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May 24, 2006

Mr. Donald K. Hansen, Chairman
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, Oregon 97220-1384

Dear Chairman Hansen:

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife recently learned of developments potentially
affecting the 2006 Pacific whiting fisheries, raising concerns for the Pacific Fishery Management
Council (PFMC). In addition to the large catcher/processor (CP) vessel whose acquisition of
permits for the CP sector of the West Coast whiting fishery was noted in the PFMC’s March 17,
2006 letter to Ms. Margaret Spring of the U.S. Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation, there is at least one new applicant for entry into the 2006 Exempted Fishing
Permit (EFP) shoreside whiting fishery which is also a high capacity vessel eligible for American
Fisheries Act (AFA) benefits with little or no prior catch history in our region. Prior to the 1998
AFA, the height of the Bering Sea Aleutian Islands pollock fishery occurred at the beginning of
the season, which opened at the same time as the shoreside Pacific whiting fishery (effectively
preventing vessels from participating in both). AFA benefits such as cooperatives and individual
vessel allocations enable vessels to rearrange their pollock fishing schedules, allowing them the
time to participate in the Pacific whiting fishery.

Concerns related to the entry of additional Alaska-based AFA vessels include the possibility that
significant catching and processing capability by new participants will negatively impact the
fishery by leading to derby-style fishing in the catcher-processor sector, thereby increasing the
rates of both whiting harvest and potientially increase the bycatch of prohibited species and other
groundfish. This altered dynamic, along with increased effort in the shoreside sector, could
result in increased monitoring costs and potential emergency closures of other whiting sectors
and other fisheries if any of the depleted species caps are reached or exceeded. With significant
constraints on prohibited and depleted species bycatch on the West coast, this should pose an
immediate concern for the Council and NOAA Fisheries.

When the AFA was passed, Congress directed the PFMC to take action to “develop measures to
protect west coast groundfish fisheries from potential harm caused by the AFA.” In 1999 and
2000, the PFMC established control dates for the purposes of any future rules establishing
limited entry in this fishery. These actions alerted potential and future entrants to the Pacific



coast groundfish fisheries that minimum participation requirements may be established at any
time in the future, and would, as a result, exclude vessels not meeting those requirements from
participation. The intent was to discourage speculative entry into Pacific coast groundfish
fisheries, particularly by those vessels eligible for AFA benefits and those that have not
participated in the PFMC-managed west coast groundfish/whiting fisheries. The concern was to
be addressed further in Amendment 15 to the groundfish Fishery Management Plan; however,
due to lack of any imminent threat and competing workload, the development of Amendment 15
has been suspended.

We urge the Council’s consideration in scheduling time to discuss this matter during the June
2006 meeting, with the goals of identifying a process and timeline to establish controls that will
prevent future problems in the operation and management of this fishery, and taking in-season
action if necessary to forestall problems in the 2006 fishery.

This fishery is a vital component of our West coast groundfish fishery (30-35 vessels
participate), as well as a significant contribution to the coastal economy ($6 -$8 million dollars
ex-vessel value annually). Attention to these concerns is time sensitive and the consideration of
the Council at this June meeting is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

[Signed original sent via U.S. Mail]

Curt Melcher, Assistant Division Administrator

Fish Division

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Cc Burke
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Ad Hoc Committee

F.O.Box 484
Occidental, CA 95465
707 874-3835

Keep the Salmon Season Open
Do not shut down salmon fishing because of the Klamath River!

For years, the Klamath Chinook runs have gone up and down. Look at the governments own
charts. Lower spawning numbers produced the largest runs!

How can that be? Farmers know the answer. They know they have to “thin” their crop. Planting
more seeds per acre won't produce more yield. If the soil isn’t healthy, the crop is lower.

The government statistics say how many spawners the Klamath should support based oun the
number of miles of river in the Klamath watershed, but say nothing about the quality of the
water!

An acre of water will support only so many fish, just like an acre of land will support only so
much livestock. If you want to increase the carrying capacity of the acre you have to improve its
quality. IT’S ALL ABOUT HABITAT, NOT OVERFISHING!

Thc salmon should be harvested at sea while they are of tremendous food value and not
crowd the rivers and go to waste.

([J_//L, J/(,éézéé 19 €.¢_
Ann Maurice
5721/06



@3:38PM F3

at
i
(59
L
nJ
h
[A]
ug]

FROM : PHONE WNO. N

Ad Hoc Committee

P.0.Box 484
Occidental, CA 95465
707 874-3855
5/15/06

Where’s Jack?

NOAA predicts that there will be an extremely low return of “natural” Chinook spawners to the
Klamath river this year; and that dire prediction is the rationale for severely curtailing the salmon
season. That forecast is based on the low number of “jacks" or immature 2-year olds that
returned to the Klamath in the fall of 2005. Why was that “jack” count so low? What
happened to the offspring of the 2003 spawners that so few jacks returned? Was the count
accurate? If so, where’s Jack?

There were lots of “natural” spawners in 2003 -- plenty of eggs and plenty of juveniles. How
many spawners? 90,000 “natural” spawners in 2003! That’s about 2 1/2 times NOAA’s “target”
number of 35,000. So there should have been no problem! There were lots of spawners, lots of
eggs, lots of offspring. So what happened to the offspring of 90,000 Klamath spawners?
Where’s Jack?

Did the salmon fishermen catch them? No. “Jacks” are juveniles too small for commercial catch or
sale -- they are not marketable.

What does this all mean?

*90,000 spawners in 2003, and a low jack count in 2005 means that a high number of
spawners is no guarantee of sustainable yield; focusing on obtaining a high number of
spawners in the Klamath is no guarantec of sustainability, is poor science and defies
common science;

*since commercial sa/mon fishermen do not catch one and two year olds, salmon fishing is
not the problem and curtailing the salmon season is not a policy based on science.

No surprise that NOAA has not solved the “problem” of the Klamath. They ate aiming at the
wrong target. What do the records show historically as the actual size of the run for the
Klamath? Not projections or models or theoretical analyses, but raw data, just the facts! How
reliable is the raw data? How many projections, models and goals are based on counting the
rumber of miles of accessible waterway only and not assessing the volume of water, the
condition of the gravel and the availability of food and predators? if there are critical air, food
and water shortages limiting survival of the fingerlings, how is that being corrected? Curtailing
salmon fishing down to a minimum or to zero is never going to solve the problem. What good are
more spawners and more eggs if the juveniles do not have the resources to survive? In fact, too
many will make matters worse by competing with each other over limited food supply, like too
many seeds on a field or too many cows on a pasture.

emcL\ﬁesh, open—mmded review of the situation.
/N ?Lé,xfb e
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We are to “let science prevail”; to “make policy based on facts and data”. Yet NOAA and NMFS’
policies are contrary to conclusions that showld be drawn from their own data. The data does not
support recommending 35,000 “natural” spawners for the Klamath as either an optimum number

or a “floor”. The data does not support further curtailment of commercial and recreational fishing.

The Carrying Capacity of the Klamath -- the number of spawners the river can sustain:

Things aren’t always as they seem, and what is “intuitive” is not always correct. One would think
that keeping the numbers of salmon in the rivers high as possible would insure healthy restoration.
It would seem that curtailing commercial fishing and protecting salmon would bring salmon
numbers back up to historical highs. Buf to the contrary:

When returns were above the recommended 35,000, the number of
Klamath spawners returning three years later usually plummeted:;

When returns were below 35,000, the number of Klamath
spawners returning three years later usually rose dramatically.

Between 1978 and 2003, there were 13 vears when the “natural” spawners dropped below 35,000
in the Klamath. For only two of those years did the numbers of salmon returning three years later
show further decline! On the other hand, /I out of those 13 years, or 83% of the years below
35,000 produced higher runs three years later, usually dramatically higher!

Between 1978 and 2005, there were 12 years when the “natural” spawners rose above 35,000 in
the Klamath. For only three of those years did the numbers of salmon returning three years later
show further increase! On the other hand, 9 out of those 12 years, or 75% of the years above
35,000 produced Jower runs three years later, usually dramatically lower!

Low goes to high and high goes to low. So the “risk” of falling below 35.000 “patural” spawners
in the Klamath is not necessarily a risk at all. The larger runs have not been sustainable.

Since the data shows that more than 35,000 spawners is not sustainable, fishermen should be
allowed to catch the excess or there is simply a mismanagement and waste of a valuable resource
-- too many eggs laid, too many “seeds” planted producing more young than the Klamath can feed
and “house” and keep healthy -- hence the inevitable crash three years later. Curtailing fishing
punishes fishermen and the public by taking wild-caught salmon off the market and causing
disaster to the fishing economy in order to assure, ironically, that there are foo marny spawners
returning to the Klamath! Fishing is absolutely necessary in order to keep the numbers of
returning spawners withmn the realistic carrying capacity of the Klamath. Furtber curtailment of the
Pacific commercial and recreational salmon fishery is nuisdirected and scientifically unjustitied.



PHOMNE NO. May., 24 2006 03:39PM PS

20f2

The Condition of the Klamath — Habitat as the limiting factor:

What is the problem with the Klamath and what do NOAA and NMFS propose to do about it?
They admit that poor conditions in the river, lethal high temperatures and low water, deadly
parasites and warm-water loving bacteria are limiting factors, They admit that early-life survival
determines the condition of the run. Yet absent from NMFS’ summary and conclusions are any
Draconian measures to attack degraded conditions in the Klamath immediately. Every rancher
knows he has to limit his stock to the carrying capacity of his land. The same with salmon in
rivers. Yet NMFS and NOAA try to increase stock yield by increasing numbers of spawners
whereas the real problem is to provide for the most basic survival essentials for the offspring;
basic needs like oxygen, food and water!

Surprisingly, there is only one “model” in the PFMC Salmon Technical Team’s analysis of the
Klamath that even mentions “habitat” as a limiting factor! And, shockingly, the only “variable”
considered is the number of square miles of accessible streams in the watershed!

(Sabmon Technical Team Report, “Klamath River Fall Chinook Stock-Recruitment Analysis™,
9/1/05, p.13).

Think about it! The Team “considered habitat” by plugging into their “modeling” equation the
number of square miles of streamway! How could just the number of square miles of river reveal
the actual habitat? You need to know the volume of water in those square miles; the
concentration of oxygen in the water column; the amount of insect food in the stream and on the
bottom; the number of lethal parasites and deadly bacteria; fatally high temperatures; toxic
chemicals; estrogen-mimics and endocrine disrupters that impair fertility! Calculating just the
number of miles makes mockery of any real analysis of “habitat™, and is an insult to our
intelligence and common sense!

Conclusion:

We will not be buffaloed by complex equations! The sense of the result is limited by the sense or
nonsense of the data that went in! And, we will never solve the problem of the decline of the
Chinook of the Klamath or any of the other Pacific Coast Rivers so long as the data plugged into
the formulas is irrelevant or inadequate. Our conclusion is that lack of good science and
misdirected policies continue unchecked and responsible for the continued decline of the fishery.
Salmon, carrying thousands of eggs per female, are designed to withstand predation pressures
like fishing, but they cannot survive hot water, low flows and starvation. Until NMFS and NOAA
acknowledge the obvious lack of food and stop protecting lethal high temperatures and low flows
that kill salmon but enhance populations of deadly bacteria and parasites, the collapse of the
fishery will continue.

It is counter-productive to further curtail predation/fishing. Spawning needs to be limited Yia
fishing to the current carrying capacity. Then concentrate on increasing the carrying capacity by
improving the condition of the Klamath.

T T .
(/é{/{ '/\"‘”"‘c’,) //\",éwv«’*—‘f [aey
“Ann Maurice
5/18/06



@/0?2

Dean Estep
P.O. Box 2179
Ft. Bragg. Ca.
95437
(707) 964-3700

DO NOT SHUT DOWN
COMMERCIAL SALMON SEASON
BECAUSE OF THE KLAMATH RIVER

Pacific Fishery Management Council:

For years the Klamath CHINOOK SALMON runs have gone up & down. Look atthe
goverments own charts. Lower spawning numbers produced the largest runs!

How can that be? Farmers know the answer. They know they have to “thin" their crop.
Planting more seeds per acre won't produce more yield. If the soil isn't healthy the crop is lower.

The goverment statistics say how many spawners the Klamath should support based on the
number of miles of river in the Klamath water shed, but say nothing about the quailty of the water!

An acre of water will support only so many fish, just like an acre of land will support only sc
much livestock. If you want to increase the carrying capacity of the acre you have to improve it's
quality. 1T"S ALL ABOUT HABITAT, NOT OVERFISHING!

Salmon should be harvested at sea while they are of tremendous food value and not
overcrowd the rivers and go to waste.

Dean Estep
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PACIFIC COAST FEDERATION JMT

Natrthwest Office

DO Box 19370 pFM{? PO Rox 11170
san Francses, (02809241 190370 F Eucenc, R 97440337
INENE RS

Tel: (413 3613080
bax: {(415) 30! 5404

Fav (341173

By Fax and by U.S. Muil
19 May 2006

Mr Robert Lohn.

Northwest Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisheries Service
7600 Sand Point Way, NE

Seattle, WA 98115-0070

Mr. Rodney Mcinnis

Southwest Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisheries Service
5C1 W. Ocean Blvd., Suite 4200

Long Beach, CA 90802-4213

RE: Comments - West Coast Salmon Fisheries 2006: Management Measures and a Temporary
Rule

Dear Regional Directors Mclnnis and Lohn:

The Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations (PCFFA). representing working
men and women in the West Coast commercial fishing fleet, that include, among others, the
majority of California’s organized salmon trollers, wishes to submit the tollowing comments
regarding the above-entitled action by the Secretary of Commerce and your agency, the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).

Emergency Rule. PCFFA requested and concurs with the adoption of an emergency rule for
the 2006 season to allow fishing below the 35,000 fall-run natural spawning chinook salmon
“floor” established for the Klamath River. This was necessary because:

1) The predictions of Klamath abundance indicate, even with no tishing, the natural
escapement of fall-run would be below 35,000 fish and more likely around 30,000. Moreover,
the tribal fishery that must be provided for due to the late season ocean catch in the 2005 season
would bring the anticipated spawning escapement to approximately 25,000 natural spawning
fall-run chinock

2) Without an emergency rule no take of Klamath fish could be allowed in the ocean
fisheries - eftectively closing the commercial salmon fishery, as well as ali ocean recreationai
fishing and the trawl fisheries for Pacific Whiting and Pacific groundfish — two fisheries with
significant levels of salmon bycatch.

3) The historic record of spawning escapement for the Klamath River indicates that
natural returns of 16,000 to 17,000 fish have produced near record levels of production in the
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Mr. Rodney Mcinnis
Mr. Robert Lohn

19 May 2006

Page Two

following 3 and 4 years, clearly demonstrating that for temporary periods of 3 to 4 years of being
under the floor will not harm production of the natural component of the fali-run stock. PCFFA
does not dispute the science behind the 35,000 fish floor nor the use of it as a long term goal for
the system during normal conditions in-river helping maximize the number of parents in the
population, but the 35,000 is not an absolute and no short term, nor long-term damage will occur
to the population, from the science we have reviewed, if there are lapses in meeting this
spawning escapement floor every year.

