwelling organisms feed on detritus and small organisms found in the sand
and mud. Because sea cucumbers consume bottom sediment and remove food from it, they can alter the
substrate in areas where they are concentrated. They can also increase turbidity as they excrete ingested
sand or mud particles. Sea stars, crabs, various fishes, and sea otters prey upon them. They spawn by
releasing gametes into the water column, and spawning occurs simultaneously for different segments of a
population. During development, they go through several planktonic larval stages, settling to the bottom two
months to three months after fertilization of the egg. Little is known about the population status of these two
species; and assessment is difficult, because of their patchy distribution. However, density surveys suggest
abundance has declined since the late 1980s, which is not unexpected since a commercial fishery for these
species began in the late 1970s and expanded substantially after 1990.

Spot prawn: Spot prawn (Pandalus platyceros) are the largest of the pandalid shrimp and range from Baja,

California north to the Aleutian Islands and west to the Korean Strait (Larson 2001). They inhabit rocky or
hard bottoms including coral reefs, glass sponge reefs, and the edges of marine canyons. They have a
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patchy distribution, which may result from active habitat selection and larval transport. Spot prawns are
hermaphroditic, first maturing as males at about three years of age. They enter a transition phase after
mating at about four years of age when they metamorphose into females. Spot prawns are taken by both
traps and trawls on the West Coast with the fishery taking predominantly older females. Further information
on the biological environment can be found in Section 3 of the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management
Plan, Essential Fish Habitat Designation and Minimization of Adverse Impacts, Draft EIS, prepared in
February 2005.

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 carefully crafted to recognize the
tendencies of overfished species to co-occur with healthy stocks in certain times and areas. Management
measures have been specifically designed to reduce incidental interception of overfished species taken in
fisheries targeting more abundant groundfish stocks. In addition to reduce overfished species catch by
reducing trip limits for target species that co-occurrence with overfished species, GCAs and RCAs (large
geographically defined conservation areas where fishing is restricted or prohibited to protect overfished
species) 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.

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. Since 2003, GCAs included the two CCAs; the Yelloweye RCA off the
W ashington coast that has been closed to recreational fishing; and the trawl and nontrawl RCAs. The trawl
and nontrawl RCAs extended along the entire length of the West Coast and are based on ocean bottom
depths. The RCAs can 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 West 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.)
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3.3.2 Commercial fisheries

Commercial fisheries land a larger portion, by weight, of West Coast fish than any other sector. CPS,
followed by groundfish, crab, and HMS have made up the largest landings by weight since 2000. Crab,
followed by groundfish, CPS, and HMS were the highest-valued fisheries between 2000 and 2003 (Table
3.3.2.1). During this same period, the gear groups with the largest amount of landings, by weight, were gill
and trammel net, trawl, trap/pot, and troll gear (Table 3.3.2.2)

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 specified the type of gear that a permitted vessel
could use in the limited entry fishery. Each limited entry permit also had an associated vessel length.

Most of the Pacific Coast non-tribal commercial groundfish harvest is taken by vessels registered to limited
entry permits. 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 directly. 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 may target
groundfish or catch them incidentally, yet they do not hold groundfish limited entry permits. Though the
overall open access groundfish landings are much smaller than limited entry landings, 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.
Table 3.3.2.1. Shoreside Landings and Exvessel Revenue by Species Category and Year

Species Group Data type 2000 2\(/)861“ 2002 2003
CPS Landed weight (Ibs) 498,232,740 431,544,771 403,146,744 266,368,388
Exvessel Revenue ($) 42,069,760 32,494,118 32,732,787 33,824,432
Crab Landed weight (Ibs) 30,562,479 26,645,343 37,156,344 75,126,504
Exvessel Revenue (%) 64,575,735 54,017,788 62,570,332 118,393,209
Groundfish Landed weight (Ibs) 268,754,713 226,402,046 164,010,829 180,765,829
Exvessel Revenue (%) 62,689,248 52,034,893 43,438,224 48,945,438
HMS Landed weight (Ibs) 23,217,661 27,365,996 23,269,259 38,071,415
Exvessel Revenue (%) 22,790,849 24,253,397 17,256,645 28,126,563
Other Landed weight (Ibs) 21,579,099 19,705,423 20,890,419 16,868,699
Exvessel Revenue ($) 27,123,067 23,982,459 23,098,380 20,616,940
Salmon Landed weight (Ibs) 7,122,757 6,458,681 9,790,983 11,493,417
Exvessel Revenue ($) 13,962,096 10,605,885 14,345,088 20,959,564
Shellfish Landed weight (Ibs) 18,101,109 18,552,442 27,117,595 26,746,585
Exvessel Revenue ($) 45,577,879 44,101,002 61,294,480 69,678,867
Shrimp Landed weight (Ibs) 35,906,296 40,960,953 57,818,606 32,160,356
Exvessel Revenue (%) 20,543,414 16,753,777 21,407,954 11,479,887
Total Landed weight (Ibs) 903,476,854 797,635,655 743,200,779 647,601,193
Total Exvessel Revenue ($) 299,332,048 258,243,320 276,143,890 352,024,899

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004
Note: Data shown is for PFMC management areas and does not include inside waters such as Puget Sound and Columbia River.
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Table 3.3.2.2. Shoreside Landings and Revenue by Gear Type and Year

Year
Gear Data type 2000 2001 2002 2003
Dredge Landed weight (Ibs) C
Exvessel Revenue ($) C
Hook and Line Landed weight (Ibs) 11,802,585 11,020,956 12,614,636 10,825,355
Exvessel Revenue (%) 20,935,838 19,225,187 17,679,231 19,776,877
Misc Landed weight (Ibs) 35,380,715 33,635,105 42,904,188 38,561,396
Exvessel Revenue (%) 62,944,925 58,034,808 74,019,410 79,445,478
Net Landed weight (Ibs) 502,470,237 435,111,623 406,345,771 268,877,740
Exvessel Revenue (%) 48,226,898 36,665,962 36,382,949 36,919,258
Pot Landed weight (Ibs) 33,746,129 29,263,663 39,942,815 78,765,977
Exvessel Revenue (%) 75,724,736 64,286,487 71,891,553 129,824,380
Troll Landed weight (Ibs) 25,541,566 28,789,324 27,054,341 45,832,676
Exvessel Revenue (%) 29,247,312 29,245,055 25,667,562 43,931,473
Trawl Landed weight (Ibs) 259,658,663 220,003,436 157,474,652 173,261,044
Exvessel Revenue (%) 43,868,230 36,547,531 31,428,967 33,034,613
Shrimp Trawl Landed weight (Ibs) 34,876,959 39,811,548 56,862,974 31,477,005
Exvessel Revenue (%) 18,384,109 14,238,290 19,072,882 9,092,821
Total Landed weight (Ibs) 903,476,854 797,635,655 743,199,377 647,601,193
Total Exvessel Revenue ($) 299,332,048 258,243,320 276,142,553 352,024,899

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004
Note: Data shown is for PFMC management areas only and does not include areas such as Puget Sound and Columbia River for

example.

C means data was restricted due to confidentiality

* totals do not include confidential data

3.3.3 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 large variety of nontrawl gears. Open access
vessels must comply with cumulative trip limits established for the open access sector and are subject to the
other operational restrictions imposed in the regulations, including the GCA and RCA restrictions. 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 entry (restricted access) fisheries or enacted management restrictions that
have affected participation in groundfish fisheries. The open access 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 sale of groundfish as their a major source of income and is split between vessels targeting
groundfish (directed fishery) and vessels targeting other species (incidental fishery). The incidental catch of
groundfish occurs in fisheries such as prawn, shrimp, California halibut, seas cucumber, salmon, HMS, and
CPS. 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,

W ashington has the lowest groundfish landings, by weight (Hastie 2001). Combining both the directed and
incidental fisheries, the commercial groundfish open access fishery is potentially very large and includes a
large variety of gear types.

Open access landings and estimated exvessel values by major species groups north and south of 40° 10' N
lat. are shown in Tables 3.3.3.1 and 3.3.3.2. When landings and revenue are measured, the open access
fishery is more expansive south of 40° 10' N lat. Open access fishers in the south earned more per pound for
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their landed groundfish catch, reflecting the more lucrative live fish markets, among other things, in that
region. In 1999, only 25 percent of the groundfish was landed north of 40° 10' N Lat and the remaining 75
percent was landed in the southern area. The landings differential between the two regions is now less
dramatic. By 2003, the open access landings were nearly equally divided between the north and the south
with 48 percent of the groundfish landed north of 40° 10' N Lat and 52 percent was landed in the southern
area.

Rockfish in the south was 57 percent of the total groundfish landings by weightin 1999 and was an important
component of the overall open access groundfish landings. By 2003, rockfish in the south was only 21
percent of the total groundfish landings by weight. The overfished declarations for certain rockfish species,
bocaccio and cowcod in particular, may partly explain the steep drop in landings south of 40° 10' N Lat. In
2003. Substantial increases in sablefish landings were observed in both regions between 1999 and 2003.

Many open access vessels predominately fish for non-groundfish 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 3.3.3.3 shows the historical
harvests (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 (shown in Table 3.3.3.1) in recent years.

Table 3.3.3.1 Historical harvest of groundfish by species group in the open access fishery north and south
of Cape Mendocino, 1999-2003

Landings north of 40° 10 * N. lat. in metric tons

Year Lingcod Whiting Flatfish Sablefish Rockfish Other Total
groundfish Groundfish

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 3.7 291.7 188.2 88.5 616

Landing south of 40° 10 ‘ N. lat. in metric tons

Lingcod Whiting Flatfish Sablefish Rockfish Other Total
groundfish Groundfish
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

Based on Table 8-6 in DEIS, Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield Specifications and Management Measures for
the 2005-2006 Pacific Coast Groundfish fishery
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Table 3.3.3.2 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)

North of 40° 10 ‘ N. lat.

Year Lingcod Whiting Flatfish Sablefish Rockfish Other Total
groundfish Groundfish

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

South of 40° 10 ‘ N. lat.

