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Agenda Item D.1 
Situation Summary 

June 2008
 
 

CHANGES TO ROUTINE MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR 2009-2010 SEASONS 
 
Section 8.3.2 in the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for U.S. West Coast Fisheries for Highly 
Migratory Species (HMS) describes the biennial management cycle. A biennial cycle is 
described with decision making occurring at the June, September, and November Council 
meetings to establish or adjust harvest specifications for a 2-year period beginning on April 1 of 
the following year—the start of the next fishing year.  This agenda item commences the second 
biennial management cycle since FMP implementation, with any regulations proposed by the 
Council becoming effective on or after April 1, 2009.  Such regulations continue in effect for at 
least 2 years unless subsequently modified through the Council process. 
 
At this meeting, the Council will review the regulatory changes proposed by the HMS 
Management Team (HMSMT) and determine which changes should be considered further. The 
Council also has the option of identifying other, additional management measures to be 
implemented during the 2009–10 biennium. According to the FMP, the Council then directs the 
HMSMT to prepare a draft regulatory analysis for the measures identified by the Council. This 
analysis will support Council decision making at the September meeting—when the Council 
adopts proposed actions for public review—and the November meeting—when the Council takes 
final action. 
 
One issue has been preliminarily identified where new regulations may be appropriate.  A 
recreational fishery targeting thresher sharks has developed over the past few years in the 
Southern California Bight.  Although limited data are available on resulting thresher shark 
fishing mortality, it is thought to be substantial and perhaps comparable to catch in commercial 
fisheries.  Furthermore, the Southern California Bight is an important pupping ground for 
thresher sharks.  Like many sharks, threshers are viviparous and have low fecundity.  Therefore, 
catches of pregnant females has a greater effect on stock productivity. The drift gillnet fishery 
has been prohibited from fishing in this area to protect the stock.  At the time this regulation was 
implemented the recreational fishery was of modest size but has since expanded substantially.  
 
The HMSMT will submit a supplemental report providing a more detailed description of the 
issue and the need for new recreational management measures to limit thresher shark catches. 
 
Council Task: 
 
Council discussion and guidance on initial selection of preliminary proposals for further 
consideration. 
 
Reference Materials:  
 
None. 
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Agenda Order: 
 
a.  Agenda Item Overview Kit Dahl 
b.  Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
c.  Public Comment 
d.  Council Discussion and Guidance on Initial Selection of Preliminary Proposals for further 

Consideration 
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Agenda Item D.1.b 
Supplemental HMSAS Report 

June 2008
 
 

HIGHLY MIGRATORY SPECIES ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON CHANGES TO 
ROUTINE MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR 2009-2010 SEASONS 

 
Recreational Thresher Shark Management 
 
The Highly Migratory Species Advisory Subpanel (HMSAS) recognizes and supports the work 
being done by the Highly Migratory Species Management Team (HMSMT) related to the 
recreational thresher shark fishery.  Recreational fishing for thresher sharks is a popular activity 
and represents an important opportunity for recreational fishermen.  It is an overall impression 
that private boat effort for thresher sharks is expanding, in relationship to other modes. 
 
The HMSAS received and reviewed a report by Craig Heberer at the June 3-4, 2008, joint 
meeting of the HMSAS and HMSMT.   The report summarizes the recreational thresher shark 
fishery and reports on a series of seminars conducted with the cooperation of the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Pacific Coast Recreational Fisheries Coordinator and United 
Anglers of Southern California.  The HMSAS would like to note that 95 percent of fishermen 
surveyed in the seminars support more restrictive recreational bag limits for the recreational 
thresher shark fishery.   
 
The HMSAS also supports continued research into issues of tail-hooking and survivability of 
thresher sharks in the catch and release of thresher sharks.  If research indicates a high level of 
mortality of released fish, regulations that limit gear and tactics that minimize thresher shark 
mortality may be required.   
 
Members of the public and individual HMSAS members recommend that the Council give 
consideration of the following list of potential management measures to address this issue: 
 

• Seasonal closures 
• Alignment of commercial and recreational fishing seasons 
• Effort restrictions 
• Gear restrictions 
• Bag limit changes 

 
Rod McInnis Letter to the Council Regarding Albacore Effort Control (Informational 
Report #1) 
 
The HMSAS expresses concern that the May 21, 2008, letter sent by National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries to the Council calling for “vigor” in addressing 
potential management initiatives for North Pacific albacore was written without consultation of 
stakeholders most affected by any potential effort controls. We do agree that a fair and 
reasonable discussion of ways to maintain current levels of effort as outlined by the Western and 
Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC) and Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission 
(IATTC) resolutions should be approached if scientific findings show problems with albacore 
stocks. The HMSAS does not see the requests of the NOAA Fisheries letter as a high priority 
issue for the Council to take on at this time.  The U.S. albacore industry was instrumental in 
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agreeing to the resolutions, and should be kept up to date and included on details of any effort 
control initiatives by management bodies. 
 
A minority of the HMSAS submits the following statement regarding the May 21, 2008, letter 
from the NOAA Regional Administrator, Rod McInnis to Chairman of the Pacific Fishery 
Management Council, Don Hansen regarding the development of management controls for the 
North Pacific albacore fishery.   
 