4) Klamath fall-run chinook and, indeed, all of the salmon populations of the Klamath
River are in decline for reasons unrelated to fishing. While most other salmon populations along
the West Coast have been relatively robust compared to their numbers at the end of the 1990s,
due to good ocean conditions, Klamath stocks have been in decline beginning in 2002 as a result
of a severe and multi-year drought in the Klamath Basin and decisions relating to water flow for
the river, including NMFS’ decision to override its own scientists in 2002 in the development of
the Biological Opinion for ESA-listed coho salmon to allow for diversions that deprived the river
of flows needed for salmon.

Low flows, warm water and poor water quality contributed to a massive parasitic infestation
that resulted in massive kills of juvenile salmon (the actual mortality may occurr at sea, but is the
result of contracting the parasite while in the river), and a major kill of adult spawners in 2002
The decision by the responsible federal agencies (i.e, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, NMFS) was
subsequently overruled by the trial court this year, after being remanded by the U.S. Ninth
Circuit; nevertheiess three years of die-offs were allowed to occur that are the proximate cause of
the low levels of Klamath fall-run natural spawning chinook at this time.

Because of this combination of natural factors (drought) and agency decisions, an emergency
ruling was proper to allow for fishing by fishermen who did not cause the problem, but are its
victims.

Weekly Trip Limit. Although an emergency rule was justified for the reasons set forth
above, PCFFA finds that the Pacific Fishery Management Council, the National Marine Fisheries
Service and the Secretary acted improperly and unlawfully when, after adopting a Klamath fall-
run escapement number for 2006, under emergency rule, of 21,100 fish and having modeled
seasons for all fisheries to attain that level then imposed on the commercial fleet, apparently at
the behest of your agency (that has sought a total closure of commercial salmon fishing) at the
end of the Apnil PFMC agenda, a 75 fish per week per individual vessel trip limit. This was done
with no notice, no public testimony, nor indeed had it even been modeled to determine what its
affect would be.

This was an arbitrary and capricious action by the Pacific Council, apparently under pressure
from your agency; this action was then approved, at the recommendation of your agency, by the
Secretary of Commerce,
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PCFFA calls for the immediate repeal of the action imposing the 75 fish trip limit. There
is no scientific basis for the trip limit and although we have come to expect your agency to make
up the economic determinations and science as it goes along, this additional regulatory
imposition is completely without merit, will cause significant financial harm to fishermen and
fishing communities and 1s unrelated to the attainment of a 21,100 natural fall-run chinook
spawning escapement to the Kiamath River. The imposition of the trip limit was clearly a
wanton and punitive action that bad nothing to do with conservation or achieving the
desired spawning escapement goal.

Perhaps we are past asking your agency “have you no shame?” because everything indicates
clearly you do not. However, if there are any remnants of decency, fair play and objective and
scientific based decision making whatsoever left in the bowels of NMFS, you will take action to
rescind this ill-begotten trip hhmit now before any further harm is caused the working men and
women in this fishing fleet who have fought so hard to rebuild our salmon populations. These are
the people who play by the rules and put their personal safety at risk going to sea to provide a
high quality food for the American people. Your agency has already been responsible for the
unnecessary loss of hundreds of millions of doliars to the fleet and fishing communities; we ask
that you mitigate further losses by removing the trip limit now!

If you or your staffs have any questions, please contact us.

Sincerely, ¢

N e Aradd)
W E. “Zeke” (ra
Executive Di ect

¢c. Members of the California and Oregon Congressional Delegations
The Honorable Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor of California
The Honorable Theodore Kuloungoski, Govemor of Oregon
The Honorable Carlos Gutierrez, Secretary of Commerce
Dr. William Hogarth, NOAA Assistant Administrator for Fisheries
Dr. Don Mclsaac, Executive Director, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Ryan Broddrick, Director, California Department of Fish & Game
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To the Commissioners:
Page 1 of 2
This letter is to address the herring fishing regulations that have just been passed by the
Board of Fisheries. I read where the Board of Fisheries has again agreed to allow the
catching of our dwindling supply of herring. I’'m an old fishing seadog from 60 years
ago, when I started off the coast of Southern California. As our fish populations started
to dwindle some people wanted to protect the anchovy population but it didn’t happen.
Now I see the same scientific and economical reasons to keep fishing that I seen then. I
am now seeing in Alaska the same mistakes that were made then. 1don’t know whether -
you know it or not but the fishing off the coast of California has gotten so bad that if a
person catches a fish that weighs three to five pounds he will probably win the jackpot.
Most of us everyday fishermen said at the time “you take away the feed, the fish will go
in decline.” That idea was met with scientific data from all the officials in the know and
they ridiculed the idea to preserve the fishery at a 20 year earlier level. Well, we all know
what happened in California, now Oregon and Washington are experiencing the same
devastating declines in their salmon and halibut catches, and by their own admission they
are using a 20% catch of stocks that are over the threshold, and then call this
conservative. I have been fishing Alaska over 20 years and have watched the decline in
the salmon and halibut catches year after year. In every other segment of the wild habitat
of fish, animals, insects, birds, etc., the more feed the bigger the population. I can
remember the herring coming to the top of the water in large schools and it sounded like
it was raining. I haven’t seen and heard that beautiful sound in more than 10 years. In the
meantime the salmon populations have gone down, down, down and the catching quota
has gone down at the same time.  Pretty soon the sport fishers will be catch and release
only, and the commercial fishing fleet will decline until there are none left as in
California.  Alaska, at this time, still has the chance to save its salmon and halibut
populations from extinction, but we are going to have to bite the bullet and allow the

herring population to return to 20 year ago levels. 1live in the heart
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of the trout capital of the world and I’'m here to tell you, no feed, no fish. It’s happened in
lakes where predator fish were introduced, they ate all the feed and now there are no fish,
even the predators are now starving. But, continuing to fish the herring 10% of stocks
over the threshold, history will prove is disastrous, and coming up with smoke and
mirrors that the herring is just moving around is ludicrous. I haven’t seen a herring run in
Herring Bay in over 10 years and in the old days they were there every year. Essentially
what we have done is turn the baby salmon and baby steelhead into the feed fish for the
rest of the critters that normally would eat herring. And then we wonder why every year
the return is dwindling down on all the rivers from California to Alaska. I know you’re
trying to prevent a financial disaster for the herring fishermen and I know the agony of
being put out of business. As I watch the decline in the fisheries of southeast Alaska my
heart goes out to the fishermen trying to make a living. Yes, I’'m old and I’ve had my day
of fabulous fishing, but I feel for the future generations of Alaska fishermen that will just
fade away. I seen it happen before and I see it happening again with all the same
arguments and scientific wrangling. I know I will be called radical, old fashioned, stupid,
uninformed, non-understanding, scientifically ignorant and out-of-touch with reality. I
gave this letter a lot of thought and a lot of research, and it keeps coming up the same, no
feed, no fish. I thank you for your indulgence in reading this letter to the end. My heart
goes out to you people of Alaska, for truly Alaska is the “last frontier.” 1 hope to be in
Alaska for another fishing season this spring and summer.

Your friend, Bill Vander Pol, Castleford, Idaho.

970E 37 , Castleford, Idaho 83321
4 /L‘b'—’—/

Note: This letter was originally sent to the Alaska Fisheries but pertains to all Pacific Coast

Fisheries. Good luck.



MIDWATER TRAWLERS COOPERATIVE
P.O. Box 2352
NEWPORT, OREGON
PHONE: 541-265-9317 = FAX: 541-265-4557
jincks@pioneer.net

May 27, 2006

Mr. Donald K. Hansen, Chairman
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, Oregon 97220-1348

Dear Chairman Hansen:

Midwater Trawlers Cooperative (MTC) members, along with non-members that fish shoreside whiting
in California, Oregon and Washington, are extremely concermned over the continued build up of large
AFA trawlers entering the shoreside whiting fishery since the implementation of the American
Fisheries Act (AFA) in the North Pacific Region. For catcher vessels in the whiting fishery there have
traditionally been two distinct and separate whiting fisheries with separate seasons and quotas. The
first season on an annual basis is the Mothership whiting fishery that begins off the West Coast May 15
and traditionally ends towards the end of the first week of June. The second season is the Shoreside
whiting fishery that begins June 15 and depending on the size of the quota runs 6 to 8 weeks with
smaller catcher vessels supplying whiting to the inshore markets. ,

Many of the larger AFA pollock vessels have a significant history in the Mothership whiting fishery
because it was conducted at a time between the two major Pollock fisheries in the Bering Sea.
However, on an annual basis, prior to AFA the motherships and most of their larger pollock vessels all
returned to the Bering Sea to participate in the more lucrative pollock B Season by mid June. Prior to
AFA there was very little participation by the larger AFA pollock vessels in the inshore whiting fishery.

Congress adopted the American Fisheries Act (AF A) and in the year 2000 the pollock fishery in the
Bering Sea was rationalized. The net result is that pollock fishing rights can now be sold, leased or
stacked by owners between multiple AFA vessels providing owners of pollock vessels a tremendous
competitive advantage over non-rationalized fisheries. The AFA required the North Pacific Council to
adopt sideboards to prevent AFA vessels from causing adverse effects on other fisheries within its
jurisdiction. The North Pacific Council moved promptly and adopted sideboard regulations limiting
AFA vessels to their historical fisheries in the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska and prohibiting these
vessels from increasing their participation in their historic non-pollock fisheries. Again, the net result
in the North Pacific Region is that AFA vessels are not able to adversely affect other fisheries.

The American Fisheries Act (AFA) also recognized that there could be adverse impacts caused by AFA
within the region managed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC). The AFA also
required the PFMC to take action as follows:

"By not later than July 1, 2000, the PFMC established under......shall recommend
for approval by the Secretary conservation and management measures to protect

fisheries under its jurisdiction and the participants in those fisheries from adverse
impacts caused by this Act......"

David Jincks, President
880 SE Bay Blvd * Newport, OR 97365 * Phone: (541) 265-9317 * Email: jincks@pioneer.net
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The Council did begin work to comply with AFA and announced control dates of September 16, 1999
and June 29, 2000 advising owners of AFA vessels in effect that their participation in the West Coast
fisheries was likely to be limited as required by the AFA. Amendment 15 was initiated by the PFMC to
comply with its obligation but before completing its work the PFMC dropped this agenda item from its
workload. At the time the PFMC had a huge backlog of other work. The bottom line is that the
Whiting fishery (and other West Coast fisheries) has not been protected by sideboards as required by
the American Fisheries Act.

The greatest adverse affects of AFA now being felt on the West Coast is in the Inshore Whiting fishery.
Since enactment of AFA, large AFA catcher vessels (without pre-AFA inshore whiting history) have
been entering the shoreside whiting fishery. Most of these catcher vessels had pre-AFA history in the
mothership whiting fishery but did not have significant participation in the inshore whiting fishery
because as explained above, most had to return to the Bering Sea by mid June for the Olympic pollock
fishery. Now that the pollock fishery is no longer in an Olympic mode some of these large capacity
AFA pollock vessels are now leasing or otherwise delaying their participation in the pollock fishery by
virtue of its rationalized nature, and contributing to the creation of a full on derby Olympic fishery in
the West Coast shoreside whiting fishery by entering this fishery without having pre-AFA history
within the Inshore sector. This is in direct violation of the directives and intent of the American
Fisheries Act. The net result will be additional capitalization in the processing sector, shortening of the
season and the risk of higher bycatch due to the extreme Olympic rush for fish.

The historic participants who have a long term dependency on the inshore whiting fishery are now
urging the Pacific Council to move ahead swiftly and provide the Inshore Whiting fishery with the
protection to which it is entitled by virtue of the American Fisheries Act. The continued
overcapitalization occurring in the inshore whiting fishery is destabilizing this fishery.

The approach MTC recommended in 1999 to protect the Inshore Whiting fishery and other West Coast
fisheries, was a direct and non-complicated set of sideboards which we are again asking for at this time.
I am enclosing a copy of what we presented in 1999 which became the basis of the PFMC Amendment
15 analysis. That analysis became overly complex on an issue that was clear cut and required decisive
action. We are now facing huge adverse effects on the West Coast by AFA boats ignoring the intent of
the protective measures of the American Fisheries Act and who are taking advantage of the large
workload of this Council which prevented it from doing its work. We are now asking for the protection
we deserve under the American Fisheries Act.

Sincerely,
[Signed Copy Mailed]
David Jincks

541-270-3208
jincks(@pioneer.net

David Jincks, President
880 E. Bay Blvd * Newport, OR 97365 * (541) 265-9317 * Fax 265.4557 * Email: jincks@pioneer.net
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February 6, 2006

Midwater Trawlers Cooperative
AFA Sideboard Proposal

. AFA qualified CV’s that have not harvested at least 50 tons of whiting in the

mothership fishery in the years 1994 through September 16, 1999 will be
ineligible to participate in the mothership fishery for whiting in the future.

AFA qualified vessels that have not landed at least 50 tons of whiting in the
inshore whiting fishery in the years 1994 through September 16, 1999 will be
ineligible to participate in the inshore whiting fishery in the future.

. AFA qualified vessels that do not have inshore landings of groundfish other than

whiting in the years 1994 through September 16, 1999 will be prohibited from
participating in those fisheries in the future. Bycatch amounts of other groundfish
in the Pacific whiting fishery shall not be eligible for qualifying a vessel under this
provision.

The Council should immediately announce a control date of September 16, 1999
to the extent necessary to preserve the status quo.

David Jincks, President

880 E. Bay Blvd * Newport, OR 97365 * (541) 265-9317 * Fax 265.4557 * Email: jincks@pioneer.net
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Mr. Donald K. Hansen

Pacific Fisheries Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, Oregon 97220

Re: American Fishenies Act (AFA) Sideboards for the West Coast Groundfish Industry
Dear Chairman Hansen,

It has been brought to my attention that there are a number of large AFA protected
vessels set to enter the shoreside whiting fishery this year with no prior landing history in
that fishery. As the Administrator of the Oregon Trawl Commission, which represents all

Ry

vessels landing trawl products mto the SLate of Oregon, this 15 very: disturbing news.

Iear that those participating vessels would benefit
dlwould have increased flexibility to participate in
it egislation was very clear in its
intent to put - tile the shoreside whiting
fishery: t-experienced much nnpact up undifithi : the reason for having those
prmﬁ" 6‘!’?‘: ‘place are qu;uk}y bb(: ‘mg apparent due: this year’s strong whiting

When the AFA passed, it was: v :
gmatly from the ratmnall;a 160

shoresxdc; h*;hé mfh a combined hold capacity m‘ﬁaﬂv 2 million pounds This extra
- fishing aﬁort eombined with the additional cap _'lizemon in the processing sector, is
setting thef atage for not just adverse, but severe impdcts to the shoreside whiting fishery.
With tbe sinall amount of bycatch available to'the whiting fleet and all fisheries in
: g&neral -the possibility of an carly closure is oply one tow away, and the “trickle down™
E ﬁ‘ecl that could ul tunatcly unpax,t all Wcs’e Coast groundfish fisheries.