Lingcod Whiting Flatfish Sablefish Rockfish Other Total
groundfish Groundfish
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

Extracted from Table 8-6 in DEIS, Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield Specifications and Management
Measures for the 2005-2006 Pacific Coast Groundfish fishery

Table 3.3.3.3. Historical harvests for the open access fishery, 1999-2003 (landed round weight in mt and
exvessel revenue in thousands of current dollars)

Groundfish Groundfish Non-groundfish Non-groundfish Total round Total exvessel

round weight exvessel value round weight (mt) exvessel weight value ($)
Year (mt) (%) value ($) (mt)
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 DEIS, Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield Specifications and Management Measures
for the 2005-2006 Pacific Coast Groundfish fishery

The open access groundfish fishery consists of many vessels that predominately fish for other non-groundfih
species where they inadvertently catch and land groundfish. Because these incidental vessels do not
necessarily depend on their revenue from the groundfish fishery as their major source of income,
understanding the level of dependency that such participants have on the open access groundfish fishery
must be considered in light of their overall fisheries revenues. Table 3.3.3.4 shows the number of open
access vessels by vessel length and level of dependency on the groundfish fishery (proportion of annual
revenue that is from groundfish). Table 3.3.3.5 shows the number of open access vessels by level of
dependency based on gross income 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,
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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. About 78 percent of the vessels that landed open access groundfish between
November 2000 and October 2001 were less than 40 feet on length. Itis assumed that a portion of these
smaller vessels fish exclusively in state waters, and thus would be excluded from the VMS requirements.
However, the data is not available to identify the proportion of vessels that fish only in state waters.
Approximately 36 percent of the open access vessels had a greater than 65 percent dependency on
groundfish, with 56 percent of the most dependent vessels having less than $5,000 in gross fishing income.
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 3.3.3.4 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' Unspecified 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% 310 21 5 2 0 7 345

&<100%

Extracted from table 6-18a DEIS, Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield Specifications and Management
Measures for the 2005-2006 Pacific Coast Groundfish fishery

a/ open access vessels with more than half of their total landings value coming from groundfish are considered to be in the directed
fishery

Table 3.3.3.5 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 West Coast landings

<5,000 $5,000-$50,000 $50,000-$200,000 >$200,000 Total
<5% 45 268 169 34 516
>5% &<35% 52 101 44 0 197
>35% &<65% 47 50 8 0 105
>65% &<95% 63 55 6 0 124
>95% &<100% 200 138 7 0 345

Extracted from table 6-17a DEIS, Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield Specifications and Management
Measures for the 2005-2006 Pacific Coast Groundfish fishery

al/ open access vessels with more than half of their total landings value coming from groundfish are considered to be in the directed
fishery
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Table 3.3.3.6 Historical landings of overfished species by commercial fishers prior to the implementation of
RCAs and state requirements for finfish excluders on pink shrimp vessels, 1999-2001 (Extracted from table 6-
14 DEIS, Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield Specifications and Management
Measures for the 2005-2006 Pacific Coast Groundfish fishery)

1999 2000 2001
OA landed catch OA & LE OA landed catch OA & LE OA landed catch OA & LE landed
(mt) landed catch (mt) landed catch (mt) catch
(mt) (mt) (mt)

Bocaccio Non-shrimp-22.8 58.5 Non-shrimp-5.9 24.6 Non-shrimp-6.4 22.8
Shrimp-0.2 (40% OA) Shrimp-0.0 (24% OA) Shrimp-0.1 (3.5% OA)
Total-23.0 Total- 5.9 Total- 6.5

Canary Non-shrimp-56.6 642.2 Non-shrimp-5.0 55.8 Non-shrimp-2.8 36.2

rockfish Shrimp-21.3 (12% OA) Shrimp-7.2 (22% OA) Shrimp-2.0 (13% OA)
Total- 77.9 Total-12.2 Total- 4.8

Cowcod Non-shrimp-2.2 6.5 Non-shrimp-0.4 2.4 Non-shrimp-0.0 0.8
Shrimp-0.2 (37% OA) Shrimp-0.1 (21% OA) Shrimp-0.0 (0% OA)
Total-2.4 Total- 0.5 Total- 0.0

Darkblotched Non-shrimp-0.1 284.3 Non-shrimp-0.5 218.8 Non-shrimp-0.2 143.1

rockfish Shrimp-2.0 (0.7% OA) Shrimp-0.0 (0.2% OA) Shrimp-0.0 (0.1% OA)
Total- 2.1 Total- 0.5 Total- 0.2

Lingcod Non-shrimp-84.7 354.5 Non-shrimp-49.0 143.5 Non-shrimp-63.5 147.8
Shrimp-17.5 (29% OA) Shrimp-9.1 (40% OA) Shrimp-5.5 (47% OA)
Total- 102.2 Total- 58.1 Total- 69

POP Non-shrimp-0.2 481.8 Non-shrimp-0.0 140.6 Non-shrimp-0.0 187.6
Shrimp-0.1 (0% OA) Shrimp-0.1 (0% OA) Shrimp-0.0 (0% OA)
Total- 0.3 Total- 0.1 Total- 0.0

Widow Non-shrimp-41.4 3,903.5 Non-shrimp-17.7 3,787.5 Non-shrimp-13.0 1,765

rockfish Shrimp-4.6 (1% OA) Shrimp-1.7 (0.5% OA) Shrimp-0.6 (0.8% OA)
Total- 46 Total-19.4 Total- 13.6

Yelloweye Total-15.4 83.5 Total- 2.9 8.95 Total- 2.9 12.0

rockfish (18% OA) (32% OA) (24% OA)

Table 3.3.3.6 shows historical landings of overfished species in the open access fishery relative to all open
access and limited entry catch. Table 3.3.3.6 is based on data that were collected prior to implementation of
RCAs and prior to the state requirements regarding the use of finfish excluders on vessels targeting pink
shrimp. Historically, most of the open access fishing activity has occurred 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 pelagic shelf species such as widow rockfish, are more vulnerable to trawl gear, and have therefore been
taken in smaller proportions in the open access fishery. Projected catches of overfished species in the open
access sectors of the 2005 groundfish fishery are presented in Table 3.3.3.7.

As discussed above, 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. However, 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 during a single trip, a fisher may engage in different strategies and they may switch
between directed and incidental fishing categories. Such changes in strategy are likely the result of a variety
of factors, including the potential economic return from landing a particular mix of species.
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Table 3.3.3.7 Total catch projections of overfished species in the 2005 open access fisheries. (Extracted
from table2-13a DEIS, Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield Specifications and
Management Measures for the 2005-2006 Pacific Coast Groundfish fishery)

2005 bycatch projections (mt)
Bocaccio Canary Cowcod Darkblotched Lingcod Pop Widow Yelloweye
Rockfish Rockfish
Groundfish 10.6 1.0 0.1 0.2 70.0 0.1 0.6
directed
California Halibut 0.1 0.0 2.0 0.0
California Gillnet 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
California 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sheephead
CPS wetfish 0.3
CPS squid
Dungeness crab 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
HMS 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pacific Halibut 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5
Pink Shrimp 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 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 0.0 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)
Total 2005 11.9 3.1 0.1 0.2 72.0 0.1 0.1 14
Projected catch
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Table 3.3.3.8. Open access groundfish landings by gear group, 2000 - 2003 (based on 8/24/04 PacFin data)

Open access gear group

Number of vessels

Landed weight

Exvessel revenue

Exvessel revenue per

landing groundfish of groundfish (mt) of groundfish ($) vessel ($)
Longline - all groundfish a\
2000 399 435 1,847,800 4,627
2001 392 408 1,656,395 4,221
2002 287 349 1,268,537 4,422
2003 307 507 1,728,038 5,625
4-year average 346 425 1,625,193 4,724
Longline - groundfish
directed b\ 133 399 1,679,851 12,619
2000 115 367 1,466,101 12,765
2001 96 318 1,129,437 11,733
2002 113 469 1,541,727 13,610
2003 114 388 1,454,279 12,682
4-year average
Longline - CA Halibut
2000 4 3 24,226 6,057
2001 2 3 29,774 14,887
2002 2 1 5,352 2,676
2003 0 0 0 0
4-year average 2 2 19,784 7,873
Pot - groundfish directed c\
28 164 834,087 29,789
2001 34 145 720,680 21,196
2002 35 124 573,289 16,380
2003 41 194 763,732 18,628
4-year average 35 167 722,947 21,498
Pot - Dungeness crab
2000 71 45 165,638 2,333
2001 63 29 124,674 1,979
2002 63 34 149,311 2,370
2003 61 39 173,518 2,845
4-year average 65 37 163,285 2,382
Pot - prawn/shrimp
2000 12 1 3,973 331
2001 10 5 21,569 2,157
2002 8 1 9,869 1,234
2003 7 6 25,635 3,662
4-year average 9 3 15,262 1,846
Pot - sheephead
2000 49 4 43,446 887
2001 40 3 30,770 769
2002 36 9 58,951 1,638
2003 22 1 14,542 661
4-year average 37 5 36,927 989
Trawl - sea cucumber
2000 3 0.1 189 63
2001 10 0.8 1,649 165
2002 8 0.8 2,962 370
2003 6 0.3 650 108
4-year average 7 1 1,363 177
Trawl - CA halibut
2000 24 22 38,697 1,612
2001 30 7 12,324 411
2002 21 6 12,961 617
2003 15 2 5,513 368
4-year average 23 9 17,374 752
Trawl -Ridgeback Prawn
2000 28 11 28,468 1,017
2001 0 0 0 0
2002 0 0 0 0
2003 0 0 0 0

4-year average

OPEN access gear group

NUMDET of VESSElS
landing groundfish

Canded Welght
of groundfish (mt)

EXVESSEl TEVENUe
of groundfish ($)

EXVESSEl TEVENUE Per
vessel ($)
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Line gear - all groundfish a/
2000 1,180 3901 2,029,516 1,720
2001 1,175 418 2,136,846 1,818
2002 881 406 2,178,544 2,474
2003 641 326 1,614,643 2,521
4-year average 969 385 1,989,887 2,133
Line gear - CA halibut
2000 <285 10 32,419 114
2001 <270 7 31,471 117
2002 < 250 5 31,333 125
2003 <245 6 40,284 164
4-year average <263 7 33,877 129
Line gear - Salmon troll
(coastwide)
2000 304 17 37,806 124
2001 229 14 27,860 122
2002 212 10 25,336 120
2003 220 9 19,604 89
4-year average 241 12 27,651 115
Line gear - Salmon troll
(north only)
2000 163 11 24,280 149
2001 177 11 19,014 107
2002 152 6 13,742 90
2003 154 6 11,304 73
4-year average 162 9 17,085 106
Net gear - CPS
2000 3 2 738 369
2001 1 0 2 1
2002 1 0 14 14
2003 3 0 52 17
4-year average 2 1 213 100

al multiple records exist for landings with HKL gear that do not have an associated vessel id. The vessel count in this case is an estimate
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 assumed to have target groundfish at some point during the year

Open Access Directed Fisheries

Participation in the directed open access fishery segment varies between years. Participants may move into
other, more profitable fisheries, or they may have taking time off from fishing, or they may quit fishing
altogether. Fishers use various non-trawl gears to target particular groundfish species or species groups.
Longline and hook-and-line gear are the most common open access gear types used by vessels directly
targeting groundfish and is generally used to target sablefish, rockfish, and lingcod. Pot gearis used for
targeting sablefish, 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.

W ithin the directed open access fishery, fishers are further grouped into the “dead” and/or “live” fish fisheries.
The terms dead and live fish fisheries refers to the state of the fish when it's landed. The dead fish fishery
has historically been the most common way to land fish. In 2001, the dead fish fishery made up 80% of the
directed open access landings. However, more recently, the market value for live fish has resulted in
increased landings in the live fish fishery. In 2001, 20% of fish landed (by weight, coastwide) by directed
open access fishers was landed alive as compared to only 6% in 1996 (PFMC 2004).