In 2005, the IATTC and the WCPFC adopted resolutions identifying North Pacific albacore 
populations requiring member and cooperating non-member nations to “take necessary measures 
to ensure that the level of fishing effort by their vessels fishing for North Pacific albacore tuna is 
not increased.”1  Likewise, the International Scientific Committee (ISC) reported that fishing 
levels would need to be reduced based on future biomass projections if albacore continues to be 
fished at current rates.  Similarly, the first Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) 
Report for the U.S. West Coast HMS FMP warned that “[t]he current fishing mortality rate is 
high relative to commonly used reference points, and may be cause for concern regarding the 
current stock status of North Pacific albacore.”2   The report further cautioned that “if rates of F 
continue at assumed levels, under most of the scenarios considered within the suite of 
uncertainty analyses, it is unlikely that the [spawning stock biomass] will rebuild to spawning 
stock biomass maximum sustainable yield (SSBMSY) levels within a five-year time horizon.”3.   
 
At its June 2006 meeting, the Council directed the HMSMT and HMSAS to continue developing 
the information necessary to characterize current effort in the U.S. North Pacific albacore 
fishery.  Effective management requires managers to be able to both quantify and control fishing 
effort; however lack of effort data should not preclude the Council and NMFS from acting 
quickly and with precaution to reduce fishing pressure on albacore.   
 
In 2007, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) proposed and the Council 
approved bag limits on North Pacific Albacore on the recreational sector.4  While this is an 
important precautionary step, we note that bag limits in and of themselves will not guarantee 
effort reduction without parallel constraints on capacity in all sectors. As such, we support 
NMFS’ intent to begin consideration of possible management controls to ensure that future catch 
and effort remains within the bounds of historical fishing effort.  Towards that end, we 
recommend that the Council and NMFS take the precautionary step of establishing limited entry 
programs for recreational charter vessels and commercial fisheries targeting North Pacific 
albacore along the U.S. west coast.   
 
 
PFMC 
6/7/08 
 
 

                                                 
1  PROP IATTC-73-C1, June 2005 
2  2005 HMS Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation Report, Section 5.3.1, page 106. 
3  Id.  
4  “Implement Daily Bag Limits for North Pacific Albacore and Northern Bluefin Tuna Caught by Recreational 
Anglers in Federal Exclusive Economic Zone Waters Adjacent to California,” Agenda Item C.2.a, Attachment 2, 
November 2006 PFMC Briefing Book. 
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Agenda Item D.1.b 
Supplemental HMSMT Report 

June 2008
 

 
HIGHLY MIGRATORY SPECIES MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON CHANGES TO 

ROUTINE MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR 2009-2010 SEASONS 
 
 
The common thresher shark is one of 13 highly migratory species (HMS) actively managed 
under the Fishery Management Plan for U.S. West Coast Fisheries for Highly Migratory Species 
(HMS FMP).  The landings of thresher shark are monitored under a precautionary annual harvest 
guideline currently set at 340 metric tons (mt). This precautionary management approach 
reflects, among other things, the low fecundity and productivity of thresher sharks coupled with 
their low resiliency to overexploitation. 
 
During the early spring through summer months, thresher sharks migrate to the waters of the 
Southern California Bight to feed on concentrations of bait fish and for pregnant females to pup. 
Commercial and recreational fisheries targeted this annual aggregation and the resulting catch of 
both pregnant and recently pupped animals contributed to the overexploitation of the population. 
Due to this overexploitation, the commercial fishery was regulated to mitigate the targeting of 
mother and pups by establishing a time/area closure. At that time, the recreational fishery, which 
is primarily a private boat fishery, was believed to be a relatively minor component of the total 
thresher shark landings and comparable time/area regulations were not imposed. Current 
California state recreational regulations allow the harvest of two HMS sharks per person per day 
with no season, size, or area restrictions. 
 
In recent years, the recreational fishery for thresher sharks has experienced a significant increase 
in effort and landings, including both mothers and pups.  Additionally, a second window of 
opportunity for recreational catch and effort on thresher sharks has surfaced during the fall, and 
raises concerns in regards to the cumulative impacts on the species when added to the existing 
spring fishery.  
 
Although only limited data are available on the total recreational fishing mortality, it is thought 
to be substantial and perhaps comparable to catch in commercial fisheries, which was 
approximately 100 mt in 2006.  In 2007, the total harvest of thresher shark from both commercial 
and recreational fisheries may have approached or, due to the level of uncertainty in the landings 
data, may have exceeded, the 340 mt harvest guideline. 
 
Highly Migratory Species Management Team Recommendation 
 
The Highly Migratory Species Management Team (HMSMT) is concerned that existing 
management measures and regulations may not be adequate to keep the landings of thresher 
shark under the prescribed harvest guideline and recommends that a suite of potential 
recreational fishing management measures be developed for Council consideration.   
 