‘W'}nle it is unfortunate that the Pac1f.« Council did not complete the work that was started
with regard to this issue, I strongly urge you to move forward with the 1999/2600 control
dates and implement the sideboards that protect the historical participants in our West
Coast groundfish fisheries,

- Sincerely,

Administrator
Oregon Trawl Commission

POST QFFICE 80X 589  ASTORIA. OREGON 97103 0538
Fhona $03 325 3384 - Fax S03 325 4416
wyrw Srtfawl org
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June 2. 2006

Carlos M. Guticrrez, Secretary
UJ.S. Department of Commerce RECEH/

1401 Consutution Ave. N'W ED
Washington. DC. 20230 JUN
Via B-mail: cguticrrez(@doc.gov

D. Robert L.ohn, Regional
Administrator, Northwest Region,
NMFS, 7600 Sand Point Way N.E..
Secattlc, WA 98115-0070.

Fax: 206-526-64206,

Rod Mclnnis, Regional

Administrator, Southwest Region,
NMFS. 501 West Ocean Boulevard. Suite
4200, Long Beach, CA 90802-4213,

Fax: 562-980-4018.

Dr. Donald O. Mclsaac.

Executive Dircctor. Pacific Fishery Management Council,
7700 NE. Ambassador Place, Suitc 200,

Portland. OR 97220-1384,

Fax: 503-820-2209

Re:

A Formal Petition for Emergency Rule 1o Amend the West Coast Salmon Fisherics 2006
Management Measures and Temporary Rule; as Published In The Federal Register May
4 2006, Volume 71 Number 86 Pagc 26254,

Please consider the following a tormal Petition for an Lmergeney Rule to Amend
the above referenced Management Measures and Temporary Rule.

It has come to our immediate concern and interest that these regulations be held
invalid as being administratively incompliant, illegal, constitutionally mnvalid. in violation
of The Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservaton and Management Act. 16 ULS.C~ 1801-
1582, the Administrative Procedures Act. 5 U.S.C. 551, et seq. the Regulatory Flexibility
Act. 5 U.S.C. 601, et seq, Fxccutive Presidential orders, intermational treaties.
exceedingly burdensome on State und Local governments, not in the interest of the
public, as wel! as arbitrary and capricious.



Junm 02

06 05:08p Bob Wilson 1-707-964-5587

On behalf of all licensed and permitted commercial salmon fishermen who
engage in the Occean Troll Salmon Vishery in the waters of the Pacific Occan off the West
Coast of the States of Orcgon and California, between Cape Falcon and Point Sur. the
related fish processors, receivers, wholcesalers, chandleries, shipyards, fuel docks 1ce
production facilitics, trucking firms. and all residents of our coastal” communitics
impacted by these Rules and Regulations, we formally request that satd regulations be
revised. reconsidered. and reallocatcd equally. fairly, legally and consistently

We contest the model application used this year. To date there has still been no
updated model information provided justifying the newly adopted management rncasurces.
NMFS  provides a title  page  of the latest KOHM  model  at
http://santacmz.nmfs.noaa.gov;’publications/doc detail.php?document_ID=637. but
announced that distribution copics are not available. Further, we objcct to promulgation
of the 75 fish trip limit without the application of any model at all. More particularly we
formally object to the arbitrary method to which the measures have been heretofore
justified and adopted. We¢ object to emergency procedures being taken when no real
emergency situation has occurred. It is improper for agencies to “short circuit” the
cstablished rule making process by acting under a cloak of a premeditated “emergency
action.” This results in unnecessarily ramming flawed regulations through without
providing due process for all affected individuals.

According to the Federal Register on December 28, 2005 (70 FR 76783) The
Council announced its annual prescason management process for the 2006 occan salmon
fisherics. This notice announced the availability of Council documents as well as the
dates and locations of Council meetings and public hearings compnsing the Council’s
complete schedule of events for determining the annual proposcd and final modifications
to ocean salmon fishery management measures. The agendas for March and April were
also published prior to the actual meetmgs. ' .

Additionally, Council met in Seattle, WA from March 6 to 10" 2006 in order to
develop management options. ‘The Council proposed three “options™ of commercial and
recreational fisherics management for analysis and public comment. These measures
were specifically designed to protect weak stocks, and to provide ocean harvests of more
abundant stocks. Nonc of the published proposed opuions were actually adopted. Pubhc
comment however was gathered in response to these specific options that were proposed.
Public Comment was not taken at all with rcgards to the improperly noticed option that
was adopted. The affected parties and the public were not afforded with an opportunity
for public comment, which 15 in direct violation of MSA, APA, constututional and
common law. Furthermore, the adopted option was not afforded consideration by the
Pacific Council Advisory Committees, the Salmon Advisory Sub Commitiee. and wus
not analyzed with the KOHM by the STT and 85C.

We further object to the arbitrary and capricious manner in which the 2006 scason
has been fabricated. The 2003 post-scason estimate was approximately three times the
pre-scason projection.  As a result of the post-scason estimate, beiny three times the pre-
season projection the STT modificd the KOHM to more accurately represent recent

N
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trends. but have failed to notify any of the public as to exactly how they are attempting 10
more accurately represent these reeent trends. We object to this failure to disclosure.
Furthermore. we object to this modification to the KOHM without disclosure. The
arbitrary and capricious nature of the regulations is objcctionable.

In addition to the arbitrary and capricious manncr that the ncw regulations werc
cstablished. the Pacific Council, STT, SSC and NMEFS failed to apply the best available
science.

As a final comment, the issuance of the “guidance letier™ dircctive to the PEMC
dated Friday March 31* from Mr. Robert Lohn and Mr. Rodney R Mclnnis of NMFES was
contrary to the expressed guidelines for the process of adopting rules to establish a season
ander the council framework and cffectively corrupted the entire process by throwing out
options | and II. ‘There was, however, much effort by all attendees at the meeting over
the next scveral days to find some solution other than the complete closurce rcquired by
the “guidance” letter. Late on Wednesday an agreement was agreed o by the various
working groups, including the STT, subjecting it to the KOHM to ascertain that it
provided for the minimum spawncer cscapement of at lcast 21.000. Wc will refer to that
agreement as “Option IV." copies of which were printed up and distributed 10 the
mceting attendees. Prior to public comments and testimony on Thursday mormng, Apri!
6., 2006, members of the SAS met with the council representative from their State. In the
California meeting there was no mention of any alterations of the “Option [V™ agrecd on
the day before. Extensive public testimony was given.

Upon completing the public comments agenda item the council immediately
proceeded to a motion to approve the request for a scason as had been agreed. When the
Orcgon representative introduced the details for Oregon Waters he inserted an
amendment to “Option TV with bricf discussion by the various members and a vote,
which passed creating 2 new option we identity as “OPTION 1V ()" This same
amendment was offered by the California member and passed with even less discussion.
This option as adopted provided for the inclusion of an individual weekly maximum
quota of 75 fish per boat for most of the season for waters off California North of Pt. Sur
(The cxception being the Fort Bragg area in September which remained at 30 fish per day
fimit on a 4.000 total take limit). This amendment to the SMP was adopted without being,
reviewed by the SAS, STT, and 8SC or modeled by the KOHM as required. This failure
to follow the proper procedure has resulted in very serious reallocation of the resourcce
without due process. There is a further matter of improper allocation.  The caps on the
allowable take as by-catch in the Pacific Whiting Fishery were not altered during the
process that reduced the take by all others. This docs not constitute a fair and cquitable
allocation of the available resource.

We further contend there appear to be serious flaws in the KOHM, the assumplions and
data used therein and the projections resulting there trom.

Itis our desire that these matters be subjected to immediate review in accordance
with the provisions of the Magnuson Stevens Act. the Administrative Procedures Act,

.3
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Presidential Executive Order 12866 and all other applicable Federal Laws. Rules and
Rcgulations. At the very least we petition for an immediate climination of the 75 fish per
week limit, the imposition of which appears to have been made in an arbitrary and
capricious manner and will cause irreparable damage to the fisbing fleet and coastal
communitics. the lives and well being of many familics, the infrastructure of the fishery
and the industry as a wholc. A correction of this nature will also help solve somc of the
allocation issucs. Jt will be necessary 1o recvaluate the allocation structure upon
completion of the above noted Corrections.

We hope that you will lake immcdiate action to correct these probicms before any
further unnecessary damages are sustained. Plcasc notify us as to your decision regarding
these matters within 10 days of your reccipt of this letter.

Respectfully submitted,

Robert D Wilson

Owner

Empress Scatood LLC
D/F/V “Emprecss”

Fish Legal (2 501 ¢6 associauon bemng formed)
E-mail fishlegal@men.org
P.O. Box 2479
Mendocino, CA 95460
Office (707) 937-2233
Fax (707)937-2244
Cell (707)489-3711

ADDITIONAL PETITIONERS

Scafood Suppliers Inc North Coast Fisheries Inc.
Wm T Dawson, President Michael T Lucas, President

Coos Bay Trawlers Association, inc. Ray Monroe

Steve Bodnar, Executive Director F/V “No Name”
F/V “Bernadette”

F/V “Cape Foulweather” Joe Zelfer

F/V “Stormic C” F/V “Royal”
F/V “Coast Pride” Richard Goche

F/V *Ms Juhie” Agquatic Resources, Inc



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Sustainable Fisheries Division F/NWR2
7600 Sand Point Way N.E., Bldg. 1
Seattle, WA 98115-0070

MAY 31 2006
Editte Lerman, Esq.
45060 Ukiah St. REpm
PO Box 802 ECEVED
Mendocino, CA 95460 JUN 0 9 2006
Dear Ms. Lerman: PFMC

I appreciate your letter regarding the 2006 ocean salmon fisheries and the effect of this
years’ fishery reduction on the fishing community. As you know, recent forecasts of the
run sizes of salmon populations on the West Coast indicate that the number of fall
Chinook returning to the Klamath River to spawn in natural areas will be just over 25,000
fish, even if all ocean fishing is closed for the year. This spawning return will be one of
the lowest in many years and below the spawning escapement floor of 35,000 naturally
spawning adults identified as necessary to allow a fishing season under the Pacific Coast
Salmon Fishery Management Plan (FMP). Under these circumstances, the FMP requires
a closure of the salmon fisheries impacting Klamath River fall Chinook. The only option
for allowing salmon fisheries in the Klamath impact area from northern Oregon to central
California is to manage the fishery this year under an emergency rule. -

The Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) met in March and again in April to
consider these circumstances and whether fishing could be allowed without jeopardizing
the long-term health of the stock. Through the preseason planning process, the Council
considered options that ranged from no fishing in the Klamath impact area to fisheries
similar to those in 2005. In your letter, you took particular exception to the application of
weekly trip limits to commercial fisheries in the Klamath impact area. The use of trip
limits was considered at length through the Council process. Options I and I, adopted
for public comment at the March Council meeting, contained a mix of possible weekly
trip limits. At the same time, the Council asked the Salmon Technical Team (STT) to
evaluate the effectiveness of trip limits for reducing fishery impacts. At the April
meeting, the STT reported on the results of their analysis. The STT concluded that there
were too many untested assumptions related to the effects of trip limits, and
recommended that they not be explicitly incorporated into the management model.
Nonetheless, there was a qualitative expectation that trip limits would help reduce catch.
The Council therefore included trip limits as part of their recommended regulations as a
precaution to reduce the likelihood of exceeding the expected catch, and further reducing
the escapement below projected levels as has occurred in recent years.

After careful consideration of the conservation issues and the needs of the fishing
community, the Council recommended a package of management measures allowing




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmaspheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Northwest Region

7600 Sand Point Way N.E., Bldg. 1

Seattle, WA 98115

JNC 1 oo
W.F. “Zeke” Grader, Jr. ;
Executive Director JUN 0;
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations ¢ 2006

P.O. Box 29370 PFM@_

San Francisco, CA 94129-0370
Dear Mr. Grader:

Thank you for you recent comments regarding the 2006 west coast salmon fisheries. We appreciate
your recognition of the need, and support for implementation of the 2006 ocean salmon fishing
regulations by emergency rule. However, we note your strong exception to the inclusion of weekly
trip limits as part of the package of regulations.

Please be advised that the use of trip limits was considered at length through the Council process.
Options I and II, adopted for public comment at the March Council meeting, contained an extensive
mix of possible weekly trip limits. At the same time, the Council asked the Salmon Technical Team
(STT) to evaluate the effectiveness of trip limits for reducing fishery impacts. At the April meeting,
the STT reported to the Council on the results of their analysis. The STT concluded that there were
too many untested assumptions related to the effects of trip limits, and recommended that they not be
quantified in the management model. Nonetheless, there was a qualitative expectation that trip limits
would help reduce catch. The Council therefore included trip limits as part of their recommended
regulations as a precaution to reduce the likelihood of exceeding the expected catch, and further
reducing the escapement below projected levels as has occurred in recent years. After careful
consideration, NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) concluded that the Council’s
recommended management measures addressed the immediate conservation needs of Klamath River
fall Chinook while mitigating, to the degree possible, the adverse effects to the fishing community.

We are aware of the severe consequences these restrictive measures will have on the fishermen and the
businesses and communities they support. Our priority is to conserve the long-term health of Klamath
River fall Chinook so that they support the kinds of fishing opportunities in the future that are so
important to you and the fishermen you represent.

I appreciate your interest in this matter.

Sincerely,

Dol

D. pert Lohn
N rtiwest Regional Administrator

W
Rodney R nnis ‘

Southwe egional Administrator. g,

&
;
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Recdwood Vatley, a 95470 PFMC

To: Pacific Fisheries Management Council
June 6, 2006
Comments on Salmon Policy and Closures

Here’s a quote from Tim Keeney, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Commerce for Oceans
and Atmosphere at NOAA: “ We're still in the hunter-gatherer mode when it comes to catching
fish. We need to become more sophisticated in raising and harvesting them, like we have with
other ammals”™.

Like beef, for instance? Is a feed-lot “sophisticated”? Have the big beef corporations
solved their problems with waste disposal, environmental degradation or the overuse of
antibiotics? Have they even solved the problems involved with producing beef that isn’t diseased?

The big fish farms on the East Coast are plagued with the same problems as the big beef .
feedlots. This resulted in millions of dollars of farmed salmon having to be destroyed because of
disease; they showed up the following year as salmon compost. Is this sophistication? Is the
“by-catch”, the fish ground up and thrown back to sea from the big factory ships, —is this an
elegant way to treat resources? Does it make any environmental sense? Both fish farms and
factory fishong operations have proven themselves to be unsustainable.

The humter-gatherer mode of our small-boat fisherman is infinitely to be preferred. Wild
fish taste much better that farmed fish and are mmch better for us as well. We all know this.
Therefore I am demanding that the salmon fishing season remain open so we can keep the small
trolling operations in business.

Yours truly,

&y les (ol e

Ellen Faulkner
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3 Occidental, CA 95465

M 707 874-3855 PFMC
6/6/06

Pacific Fisheries Management Council

frl

At the last Council Meeting, I asked what analysis of the carrying capacity of the Klamath had
been completed. How much food was available to feed the young Chinook while in inland waters.
I was told to check out the Salmon Technical Team (STT) 2005 report because one of the

computer models used to assess the appropriate nurnber of spawners for the Klamath, took
“Habitat™ into consideration! '

But what I found was that model used only one variable, namely square miles of accessible
waterway. No studies of food. How can we pretend to know what’s wrong with the carrying
capacity if noone knows whether there is enough food in the system to feed the young of 50,000
spawners? All the computer models in the world won’t help us. Also, the STT model used is from
the Canadian department of fisheries but it is in DRAFT form, not vet approved, not yet in in use
in Canada, with no history or track record. Out of all the research that has been done in the US

and Canada, the best your salmon techmical team could come up with is a Canadian computer
model in “draft” form?!