In the live-fish fishery, groundfish are primarily caught with hook and line gear (rod-n-reel), with limited entry
longline gear and with limited entry pot gear, and a variety of other hook gears (e.g. stick gear). The fish are
kept alive in a seawater tank on board the vessel. California halibut and rockfish taken in gill and trammel
nets have increasingly appeared in the live fish fishery (CDFG 2001). Live fish are sold at a premium price to
food fish markets and restaurants, primarily in Asian communities in California. Only limited information
exists on the distribution of effort by open access vessels. Because the open access sector has an
increasingly large live-fish fishery component with nearshore species making up most of the live fish
landings, effort located near shore likely accounts for most live fish landings.
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In California, hook and line gear for the live-fish fishery has been limited, since 1995, to a maximum of 150
hooks per vessel and 15 hooks per line within one mile of the mainline shore (CDFG 2001). Traps are
limited to 50 per fisherman. In Washington, it is illegal to possess live bottom fish taken under a commercial
fishing license. In Oregon, nearshore rockfish and species such as cabezon and greenling are the primary
target of the live fish fishery. Sablefish and rockfish are also landed alive in Oregon, and are managed
under limits which count against the federally set limited-entry allocations. The Oregon live fish fishery
occurs in waters of ten fathoms or less (18 m). Only legal gears are allowed to be used to catch nearshore
live fish. In early 2002, an Oregon Development Fisheries Permit was required for fishermen landing live fish
species (e.g. Cabezon, greenling (except kelp greenling), brown, gopher, copper, black and yellow, kelp,
vermilion, and grass rockfish (among others), buffalo sculpin, Irish lords, and many surfperch species).
However, commercial fishing for food fish is prohibited in Oregon bays and estuaries and within 600 feet (183
m) seaward of any jetty.

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 as being in the open access incidental fishery if groundfish comprises 50% or less
of their landings, measured by dollar value. These incidental open access fisheries may also account for
substantial amounts of bycatch, especially for overfished groundfish species. Fisheries targeting pink
shrimp, spot prawn, ridgeback prawn, California and Pacific halibut, Dungeness crab, salmon, sea cucumber,
coastal pelagic species, California sheephead (California nearshore fishery), highly migratory species, and
the mix of species caught in net fisheries comprise this incidental segment of the open access sector. These
fisheries and associated target species are described below.

Dungeness Crab Fishery

The states of Oregon and California, and Washington in cooperation with the Washington Coast treaty tribes
manage the Dungeness crab fishery. The Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC) provides
inter-state coordination. The Dungeness crab fishery is divided between treaty sectors, covering catches by
Indian Tribes, and a non-treaty sector. This fishery is managed on the basis of simple “3-S” principles: sex,
season, and size. The commercial fishery may retain only male crabs (thus protecting the reproductive
potential of the populations); the fishery has open and closed seasons; and the commercial fishery must
comply with a minimum size limit on male crabs.

W ashington manages the Dungeness fishery with a limited entry system with two tiers of pot limits and a
season from December 1 through September 15. In Oregon, 306 vessels made landings in 1999. The
Oregon season 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 hold limited entry permits.
Nonetheless, effort has increased with the entry of larger multipurpose vessels from other fisheries.

Landings have not declined. The effortincrease has resulted in a “race for fish” with more than 80% of total
landings made during the month of December.

Both personal use fishers and commercial fishers target Dungeness crab. Atthe commercial level, the
Dungeness crab fishery generated $67 to $130 million in exvessel revenue (Table 3.3.3.9); in recent years
(2002 and 2003) the amount of exvessel revenue generated by the fishery has been increasing due in part to
increases in stock biomass. For many vessels, the Dungeness crab fishery has been the fishery with the
largest exvessel revenues.

The majority of Dungeness crab fishing effort and catch occurs during the months of December and January.
Many types of vessels participate in this fishery including vessels that may otherwise be limited entry
groundfish trawlers and fixed gear vessels, as well as other types of vessels.

The Dungeness crab fishery tends to occur in areas nearer to shore than the limited entry trawl and fixed
gear fisheries. To avoid gear interactions with the Dungeness crab fishery, a conscious effort has been
made to allow groundfish trawl vessels access to waters deeper than 60 fathoms during winter months.

All three states are comparable in terms of landed weight and revenue in coastal management areas, and

W ashington has an additional component in Puget Sound that is substantial. Washington had the highest
landings recent years for coastal Dungeness crab, followed closely by Oregon and California. The ports with
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highest landings are distributed among the three states (Table 3.3.3.10).

Table 3.3.3.9. Landings and Exvessel Revenue of Dungeness Crab by Area, State, and Year (2000 - 2003)

YEAR

Area State Data type 2000 2001 2002 2003

Coastal CA Landed weight (Ibs) 6,482,913 3,546,106 7,297,676 22,196,754

X'a”agemem Exvessel revenue ($) 13,751,700 9,009,756 13,458,089 35,270,665
reas

OR Landed weight (Ibs) 11,180,845 9,689,804 12,442,612 23,480,735

Exvessel revenue ($) 23,710,261 19,291,484 20,759,342 36,399,904

WA Landed weight (Ibs) 11,700,416 12,049,827 16,101,625 28,191,992

Exvessel revenue ($) 25,609,842 24,003,463 26,707,196 45,129,820

Other CA Landed weight (Ibs) c

Z/Ianagement Exvessel revenue ($) c
reas

WA Landed weight (Ibs) 6,732,220 7,522,403 6,944,948 6,941,032

Exvessel revenue ($) 14,084,886 14,752,254 13,548,402 13,259,518

Total Landed weight (Ibs) 36,096,394 32,808,140 42,786,861 80,810,513*

Total Exvessel revenue ($) 77,156,690 67,056,957 130,059,907 130,071,468*

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

Note: C represents data restricted due to confidentiality
“Other management areas” includes inside waters such as Puget Sound and Columbia River
* totals do not include confidential data

Table 3.3.3.10. Top 15 Ports for Dungeness Crab Landings and Revenue (2000 - 2003)

Rank Top Ports for Dungeness Crab by Weight Top Ports for Dungeness Crab by Value
1| WESTPORT WESTPORT
2 | ASTORIA ASTORIA
3 | CRESCENT CITY CRESCENT CITY
4 | NEWPORT NEWPORT
5 | BELLINGHAM BAY BELLINGHAM BAY
6 | CHARLESTON (COOS BAY) CHARLESTON (COOS BAY)
7 | EUREKA EUREKA
8 | BROOKINGS BLAINE
9 | BLAINE BROOKINGS
10 | ILWACO SAN FRANCISCO
11 | SAN FRANCISCO LACONNER
12 | CHINOOK ILWACO
13 | LACONNER CHINOOK
14 | TAHOLAH TAHOLAH
15 | ANACORTES PRINCETON / HALF MOON BAY

Source: PacFIN FTL table. July 2004

Highly Migratory Species Fisheries

HMS fishery management unit includes five tuna species, five shark species, striped marlin, swordfish,
and dorado. Complex management of HMS fisheries results from the multiple management jurisdictions,
users, and gear types targeting these species, and from the 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.

Albacore tuna account for a large majority of the landed weight and value (Table 3.3.3.11). NMFS will
monitor the numerous species caught by the HMS fishery, but which are not part of the fishery
management unit. Commercial fishers use five distinctive gear types used to harvest HMS: hook-and-
line, driftnet, pelagic longline, purse seine, and harpoon (Table 3.3.3.12). While hook-and-line gear
catches many HMS species, traditionally it has been used to harvest tunas. The principal target species
for hook-and-line fisheries include albacore and other tunas, swordfish and other billfish, several shark
species, and dorado. Albacore make up the highest hook and line landings, with the majority taken by troll
and jig-and-bait gear (92% in 1999). Gillnet, drift longline, and other gear take a small portion of fish.
These gear types vary in the incidence of groundfish interception depending on the area fished and time
of year. Overall, nearly half of the total coastwide landings of albacore, by weight, were landed in
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California.

Fishers use pelagic longline to target swordfish, shark and tunas; drift gillnet gear to target swordfish,
tunas, and sharks off California and Oregon; purse seine gear to target tuna off California and Oregon;
and harpoon to target swordfish off California and Oregon. Some vessels, especially longliners and purse
seiners, fish outside of the EEZ, but may deliver to West Coast ports. Drift gillnets intercept most
groundfish, including whiting, spiny dogfish, and yellowtail rockfish. Most landings occur in Washington
and Oregon (Table 3.3.3.11), and the top several ports occur in these states (Table 3.3.3.13).

Table 3.3.3.11 Landings and Revenue of HMS by Species and Year

Year
Species Type Data Type 2000 2001 | 2002 | 2003
Albacore Landed weight (Ibs) 19,848,814 24,495,425 22,063,692 36,485,624
Exvessel revenue ($) 17,103,010 20,577,991 14,272,304 24,305,367
Shark Landed weight (Ibs) 547,195 567,274 517,745 491,807
Exvessel revenue ($) 720,450 670,249 629,727 588,697
Other Tuna Landed weight (Ibs) 1,559,831 1,644,104 78,491 113,077
Exvessel revenue ($) 900,461 833,464 90,157 100,998
Dorado and Marlin Landed weight (Ibs) 8,946 18,394 C C
Exvessel revenue ($) 12,633 13,501 C C
Swordfish Landed weight (lbs) 1,252,875 640,799 609,248 980,229
Exvessel revenue ($) 4,054,296 2,158,192 2,264,288 3,131,158
Total Landed Weight (Ibs) 23,217,661 27,365,996 23,269,176* 38,070,737*
Total Exvessel Revenue ($): 22,790,849 24,253,397 17,256,476* 28,126,220*

Source: PacFIN FTL table. July 2004
Note: C represents data restricted due to confidentiality
* totals do not include confidential data
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Table 3.3.3.12 HMS Landings and Exvessel Revenue by State, Year, and Major Gear Group

YEAR

State Gear Group Data Type 2000 2001 2002 2003
CA Hook and Line Landed weight (Ibs) 2,323,968 2,402,114 4,534,829 2,697,411
Exvessel revenue ($) 2,741,226 2,334,606 2,945,594 2,741,955
Net Landed weight (Ibs) 2,902,991 2,802,769 1,090,415 930,255
Exvessel revenue ($) 3,975,012 2,850,343 2,225,363 1,741,480
Troll Landed weight (Ibs) 1,964,550 3,907,886 1,364,167 1,360,872
Exvessel revenue ($) 1,872,012 3,063,523 1,024,421 988,564
OR Landed weight (Ibs) C 76,513 323,497 C
Hook and Line Exvessel revenue ($) C 41,340 198,261 C
Net Landed weight (Ibs) C C 86,604
Exvessel revenue ($) C C 13,720
Troll Landed weight (Ibs) 8,755,933 8,948,222 4,036,735 9,039,680
Exvessel revenue ($) 7,488,326 7,545,405 2,752,640 6,115,181

WA Landed weight (Ibs) C C C

Hook and Line Exvessel revenue ($) C C C

Net Landed weight (Ibs) C
Exvessel revenue ($) C

Troll Landed weight (Ibs) 7,020,617 9,145,451 11,776,387 23,792,124
Exvessel revenue ($) 5,836,813 7,947,279 7,418,555 15,706,940

Source: PacFIN FTL table. July 2004.
Note: C represents data restricted due to confidentiality

Table 3.3.3.13. Top Ports for HMS Landings and Exvessel Revenue (2000 - 2003)

9 | MOSS LANDING
10 | BELLINGHAM BAY
11 | SAN PEDRO
12 | SAN DIEGO
13 | OCEANSIDE
14 | FIELDS LANDING
15 | CRESCENT CITY

Rank Top 15 Ports by Weight Top 15 Ports by Exvessel Revenue
1 [ ILWACO ILWACO
2 | NEWPORT NEWPORT
3 | WESTPORT WESTPORT
4 | ASTORIA ASTORIA
CHARLESTON (COOS BAY)
5 SAN DIEGO
6 | TERMINAL ISLAND MORRO BAY
7 | EUREKA SAN PEDRO
8 | MORRO BAY CHARLESTON (COOS BAY)

TERMINAL ISLAND
EUREKA

MOSS LANDING
BELLINGHAM BAY
SAN FRANCISCO
OCEANSIDE
CRESCENT CITY

Source: PacFIN FTL table. July 2004

Pacific Pink Shrimp Fishery

The Council has no direct management authority over pink shrimp. In 1981, the three coastal states
established uniform coastwide regulations for the pink shrimp fishery. The season runs from April 1
through October 31. Regulations authorize pink shrimp commercial harvest only by trawl nets or pots.
Trawl gear harvests most of these shrimp off the West Coast from Northern Washington to Central
California at depths from 60 fm and 100 fm (110 m to 180 m), with the majority taken off Oregon (Table
3.3.3.14). The ports with highest landings also occur in Oregon, followed by Washington and Oregon

ports (Table 3.3.3.15).




Most shrimp trawl gear has a mesh size of one inch to three-eights inches between knots. Shrimp trawl
nets are usually constructed with net mesh sizes smaller than the net mesh sizes for legal groundfish trawl
gear. Thus, shrimp trawlers commonly catch groundfish, while groundfish trawlers catch little shrimp. In
some years the pink shrimp trawl fishery has accounted for a significant share of canary rockfish
incidental catch. The Council has discussed methods to control shrimp fishing activities, such as requiring
all vessels to use bycatch reduction devices (finfish excluders). In 2002, finfish excluders in the pink
shrimp fisheries were mandatory in California, Oregon, and Washington. Many vessels that participate in
the shrimp trawl fishery also have groundfish limited entry permits. Vessels participating in the pink
shrimp fishery must abide by the same rules as vessels that do not have groundfish limited entry permits.
However, all groundfish landed by vessels with limited entry permits are included in the limited entry total.

Table 3.3.3.14 Pink Shrimp Landings and Exvessel Revenue by Year and State (LBS and USD)

YEAR
State Data Type 2000 2001 2002 2003
CA Landed weight (Ibs) 2,459,095 3,612,205 4,116,213 2,147,685
Exvessel revenue ($) 1,049,119 992,644 1,275,023 657,159
OR Landed weight (Ibs) 25,462,479 28,482,140 41,583,534 20,545,976
Exvessel revenue ($) 10,192,294 7,560,473 11,352,588 5,051,246
WA Landed weight (Ibs) 4,360,914 6,590,344 10,105,043 7,893,802
Exvessel revenue ($) 1,700,410 1,713,687 2,745,707 1,959,662
Total Landed Weight (Ibs) 32,282,488 38,684,689 55,804,790 30,587,463
Total Exvessel Revenue ($) 12,941,823 10,266,804 15,373,317 7,668,068

Source: PacFIN FTL table. July 2004

Table 3.3.3.15 Top 15 Ports for Pink Shrimp Landings and Exvessel Revenue (2000-2003)

Rank Top Ports by Weight Top Ports by Exvessel Revenue

1| ASTORIA ASTORIA
2 | NEWPORT NEWPORT
3 | CHARLESTON (COOS BAY) CHARLESTON (COOS BAY)
4 | WESTPORT WESTPORT
5 | GARIBALDI (TILLAMOOK) GARIBALDI (TILLAMOOK)
6 | EUREKA EUREKA
7 | CRESCENT CITY CRESCENT CITY
8 | BROOKINGS BROOKINGS
9 | ILWACO ILWACO

10 | SOUTH BEND SOUTH BEND

11 | TOKELAND MORRO BAY

12 | MORRO BAY TOKELAND

13 | AVILA AVILA

14 | FIELDS LANDING FIELDS LANDING

15 | MONTEREY MONTEREY

Source: PacFIN FTL table. July 2004

Ridgeback Prawn Fisheries

The Ridgeback prawn 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 use single-rig trawl gear. Shrimp
gear accounts for nearly all prawn landings, although groundfish trawl and other gears take minor
amounts (Table 3.3.3.16). The top ports for landed weight and exvessel value occur in the Santa Barbara
Channel-Santa Monica Bay region (Table 3.3.3.17). The State of California manages the ridgeback prawn
fishery. Similar to spot prawn and pink shrimp fisheries, prawns are an “exempted” fishery in the federal
open access groundfish fishery, entitling to groundfish trip limits.
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Following a 1981 decline in landings, the California Fish and Game Commission adopted a June through
September closure to protect spawning female and juvenile ridgeback prawns. Regulations allow an
incidental take of 50 pounds of prawns or 15% by weight during the closed period. During the open prawn
season, federal regulations limit finfish landings per trip to a maximum of 1,000 pounds, with no more than
300 pounds of groundfish. A vessel operator may land any amount of sea cucumbers with ridgeback
prawns as long as the operator possesses a sea cucumber permit. Other regulations include 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 cod ends or 3 inches for double-walled cod ends and maintaining a logbook (required since
1986).

Table 3.3.3.16. Ridgeback Prawn Landings and Exvessel Revenue by Year (LBS and USD)

YEAR
Gear Group Data Type 2000 2001 2002 2003
Trawl Landed weight (Ibs) 141,160 16,920 19,735 12,454
Exvessel revenue ($) 165,345 26,976 31,599 14,641
Shrimp Trawl Landed weight (Ibs) 1,414,844 340,024 422,240 486,890
Exvessel revenue ($) 1,633,636 508,853 606,064 669,274
Other Gears Landed weight (Ibs) 10,172 237
Exvessel revenue ($) 13,201 641
Total Landed Weight (Ibs) 1,566,176 356,944 441,975 499,581
Total Exvessel Revenue ($) 1,812,182 535,829 637,663 684,557

Source: PacFIN FTL table. July 2004

Table 3.3.3.17. Rank of All Ports with Ridgeback Prawn Landings and Exvessel Revenue (2000-2003)

Rank Rank of Ports by Weight Rank of Ports by Exvessel Revenue

1 | SANTA BARBARA SANTA BARBARA
2 | VENTURA VENTURA
3 | OXNARD OXNARD
4 [ TERMINAL ISLAND TERMINAL ISLAND
5 | LONG BEACH LONG BEACH
6 | PLAYA DEL REY PLAYA DEL REY
7 | PORT HUENEME PORT HUENEME
8 | SAN PEDRO SAN PEDRO
9 [ MORRO BAY MORRO BAY

10 | AVILA AVILA

11 [ SAN SIMEON SAN SIMEON

12 | POINT ARENA POINT ARENA

13 [ PRINCETON / HALF MOON BAY PRINCETON / HALF MOON BAY

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

Salmon

The ocean commercial salmon fishery, both non-treaty and treaty, is managed by both the states and the
federal government. The Council manages fisheries in the EEZ while the states manage fisheries in their
waters. All ocean commercial salmon fisheries off the West Coast states use troll gear, and primarily
target chinook and coho. Limited pink salmon landings occur in odd-years. A gillnet/tangle net fishery
that does not technically occur in Council-managed waters may have some impact on groundfish that
migrate through state waters. Commercial coho landings fell precipitously in the early 1990s and remain
very low. Inresponse to the listing of many wild salmon stocks under the ESA, the management regime
is largely structured around so-called “no jeopardy standards” developed through the ESA-mandated
consultation process. Ocean fisheries are managed according to zones reflecting the distribution of
salmon stocks and are structured to allow and encourage capture of hatchery-produced stocks while
avoiding depressed natural stocks. The Columbia River, on the Oregon/W ashington border; the Klamath
River in Southern Oregon; and the Sacramento River in Central California support the largest runs of
returning salmon.

California accounts for most landings and revenues of salmon caught in the coastal management areas,
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followed by Oregon and Washington (Table 3.3.3.18). However, Washington landings in Puget Sound
and other non-coastal areas substantially exceed the total coastal landings. Most of the top 10 ports for
quantity of landings occur in Washington (Table 3.3.3.19), but the top ports in terms of revenues occur
more evenly distributed by state.

The salmon troll fishery has a small incidental catch of Pacific halibut and groundfish, including yellowtail
rockfish. The historical data show that salmon troll trips that did not land halibut had a higher range of
groundfish landings (11-149 mt) than troll trips that landed halibut (1-19 mt). However, looking at
groundfish catch frequency, either by vessel or trips, reveals that groundfish are caught more often by
vessels or on trips catching halibut. To account for yellowtail rockfish landed incidentally while not
promoting targeting on the species, federal managers have allowed salmon trollers to land up to one
pound of yellowtail per two pounds of salmon in 2001, not to exceed 300 pounds per month (north of
Cape Mendocino).

Table 3.3.3.19 Salmon Landings and Exvessel Revenue by Area, State, and Year (LBS and USD)

YEAR

Area State Data type 2000 2001 2002 2003

ekl CA Landed weight (Ibs) 5,143,030 2,407,615 4,941,537 6,382,942
Management

Areas Exvessel revenue ($) 10,325,395 4,772,551 7,643,076 12,166,622

OR Landed weight (Ibs) 1,563,697 2,960,716 3,501,154 3,667,155

Exvessel revenue ($) 3,069,828 4,736,557 5,388,352 7,198,494

WA Landed weight (Ibs) 416,030 1,090,350 1,348,292 1,443,320

Exvessel revenue ($) 566,873 1,096,778 1,313,661 1,594,448

I\?Ig]r?a[gement OR Landed weight (Ibs) 1,340,819 1,855,600 2,089,757 2,438,378

Areas Exvessel revenue ($) 961,419 1,125,372 1,543,793 1,586,972

WA Landed weight (Ibs) 12,750,614 28,791,819 32,904,386 31,122,453

Exvessel revenue ($) 9,772,895 11,298,116 12,013,803 11,100,583

Total Landed weight (Ibs) 21,214,190 37,106,100 44,785,126 45,054,248

Total Exvessel revenue ($) 24,696,410 23,029,373 27,902,685 33,647,119

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

Note: “Other management areas” includes inside waters such as Puget Sound and Columbia River

Table 3.3.3.20 Top 15 Ports for Salmon Landings and Exvessel Revenue (2000-2003)

Rank Top 15 Ports by Weight

Top 15 Ports by Exvessel Revenue

BELLINGHAM BAY
SEATTLE

SHELTON

COLUMBIA RIVER PORTS - OREGON
TAHOLAH

LACONNER

NEWPORT

EVERETT

FORT BRAGG

TACOMA

BLAINE

COPALIS BEACH

PORT ANGELES

BODEGA BAY

15 | CHARLESTON (COOS BAY)

© oo ~NO OO~ WNPR

Rl
A WNRO

NEWPORT

FORT BRAGG

BELLINGHAM BAY
CHARLESTON (COOS BAY)
BODEGA BAY

SAN FRANCISCO

COLUMBIA RIVER PORTS - OREGON
SHELTON

PRINCETON / HALF MOON BAY
SEATTLE

MOSS LANDING

TACOMA

TAHOLAH

PORT ANGELES

BLAINE

Source: PacFIN ftl tables. August 2004
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Pacific Halibut

The bilateral (U.S./Canada) IPHC recommends conservation regulations for Pacific halibut, and the
governments of Canada and the U.S. implement the regulations in their own waters. The IPHC requires
a license to participate in the commercial Pacific halibut fishery in waters off Washington, Oregon, and
California (Area 2A). Area 2A licenses, issued for the directed commercial fishery, have decreased from
428 in 1997 to 215 in 2004.The Pacific and North Pacific Fishery Management Councils have
responsibility for allocation in Council waters within the IPHC management regime. The Pacific Halibut
Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) for Area 2A specifies allocation agreements of the Council, the states of

W ashington, Oregon, and California, and the Pacific halibut treaty tribes. The CSP specifies recreational
and commercial fisheries for Area 2A. The commercial sector has both a treaty and non-treaty
components. Regulations limit the directed non-treaty commercial fishery in Area 2A to south of Point
Chehalis, Washington, Oregon, and California. Commercial landings have ranged from about 0.5 to 1.0
million pounds (head on dressed weight) and $1.5 to $2.3 million (Table 3.3.3.21). Washington accounts
for the majority of the highest-producing ports for landed weight and revenue (Table 3.3.3.22 ). In the
non-treaty commercial sector, the directed halibut fishery receives an allocation of 85% of the harvest
and the salmon troll fishery receives 15% to cover incidental catch. The limited entry primary sablefish
fishery north of Point Chehalis, Washington (46° 53' 18" N latitude) may retain halibut when the Area 2A
total allowable halibut catch (TAC) is above 900,000 pounds. In 2003, the TAC was above this level, and
the allocation was 70,000 pounds. Final landings for this fishery in 2003 were 65,325 pounds; 56%
(47,946 pounds) of the allocation was harvested.