As to loss of salmon, and “ocean conditions” and the “disappearance” of jacks, what research
have you done on tonnage of dead fish thrown overboard by other industry fishermen as
“bycatch” they cannot legally bring to port? What about your quota system? Have you analyzed
the impact of the implementation of yowr quota system on numbers of chinook? Have you

figured out in practica} veality what it means for a whiting fisherman to have a salmon and a
whiting quota?

1 believe that some fresh eyes interested in maintaining a West Coast fishery needs to take a fresh
look at your programs as well as your data.

Sincerely,

o,

J(%/{"“\»—- (WA q

Ann Maurice
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DRAFT — Not approved for release | »
i ] S Working G
Pc'iciﬁckstgicntiﬁc Advice Review Salmon Subcommitice " :;er S% : g:\“zgs
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Habitat-based methods to estimate escapement goals for data limited Chinook salmon stocks

in British Columbia
by RECEIVED
) Juit v o 2000
C. K. Parken, R. E. McNicol and J. R. Irvine

2006 PFMC

Fisheries and Occans Canada
Science Branch
Pacific Biological Station
Nanaimo, B.C. V9T 67

Not Citabie

PSARC Working Papers document the scientific basis for fisheries management and advice in the

Pacific Region. As such, they provide one component of the assessment process and are not
intended as comprehensive treatments of stock management.
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June 14, 2006

Mr. Donald Hansen, Chair

Council Members

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

Dear Mr. Hansen and Council members:

The issue of bycatch in the Pac1ﬁc 1rrespect1ve of differing data perspectives at the June Pacific Fishery
Management Council meeting', remains serious and continues to have major irnplications for individual
species, ecological communities, and sustainable fisheries. For example, we are concerned about the
bycatch of canary rockfish. In 2004, groundfish fisheries bycatch resulted in the Optimum Yield of
canary rockfish to be exceeded by 11 metric tons.

To avoid such irresponsible management in the future, we urge the Council to join us in calling on NOAA
Fisheries to produce a comprehensive annual bycatch report that details discards by fishery, and to
establish and enforce hard caps on bycatch. We believe this is crucial in order for managers and the
public to have a more accurate understanding of exactly what is being harvested and to make informed
. decisions that protect the health of our ocean ecosystems. Further, we request that there be annual
hearings to discuss bycatch as a way to review the data and find out where improvements can be made.

While measures like the Rockfish Conservation Area and Essential Fish Habitat protection have likely
reduced bycatch, it is necessary that we strive to count, cap and control discards in West Coast fisheries.
We look forward to continuing work with the Council on the issue of bycatch; and we hope you will
pursue a request to NOAA Fisheries for annual discard reports and hard caps, and will conduct public
hearings on this information.

Sincerely, 7%‘)
G(lm Ayers

Vice President

"I July 2005 a report was prepared for Oceana, Wasted Resources: Bycatch and discards in U.S. Fisheries by
Jennie Harrington of MRAG Americas, Ransom Myers, Dalhousie University and Andy Rosenberg, University of
New Hampshire. The authors also published an article based on the results of this report in a peer-reviewed
academic journal (Harrington, J.M., Myers, R.A., and Rosenberg, A.A. 2005. Wasted fishery resources: discarded
bycatch in the USA. Fish and Fisheries: 6, 350-351). During the June Pacific Fishery Management Council
meeting, questions were raised about the bycatch discard estimates presented in the report and article compared to

. total mortality estimates prepared by NMFS. We have requested under separate correspondence that the authors
speak with Dr. Elizabeth Clarke to resolve any misunderstandings regarding the methodology and results.
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June 15, 2006

Dr. Andrew Rosenberg

Ocean Process and Analysis Laboratory

Institute for the Study of the Earth, Ocean and Space
Morse Hall 142

University of New Hampshire

Durham, NH 03824

Dear Andy:

At the current meeting of the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC), there was extensive
discussion of the groundfish discard estimates presented in your report Wasted Resources: Bycatch and
Discards in U.S. Fisheries and the associated article published in Fish and Fisheries. The estimates
presented in the report and paper were questioned after NOAA Fisheries scientists stated to the Council
that they have been unable to reproduce the groundfish discard results you presented, and that the
estimates in your report are much higher than their estimates of discards.

In order to resolve these questions, I urge you to get in touch with Dr. Elizabeth Clarke of NOAA
Fisheries regarding the methodology used in the Wasted Resources report to help iron out any confusion
or misunderstanding. I know you did not re-estimate discard rates or levels from raw data and that
discard rates for each species were obtained from publicly available published reports. However, because
of the questions raised at the PFMC meeting regarding the methodology, and the discrepancies between
their estimates and those in the Wasted Resources report, I hope you will speak with Dr. Clarke about this
matter as soon as possible. She can be reached by email at E1izabeth.Clarke@noaa.govor by
telephone at 206-860-3381.

Very truly yours,

In PO~
Michael F. Hirshfield, Ph.D.

Senior Vice President, North America and Chief Scientist
ce: Jennie Harrington, MRAG Americas Inc.

Dr. Ransom Myers, Dalhousie University
Dr. Donald Mclsaac, Executive Director, Pacific Fishery Management Council

Globat | Washington, DC Europe | Brussels | Madvid Seouth America | Santiags North America | Junesu | Los Angeles | Washingion, DO
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MIDWATER TRAWLERS COOPERATIVE
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David Jincks, President
880 SE Bay Blvd * Newport, OR 97365 * Phone: (541) 265-9317 * Email: jincks@pioneer.net
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May 24, 2006

Mr. Donald K. Hansen, Chairman
‘Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, Oregon 97220-1384

Dear Chairman Hansen:

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife recently learned of developments potentially
affecting the 2006 Pacific whiting fisheries, raising concerns for the Pacific Fishery Management
Council (PFMC). In addition to the large catcher/processor (CP) vessel whose acquisition of
permits for the CP sector of the West Coast whiting fishery was noted in the PFMC’s March 17,
2006 letter to Ms. Margaret Spring of the U.S. Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation, there is at least one new applicant for entry into the 2006 Exempted Fishing
Permit (EFP) shoreside whiting fishery which is also a high capacity vessel eligible for American
Fisheries Act (AFA) benefits with little or no prior catch history in our region. Prior to the 1998
AFA, the height of the Bering Sea Aleutian Islands pollock fishery occurred at the beginning of
the season, which opened at the same time as the shoreside Pacific whiting fishery (effectively
preventing vessels from participating in both). AFA benefits such as cooperatives and individual
vessel allocations enable vessels to rearrange their pollock fishing schedules, allowing them the
time to participate in the Pacific whiting fishery.

Concerns related to the entry of additional Alaska-based AFA vessels include the possibility that
significant catching and processing capability by new participants will negatively impact the
fishery by leading to derby-style fishing in the catcher-processor sector, thereby increasing the
rates of both whiting harvest and potentially increase the bycatch of prohibited species and other

,groundfish. This altered dynamic, along with increased effort in the shoreside sector, could
result in increased monitoring costs and potential emergency closures of other whiting sectors
and other fisheries if any of the depleted species caps are reached or exceeded. With significant
constraints on prohibited and depleted species bycatch on the West coast, this should pose an
immediate concern for the Council and NOAA Fisheries.

When the AFA was passed, Congress directed the PFMC to take action to “develop measures to
protect west coast groundfish fisheries from potential harm caused by the AFA.” In 1999 and
2000, the PFMC established control dates for the purposes of any future rules establishing
limited entry in this fishery. These actions alerted potential and future entrants to the Pacific
coast groundfish fisheries that minimum participation requirements may be established at any
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time in the future, and would, as a result, exclude vessels not meeting those requirements from
participation. The intent was to discourage speculative entry into Pacific coast groundfish
fisheries, particularly by those vessels eligible for AFA benefits and those that have not
participated in the PFMC-managed west coast groundfish/whiting fisheries. The concern was to
be addressed further in Amendment 15 to the groundfish Fishery Management Plan; however,
due to lack of any imminent threat and competing workload, the development of Amendment 15
has been suspended.

We urge the Council’s consideration in scheduling time to discuss this matter during the June
2006 meeting, with the goals of identifying a process and timeline to establish controls that will
prevent future problems in the operation and management of this fishery, and taking in-season
action if necessary to forestall problems in the 2006 fishery.

This fishery is a vital component of our West coast groundfish fishery (30-35 vessels
participate), as well as a significant contribution to the coastal economy ($6 -$8 million dollars
ex-vessel value annually). Attention to these concerns is time sensitive and the consideration of
the Council at this June meeting is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

[Signed original sent via U.S. Mail]

Curt Melcher, Assistant Division Administrator

Fish Division

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Cc Burke
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MIDWATER TRAWLERS COOPERATIVE
P.O. Box 2352
NEWPORT, OREGON
PHONE: 541-265-9317 FAX: 541-265-4557
jincks@pioneer.net

May 27, 2006

Mr. Donald K. Hansen, Chairman
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, Oregon 97220-1348

Dear Chairman Hansen:

Midwater Trawlers Cooperative (MTC) members, along with non-members that fish shoreside whiting
in California, Oregon and Washington, are extremely concerned over the continued build up of large
AFA trawlers entering the shoreside whiting fishery since the implementation of the American
Fisheries Act (AFA) in the North Pacific Region. For catcher vessels in the whiting fishery there have
traditionally been two distinct and separate whiting fisheries with separate seasons and quotas. The
first season on an annual basis is the Mothership whiting fishery that begins off the West Coast May 15
and traditionally ends towards the end of the first week of June. The second season is the Shoreside
whiting fishery that begins June 15 and depending on the size of the quota runs 6 to 8 weeks with
smaller catcher vessels supplying whiting to the inshore markets.

Many of the larger AFA pollock vessels have a 51gmﬁcant history in the Mothership whiting fishery
because it was conducted at a time between the two major Pollock fisheries in the Bering Sea.

However, on an annual basis, prior to AFA the motherships and most of their larger pollock vessels all
returned to the Bering Sea to participate in the more lucrative pollock B Season by mid June. Prior to
AFA there was very little participation by the larger AFA pollock vessels in the inshore whiting fishery.

Congress adopted the American Fisheries Act (AFA) and in the year 2000 the pollock fishery in the
Bering Sea was rationalized. The net result is that pollock fishing rights can now be sold, leased or
stacked by owners between multiple AFA vessels providing owners of pollock vessels a tremendous
competitive advantage over non-rationalized fisheries. The AFA required the North Pacific Council to
adopt sideboards to prevent AFA vessels from causing adverse effects on other fisheries within its
jurisdiction. The North Pacific Council moved promptly and adopted sideboard regulations limiting
AFA vessels to their historical fisheries in the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska and prohibiting these

- vessels from increasing their participation in their historic non-pollock fisheries. Again, the net result
in the North Pacific Region is that AFA vessels are not able to adversely affect other fisheries.

The American Fisheries Act (AFA) also recognized that there could be adverse impacts caused by AFA
within the region managed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC). The AFA also
required the PFMC to take action as follows:

"By not later than July 1, 2000, the PFMC established under......shall recommend

for approval by the Secretary conservation and management measures to protect

fisheries under its jurisdiction and the participants in those fisheries from adverse
impacts caused by this Act......"

. Pa
David Jincks, President ge 3
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February 6, 2006

The Council did begin work to comply with AFA and announced control dates of September 16, 1999
and June 29, 2000 advising owners of AFA vessels in effect that their participation in the West Coast
fisheries was likely to be limited as required by the AFA. Amendment 15 was initiated by the PFMC to
comply with its obligation but before completing its work the PFMC dropped this agenda item from its
workload. At the time the PFMC had a huge backlog of other work. The bottom line is that the
Whiting fishery (and other West Coast fisheries) has not been protected by sideboards as required by
the American Fisheries Act,

The greatest adverse affects of AFA now being felt on the West Coast is in the Inshore Whiting fishery.
Since enactment of AFA, large AFA catcher vessels (without pre-AFA inshore whiting history) have
been entering the shoreside whiting fishery. Most of these catcher vessels had pre-AFA history in the
mothership whiting fishery but did not have significant participation in the inshore whiting fishery
because as explained above, most had to return to the Bering Sea by mid June for the Olympic pollock
fishery. Now that the pollock fishery is no longer in an Olympic mode some of these large capacity
AFA pollock vessels are now leasing or otherwise delaying their participation in the pollock fishery by
virtue of its rationalized nature, and contributing to the creation of a full on derby Olympic fishery in
the West Coast shoreside whiting fishery by entering this fishery without having pre-AFA history
within the Inshore sector. This is in direct violation of the directives and intent of the American
Fisheries Act. The net result will be additional capitalization in the processing sector, shortening of the
season and the risk of higher bycatch due to the extreme Olympic rush for fish.

The historic participants who have a long term dependency on the inshore whiting fishery are now
urging the Pacific Council to move ahead swiftly and provide the Inshore Whiting fishery with the
protection to which it is entitled by virtue of the American Fisheries Act. The continued
overcapitalization occurring in the inshore whiting fishery is destabilizing this fishery.

The approach MTC recommended in 1999 to protect the Inshore Whiting fishery and other West Coast
fisheries, was a direct and non-complicated set of sideboards which we are again asking for at this time.
I am enclosing a copy of what we presented in 1999 which became the basis of the PFMC Amendment
15 analysis. That analysis became overly complex on an issue that was clear cut and required decisive
action. We are now facing huge adverse effects on the West Coast by AFA boats ignoring the intent of
the protective measures of the American Fisheries Act and who are taking advantage of the large
workload of this Council which prevented it from doing its work. We are now asking for the protection
we deserve under the American Fisheries Act.

“Sincerely,
[Signed Copy Mailed]
David Jincks

541-270-3208
jincks@pioneer.net
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February 6, 2006
Midwater Trawlers Cooperative
AFA Sideboard Proposal
1. AFA qualified CV’s that have not harvested at least 50 tons of whiting in the

mothership fishery in the years 1994 through September 16, 1999 will be
ineligible to participate in the mothership fishery for whiting in the future.

AFA qualified vessels that have not landed at least 50 tons of whiting in the
inshore whiting fishery in the years 1994 through September 16, 1999 will be
ineligible to participate in the inshore whiting fishery in the future.

. AFA qualified vessels that do not have inshore landings of groundfish other than

whiting in the years 1994 through September 16, 1999 will be prohibited from
participating in those fisheries in the future. Bycatch amounts of other groundfish
in the Pacific whiting fishery shall not be ¢ligible for qualifying a vessel under this
provision,

. The Council should immediately announce a control date of September 16, 1999

to the extent necessary to preserve the status quo.
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PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
CHAIRMAN Portland, Oregon 97220-1384 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Donald K. Hansen Donald O. Mcisaac

Telephone: 503-820-2280

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

March 17, 2006

Ms. Margaret Spring

U.S. Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation

508 Dirksen Office Building ‘

Washington, DC 20510

Re: Pacific Fishery Management Council recommendations on potential amendment of the
American Fisheries Act.

The Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) appreciates the opportunity to comment on
legislative proposals regarding modifications of the American Fisheries Act (AFA). I provided
some initial comments to U.S. Senate staff on February 2, 2006 in order to meet the then
presumed deadline on conference committee action on the U.S. Coast Guard authorization bill.
Because of that timing constraint, those comments were made without the full Council having
the opportunity to review them. Please take the content of this letter as a supplementation of the
prior comments provided on the behalf of the Council.

On March 6, 2006, the Council’s Legislative Committee (Committee) undertook a formal review
of proposed AFA amendments and considered how they might affect fisheries under the
Council’s jurisdiction. The Committee’s primary focus was on the effect of potential new entry
into the Pacific whiting fishery by AFA vessels. After public comment and Committee
discussion, the Committee recommended to the Council that our initial comments be amended to
request that all AFA qualified vessels (original or replacement) - not just catcher/processor
vessels - without West Coast landing history prior to June 29, 2000 be prohibited from
participating in the Pacific whiting fishery. This would conform with the statutory obligations of
the Council to prevent increasing capacity as a result of enactment of the AFA and would be
consistent with the control date adopted by the Council in 2000. The Committee’s

" recommendation was adopted unanimously by the Council on March 10, 2006.

Currently, it appears that the owners of a large catcher/processor vessel with no history in the
West Coast groundfish fishery is acquiring the permits required to enter the catcher/processor
sector of the West Coast whiting fishery. If this were to occur, it could be very disruptive to the
existing whiting cooperative that has so responsibly fished cleanly with regard to the incidental
catch of depleted rockfish species and salmon; these boats may abandon the cooperative and
once again participate in a derby-style race for fish if a new entrant does not join the cooperative.
This in turn would almost inevitably lead to higher bycatch of the depleted rockfish that have
stringent quotas (canary, widow, and darkblotched rockfish) and salmon, which would

Page 6



Ms. Margaret Spring
March 17, 2006
Page 2

consequently shut other fisheries down, including shore based whiting, non-whiting groundfish,
and even recreational fisheries. This is a potentially catastrophic scenario that has generated
great concern on the West Coast given the razor-thin margins of incidental take of depleted
species in the various groundfish fisheries and the recent U. S. Ninth Circuit Court decision on
minimizing those incidental takes.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the Council’s actions on this matter or if
there are other issues on which Council comment is requested.

Sincerely,

MDB:rdd

c: Council Members

F:\!masteleg\conAFA Amendment Lir M. Spring senate CST.doc
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One or More Years

QJW\MMMMW_@WH meﬁwmﬁ& Length Shoreside Vessels without Shoreside
. . Whiting Landings 94 - Whiting Landings 94 - 99
Permits Capacity 99

1 | Pacific Prince M 150 1. Pacific Prince M
2 | Seadawn 600 1241 1. 94
3 | Sea Storm 300 1201 2. 94
4 | Nordic Fury 450 116 2. Nordic Fury 450K
5 | Mar-Gun 350 112 3. Mar-Gun 350K
6 | Neahkahnie 300 109 3. 99
7 | Western Dawn 350 108 4. Western Dawn 350K
8 | Caitlin Ann 600 106 5. Caitlin Ann 600K
9 | Pacific Fury 350 106 6. Pacific Fury 350K
10 | American Beauty 450 105 1 4. 96/97/98/99
11 | Starward 500 105 7. Starward 500K
12 | Traveler 400 104 8. Traveler 400K
13 | Pacific Challenger 500 103 9. Pacific Challenger 500K
14 | Muir Milach 300 99 | 5. 95/99
15 | Mark 1 400 97 10. Mark I 400K
16 | Raven 300 92 | 6. 94/95/96/97/98/99
17 | Seeker 260 92 | 7. 94/95/96/97/98/99
18 | Leslie Lee 280 91 11. Leslie Lee 280K
19 | Collier Brothers 220 90 | 8. 95/96/97/98
20 | Pegasus 280 90 | 9. 96/98/99
21 | Predator 240 90 | 10. 94/95/96/97/98/99
22 | Perseverance 260 87 | 11. 94/95/96/97/98/99
23 | Miss Berdie 250 83 | 12. 94/95/96/97/98/99
24 | Lisa Melinda 220 81 | 13. 94/95/96/97/98/99
25 | Blue Fox 210 81 | 14. 94/95/96/97/98/99
26 | Pacific Ram 210 77 | 15. 94/95/96/97/98/99
27 | Aleutian Challenger 270 75 | 16. 98/99

Total Estimated Hold Estimated Hold Capacity Estimated Hold Capacity

Capacity 9,850,000 4,670,000 5,180,000
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Non-AFA Trawl Estimated Hold | Length History
Vessels Capacity 94 - 05

1. Miss Sarah 300 103 | 95/96/97/98/01/02/03/05
2. Sea Clipper 170 90 | 94/95/96/97/98/99/2000/01/02/03/04/05
3. Chellisa 250 90 | 96/97/98/99/2000/01/02/03/04/05
4. Marathon 300 86 | 95/96/02/04/05
5. Bay Islander 300 85 | 94/95/96/97/98/2000/01/02/03/04/05
6. New Life 180 78 | 94/95/96/97/
7. Warrior 140 78 | 94/95/96/97/98/01/02/03/04/05
8. Fishwish 115 78 | 94/95/96/97/99/2000/01/02/03/04/05
9. Nicole 120 78 | 94/95/96/97/98/99/01/03/04/05
10. Miss Sue 160 77 | 97/98/99/2000/01/02/03/04/05
11. Pacific 160 75 | 94/95/96/97/98/99/2000/01/02/03/04/05
12. Grumpy J 140 75 | 97/99/2000/01/02/04/05
13. Pacific Future 120 75 | 94/95/96/97/98/99/2000/01/04/03/05
14. Pioneer 110 72 | 94/95/96/97/98/99
15. Western Seas 110 72| 95
16. Last Straw 120 70 | 98/99/2000/01/02/03/04/05
17. Stormie C 120 69 | 98/2003
18. Jeanette Marie 110 67 | 94/2000/01/02/03/04/05
19. Miss Mary 110 63 |95
20. Excalibur 120 60 | 98/99/2000/01/02/03/04/05

Total non-AFA vessels with shoreside whiting history

Total AFA and non-AFA vessels with shoreside whiting history 94-99

Total AFA and non-AFA vessels with whiting history
Total AFA vessels without shoreside whiting history 94-99 -

20 Estimated capacity 3,255,000
36 Estimated capacity 7,925,000
47 Estimated capacity 13,105,000
11 Estimated capacity 5,180,000
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Year W,Il,lzglg C/Vs | Processors Season | Days
1992 80,000 23 7 4/15 -10/30 199
1993 | 42,000 24 13 4/15 -8/24 | 132
1994 | 97,000 33 8 4/15-11/23 | 223
1995 | 75,776 35 15 4/15-17/25 102
1996 87,001 37 11 5/15~9/10 119
1997 87,499 38 12 6/15-8/22 69
1998 87,627 35 13 6/15-10/13 121
1999 | 83,388 36 14 6/15-9/13| 91
2000 | 85,653 36 14 6/15-9/15 93
2001 73,326 29 13 6/15-9/26 104
2002 45,276 29 3 6/15-7/17 64
2003 | 51,061 35 9 6/15-17/14 30
2004 89,251 26 9 6/15 - 8/14 61
2005 | 97,378 | 29 10 6/18-8/18| 65

Midwater Trawlers Cooperative

6/2/06
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Federal Register/Vol. 64, No. 226 /Wednesday, November 24, 1999/Proposed Rules

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In a notice
of proposed rulemaking (NPR) served
July 13, 1992 (published in the Federal
Register on July 14, 1892, at 57 FR
31165), the Interstate Commerce
Commission (Commission) proposed to
expand the scope of its 49 CFR
1180.2(d)(2) class exemption. That
exemption, as it existed in 1992 and as
it continues to exist today, exempts
from the otherwise applicable prior
approval requirements the acquisition
or continuance in control of a
nonconnecting railroad or one of its
lines where (i) the railroads would not
connect with each other or any railroads
in their corporate family, (ii) the
acquisition or continuance in control is
not part of a series of anticipated
transactions that would connect the
railroads with each other or any railroad
in their corporate family, and (iii) the
transaction does not involve a Class I
railroad. In the NPR, the Commission
proposed to expand the 49 CFR
1180.2(d)(2) exemption so that it would
embrace any transaction that required
approval and authorization under
former 49 U.S.C. 11343, provided that
the transaction did not involve (i) the
merger or control of at least two Class
[ railroads, (ii) a reduction in the
number of noncommonly-controlled
railroads conducting operations
between any two points, or (iii) a
reduction from three to two in the
number of noncommonly-controlled
railroads serving any interchange point.
The ICC Termination Act of 1995,
Public Law 104-88, 109 Stat. 803
(ICCTA), which was signed into law by
President Clinton on December 29,
1995, abolished the Commission,
established the Board, reenacted (with
certain changes not presently of
consequence) the relevant statutory
provision, and transferred to the Board
responsibility for the performance of
functions respecting that statutory
provision. See ICCTA section 101
(abolition of the Commission); new 49
U.S.C. 701(a), as enacted by ICCTA
section 201(a) (establishment of the
Board); new 49 U.S.C. 11323, as enacted
by ICCTA section 102(a) (this is the
post-1995 version, as respects railroads,
of what had been 49 U.S.C. 11343); new
49 U.S.C. 702, as enacted by ICCTA
section 201(a) (except as otherwise
provided, the functions previously
performed by the Commission shall
henceforth be performed by the Board);
ICCTA section 204(b)(1) (any
proceeding pending before the
Commission at the time of the
enactment of ICCTA shall be transferred
to the Board, insofar as that proceeding
concerns functions transferred to the

Board). In accordance with the mandate
of ICCTA section 204(b)(1), the Ex Parte
No. 282 (Sub-No. 15) rulemaking
proceeding, which had been instituted
by the Commission in the 1992 NPR,
was transferred to the Board.

We have decided to withdraw the rule
proposed by the Commission in the
1992 NPR and to discontinue the Ex
Parte No. 282 (Sub-No. 15) rulemaking
proceeding. Our experience with the
administration of cases handled under
new 49 U.S.C. 11323 has led us to
conclude that there is no pressing
necessity for the expansion of the 49
CFR 1180.2(d)(2) class exemption. Any
49 U.S.C. 11323 transaction that is not
embraced by any of the existing 49 CFR
1180.2(d) class exemptions but that
would be embraced by the expanded 49

- CFR 1180.2(d)(2) class exemption

proposed by the Commission can be
handled under the individualized
exemption procedures now codified at
49 CFR part 1121, and appropriate
determinations can be made on a case-
by-case basis.

Small Entities

The Board certifies that the action
taken in this proceeding will not have
a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.

Environmental and Energy
Considerations

The action taken in this proceeding
will not significantly affect either the
quality of the human environment or
the conservation of energy resources.

Board Releases Available Via the
Internet

Decisions and notices of the Board,
including this notice, are available on
the Board's website at
“WWW.STB.DOT.GOV.”

Decided: November 17, 1999,

By the Board, Chairman Morgan, Vice
Chairman Clyburn, and Commissioner
Burkes.

Vernon A. Williams,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 99-30542 Filed 11-23-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4915-00-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 660

[Docket No. 991118308-9308-01; I.D.
101899C]

RIN 0648-AN33

Fisheries off West Coast States and in
the Western Pacific; Pacific Coast
Groundfish Fishery; Control Date

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce. 5

ACTION: Advance notice of proposed
rulemaking; notice of control date for
the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery;
request for comments.

SUMMARY: This document announces a
control date of September 16, 1999, after
which vessels eligible for benefits under
the American Fisheries Act (AFA) may
be subject to restrictions on
participation in the Pacific Coast
groundfish fisheries. The intended effect
of announcing this control date is to
discourage speculative entry into the
Pacific coast groundfish fisheries by

AF A-qualified vessels while the Pacific
Fishery Management Council (Council)
develops recommendations to protect
the Pacific Coast groundfish fisheries
from adverse impacts caused by the
AFA.

DATES: Comments may be submitted in
writing by December 27, 1999,
ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed to
Jerry Mallet, Chairman, Pacific Fishery
Management Council, 2130 SW Fifth
Avenue, Suite 224, Portland, OR 97201,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: The
Pacific Fishery Management Council at
503-326-6352; or Bill Robinson at 206-
526-6140; or Svein Fougner at 562—
980—4000.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Pacific Fishery Management Council
(Council) established under section
302(a)(1)(F) of the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management
Act (16 U.S.C. 1852(a)(1)(F)) is
considering recommendations for
approval by NMFS of conservation and
management measures to protect
fisheries under its jurisdiction and the
participants in those fisheries from
adverse impacts caused by the AFA
(Pub.L. 105-277, Div. C, Title II, October
21,1998, 112 Stat. 2681-616; 16 U.S.C.
1851 note; 46 U.S.C. 101 note, 12102,
31322; 46 App. 1274 note), or by any
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fishery cooperatives in the Alaska
pollock fishery, as required by section
211(c)(3)(A) of the AFA. Pursuant to the
AFA, the Council’s recommendations
are due to NMFS not later than July 1,
2000. The AFA at section 211(b)(5) also
provides that catcher/processors and
motherships eligible under the AFA are
prohibited from harvesting or
processing fish in any U.S. fishery
outside Alaska, except the Pacific
whiting fishery, unless harvesting or
processing by those catcher-processor
motherships is specifically authorized
under a fishery management plan.
Pacific whiting is a major component of
the species aggregate in the Pacific Coast
groundfish fisheries.

Conservation and management
measures under consideration by the
Council to offset adverse impacts of the
AFA include possible restrictions on
participation in the Pacific coast
groundfish fisheries by vessels eligible
for benefits under the AFA (AFA-
qualified vessels). During its September
13-17, 1999, meeting in Portland,
Oregon, the Council adopted September
16, 1999, as a control date to be used in
placing restrictions on participation in
the Pacific Coast groundfish fisheries by
AFA-qualified vessels. In making this
announcement, NMFS and the Council
intend to prevent speculative entry into
the fisheries after the control date by
AFA-qualified vessels, while the
Council develops and analyzes its
recommendations, The control date
applies to catcher vessels in the
mothership and shore-based sectors of
the Pacific whiting fishery, and to all
other non-whiting groundfish fisheries
in which catch is landed shoreside. The
control date provides notice to AFA-
qualified vessels that might seek to
participate in the Pacific Coast
groundfish fisheries that current
requirements for accessing these
fisheries may change. Vessels entering
the fisheries after the control date may
be subject to new restrictions that do not

¥

currently exist, and they may not
receive credit for fishing after the
control date.

The Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
Management Plan (FMP) was approved
on January 4, 1982 (47 FR 43964,
October 5, 1982}, and has been amended
10 times. Implementing regulations for
the FMP and its amendments are
codified at 50 CFR part 660, Subpart G.

The AFA, enacteg in 1998, reduced
the harvest capacity in the Alaska
pollock fishery by retiring nine Bering
Sea catcher/processors. It also
redistributed pollock allocations
between the inshore and offshore
sectors, and defined conditions for
creating fishery cooperatives in the
pollock fleet. Vessels that participate in
such cooperatives are likely to have
increased flexibility in arranging their
fishing schedules and could consider
entering additional fisheries.