Table 3.3.3.21 Pacific Halibut Commercial Landings and Exvessel Revenue by Year and Gear (LBS and
USD)

YEAR
Gear Group Data Type 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hook and Line Landed weight (Ibs) 519,645 745,500 949,274 807,131
Exvessel revenue 1,358,462 1,578,914 1,941,603 2,226,31
Troll Landed weight (Ibs) 25,574 37,639 42,811 48,416
Exvessel revenue 62,210 78,409 81,505 107,640
Total Landed weight 545,219 783,139 992,085 855,547
Total Exvessel Revenue 1,420,671 1,657,323 2,023,108 2,333,98

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

Table 3.3.3.22 Top 15 Ports for Pacific Halibut Landings and Exvessel Revenue (2000-2003)

Rank Top 15 Ports by Weight Top 15 Ports by Exvessel Revenue
1 | NEAH BAY NEAH BAY
2 | NEWPORT NEWPORT
3 | PORT ANGELES PORT ANGELES
4 | TAHOLAH BELLINGHAM BAY
5 | BELLINGHAM BAY TAHOLAH
6 | LAPUSH LAPUSH
7 | ASTORIA ASTORIA
8 | WESTPORT WESTPORT
9 | CHARLESTON (COOS BAY) CHARLESTON (COOS BAY)
10 | EVERETT BLAINE
11 | BLAINE EVERETT
12 | FLORENCE FLORENCE
13 | PORT ORFORD GARIBALDI (TILLAMOOK)
14 | GARIBALDI (TILLAMOOK) CHINOOK
15 | CHINOOK PORT ORFORD

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

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 state-managed
species, is targeted with hook-and-line, setnets and trawl gear, all of which intercept groundfish. Federal
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regulations allow fishing with 4.5-inch minimum mesh size trawl in Federal waters, but California
regulations prohibit trawling within state waters, except in the designated “California halibut trawl grounds,”
where a 7.5-inch minimum mesh size must be used during open seasons. Historically, California
commercial halibut fishers have preferred setnets because of these restrictions, and predominantly use
8.5-inch mesh and maximum length of 9,000. These nets take most of the landings (Table 3.3.3.23)
Setnets are prohibited in certain designated areas, including a Marine Resources Protection Zone (MRPZ),
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 one 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 (Kramer et al. 2001). Overall, the
ports with highest California halibut landings occur in central and southern California (Table 3.3.3.24).

Table 3.3.3.23. California Halibut Landings and Exvessel Revenue by Year and Gear (LBS and USD)

YEAR
Gear Group Data type 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hook and Line Landed weight (Ibs) 118,519 124,241 166,307 208,887
Exvessel revenue ($) 366,478 398,222 523,217 654,537
Misc. Landed weight (Ibs) C C C C
Exvessel revenue ($) C C C C
Net Landed weight (Ibs) 380,105 319,235 255,720 181,439
Exvessel revenue ($) 1,122,396 981,323 820,973 601,822
Pot Landed weight (Ibs) 463 170 1,501 592
Exvessel revenue ($) 1,225 531 3,594 2,419
Troll Landed weight (Ibs) 9,163 10,382 8,259 13,735
Exvessel revenue ($) 21,241 24,687 18,784 29,589
Trawl Landed weight (Ibs) 277,878 377,094 451,186 342,609
Exvessel revenue ($) 728,537 1,076,334 1,276,334 912,487
Shrimp Trawl Landed weight (Ibs) 63,947 66,634 55,534 77,324
Exvessel revenue ($) 214,903 226,478 203,011 326,085
Total Landed weight (Ibs) 850,075 897,756 938,507 824,586
Total Exvessel revenue ($) 2,454,780 2,707,575 2,845,913 2,526,939

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004:
Note: totals exclude confidential data

Table 3.3.3.24 Top 15 Ports for California Halibut Landings and Exvessel Revenue (2000-2003)

Rank Top 15 Ports by Weight Top 15 Ports by Exvessel Revenue

1| SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO
2 | PRINCETON / HALF MOON BAY VENTURA
3 | VENTURA PRINCETON / HALF MOON BAY
4 | SANTA BARBARA SANTA BARBARA
5| SAN PEDRO TERMINAL ISLAND
6 | TERMINAL ISLAND SAN PEDRO
7 | OXNARD OXNARD
8 | MOSS LANDING PORT HUENEME
9 | SANTA CRUZ OCEANSIDE

10 | AVILA SANTA CRUZ

11 | PORT HUENEME AVILA

12 | OCEANSIDE MOSS LANDING

13 | MONTEREY SAN DIEGO

14 | SAN DIEGO MONTEREY

15 | MORRO BAY MORRO BAY

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

California Sheephead
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Pot fishermen account for well over half of the total catch and revenues of Sheephead (Table 3.3.3.25),
followed by hook and line gear. Nets and other gears take minimal amounts of Sheephead. The top 15
ports in California have a similar order of landed weight and revenue (Table 3.3.3.26)

Table 3.3.3.25 Landings and Exvessel Revenue of California Sheephead by State, Gear, and Year (LBS

and USD)
YEAR

State Gear Data type 2000 2001 2002 2003
California Hook and Line Landed weight (Ibs) 33,211 23,928 22,698 24,587
Exvessel revenue ($) 93,186 73,996 66,304 82,449

Other Gears Landed weight (Ibs) 1,506 1,268 1,199 2,677

Exvessel revenue ($) 4,663 2,860 4,100 10,131

Net Landed weight (Ibs) 3,067 3,097 1,432 474

Exvessel revenue ($) 5,897 3,401 1,388 1,317

Pot Landed weight (Ibs) 136,161 121,941 95,719 79,618

Exvessel revenue ($) 490,773 437,409 339,741 292,673

Total Landed weight (Ibs) 173,945 150,234 121,048 107,356
Total Exvessel revenue ($) 594,519 517,666 411,532 386,570

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

Table. 3.3.3.26 Ports for Sheephead Landings and Exvessel Revenue (2000-2003)

Rank Top 15 Ports by Weight Top 15 Ports by Exvessel Revenue
1| OXNARD OXNARD
2 | SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO
3 | SANTA BARBARA TERMINAL ISLAND
4 | TERMINAL ISLAND SANTA BARBARA
5| NEWPORT BEACH NEWPORT BEACH
6 | VENTURA MISSION BAY
7 | MISSION BAY VENTURA
8 | OCEANSIDE OCEANSIDE
9 | DANA POINT DANA POINT
10 | SAN PEDRO SAN PEDRO
11 | POINT LOMA POINT LOMA
12 | LONG BEACH LONG BEACH
13 | MORRO BAY PLAYA DEL REY
14 | PLAYA DEL REY REDONDO BEACH
15 | REDONDO BEACH MORRO BAY

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

Coastal Pelagic Species

The CPS fisheries are concentrated in California (Table 3.3.3.27), but CPS fishing also occurs in

W ashington and Oregon. Vessels using round haul gear (purse seines and lampara nets) account for

99% of total CPS landings and revenues per year (Table 3.3.3.28). In Washington, the Emerging

Commercial Fishery regulations provides for the sardine fishery as a trial commercial fishery. The trial
fishery targets sardines, but also lands anchovy, mackerel, and squid. Regulations limit the fishery to
vessels using purse seine gear; prohibits fishing inside of three miles, and requires logbooks. Eleven of
the 45 permits holders participated in the fishery in 2000, landing 4,791 mt of sardines (Robinson 2000).
Three vessels accounted for 88% of the landings. Of these, two fished out of I[lwaco and one out of
Westport. Oregon manages the sardine fishery under the Development Fishery Program under annually-
issued 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 mtin 1999 to 12,798 mt in 2001. The

Southern California round haul fleet is the most important sector of the CPS fishery in terms of landings,
and most of the highest production ports occur in this area (Table 3.3.3.29). This fleet is primarily based
in Los Angeles Harbor, along with fewer vessels in the Monterey and Ventura areas. The fishery harvests
Pacific bonito, market squid, and tunas as well as CPS. The fleet consists of about 40 active purse
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seiners averaging 20 m in length. Approximately one-third of this fleet are steel-hull boats built during the
last 20 years, the remainder are wooden-hulled vessels built from 1930 to 1949, during the boom of the
Pacific sardine fleet. 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. 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
35E40' N latitude) and two-thirds is allocated to Southern California (south of 35E40' 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 (PFMC

1998).
Table 3.3.3.27 CPS Landings and Exvessel Revenue by Area, State, and Year (LBS and USD)
YEAR
Area State Data type 2000 2001 2002 2003
CoEsEl CA Landed weight (Ibs) 465,666,430 376,633,573 316,754,663 182,994,919
Management
Areas Exvessel revenue ($) 40,179,911 29,373,729 27,852,840 29,261,203
OR Landed weight (Ibs) 21,629,154 29,337,380 50,396,664 56,500,887
Exvessel revenue ($) 1,173,218 1,726,387 2,835,693 3,016,660
WA Landed weight (Ibs) 10,937,156 25,573,818 35,995,417 26,872,582
Exvessel revenue ($) 716,632 1,394,002 2,044,254 1,546,569
3”‘” OR Landed weight (Ibs) c c c c
anagement
Areas Exvessel revenue ($) C C C C
WA Landed weight (Ibs) 530,364 813,484 1,196,872 1,070,620
Exvessel revenue ($) 208,419 297,702 529,434 510,373
Total Landed weight (Ibs) 498,763,104 432,358,255 404,343,616 267,439,00
Total Exvessel revenue ($) 42,278,180 32,791,820 33,262,222 34,334,805

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

Note: C represents data restricted due to confidentiality

Totals do not include confidential data
“Other management areas” includes inside waters such as Puget Sound and Columbia River
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Table 3.3.3.28 CPS Landings and Exvessel Revenue by Year and Gear(LBS and USD)

YEAR
Gear Group Data type 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hook and Line Landed weight (Ibs) 447,269 132,292 46,697 135,851
Exvessel revenue ($) 64,810 63,396 30,017 53,557
Misc Landed weight (Ibs) 238,310 53,720 90,661 141,291
Exvessel revenue ($) 82,093 390,882 621,647 463,864
Net Landed weight (Ibs) 496,714,839 430,478,604 404,186,770 266,878,952
Exvessel revenue ($) 42,035,766 32,142,853 32,605,922 33,761,365
Pot Landed weight (Ibs) 100,375 1,240 347 57,592
Exvessel revenue ($) 10,194 398 126 15,534
Troll Landed weight (Ibs) 645,533 307,434 558 43,777
Exvessel revenue ($) 57,140 11,811 666 15,701
Trawl Landed weight (Ibs) 626,541 1,384,594 21,999 181,009
Exvessel revenue ($) 28,150 182,129 2,734 24,105
Shrimp Trawl Landed weight (Ibs) 1,086 371 1,255 536
Exvessel revenue ($) 569 351 1,577 678
Total Landed weight (Ibs) 498,773,953 432,358,255 404,348,287 267,439,008
Total Exvessel revenue ($) 42,278,722 32,791,820 33,262,689 34,334,805

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

Table. 3.3.3.29 Top 15 Ports for CPS Landings and Exvessel Revenue (2000—-2003)

Rank Top 15 Ports by Weight

Top 15 Ports by Exvessel Revenue

SAN PEDRO
PORT HUENEME
TERMINAL ISLAND
MOSS LANDING
ASTORIA
VENTURA
ILWACO
MONTEREY

SAN FRANCISCO
WESTPORT
SAUSALITO
PRINCETON / HALF MOON BAY
SANTA BARBARA
14 | LONG BEACH

15 | MARSHALL

© 0o ~NOoO O WwWwNER

PR R e
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SAN PEDRO
PORT HUENEME
MOSS LANDING
TERMINAL ISLAND
VENTURA
ASTORIA

SAN FRANCISCO
MONTEREY
ILWACO
SAUSALITO

PRINCETON / HALF MOON BAY

WESTPORT
TACOMA
MARSHALL
SANTA BARBARA

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

Sea Cucumber

California implemented a permit program for sea cucumber in 1992. In 1997 the state established
separate, limited entry permits for the dive and trawl sectors. Permit rules encourage permit transfer to
the dive sector which has lead to growth in this sector. The dive sector currently accounts for 80% of
landings. There are currently 113 sea cucumber dive permits and 36 sea cucumber trawl permits. 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. California fishers account for the
majority of sea cucumbers by weight and value, followed by Washington fishers (Table 3.3.3.30); Oregon
has too few participants for public release of data.

Sea cucumbers are managed by the states. Along the West Coast, sea cucumbers are harvested by
diving or trawling (Table 3.3.3.31). Only the trawl fishery for sea cucumbers lands an incidental catch of

46




groundfish. 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. The
top ports for landed weight and ex-vessel revenue occur roughly equally in California and Washington
(Table 3.3.3.32).

Sea cucumber fisheries have expanded worldwide. On the West Coast, a dive fishery for warty sea
cucumbers occurs in Baja California, Mexico, and dive fisheries for California sea cucumbers occur in

W ashington, Oregon, Alaska, and British Columbia, Canada (Rogers-Bennett and Ono 2001). In

W ashington, the sea cucumber fishery only occurs inside Puget Sound and the Straight of Juan de Fuca.
Most of the harvestis taken by diving, although the tribes can also trawl for sea cucumbers in these
waters.

Table 3.3.3.30 Sea Cucumber Landings and Exvessel Revenue by Area, State, and Year (LBS and USD)

YEAR

Area State | Data type 2000 2001 2002 2003
Coastal Management Areas | ca | |anded weight (bs) 643,310 717,695 946,810 758,569
Exvessel revenue ($) 606,578 584,970 801,276 687,854
OR Landed weight (Ibs) C C C C
Exvessel revenue ($) C C C C
(OUNE LA EETES ATBES WA | Landed weight (Ibs) 605,755 661,657 549,127 438,707
Exvessel revenue ($) 836,720 903,570 598,820 560,533
Total Landed weight (Ibs) 1,249,065 1,379,352 1,495,937 1,197,276

Total Exvessel revenue ($) 1,443,297 1,488,540 1,400,096 1,248,387

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004
Note: C represents data restricted due to confidentiality
“Other management areas” includes inside waters such as Puget Sound and Columbia River

Table 3.3.3.31 Sea Cucumber Landings and Exvessel Revenue by Year and Gear (LBS and USD)

YEAR
Gear aggregation Data type 2000 2001 2002 2003
Landed weight (Ibs) 574,689 465,804 660,598 466,855
Misc. (including dive gear) Exvessel revenue ($) 558,029 419,318 610,742 475,262
Other Gears Landed weight (Ibs) 674,667 913,583 835,339 731,109
Exvessel revenue ($) 885,777 1,069,291 789,354 774,084
Total Landed weight (Ibs) 1,249,065 1,379,352 1,495,937 1,197,276
Total Exvessel revenue ($) 1,443,297 1,488,540 1,400,096 1,248,387

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

Note: C represents data restricted due to confidentiality

“Other management areas” includes inside waters such as Puget Sound and Columbia River
totals are equivalent to previous table to protect confidentiality
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Table 3.3.3.32 Top 15 Ports for Sea Cucumber Landings and Exvessel Revenue (2000-2003)

Rank Top 15 Ports by Weight Top 15 Ports by Exvessel Revenue

1 | OXNARD OXNARD
2 | SANTA BARBARA BLAINE
3 | BLAINE ANACORTES
4 | ANACORTES SANTA BARBARA
5 | TERMINAL ISLAND TERMINAL ISLAND
6 | POULSBO BELLINGHAM BAY
7 | BELLINGHAM BAY POULSBO
8 | SEATTLE SEATTLE
9 | TACOMA TACOMA

10 | VENTURA LACONNER

11 | LACONNER VENTURA

12 | PUGET ISLAND PUGET ISLAND

13 | FRIDAY HARBOR FRIDAY HARBOR

14 | SAN PEDRO SAN PEDRO

15 [ MISSION BAY PORT TOWNSEND

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

Spot Prawn
Spot prawns are targeted with both trawl and pot gear (Table 3.3.3.33). These fisheries are state-

managed. For the purposes of managing incidentally-caught groundfish, the trawl fishery has been
categorized as exempted trawl in the open access sector of the groundfish fishery. California has the
largest and oldest trawl fishery with about 54 vessels operating from Bodega Bay south to the U.S./Mexico
border. California has the top 15 ports for landed weight and ex-vessel revenue (Table 3.3.3.34). (Most
vessels operate out of Monterey, Morro Bay, Santa Barbara, and Ventura, although some Washington-
based vessels participate in this fishery during the fall and winter.) Standard gear is a single-rig shrimp
trawl with roller gear, varying in size from eight-inch disks to 28-inch tires. Washington State phased out
its trawl fishery by converting its trawl permits to pot/trap permits in 2003. California instituted area and
season closures for the trawl fleet in 1984 to protect spot prawns during their peak egg-bearing months of
November through January. In 1994, the trawl area and season closure was expanded to include the
entire Southern California Bight. As of 2003, the spot prawn trawl fishery is closed. After 2003 Oregon
prohibited the use of trawl nets for harvesting spot prawns. These closures, along with the development of
ridgeback prawn, sea cucumber, and other fisheries, and also greater demand for fresh fish, have kept
spot prawn trawl landings low and facilitated growth of the trap fishery. The trap fishery began in 1985
with a live prawn segment developing subsequently. The fleet operates from Monterey Bay, where six
boats are based, to Southern California, where a 30 to 40 boat fleet results in higher production. Fishers
in both fishing areas set traps 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 2001). Landings continued to increase through 1998, when they reached a
historic high of 780,000 pounds. Growth in participation and a subsequent drop in landings led to the
development of a limited entry program, which is still in the process of being implemented. Other recent
regulations include closures, trap limits, bycatch reduction measures for the trawl fishery, and an observer
program.

Table 3.3.3.33 Spot Prawn Landings and Exvessel Revenue by Year and Gear in California (LBS and
USD)

Year
Gear Data type 2000 2001 2002 2003
Pot Landed weight (Ibs) 180,339 218,813 175,497 159,168
Exvessel revenue ($) 1,646,474 1,993,004 1,607,681 1,505,684
Trawl (all trawl types) Landed weight (Ibs) 266,682 203,346 218,067 6,841
Exvessel revenue ($) 2,188,968 1,709,452 1,759,197 61,364
Total Landed weight (Ibs) 447,021 422,159 393,564 166,009
Total Exvessel Revenue ($) 3,835,442 3,702,456 3,366,877 1,567,049

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004
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Note: Spot prawn landings do not show up specifically in landed catch data for WA and OR

Table 3.3.3.34 Top 15 Ports for Spot Prawn Landings and Exvessel Revenue in California (2000—2003)

Rank Top 15 Ports by Weight Top 15 Ports by Exvessel Revenue
1 [ MORRO BAY MORRO BAY
2 | MONTEREY MONTEREY
3 | OXNARD OXNARD
4 [ VENTURA VENTURA
5 | DANA POINT DANA POINT
6 | TERMINAL ISLAND TERMINAL ISLAND
7 | SANTA BARBARA OCEANSIDE
8 | OCEANSIDE SANTA BARBARA
9 | SAN DIEGO MOSS LANDING
10 | RICHMOND SAN DIEGO
11 | MOSS LANDING RICHMOND
12 | SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO
13 | FORT BRAGG FORT BRAGG
14 | BODEGA BAY BODEGA BAY
15 | HUNTINGTON BEACH MISSION BAY

Source: PacFIN ftl table. August 2004

Buyers and Processors

Excluding Pacific whiting delivered to at-sea processors, vessels participating in Pacific groundfish
fisheries deliver to shore-based processors within Washington, Oregon, and California. Buyers are
located along the entire coast; however, processing capacity has been consolidating in recent years.
Several companies have left the West Coast or have chosen to quit the business entirely, have been
consoloidated or are inactive. This has led to trucking groundfish from certain ports to another community
for processing. Therefore, landings do not necessarily indicate processing activity in those communities.
However, examination of the species composition of landed catch by state can lead to inferences of some
processor characteristics.

According to PacFIN data, in 2002 Oregon had the largest amount of groundfish landings (56%), followed
by Washington (28%), and California (16%). In contrast, Oregon has the largest amount of exvessel
revenue (40%), followed by California (32%) and Washington (22%), respectively. Oregon accounts for
the majority of Pacific whiting landings, which creates a large difference between the percentage of landed
catch and exvessel revenue because Pacific whiting has a relatively low price per pound. The relatively
high amount of Pacific whiting being landed in Oregon may create a case where many processors must
generate capacity to handle large quantities at a time. Groundfish processors in Washington may receive
landings from Alaska fisheries. Depending on the amount of catch Washington processors can draw from
Alaska fisheries, some groundfish processors may require the capacity to process large amounts of
product. California processors concentrating on West Coast fisheries may focus on relatively smaller
throughput of groundfish.

The seafood distribution chain begins with deliveries by the harvesters (exvessel landings) to the
shoreside networks of buyers and processors, and includes the linkage between buyers and processors
and seafood markets. In addition to shoreside activities, processing of certain species (e.g., Pacific
whiting) also occurs offshore on factory ships. Several thousand entities have permits to buy fish on the
West Coast (Table 3.3.3.38). Of these, 1,780 purchased fish caught in the ocean area and landed on
W ashington, Oregon, or California state fishtickets in the year 2000 (excluding tribal catch) and 732
purchased groundfish (PFMC 2004)."