At its September 13-17, 1999,
meeting, the Council and its Groundfish
Advisory Panel heard proposals from
West Coast fishers and processors
concerned that some AFA-qualified
vessels with no previous or low levels
of participation in the Pacific
groundfish fishery will increase their
fishing effort in the Pacific Coast
groundfish fishery. A particular problem
is posed if AFA-qualified vessels
participating in pollock fishing
cooperatives rearrange their pollock
fishing schedules to allow them time to
fish in non-pollock fisheries such as the
Pacific Coast groundfish fishery. To
participate in most limited entry
groundfish fisheries vessels only need to
purchase a general limited entry permit.
No permit is required to participate in
the open access fisheries. Because new
permit holders and entrants into the
open access fishery currently have
access rights that are equal to those who
have historically participated in the
fishery, speculative entry may be
encouraged. Additional effort could
exacerbate existing management
problems and erode the effectiveness of

future measures recommended by the
Council.

The Council unanimously voted to
establish a control date of September 16,
1999, and to initiate the development of
recommendations to restrict AFA-
qualified vessels from participating in
the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery if,
during a qualifying period between
January 1, 1994, and September 16,
1999, the vessel: (1) did not harvest at
least 50 metric tons (mt) of Pacific
whiting in the mothership sector; (2} did
not land at least 50 mt of Pacific whiting
in the shore-based sector; or (3) did not
land groundfish shoreside in the Pacific
Coast groundfish fishery (not including
fish landed in the Pacific whiting
fishery). ;

Implementation of any management
measures for the fishery will require
amendment of the regulations
implementing the FMP and may also
require amendment of the FMP itself.
Any action will require Council
development of a regulatory proposal
with public input and a supporting
analysis, NMFS approval, and
publication of implementing regulations
in the Federal Register. If catch history
is used as basis for participation, it is
likely that AFA-qualified vessel
participation in the fishery after the
control date will receive little or no
credit. Fishers are not guaranteed future
participation in the groundfish fishery,
regardless of their date of entry or level
of participation in the fishery.

This advance notice of proposed
rulemaking has been determined to be
not significant for purposes of Executive
Order 12866.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.; Pub. L,
105-277, Div. C, Title I, October 21, 1988.
Dated: November 18, 1999,
William Fox,

Acting Assistant Administrator for Fisheries,
National Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 99-30657 Filed 11-23-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-F
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paragraphing) make the rule sasier to
understand?

o Would more (but shorter) sections
be better?

¢ Could we improve clarity by adding
tables, lists, or diagrams?

e What else could we do to make the
rule easier to understand?

If you have any responses to these
questions, please include them in your
comments on this document.

B. Review Schedule

In conjunction with our section 610
reviews, we will be performing plain
language reviews over a ten-year period
on a schedule consistent with the
section 610 review schedule. We will
review Parts 571.131, 571.217, and
571.220 through 571.222 to determine if
these regulations can be reorganized
and/or rewritten to make them easier to
read, understand, and use. We
encourage interested persons to submit
draft regulatory language that clearly
and simply communicates regulatory
requirements, and other
recommendations, such as for putting
information in tables, that may make the
regulations easier to use.

Comments

How do I prepare and submit
comments?

Your comments must be written and
in English. To ensure that your
comments are correctly filed in the
Docket, please include the docket
number of this document in your
comments.

Your comments must not be more
than 15 pages long. (49 CFR 553.21.) We
established this limit to encourage you
to write your primary comments in a
concise fashion. However, you may
attach necessary additional documents
to your comments. There is no limit on
the length of the attachments.

Please submit two copies of your
comments, including the attachments,
to Docket Management at the address
given above under ADDRESSES.

Comments may also be submitted to
the docket electronically by logging onto
the Docket Management System website
at’http://dms.dot.gov. Click on “Help &
Information” or ‘““Help/Info” to obtain
instructions for filing your comments
electronically.

How can I be sure that my comments
were received?

If you wish Docket Management to
notify you upon its receipt of your
comments, enclose a self-addressed,
stamped postcard in the envelope
containing your comments. Upon
receiving your comments, Docket
Management will return the postcard by
mail.

How do I submit confidential business
information?

If you wish to submit any information
under a claim of confidentiality, you
should submit three copies of your
complete submission, including the
information you claim to be confidential
business information, to the Chief
Counsel, NHTSA, at the address given
above under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT. In addition, you should
submit two copies, from which you
have deleted the claimed confidential
business information, to Docket
Management at the address given above
under ADDRESSES. When you send a
comment containing information
claimed to be confidential business
information, you should include a cover
letter setting forth the information
specified in our confidential business
information regulation. (49 CFR Part
512.)

Will the agency consider late
comments?

We will consider all comments that
Docket Management receives before the
close of business on the comment
closing date indicated above under
DATES. To the extent possible, we will
also consider comments that Docket
Management receives after that date.

How can Iread the comments
submitted by other people?

You may read the comments received
by Docket Management at the address
given above under ADDRESSES. The
hours of the Docket are indicated above
in the same location.

You may also see the comments on
the Internet. To read the comments on
the Internet, take the following steps:

(1) Go to the Docket Management
System (DMS) Web page of the
Department of Transportation (http://
dms.dot.gov/).

(2) On that page, click on “search.”

(3) On the next page (http://
dms.dot.gov/search/), type in the four-
digit docket number shown at the
beginning of this document. Example: If
the docket number were “NHTSA-
1998-1234,” you would type “1234.”
After typing the docket number, click on
“search.”

(4) On the next page, which contains
docket summary information for the
docket you selected, click on the desired
comments. You may download the
comments. However, since the
comments are imaged documents,
instead of word processing documents,
the “pdf” versions of the documents are
word searchable.

Please note that even after the
comment closing date, we will continue
to file relevant information in the
Docket as it becomes available. Further,
some people may submit late comments,

Accordingly, we recommend that you
periodically check the Docket for new
material,

William H. Walsh,
Associate Administrator for Plans and Policy.

[FR Doc. 00-23520 Filed 9-12—00; 8:45 am)
BILLUING CODE 4910-59-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 660

[Docket No.; 000830248-0248-01; 1.D.
080400A]

RIN 0648-AN38 d

Fisheries off West Coast States and in
the Western Pacific; Pacific Coast
Groundfish Fishery; Advance Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking to Establish a
Control Date

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Advance notice of proposed
rulemaking; notice of control date for
the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery;
request for comments.

SUMMARY: The Pacific Fishery
Management Council (Council) as
authorized by the American Fisheries
Act (AFA) is considering management
measures to recommend to the Secretary
of Commerce (Secretary) to protect the
Pacific Coast groundfish fisheries from
adverse impacts caused by the AFA.
This document announces a control
date of June 29, 2000; any limited entry
permit on that date owned by an owner
of a vessel eligible for benefits under the
AFA (AFA-qualified) and registered for
use with an AFA-qualified vessel that
does not meet minimum participation
requirements that may be established in
the future may be subject to restrictions
on being registered to participate in the
Pacific Coast groundfish fisheries.
Additionally, participation by AFA-
qualified catcher/processors and
motherships not previously active in the
at-sea whiting fisﬁery may be restricted.
The intended effect of this action is to
discourage speculative entry or
increased effort in the Pacific Coast
groundfish fisheries by entities eligible
for AFA benefits and to provide notice
of potential permit restrictions or
revocation to purchasers or lessees of
limited entry permits owned by AFA-
qualified vessel owners and registered
for use with AFA-qualified vessels.

Page 13
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DATES: Comments may be submitted in
writing by October 13, 2000.
ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed to
Jim Lone, Chairman, Pacific Fishery
Management Council, 2130 SW Fifth
Avenue, Suite 224, Portland OR 97201.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: The
Pacific Fishery Management Council at
503-326-6352; or Bill Robinson at 206~
526-6140; or Svein Fougner at 562-980-
4000.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Pacific Council which was established
under section 302(a)(1)(F) of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (16
U.S.C. 1852 (a)(1)(F) is considering
conservation and management measures
to recommend to the Secretary to
protect fisheries under its jurisdiction
and the participants in those fisheries
from adverse impacts caused by the
AFA (Pub.L. 105-277, Div. C, Title I,
October 21, 1998, 112 Stat. 2681-616; 16
U.S.C. 1851 note; 46 U.S.C. 101 note,
12102, 31322; 46 App. 1274 note), or by
any fishery cooperatives in the Alaska
pollock fishery, as required by section
211(c)(3)(A) of the AFA. Section
211(b)(5) of the AFA prohibits catcher/
processors and motherships eligible
under the AFA from harvesting or
processing fish in any U.S. fishery
outside Alaska, except the Pacific
whiting fishery, unless harvesting or
processing by those catcher/processors
and motherships is specifically
authorized under a fishery management
plan. The Pacific Coast Groundfish
Fishery Management Plan (FMP) was
approved on January 4, 1982 (47 FR
43964, October 5 1982), and has been
amended 11 times. Implementing
regulations for the FMP and its
amendments are codified at 50 CFR Part
660, subpart G.

Under the AFA, only certain vessels
are eligible to participate in the Bering
Sea pollock fishery. This eligibility
provides greater operational flexibility
in when and how these vessels
participate in the pollock fishery.
Becalise these AFA-qualified vessels are
better able to arrange their schedules,
they could potentially increase
participation in other fisheries,
including Pacific Coast groundfish
fisheries. The concern is that AFA-
qualified vessels will use benefits
gained by the AFA to move into Pacific
Coast groundfish fisheries, increase
effort, and cause negative impacts on
current participants. To prevent any

negative impact or “adverse impact”,
the AFA provides the Council the
opportunity to recommend management
measures to the Secretary to protect
fisheries under its jurisdiction and
participants in those fisheries.

To harvest fish in the limited entry
groundfish fisheries, vessels only need
to purchase a Federal limited entry
permit. Currently, no Federal permit is
required to participate as a mothership.
Because new permit holders and
motherships currently have access
rights that are equal to those who have
open access fishery currently have
access rights that are equal to those who
have historically participated in the
fishery, speculative entry may be
encouraged. Additional effort could
exacerbate existing management
problems and erode the effectiveness of
future measures recommended by the
Council. As a result, the Council is
considering measures that would
restrict the use of AFA-qualified vessels
and their limited entry trawl permits in
segments of the fishery in which the
vessel had not been previously active, as
determined by minimum participation
requirements.

At its September 1999 meeting, the
Council adopted September 16, 1999, as
a control date to be used in placing
restrictions on participation in the
Pacific Coast groundfish fisheries by
AFA-qualified catcher vessels in the
mothership and shore-based sectors of
the Pacific whiting fishery, and to all
other non-whiting groundfish fisheries
in which catch is landed shoreside (64
FR 66158, November 24, 1999}, At the
April 2000 meeting, the Council
reviewed alternatives for providing
protection to Pacific Coast groundfish
fisheries and its participants from AFA-
qualified vessels and processors that
failed to meet minimum participation
requirements in the Pacific Coast
groundfish fisheries. In addition, the
Council considered whether to restrict,
suspend, or void permits registered to
AFA-qualified vessels if the vessels did
not meet the participation requirements.

At its June 2000 meeting, the Council
gave further consideration to
management measures aimed at
protecting Pacific Coast groundfish
fishery participants from impacts
caused by the AFA. The Council voted
to establish a control date of June 29,
2000. Any limited entry permit on that
date owned by an owner of a vessel
eligible for benefits under the AFA

(AFA-qualified) and registered for use
with an AFA-qualified vessel that does
not meet minimum participation
requirements that may be established in
the future, may be subject to restrictions
on being registered to participate in the
Pacific Coast groundfish fisheries,
similarly to restrictions imposed on the
vessel.

The Council is also considering
restricting future participation in the
whiting fishery by AFA-qualified
motherships and catcher/processors that
do not have a history in the fishery. For
motherships, the criterion being
considered is a certain level of
participation in the regular whiting
season in either 1998 or 1999. For
catcher/processors, the criterion being
considered is whether the catcher/
processor was licensed to harvest
groundfish in 1997, 1998, or 1999
through September 16, 1999. No new
AFA-qualified motherships or catcher
processors have entered the groundfish
fishery since September of 1999.

This document notifies the public that
the Council is considering measures to
protect the Pacific Coast groundfish
fisheries from adverse impacts caused
by the APA. The intended effect of this
document is to discourage speculative
entry or increased effort in the Pacific
Coast groundfish fisheries by entities
eligible for AFA benefits or revocation
to purchasers or lessees of limited entry
permits owned by AFA-qualified vessel
owners and registered for use with AFA-
qualified vessels on June 29, 2000.

Implementation of any management
measures for the fishery will require
amendment of the regulations
implementing the FMP, and may require
amending the FMP. Any action will
require Council development of a
regulatory proposal with public input
and a supporting analysis, NMFS
approval, and publication of
implementing regulations in the Federal
Register. This advance notice of
proposed rulemaking has been
determined to be not significant for
purposes of Executive Order 12866.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.; Pub. L.
105-277, Div. C, Title I, October 21, 1988.

Dated: September 7, 2000.

William T. Hogarth,

Deputy Assistant Administrator, National
Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 00-23536 Filed 9-12-00; 8:45 am])
BILLING CODE 3510-22-S

Page 14



Wd v£:1 900T/¥/9

G1 93eg

Z Z Z zZ Z zZZ Z Z Z Z z zZ zZZ Z Z Z =
Z Z Z zZ2 zZ zZzZ Z Z Z Z Z zZ ZzZ Z Z Z >

49 aod

Y09 Ivsd

“(Bury umoiq s oBRNaY) eV {(Bun anjq/pas s] Joliqud) NEU (Bur anjq MIGNE 1§)

ZZZ N Z ZN ZZ M ZZ s o ZZ oz
Z Z Z ZZ >Z Z Z M Z Z = Zm~ Z Z =z z
Z Z2 zZ z zZ zZZ Z zZ Z Z zZ zZ ZZ Z Z zZ =
Z Z ZzZ Z 2 ZzZ zZ Z Z Z ZzZ Z ZzZzZ Z zZ zZ =

d  19vE 1Ovd MNIV NIV Nedd MNAWLIS Mued
(DSINIWISHOANT 8VED

SNOLLIWIXT

@vodials

9¥8-¥0€-008

JusUIaBeUR $S900Y pajoLnSIY

dokkokdok ok gk ok ook ok ko

Z Z zZ zZ Z ZZ Z Z Z Z Z > ZZ =Z z z =z

Z Z Z Z z2 ZZ Z Z zZ Z ZzZ ™ ZZ Z z z =

ZZ 2 »Z Z Z > Z Z s o oz oz oz

A N N 101
A N N §01
A N N 901
A N N 901
A N N 901
A N N 101
A N N L01
A N N 101
A N N €01
A N N 901
N N A 0
A A N $01
A A N Lo1
A N N 901
N A N 0
A N N 101
A N N Lot
A N N [l
A N N 0l
SNI HIW 4 ar

SINIWISHOANT 4000
"YOLOIS

‘SPIBOQapIs qrJo wog dwdxg = g f

“(118L£01) YYLS DNINYOW 253 £q paseidas sem | FdOH NVIIO 4L €
(£6L819) AYLS DNINAOW 241 £q paoedas sem FONVITTV JIAOVd 4L T
(p11eg *D) LAY E ((0d0 D) 1OV (Bupy pas 5] uEnALY) NIV
NEWLS ‘(Bupy pas Aeg [o1sug) Yudd e sjuawasiopuy qe1) ‘|