Y A "buyer” was defined here by a unique combination of PacFIN port code and state buyer code on
the fishticket. For California, a single company may have several buying codes that vary only by the last
two digits. In PacFIN, these last two digits are truncated, and so were treated as separate buying units
only if they appear for different ports.
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According to PacFIN data, the number of unique companies buying groundfish along the West Coast has
declined in recent years. This trend coincides with recent regulatory restrictions and diminished landings
of higher valued species such as rockfish (Table 3.3.3.38). The number of buyers purchasing other
species such as crab and salmon has been stable or increasing in recent years.

Table 3.3.3.38 Count of Fish Buyers by Year, Species Type, and State (not unique records)

Year
State Species Group 2000 2001 2002 2003
CA Coastal Pelagic 174 126 118 112
All Crab 298 306 291 351
Groundfish 412 385 324 310
HMS 233 241 222 199
Other species 558 515 510 505
All Salmon 277 225 269 273
All Shell fish 6 10 2 2
All Shrimp & Prawns 154 126 129 107
OR Coastal Pelagic 14 15 16 16
All Crab 67 77 81 83
Groundfish 84 74 79 81
HMS 96 112 125 138
Other species 90 91 103 94
All Salmon 104 134 143 150
All Shell fish 19 14 46 27
All Shrimp & Prawns 36 36 30 26
WA Coastal Pelagic 12 17 16 15
All Crab 125 125 158 168
Groundfish 43 42 40 45
HMS 37 39 55 53
Other species 109 102 98 106
All Salmon 189 218 219 213
All Shell fish 167 178 177 171
All Shrimp & Prawns 75 72 72 80

Source: PacFIN ftl and ft tables. July 2004
Note: records are not unique buyers and should not be summed

Fishing Communities

Fishing communities, as defined in the MSA, include not only the people who catch the fish, but also those
who share a common dependency on directly related fisheries-dependent services and industries.
Commercial fishing communities may include boatyards, fish handlers, processors, and ice suppliers.
Similarly, entities that depend on recreational fishing may include tackle shops, small marinas, lodging
facilities catering to out-of-town anglers, and tourism bureaus advertising charter fishing opportunities.
People employed in fishery management and enforcement makes up another component of fishing
communities.

Fishing communities on the West Coast depend on commercial and/or recreational fisheries for many
species. Participants in these fisheries employ a variety of fishing gears and combinations of gears.
Community patterns of fishery participation vary coastwide and seasonally, based on species availability,
the regulatory environment, and oceanographic and weather conditions. Communities are characterized
by the mix of fishery operations, fishing areas, habitat types, seasonal patterns, and target species.
Although unique, communities share many similarities. For example, all face danger, safety issues,
dwindling resources, and a multitude of state and federal regulations. Individuals in unique communities
have differing cultural heritages and economic characteristics. Examples include a Viethamese fishing
community of San Francisco Bay and an Italian fishing community in Southern California. Native U.S.
communities with an interest in the groundfish fisheries are also considered. In spite of a variety of ethnic
backgrounds, fishers in many areas come together to form the fishing communities, drawn together by
their common interests in economic and physical survival in an uncertain and changing ocean and
regulatory environment. The top 15 ports for open access groundfish and revenue are found in Table
3.3.3.39.

Table 3.3.3.39 Top Ports for Open Access Groundfish Landings and Revenue (2000 - 2003)

Rank Top 15 Ports for Landed Revenue Top 15 Ports for Landed Weight
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1 Morro Bay Moss Landing
2 Port Orford Neah Bay

3 Moss Landing Fort Bragg

4 Fort Bragg Port Orford

5 Gold Beach Port Angeles
6 Avila Morro Bay

7 Santa Barbara Gold Beach

8 Port Angeles Westport

9 Crescent City Eureka

10 Neah Bay Crescent City
11 San Francisco Astoria

12 Monterey San Francisco
13 Astoria Avila

14 Eureka Charleston (Coos Bay)
15 Westport Brookings

Source: PacFIN VSMRFD files. July 2004

An overview of West Coast fishing communities organized around regions comprising port groups and
ports consistent with the organization of fish landings data in the PacFIN database can be found in the
The Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan, Essential Fish Habitat Designation and
Minimization of Adverse Impacts, Draft EIS, prepared in February 2005.

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.
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4.0 IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

The terms "effect" and "impact" are used synonymous under NEPA. Impacts includes ecological,
aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative. Direct
effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place and Indirect effects are caused by
the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.
Indirect effects may include growth-inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the
pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other
natural systems, including ecosystems. Cumulative impacts are those impacts on the environment that
result from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such
other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions
taking place over a period of time.

Sections 4.1 through 4.3 of this document discusses the direct and indirect impacts on the physical,
biological, and socio-economic environment that are likely to occur under each of the proposed
alternatives, including the status quo alternative. Section 4.4 presents the reasonably foreseeable
cumulative effects of the environment from the proposed alternatives.

52



4.1 Physical Impacts

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT - COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE

Changes to the physical environment as a result of VMS regulations

Alternative 1 Status quo

Directimpact No direct impacts beyond what has been considered in previous NEPA documents.

Indirect impact Little data available to assess OA fishing location and intensity.

Alternative 2 Vessels
using longline gear

Direct impact Data from vessels 165 vessels using longline gear to take and retain, possess or land OA groundfish
(approximately 131 directed groundfish, 31 Pacific halibut, CA halibut, and 2 HMS vessels) could be used to maintain the
integrity of habitat protection areas from longline effects. Unforeseen effects on the physical environment resulting from
illegal fishing in the RCAs or habitat areas for OA vessels using longline gear will likely be reduced as a result of the
deterrent effect.

Indirect impact VMS data can be combined with data on fishing gear impacts and habitat to better understand how effort
shifts and closed area management measures affect the physical environment. Data would be available from 165 vessels
using longline gear to take and retain, possess or land OA groundfish (approximately 131 directed groundfish, 31 Pacific
halibut, 1 CA halibut, and 2 HMS vessels) .

Alternative 3 Vessels
using longline or pot gear

In addition to impacts identified under Alt. 2

Direct impact Adds data from 128 vessels that take and retain, possess or land OA groundfish with pot gear (approximately
30 directed, 45 Dungeness crab, 8 prawn, 8 CA sheephead, and 37 CA halibut) could be used to maintain the integrity of
habitat protection areas from pot fishing gear impacts. Deterrent effect will likely reduce RCA or habitat area incursions by
vessels identified under this Alt.

Indirect impact Adds VMS position data from approximately 128 vessels (30 directed, 45 Dungeness crab, 8 prawn, 8 CA
sheephead, and 37 CA halibut) that can be combined with data on fishing gear impacts and habitat to better understand
effort shifts and the potential effects on the physical environment from closed area management measures.

Alternative 4 Vessels
using longline, pot or trawl
gear, except: pink shrimp
trawl

In addition to impacts identified under Alt. 2 and 3

Direct impact Data from 41vessels using trawl gear, excluding pink shrimp, to take and retain, possess or land OA
groundfish (from approximately 18 ridgeback prawn, 6 sea cucumber and 17 CA halibut vessels) that could be used to
maintain the integrity of habitat protection areas from trawl gear affects. Deterrent effect will likely reduce RCA or habitat
area incursions by vessels identified under this Alt.

Indirect impact Provides VMS position data from approximately 41 vessels (18 ridgeback prawn, 6 sea cucumber and 17
CA halibut vessels) that can be combined with data on fishing gear impacts and habitat to better understand effort shifts and
potential effects on the physical environment from closed area management measures. Understanding where bottom trawl
effort is distributed will likely be the most important because trawl gear is believed to have greater impact on physical habitat
than OA fixed gears.
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Alternative 5A Vessels
using longline, pot, trawl or
line gear, except: pink
shrimp trawl and salmon
troll

In addition to impacts identified under Alt. 2, 3 and 4

Directimpact Data from 855 vessels using line gear, excluding salmon troll, to take and retain, possess or land OA
groundfish (approximately 738 groundfish, 105 California halibut, and 12 HMS vessels) could be used to maintain the
integrity of habitat protection areas from line gear impacts. Deterrent effect will likely reduce RCA or habitat area incursions
by vessels identified under this Alt.

Indirect impact Provides VMS position data from approximately 855 vessels (738 groundfish, 105 California halibut, and 12
HMS vessels) using line gear to take and retain, possess or land OA groundfish, that can be combined with data on fishing
gear impacts and habitat to better understand effort shifts and the potential effects on the physical environment from closed
area management measures.

Alternative 5B Vessels
using longline, pot, trawl or
line gear, except: pink
shrimp trawl, HMS longline
and line, and Dungeness
crab pot gear

Direct impact Data from 163 vessels using longline gear as identified under Alt. 2 (excluding 2 HMS vessels); 83 vessels
using pot gear as identified under Alt.3. (excluding 45 Dungeness crab vessels); 41vessels using trawl gear as identified
under Alt.4, and 1,020 vessels using line gear as identified under Alt. 5A (plus177 salmon troll vessels coastwide) that take
and retain, possess or land OA groundfish could be used to maintain the integrity of habitat protection areas from longline,
pot, trawl, and line gear impacts. Deterrent effect will likely reduce RCA or habitat area incursions by vessels identified
under this Alt.

Indirect impact Provides VMS position data from approximately 1,307 vessels that can be combined with data on fishing
gear impacts and habitat to better understand effort shifts and the potential effects on the physical environment from closed
area management measures. These vesselsinclude 163 vessels using longline gear as identified under Alt. 2, except that
HMS vessels would be excluded; 83 vessels using pot gear as identified under Alt.3., excluding Dungeness crab vessels;
41vessels using trawl gear as identified under Alt.4; and 1,020 vessels using line gear to take and retain, possess or land
groundfish as identified under Alt. 5A, except HMS vessels using line gear are excluded, and including approximately 241
salmon troll vessels.

Alternative 6A Vessels
with RCA restrictions;
except pink shrimp trawl

Direct impact Data from 1,423 vessels could be used to maintain the integrity of habitat protection areas from longline, pot,
trawl, line, net and other fishing gear impacts. Includes data from: vessels using longline gear as identified under Alt. 2
except that all Pacific halibut vessels are included; 128 vessels using pot gear identified under Alt. 3; all vessels using trawl
gear (approximately 32 ridgeback prawn, 14 Sea cucumber, and 34 California halibut vessels); 1,032 vessels using line
gear as identified under Alt. 5B (includes salmon troll coastwide and 12 HMS vessels) to take and retain, possess or land
OA groundfish; vessels using net gear (approximately 3 CPS vessels); and 4 vessels using other OA gears (approximately
4 vessels). Deterrent effect will likely reduce RCA or habitat area incursions by vessels identified under this Alt.

Indirect impact Provides VMS position data from approximately 1,423 vessels that can be combined with data on fishing
gear impacts and habitat to better understand effort shifts and the potential effects on the physical environment from closed
area management measures. These vesselsinclude: 214 vessels using longline gear as identified under Alt. 2, except that
all 49 Pacific halibut vessels are included; 128 vessels using pot gear identified under Alt. 3; 80 vessels using trawl gear
includes approximately 32 ridgeback prawn, 14 Sea cucumber, and 34 California halibut vessels; 1,032 vessels using line
gear to take and retain, possess or land OA groundfish as identified under Alt. 5B (includes salmon coastwide and 12 HMS
vessels), vessels using net gear (trammel, gillnet, setnet) include approximately 3 CPS vessels, and approximately 4
vessels using other OA gears.
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Alternative 6B Vessels Direct impact Essentially the same as Alt. 6A except that data that could be used to maintain the integrity of areas closed to

with RCA restrictions: protect habitat from fishing gear impacts is not available for salmon troll vessels that retain only yellowtail rockfish north of
except salmon troll north 40°10' N. lat. would not be available. Total of 1,289 vessels.

that retain only yellowtail

rockfish and pink shrimp Indirect impact Essentially the same as Alt. 6A except that position data from salmon troll vessels that retain only yellowtail
trawl rockfish north of 40°10' N. lat. would not be available.