NYLIOXY
YASYIVNN
YASINA
YASINA

VESINA
NYLOXY

QAVMLSIM
NY.LOXV
NITHLYON
VIsING
$S90JV N3O
NYd ¥31ad

QIVA LSIM
VESINN

$§300V NIdO
NV 1OV
@AYMLISIM
YASVIVNQD
NVd ¥313d

4002
FUOHSNI

119%
9l¢

8887
6887

0187
159

LEls
88€E
€161
1414
ozly
8891

$6€
1187

1891
106
tege
1359
15245

Lagad
vav

LEY6L6
STEVTY
6169¢9
LYS6€9

$9ELL9
8T£6S9

917809
10£9¢€6
T€509¢
§098¢¢
61TE€9
LYBELY

LETO9S
L1§979

078£09
£9€499
£8E66S
¥86019
¥9166¢

20sn

JUIWATRUBIA §5300Y PIJILUSIY - DIAIIG SILIAYSI] SULEJ [BUOYE N

£q panssy

SHULIdJ [9SSIA JOYIIBD

JOV SOLIdYSL] UBILIDUWI Y-

16879
8£90Y
5196
€519¢

Le8e
8L6SH

1488 0]
(14729
62000
6£000
5179
13344

$+000
6¥L0¥

0Ls0¢
38434
12eL§
6868€
YE6LS

o4av

15310N

XO0d 2N1"
ASOY DNIE
VIOoUNv
YORNYy

ASODYY
SNNNLO¥Y

QNIM D1LOYY
YTHOTdXT JLOYY

[ VINY

41OV NYOREWY
YIDONITIVHO NVOHINY
AlNvad NVINaINY

VASTATY
vasTv

YADNITIVHD NVILOFTTY
NYYvYEIaTy
ANYAINOD NYASYTY
4504 VASVTV

2l

TWVYN TISSIA

8991-70866 ®YSB[Y ‘neaung
89917 09 Od
F0IAIDG SALUYS!] VVON

930



Wd vE1 900T/%/9

< JWISBUBYY §6300Y PIJILIISIY - IDNAIIG SILIAYST ] FULIBJA [BUOE N

Aq ponssy

SILIJ [9SSIA JYINB)D)

19V SALIAYSL] UBILIOWY

9¥8y-¥0£-008
JUSWSFRURIA $S390Y PAIOLISY

e o ok o ok b K o o o ok ok ook ok ok

8991-70866 BYse[y ‘nedung

89917 xog Od

3914338 $3U3YS1d VVON

91 28ed

€01
Gl

Lot

101
€01

01
Lot
101
sot
901
£01

101
£0t1

Lot
1ot

L01

Z Z Z > Z »Z Z Z Z Z Z b b Z Z Z >
Z zZ Z Z zZ ZzZ Z Z Z Z Z Z ZZ Z > Z Z
Z Z Z Z Z ZZ Z Z Z > > Z ZZ W Z > Z
Z zZ Z Z Z ZZ zZ Z Z Z ZzZ ZzZ ZZ W Z Z =z
Z zZ z2 zZ zZ ZZ Z Z Z Z Z Z ZZ w Z Z Z
Z zZ zZ zZ Z ZZ Z Z Z Z Z Z ZZ m zZ Z Z
Z Z Z Z Z zZzZ zZ Z Z Z zZ Z ZZ m zZ ZzZ =z
zZ zZ z Z ZzZ zZZ ZzZ Z zZ Z Z Z ZZ w z z =z
Z Z Z Z Z ZZ > Z Z > > = ZZ m Z =~ Z
- I T R O T
Z zZ ™ Z Z ZZ Z zZ zZ Z zZ ZzZ zZZ Z zZ zZ =Z
Z Z Z Z zZ zZZ zZ Z Z Z Z Z ZZ Z = Z =z

ot

a9 aodd 1lgvd 10OvE YIV MEIV Mgdd N4WIS Xudd SNI HIW 4D ar
Y09 Ivsd ——— (DSINIWISHOANT §V¥D ———  SINTWISHOANT d0-00
SNOILdWAXT HOLOIS

@vodIdals

JuameSBUB Y §6200Y PIJILIISIY - IIAIIG SILIIYS] | FULIEA] [EUOHE N

£q panssy

‘§pIROQapIs qBIo woyy Jdwaxg =g 'y

‘(118L€01) UV.LS DNINYOW oy £q paoejdas sea | 340H NVHIO 4L €
(L6L819) AV.LS DNINYOW 241 &q pasejdas sem JONVITTV D110V 991 ‘T
(ip11eg D) 1AV ‘(011dQ D) LOVE ‘(Bury pas 's] wenna[y) NIV
“(Bury umouq 's] vBRN3Y) NETV {(Bun| anjq/par 's1 Joqud) NN (Bupf anjq Mogue 1) NEWLS (Bupy pal keg [oIsug) YUEE 378 suawesIOpug qui) |

NYFHLYON
NYIONY
§S3I00V NddO
QYA LSIM

NV LNXY
NYFHLYON

NVd ¥313d
AQIVMLEIM
NV LYY
VASVTVYNN
YasINa
NATHLION

NYINAY
NYTHLION

QIVMLSEM
NY.LOXY
$S420V NddO
VA LSIM
1N 1LYV

400D
FTUOHSNI

A

SHULIdJ [ISSIA J3GI}B)

8981
8I€1
19444
cely

671
oty

£28
L¥0T
iy
886€
15341
159t

87T1
1647

0T9¢
$3%4
Ty

008¢
Loog

LINY3d
vay

9011T¢
08£86¢
£98676
6¥888¢<

99986¢
1099¢9

L£09T§
16L189
60€£709
6LBILS
0£o¥ss
§2t44 1)

6TL819
608€£6¢

£SL9L6
81819
BSLO6S
9€8096
$86LY9

Dosn

60£0¥
£L¥TE
L896%
111ss

Thee
£59¥¢

LoLyl
usts
89980
$5909
9L99¢
£8€S

9506¢
8Y9PS

90679
(434 %]
L69¢E
6LLES
£T65¢

odav

18310N

HSNE 109
J0LVIAYTO

UVLS WNEOL
HONVIDITIY d0¥ad

YTIOTIXT SNA0Xd
TYNETYOXd

4 H138VZITd
YULIVN YNOd
YOLYNINOA
NOILYNLLSFQ
WIANIAAA
THOAOWNOD

YIENATOD
SYFHLOUE YATIOD

A VESTAHO
VANVMIX 3dVD
NOZDIOH VINIOAITVD
NNV NI'TUVD
YTIOTdXH TOLSE

AWYN TISSIA

930



Wd ¥E°1 9002/%/9

L1 93eq

Z Z Z Z Z > Z > ™ Z Z Z ZZ Z Z Z Z
Z > Z Z Z zZZ Z Z Z Z Z Z ZZ >~ Z Z Z
o> Z > Z ZZ Z Z Z ™ > Z ZN Z Z Z Z
zZ z Z Z Z ZZ Z Z Z Z Z Z ZZ Z Z Z Z
Z zZ Z Z Z ZZ Z Z Z Z Z Z ZZ Z Z Z Z
Z Z Z Z Z ZZ zZ Z Z Z Z Z ZzZZ Z Z Z Z
zZ > Z zZ 2z zZZ Z Z Z Z Z Z ZZ Z Z Z Z
Z zZ Z Z Z ZzZ Z Z Z Z Z Z ZZ Z Z Z Z
B e Z > Z ZZ Z Z Z > b e e Z Z Z Z
BeBe B e D e > b > Bv Be > Bede B Z e
Z Z Z Z Z ZZ Z Z Z Z > Z = Z Z > Z
Z Z Z Z Z ZZ X Z Z Z Z Z ZZ Z Z Z Z

49 aod d lgvd LOvE JNIV NEIY MNA¥d MEWLIS dudd SNI HIW dO

Y09 Tvsd (DSINIWISHOANT VHD —————  SINIWISAOANT
SNOILAWIXT H0.1D3S
@yodiaIs

so1

€0l
sol

o1
1ot

ot
901
1ot
101
1ot
1ol

Lol
1ot

€0t
901
co1
ol
1ot

ar
4000

‘SpIB0QapIs qeld wog dwoxg =g ¢

"(118L£01) UVLS DNINIOW 243 £q pooejdor sem | §JOH NVIIO0 24L '€

(L6L819) AVLS ONINYOW 243 £q p20v{das sem FONVITIV OLAIOVd 24L "T.

YASYTVYNO
$§300V NIdO
NYFHLION
VASYTVNO

NVINNY
NVINXY

NYLINAY
VAsINa
NYLOAY
NYLIOXV
NYLONY
NYLOXY

QAYMLSIM
NYLOXY

NATHLION
VESINN
VASYTVNQD
NVLONY
NV1NNY

40-0D
THOHSNI

(tp2reg *D) 1GVH “(0IBdO D) 1OVE (Bury pau 5] uennd|y) YY1V
‘(Bupy umoq 5| UBRNILY) NETV (Bupy Injq/pa1 T JONIqHD) NEAd (Bup anjq moyne 15) NEWLS ‘(Buny pas Aug [01sug) MUY 918 SITSWLSIOPUT quI) |

807

9¥6$
6L9¢
1809

Wil
£TL

wit
1243

966¢
S0cy
ba14]
€667

€66
243

6¥T

1119
98¢
14341

LINY3d
Vay

£6€019
L¥9926
LLTELS
osliol9

155605
£96519

yoLls
809STS
81L196
09€¥8S
£L8Y8S
865886

1415433
1iezes

96L519
0£10¥9
8S¥809
$8566¢
SIEVOY

DOsn

1Ev8E
85889
£T16§
96199

0¥¥90
Tote

£5000
o1zl
05909
(U438
6119¢
SOL¥9

S6LLY
LIILS

0€T6€
(43134
099L¢
L18TE
L895¢E

odavy

18910N

AV LS ONINJIOW
NMYQ ALSIN
FAaEAL SSIN
HYISSIN

VA
NAT LTYVOAYN

[ AD¥V

NNDIVYW

ALSATVA

YANITAW VSIT

437 A1SAT
HFIOTdXE AIdTA LN

ANIM AYONDMH
IANIVYEOT TIZVH

AYd NOOW 4TYH
AVANND
J0Vd LYDID
$3081d NIA10D
NAMYQ NIT109

TWVYN TISSIA

9301



Wd v€-1 900Z/4/9

81 2%ed

Z > Z zZ Z Zz Z Z Z Z zZ » ZZ Z Z Z =
Z Z zZ zZ z2 zzZ zZ zZ Z Z 2z > ZZ Z Zz Zz =

a9 aod

Yoo Ivsd

"(Bupy umo1q 's] uBnNALY) ATV {(Bury anjq/pas 's] JolIqud) NAUd (Bury onjq mayuEH 1)

Z Z Z Z Z Z> > Z Z Z > Z Z» Z Z = =z
Z Z Z zZ Z ZZ zZ Z Z zZ > Z zZzZ z =z z =
Z Z Z zZ zZ zZ Z Z Z zZ Z Z ZZ 2z Z Z =
Z zZ z zZ zZ zZz zZ zZ zZ zZ Z zZ zZ%Z Z Z =Z z

d LAVE 10VE MEIV NEIV Ngdd MNEWIS udd
(DSINIWIASHOANT EYED

SNOLLJWAXA

ayvoaaaIs

9¥8-¥0€-008

JUSWIFBUBIA] §S300Y PajoLnSsy

N o s o o ok ok kb ok ok ook e ok ok

Z Z Z2 zZ zZ Z2Z zZ Z Z Z zZ Z zZ Z =z Z =

Z Z Z zZ zZ zZzZ ZzZ zZ Z ZzZ zZ Zz zZZ Z Z Z =

Z ZZ > Z Z> > Z Z Z > Z Z» oz Z > =

A N N Lot
A A N €01
A N N w1
A A N ol
A A N ¥01
A X N ¥01
A N N Lot
N N A 0
A N N o1
A N N 1ol
A N N 1ot
A N N 901
A A N £ol
A N N 1ot
N N A 0
N N X 0
A N N $o1
A N N $01
N A N 0
SNI HIW dD ar

SINIWIASHOANT d0-0D
FOLOIS

Aq panssy

'$pIBOQapIs qeio woy ydwaxyg = J p

(118L€01) ¥V.LS DNINYOW 391 £q paoe[das sea | FJOH NVEIO 4L ¢
(L6£819) MVLS DNINYOW 243 4q paos|dal sem FONVITTY DIIDVd 4L ‘T
(paeg *D) 1V (omdo D) 1OV ‘Bup{ pas 's] usnnory) IV
MENLS (Bury pa1 Aeg [o1s1g) YUEE 318 SUSWISIOPTT qBID) ‘|

QUYMLSIM
NYZHLION
INF J1ouV
NYd ¥3.13d

NVd d3.1dd
NVd ¥y313d

QAVALSIM
§§300V NadO
INF A1O¥V
NVINNY
NYLOYY
YaSING

NYFHLION
NV1IOdY

$§400V N3O

$S400V N3dO
VASYTVNA
NVd ¥3.13d

§§300V N3dO

d0-00
THOHSNI

SULIBJ [9SSIA J19YIIB)

<

19V SILIAYSL] UBDLIdUWIY

£8L7
1Ty
oto€
LS9

L991
67T1

£291
ogls
11o¢€
T00€
69LT
8Ty

+601
600€

1244
087
Y067
$079
oLtL

Lo ad

viy

1LL19s
YE619§
LETBLY
LE68IS

6LTT09
BIS19¢

L6ETSY
T686¢S
9€18L9
$8€609
YrLLES
89¥8¢

1832429
$EI8LY

YES66S
12413 %]
9€6016
118L£01
L6L819

93sn

JUIWIZBUE Y §5900Y PAJOLISIY - IIIAIIG SILIIYSI] SULIBJA [BUOLEN

34449
££000
65L0S
1€690

YO€0
€000

€L18Y
10100
£L01S
8089¢
139513
19600

00200
601§

8¢87¢
fzoty
$919¢
£2£0L
6001¥

odav

15910N

IHOINY D110Vd
Adnd J1d10vd
YTHOTIXE AAIVd
YIONITTVHO J1I0Vd

JINVEDO0
YAQYTT NVEDO

£ 3dOH NVEDO0
YALSIAAYH NYAD0
ATIOTIXE NVIDO
ATIOTIXT LSIMHLAON
10RILVd NYFHLION
¥V LS DHRION

A¥0d JIQION
YFYOTIXE JIMAON

HANHVIHVEN
HOVTIN YINK
ANY SN

AV LS DNINJOW
YVYLS ONINIOW

TWVN TISSIA

8991-70866 EYSE[Y ‘nBIUNf
89917 x0d Od
AL SIUAYST] VVON

930



Wd v€:1 900T/%/9

< JUWATBUB ] §5920Y PIIILLISIY - IIJAIIG SILIIYS] AULIEIY EUONEN

£q panssy

SHULId] [9SSIA 13YI}B)

1OV SILIAYSL] UBILIIWY

9v8¥-¥0£-008
JUSWATBUBA $5300Y PajoLsay

ARk Rk Rk R R o

8991-70866 BASE[Y ‘nesung
89917 X0g Od
PIUAIDG SILYSLY VVON

61 28eq

101
901
SOl

£o1
101

ol
$01
$o01
101
€01

101
101

1ol
fol
1ol
Lo1

zZ zZ = Z Z »Z z Z Z Z zZ Z ZZ Z Z Zz =z
Z Z Z Z Z > Z Z > Z Z Z ZZ Z Z Z
Z Z zZ zZz zZz ZZ Z Z Z Z Z Z ZzZZ Z Z > =Z
Z ZzZ zZ z zZ zZzZ zZ Z zZ ZzZz zZ Z zZ=zZ zZ =z 2 =z
zZ zZz zZz 2z zZ Z2zZ 2 Z zZ Z ZzZ ZzZ zZZ zZ Z Z =z
zZ zZ z zZ Z ZzZ zZ Z ZzZ Z Z ZzZ zZzZ Z Z Z =z
Z z Z Z Z zZzZ zZ Z zZ Z Z zZ zzZ Z Zz =z =z
Z zZ zZ zZz Z zZzZ zZ zZ Z Z Z Z zzZ Z Z Z =
Z Z Z Z Z ZZ Z = Z Z Z Z e o = o Z
ol R I - T S P O )
Z Z zZ Z Z ZZ > Z Z Z zZ ZzZ ZZ Z Z Z Z
Z zZ Z Z Z ZZ ZzZ zZ zZ Z Z zZ ZZ » zZ zZ =

901

a9 aodd lavd 10ve SRHV M4IV N9dd NEWIS Mydd SNI HIHW d/D ar
Y090 Ivsd ——— (JSINIWISHOANT VD —————  SINIWIASHOANI d40-00
SNOILJWIXT HO1D3S

agvoeIdals

'spIBOQapIs quuo woy Wwdxg =g

(118L€01) YV.LS ONINYOW 941 Aq paaejdas sem | FJOH NVHOO 4L '€
(L6£819) UVLS DNINYOW 241 £q paoejdar sem FONVITIV DIAIOVd UL ‘T
(tpaieg D) LavE (01do D) LoV (Buny po1 s wennaly) U1V
“(Bury umosq s UEHN3|Y) NETV (Bu an[q/pa1 51 Jofiqud) N ‘(BUN 9n]q Mayne 1S) NEAWLS (Buny pas Avg jo1sug) Yygg [3Je sjuowasiopuy quy |

NYLOXV
Y3SINN
VASYTVNN
$S3I0V N2dO

NYFHLYON
NYLOAV

NYLOAV
NVd ¥313d
VASYTVNN

NV LAY
NIFHIMON

$S400V NadO

NY L3V
NV LNV

NV LAV
NVINAV
NV1IMIY
@VMLISIM
YASINA

d0-0D0
TUOHSNI

6487
6507
%91
(144

9€T
223

9Tl
80€9
s

sLt
#911
180T

LE8T
6L6

€9t1
wy

SOEY
61y
$8L7

LINYAd
vav

£85¥26
§898+¢
£78609
656879

1LT65S
1LE¥79

66¥679
£817901
(341329
06ELYS
9£¥019
1919¢¢

£L89€¢
6LLTOS

0T159¢
850¢¢¢
S1168¢
087L69
L9¥LSS

20sn

JTWITBUBYY §5900Y PIJILYSIY - IIIAIIG SILIYSI IULIBJA [BUOHEN

Aq panssy

SJULId] [9SSIA 19Yd38D)

9LY6S
LL000
LS6SE
6960%

9¥000
0¥80¥

§6£9¢
60L0L
90000
rLEE
9€0LE
Tlsss

89971
00260

6¥1LS
L¥000
6L19
0s¥19
134449

odav

1$930N

YINFAS
NAYQvds
AT0M VES
WJO0Ls vas

JILNVILY TYAOY
NVOREAY TYAOA

NIAVY
NYIAAQYd
$STIDOAL
JoLvYazdd
NOQIasod
T 0avdod

FINVIIATSYId
Of ADDdd

$ASYHAd

ONDIIA JI0Vd
WYY AA10Vd
dONIEd J1dIDYd
HDOYVYNOW J141DVd

TWVN TIASSIA

9jo



Wd v 1 900T/%/9

A

07 93eq

Z zZ Z Z zZ Z> Z Z Z Z Z Z =z Z
Z Z zZ zZ zZ ZZ zZ Z zZ zZ Z Z zZ=zZ Z

1 aodd
Y03 Ivsg
SNOILIWIXI

@VOLIAIS

Z > > > Z ZZ Z ZE Z > Z = ZZ Z
Z zZ zZ z2 zZ2 ZZ Z Z Z Z Z Z zZZ =Z
Z Z Z zZ z zZzZ Z zZ Z Z Z Z zZZ Z
Z Z Z Z Z zZZ zZ Z zZ Z Z Z ZzZzZ =z
Z Z Z zZ Z zZ zZ zZ Z Z zZ Z ZZ =
Z Z Z Z2 zZ zZZ Z Z Z Z Z Z zZZ Z
PR = ZZ Z Z > oz - ZZ oz

LEvd 1OVE DIV ¥4IV Mgud MEWILIS Mydd
(DSINIWISHOANT EVHD

A N N
A A N
A N N
X N N
A N N
N A N
A A N
A X N
N N A
A N N
A N N
A N N
A N N
A N N
A N N
A N N
SNI HIW 40
SINIWISHOANT
JOLOES

Lot

sot
¥01

101
Lot

sot
1ot

01
€01

€01

901
901
1ot

ar
4000

‘SpIBOQIpIS quid woy Muwaxg =3 b

"(118LE0T) VLS DNINYOW > Aq paowdas sem | FJOH NVIDO0 4L ‘¢
(L64819) MV.LS DNINYOW 341 £q paosjdai ses GONVITTV JIJIOVd 991 T
(ipareg “D) LAV “(omd0 ") LoV (Bum pas 's] wennaly) M1y
{(Buny umorq ST usnINLY) NETY ‘(BUrY anjq/pas ST JONIqUA) MU ‘(Bun| onjq mOuNBI IS) NAWLS (Bun| pas Aug [oIsUg) YHEH :2I¥ SJUawdsIOPUT q81) ‘L

aQEVMLSIM

YASVTVNN
NYd ¥3313d

NY1N3Y
@AV LSIM
$§300V N340
VASYIVNN
LATIVAS
$SADIV NIdO

NVd ¥313d
NIFHLION

NAFHLION
VISINA
VESINA
YASINN

NY.LOXY

4000
TUOHSNI

£

0591

Pel
Si8

9l
(2441
Lis
6l¢
Yore
1414

15T
19l
L1y
8661
Lo
oLLT

Lingad
yav

£91619

(344449
S9ELST

87509
L1059¢
[A2180]
zo8Ll9
95E6T6
658106

8TYSLS
y8¥86¢

692079
L08L19
§90L6S
1§919¢
[4725%

Dosn

[A44%3

{3444
(11343

$¥09¢
80000
144211
9¥66€
1788¢
1434%

0sT0¥
LTSSE

0986¢
L616E
Le6re
T1000
6615S

d4aav

520N

1@y LSam

NMYQ NYZLSIM
NY¥ILIVA

ATIOTINE ONIMA
ONIMIA
NITYVIILSIA
QIYNONYA
YITIAVIL

ANNY AOVYL

ZYdol
AYd 13SNNS

T L3d WAOLS
MIYMAY LS
AUTIVIS

HSI4 YVIS
ALNDITIIAOS

IWYN TISSIA

930 ¢



H B At
OG/13/00 ~ 51k pm

Comparison of Marine Fish Conservation Network’s discard
claims of the Pacific Coast Groundfish Trawl Fishery as the 6™
dirtiest fishery in the Nation, relative to NMFS estimated discards
for all sectors in 2003.

Discards Discards
Species MFCN Est. * NMEFS Est. * Over/Under Est.
For Bottom Trawl only All fisheries, Rec. & Com. Overestimate in Red
( in Metric Tons) (in Metric Tons) Underestimate in Green
Whiting 5,117.90 1,422.70 360%
Arrowtooth Flounder  2,610.60 904.8 289%
Petrale Sole 691.7 144 .4 479%
Dover Sole 1,619.90 956.6 168%
Longspine 407.10 323.9 126%
Shortspine 259.10 387.8 -67%
Sablefish 5,471.30 1,126.10 486%
Bocaccio 92.30 8.5 1086%
Chilipepper 96.80 15.4 629%
Canary 254.40 ‘ 12.5 2035%
Yellowtail 489.80 221 2216%
Darkblotch 131.70 51.8 254%
Pacific Ocean Perch 39.20 21.9 179%
Splitnose 210.20 9.3 2260%
Lingcod 706.30 81.7 865%

* Harrington, J.M., R.A. Myers, AA Rosenburg. 2005. Wasted Resources: Bycatch and discards in
U.S. Fisheries. Table 90, page 175: Discards in the Pacific coast groundfish trawl fishery 2003.

* Pacific Fishery Management Council. 2004. Proposed Acceptable Biological Catch and Optimum
Yield Specifications and Management Measures for the 2005-2006 Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
Final Environmental Impact Statement. Table 4-2: Draft estimated 2003 total catch mortality of
selected groundfish species from West Coast commercial, tribal and recreational fisheries.




Table 90. The observer data for this fishery are categorized by depth (0-100, 100-200, >200fm), target
species and area (fwo latitude ranges). However, the landings data only included the area stratum, and
the resuiting discard estimates could not be made by depth stratum or target species. The uncertainty in
the estimates of discards is increased because of the inability to stratify the data within areas by target
species and depth. Bycatch of halibut in the groundfish trawl fishery off Washington and Oregon is
reported separately (Table 91). Bycatch in the sablefish fixed gear fisheries is reported in Table 92
(longline fishery) and Table 93 (pot fishery).

Table 90: Discards in the Pacific coast groundfish trawl fishery, 2002-2003. Discards are reported
in metric tons (NMFS, 2003b).

2002 2003
Species North of 40°10' | South of 40°10' Total North of 40°10' | South of 40°10' Total
Whiting 4,350.5 3443 | 4,694.8 4,886.7 2311 5,117.9
Arrowtooth flounder 2,339.6 7.3 | 2,346.9 2,604.2 64 | 26106
Petrale sole 584.9 7.2 592.2 684.8 6.8 691.7
Dover sole 1,055.6 4131 1,468.7 1,240.5 3794 | 1,619.9
Longspine thormyhead 220.5 144.0 364.5 2749 132.2 407 1
Shortspine thornyhead 158.9 70.5 229.4 192.5 66.6 259.1
Thornyheads 193.7 771 270.7 241.1 71.2 312.3
Sablefish 43214 509.3 | 4,830.7 5,097.7 373.7 | 54713
Bocaccio 51.5 52.7 104.2 61.2 31.1 92.3
Chilipepper 17.4 1717 189.1 17.4 79.3 96.8
Canary 220.5 0.7 221.2 253.8 0.7 254.4
Cowcod 0.0 3.2 3.2 0.0 1.5 1.5
Widow 21 0.7 2.8 1.9 0.7 2.6
Yeitowtail 507.7 0.0 507.7 4898 0.0 489.8
Yelloweye 0.6 0.2 0.8 0.7 0.2 0.9
Darkblotched 118.0 2.1 120.0 129.6 2.1 131.7
POP 37.1 0.1 37.2 39.0 0.2 39.2
Splitnose 135.5 52.4 187.9 145.4 64.8 210.2
Black rockfish 25 0.0 25 2.9 0.0 2.9
Lingcod 555.4 63.4 618.8 641.6 64.7 706.3
Pacific halibut 101.5 0.2 101.7 117.3 0.2 117.5
Salmon 97.0 1.4 98.4 113.8 1.2 115.0
Shark/skates 3,528.3 846.1 4,3744 4,100.4 7274 | 4,827.7
Total 18,600.2 2,767.5 | 21,367.7 21,337.1 2,241.6 | 23,578.7

Wallace and Hastie (2004) calculated bycatch of halibut in the groundfish trawl fishery off Washington
and Oregon based on 2,812 observed bottom trawl tows. The strata used to estimate 2002 halibut
bycatch were season (Jan-Aug and Sept-Dec), depth (0-100, 100-300, 300-700 fm), area (four latitude
ranges) and catch of arrowtooth flounder (0-20 Ibs per hour and >20 Ibs). Wallace and Hastie (2004)
applied bycatch rates for these strata to trawl effort summarized from logbooks by stratum, and the
resulting bycatch amounts were expanded to account for landings not captured in logbooks. Halibut
bycatch by the bottom trawl fleet was estimated by summing across strata (Table 91). If there was effort
within a strata, but no observed tows, the researchers used the coast wide average bycatch rate: 15.083
kg per hour. These bycatch values are calculated as the unweighted averages of the stratum means.

Table 91: Bycatch of halibut in the Washington and Oregon groundfish trawl fishery, 1998-2003.
Bycatch is given in metric tons round weight (Wallace and Hastie, 2004).

Year | Estimated halibut bycatch
1998 1,259
1999 1,144
2000 944
2001 962
2002 619
2003 559

Bycatch and discards in the sablefish fixed gear fishery were estimated from observer data (NMFS,
2004c). Observer data were expanded to give bycatch aqd discard estimates for the sablefish longline

Page 175
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TABLE 4-2. Draft estimated 2003 total catch mortality (mt) of selected groundfish species from West Coast commercial, tribal and recreational fisheries. (Page 1 of 2)

LANDINGS AND MORTALITY TARGETS
PRELIM. .
Estimated Mortality from fixed
commercial Shoreside At-sea gear sablefish (all,
Estimated total  fishery discard Actual Total catch Shoreside discard whiting north of
Species catch mortality @l landings o ABC Total catch OY discard mortality bycatch 36° N. lat.)
Lingcod 1,366.6 81.7 1,284.9 841 651 159.8 79.9 0.5 1.3
Pacific Cod 1,323.1 73.5 1,249.6 3,200 3,200 73.5 73.5
Pacific whiting ¢ 142,913.8 1,422.7 141,491.1 188,000 148,200 1,422.7 1,422.7
Sablefish (north) 6,386.6 1,126.1 5,260.5 8,209 6,500 2,067.4 1,033.7 924
Sablefish (south) 204.0 204.0 441 294
Dover sole 8,342.2 956.6 7,385.7 8,510 7,440 956.6 956.6
English sole 1,241.4 339.0 902.4 3,100 339.0 339.0
Petrale sole 2,160.6 144.4 2,016.2 2,762 144.4 144.4
Arrowtooth flounder 3,243.5 904.8 2,338.7 5,800 904.8 904.8
Other flatfish 2,093.5 490.7 1,602.8 7,700 490.7 490.7
Pacific ocean perch 160.1 21.9 138.2 689 377 15.5 15.5 6.3
Shortbelly 9.3 2.3 7.0 13,900 13,900 2.3 - 23
Widow 57.9 18.1 41.8 3,871 832 1.7 1.7 14.4
Canary 46.8 12.5 34.3 272 44 10.9 10.9 0.9 0.6
Chilipepper 49.5 15.4 34.1 2,700 2,000 15.4 15.4
Bocaccio 29.1 8.5 20.6 198 20 8.2 8.2 0.3
Splitnose 118.8 9.3 109.5 615 461 9.3 9.3
Yellowtail 504.5 221 482.4 3,146 3,146 221 22.1

-
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