Alternative 7 Vessel >12 Direct impact Essentially the same as 6A except that data from approximately 22 vessels (6 longline, 2 pot, and 14 line gear
ft with RCA restriction; vessels) would not be available. Total of 1,401 vessels.

except, pink shrimp trawl
Indirect impact Essentially the same as 6A except that data from approximately 22 vessels (6 longline, 2 pot, and 14 line
gear vessels) would not be available. It is likely that none of these small vessels are not fishing outside of 3 miles.

Each of the alternatives identifies and estimated number of vessels that are likely to be affected by the VMS requirement. These values are based on the average level of participation from
2000 to 2003. However, it is important to point out that these values may not be the actual number of vessels that would continue to use a particular gear type if VMS requirements were
adopted due to the easy abiltiy of directed groundfish fishers to change gears or for incidental groundfish fishers to discontinue participation in the OA fisheries by not retaining groundfish
species.
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4.1.1 Physical structure

Direct impacts on the physical environment from fishery management actions generally result from
changes to the structure of the benthic environment as a result of fishing practices.

The proposed action pertains to a program that is expected to provide information for monitoring fishing
locations in relation to time/area closures. Fleet coverage level, that portion of the overall open access
fishing fleet that would be required to have VMS and provide declaration reports, is the only difference
between the proposed alternatives. Each of the 9 alternatives defines the portion of the open access fleet,
that would be required to carry and use VMS transceivers and provide gear declaration reports.

Direct effects on the physical environment could occur if the gathering of the position information resulted
in changes to fishing gear impacts on the physical structure or habitat. VMS data could be used to
maintain the integrity of habitat protection areas designed to protect the physical environment from fishing
gear impacts. Different fishing gears have different effects on the benthic environment. Further
discussion on the different direct effects of the gears used in the open access fishery can be found in the
Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan, Essential Fish Habitat Designation and Minimization
of Adverse Impacts, Draft EIS, prepared in February 2005. This DEIS also describes the physical
impacts on the environment under status quo management.

One of the major benefits of VMS is its deterrent effect. VMS is expected to have a beneficial deterrent
effect (the reduction in illegal fishing in closed areas when fishing vessel operators know that they are
being monitored) by reducing the likelihood of unforeseen effects on the physical environment resulting
from unknown illegal fishing in the RCAs. 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 that may reduce potential violations of areas that are closed for habitat protection.

At this time, there are no areas in federal waters specifically closed to protect groundfish habitat from
fishing gear impacts. However, proposals for such areas are currently being considered. Further
discussion on the proposed groundfish habitat areas can be found in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
Management Plan, Essential Fish Habitat Designation and Minimization of Adverse Impacts, Draft EIS,
prepared in February 2005. This DEIS also describes the physical impacts on the environment under
status quo management.

Indirect impacts from fishery management actions include changes in fishing practices that affect the
physical environment, but are further away in time or location than those occurring as a direct impact.
Area management involves closing and sometimes opening areas formerly closed to specific open access
fishing gear groups. When the size or location of closed areas change, the fishing fleet makes shifts in
fishing effort. Understanding the nature of effort shifts, especially understanding where the effort shifts to
(and the habitat types most common in these areas) and where the effort shifts from (and the habitat
types most common in these areas), is critical to understanding how management actions will likely
increase or decrease beneficial and adverse impacts to habitat.

VMS is expected to provide data that can be used in combination with data on fishing gear impacts and
habitat to better understand effort shifts and the potential effects on the physical environment. Therefore,
VMS provides an indirect benefit to the physical environment. The amount of information available for
assessing the impacts of fishing effort on the physical environment varies under each of the alternatives.
Therefore, the indirect effects vary between the alternatives and depend on the proportion of the fleet that
is required to carry VMS and provide declaration reports as well as the potential impacts associated with a
particular gear type.

Comparison of the Alternatives
Alternative 1, Status Quo, would continue the requirement for declaration reports from open access
vessels using exempted trawl gear in the RCAs. Under Alternative 1, open access fishery position data
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would be available from vessels who voluntarily use VMS units and from vessels that fish pursuant to the
open access regulations, but carry VMS because the vessel is registered to a limited entry permit.
Section 3.3 of the EIS, for the Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum Yield Specifications
and Management Measures for the 2005-2006 Pacific Coast Groundfish fishery addressed the physical
impacts on the environment under status quo management. In addition, the Pacific Coast Groundfish
Fishery Management Plan, Essential Fish Habitat Designation and Minimization of Adverse Impacts, Draft
EIS, prepared in February 2005 also describes the physical impacts on the environment under status quo
management.

Alternative 2 maintains the declaration provisions of status quo, but adds the VMS and declaration
reporting requirements for approximately 165 vessels (131 directed groundfish, 31 Pacific halibut,
California halibut, and 2 HMS) vessels using longline gear to take and retain, possess or land groundfish.
Of the alternatives that require VMS, Alternative 2 would provide the least amount of data for monitoring
areas established for habitat protection or for assessing fishing effort and intensity relative to fishing fleet
activity. This is because Alternative 2 would require the smallest proportion of the open access fleet (only
vessels using longline gear) to have and use VMS. Given the mobility of vessels within the fishery,
directed longline vessels could change gears to avoid the VMS requirements. Alternative 3, includes the
same vessels as Alternative 2, but adds the VMS and declaration reporting requirements for
approximately 128 vessels ( 30 directed, 45 Dungeness crab, 8 prawn, 8 CA sheephead, and 37 CA
halibut vessels) using pot gear to take and retain, possess or land groundfish. Similar to Alternative 2,
some vessels may change to line gear to avoid the VMS requirement. Alternative 3 would provide more
data than Alternative 2, however it would provide less data than Alternative 4, which includes the same
vessels as Alternative 3, but adds the VM S and declaration reporting requirement for approximately
41vessels (18 ridgeback prawn, 6 sea cucumber and 17 California halibut vessels) using exempted trawl
gear that take and retain, possess or land groundfish.

Alternative 5A includes the same vessels as Alternative 4, but adds the VMS and declaration reporting
requirements for approximately 738 groundfish, 105 California halibut, and 12 HMS vessels using line
gear to take and retain, possess or land groundfish. Alternative 5B, includes slightly more vessels than 5A
because the number of salmon troll vessels (177 vessels) that would be added under this alternative is
greater than the number of HMS (12 line and 2 longline vessels) and Dungeness crab (45 vessels)
vessels that would be excluded. Though Alternative 5B does not include vessels in fisheries that are
projected to have minimal impacts on overfished species, it does include salmon troll vessels. Alternative
6A, which applies to any vessel engaged in commercial fishing to which a RCA restriction applies,
includes the largest number of open access vessels (1,423) and would therefore provide the largest
amount of data for monitoring habitat protection areas or for assessing fishing effort and intensity relative
to fishing fleet activity. Unlike Alternatives 4-5B, all 80 exempted trawl vessels would be included under
Alternative 6A, not just those that take and retain, possess or land groundfish. Because the trawl sector is
believed to have a greater fishing gear impact on the physical environment, Alternatives 6A- 7 which
include all 80 trawl vessels, would be much more beneficial than the Alternatives 4-5B that include only a
portion of the trawl vessels (41 vessels). There is no difference in trawl data availability between
Alternatives 6A, 6B and 7. Alternative 6B, is essentially the same as Alternative 6A, but affects
approximately >134 vessels, all of which use salmon troll gear. Alternative 7, is essentially the same as
Alternative 6A because it applies to all the same vessels except those vessels less than 12 feet in length.
Vessels under 12 feet in length are not expected to fish in Federal waters and would therefore not be
required to have VMS.

The open access fishery does not require participants to have permits or gear endorsements. Directed
groundfish participants using fixed gear have the mobility to choose between the legal open access fixed
gears for harvesting groundfish. Therefore, if VMS requirements under Alternative 2 or 3 were
implemented, it will likely result in some directed groundfish participants changing gear to avoid the VMS
requirements. Because a substantial proportion of the fleetis required to use VMS under Alternatives 4-7,
the number of directed groundfish vessel operators that are likely to change gear to avoid VMS
requirements is reduced. Vessels that incidentally catch groundfish while targeting other species are less
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likely to change gears to avoid VMS requirements. This is because the various state and federal
requirements for the target fishery they are participating in generally restricts the type of gear participants
can use. However, participants that catch groundfish incidentally are not considered to be in the open
access groundfish fishery unless they take and retain, possess or land groundfish. Therefore, these
participants may choose to avoid the VMS requirements by not retaining groundfish, though they would
continue to catch groundfish incidentally to the target fishery. The number of participants that would
choose to discard groundfish to avoid VMS requirements is unknown; however, a substantial number of
participants making less than $1000 of exvessel revenue per year from groundfish would likely avoid VMS
requirements.
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4.2 Biological Impacts

BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT - COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES

TOTAL CATCH

Changes in groundfish mortality levels as a result of VMS regulations

Alternative 1 Status quo

Directimpacts A higher level of fishing mortality than those being used to estimate total catch, may affect the integrity of
closed areas if incursions result in higher rates of overfished species catch than projected.

Indirect impacts Little specific information on fishing location is available from the OA fleet for understanding impacts of
effort shifts on adult and juvenile populations, or for refining overfished species total catch estimates. Declaration reports
may be used to estimate the number of vessels/trips in conservation areas by exempted trawl vessels.

Alternative 2 Vessels using
longline gear

Direct impacts Allows the integrity of nontrawl RCAs to be maintained in relation to 165 vessels using longline gear to take
and retain, possess of land OA groundfish (approximately 131 directed groundfish, 31 Pacific halibut, 1 CA halibut, and 2
HMS vessels). The risk of actual catch exceeding the OYs for overfished species is reduced for directed groundfish and
Pacific halibut longline vessels that take and retain, possess or land groundfish. No change over Alt.1 for HMS longline
vessels because they are not projected to catch overfished species.

Indirect impacts Fishing effort and location data could improve manager’s understanding of groundfish mortality by
approximately 165 vessels (131 directed groundfish, 31 Pacific halibut, and 2 HMS vessels) using longline gear to take and
retain, possess or land groundfish. Data can be combined with observer, survey, and fish ticket data to better estimate: 1)
total fishing mortality, 2) impacts on juveniles and other fishery resources related to changes in fishing locations and
intensity, 3) data on fishing intensity (amount of time vessels are in an area) would be available, and 4) changes in fishing
location and intensity over time.

Alternative 3 Vessels using
longline or pot gear

In addition to impacts identified under Alt. 2:

Direct impacts Improves ability to maintain integrity of nontrawl RCAs in relation to 128 vessels using pot gear that take
and retain, possess or OA land groundfish (30 directed, 45 Dungeness crab, 8 prawn, 8 CA sheephead, and 37 CA halibut
vessels). The risk of actual catch exceeding the OYs for overfished species i