 
PFMC 
6/7/08 



Attachment 1 
 
 

The Southern California Recreational Thresher Shark Fishery 
 

Consideration of Regulatory Changes for 2009-2010 
HMS FMP Biennial Management Measures Cycle  

 
HMSMT Supplemental Report  

Pacific Fishery Management Council  
June 8-14, 2008  

Foster City, California 
 

Executive Summary 
 
The Fishery Management Plan for U.S. West Coast Fisheries for Highly Migratory Species 
(HMS FMP) implements a biennial management cycle to establish or adjust harvest 
specifications for a 2-year period. The specifications become effective on April 1 of the 
following year which coincides with the start of the next fishing year. The Pacific Council targets 
the June, September, and November Council meetings for review and decision making of 
proposed management cycle changes. At the June 2008 meeting, the Council will consider the 
need for recreational fishing regulatory changes for the conservation and sustainable 
management of common thresher sharks as proposed by the HMS Management Team 
(HMSMT).  This supplemental report provides background information on the current status of 
the southern California recreational thresher shark fishery to help guide Council deliberation on 
this agenda item.  
 
Background 
 
The common thresher shark (Alopias vulpinus), is one of 13 highly migratory species actively 
managed under the HMS FMP.  The landings of thresher shark are monitored under a 
precautionary annual harvest guideline currently set at 340 metric tons (mt). This  precautionary 
management approach reflects, among other things, the low fecundity and productivity of 
thresher sharks coupled with their low resiliency to overexploitation. The main commercial 
fishery harvesting thresher shark on the west coast is the swordfish large mesh drift gillnet 
fishery (DGN). This fishery has been heavily regulated since the early 1980s due to bycatch and 
protected species concerns, as well as the over-exploitation of thresher sharks. The past 
commercial catch history depressed the thresher shark population status to a critically low level 
necessitating establishment of conservation and management measures (Hanan et al., 1993; 
Smith and Aseltine-Neilson, 2001). Based in part on the apparent success of these measures, the 
thresher shark landings were substantially reduced (Figure 1) and the population now appears to 
be in a rebounding phase.  
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Figure 1. West Coast landings of HMS sharks, 1981-2007. (PFMC SAFE, 2007).  

 
During the early spring through summer months, thresher sharks migrate to the waters of the 
Southern California Bight (SCB) to feed on concentrations of bait fish and for pregnant females 
to pup (Smith and Aseltine-Neilson, 2001; DePriest, 2004). Commercial and recreational 
fisheries targeted this annual aggregation and the resulting catch of both pregnant and recently 
pupped animals contributed to the overexploitation of the population. Due to this 
overexploitation, the commercial fishery was regulated to mitigate the targeting of mother and 
pups by establishing a time/area closure. At that time, the SCB recreational fishery, which is 
primarily a private boat fishery, was believed to be a relatively very minor component of the 
total thresher shark landings and comparable time/area regulations were not imposed.  The 
California Commercial Passenger Fishing Vessel (CPFV) fleet has a minor history of 
participation in the recreational thresher shark fishery (Tables 3-4).  
 
Current California state recreational regulations1 allow the harvest of two HMS sharks in 
combination (thresher, mako, and blue sharks) per person per day with no season, size, or area 
restrictions.   
 
In recent years, the SCB recreational fishery for thresher sharks has experienced a significant 
increase in effort and landings, including harvest of both mothers and pups (Table 1).  
Additionally, a second window of opportunity for recreational catch and effort on thresher sharks 
has recently surfaced during the fall period in the SCB (WON, 2007).  Historically, fishing effort 
during this fall period was very minor but the increased effort now raises concerns in regards to 
the cumulative impacts on the species when added to the existing spring fishery.  
 
Although only limited data are available on the total recreational fishing mortality, it is thought 
to be substantial and perhaps comparable to catch in commercial fisheries, which was 

                                                 
1 The state regulation was adopted without change as a management measure under the HMS FMP.  
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approximately 100 mt in 2006 (PFMC, 2007 SAFE)2.  In 2007, the total harvest of thresher shark 
from both commercial and recreational fisheries may have approached or, due to the level of 
uncertainty in the landings data, may have exceeded, the 340 mt harvest guideline.  
 
Table 1. Estimated Catch (numbers) of Common Thresher 
Shark by Marine Recreational Anglers in California from 
January 2005 - December 20073 

 Estimate PSE* 
2005 275 21 
2006 635 33 
2007 1,544 52 

*PSE = percent standard error as calculated by RecFIN query 
 
The primary techniques developed in the SCB recreational thresher shark fishery entail trolling 
heavy (1-2 lb) baited lures (DePriest, 2004).  Since this species uses its elongate upper caudal 
lobe to stun prey before it is consumed, thresher sharks are typically foul-hooked by the tail and 
subsequently hauled in backwards during the fight (Sepulveda et al., 2007).  Like most pelagic 
species, the common thresher relies on obligate ram ventilation and thus requires forward 
momentum to extract oxygen from the water.  A pilot study last year estimated approximately 25 
percent of the released tail-hooked animals did not survive.  The results of the pilot study led to 
the funding of a larger scale post-release survivorship study which is currently underway.  This 
study is a cooperative effort amongst researchers from the Pfleger Institute of Environmental 
Research, NMFS Southwest Region, and NMFS Southwest Fisheries Science Center.  
 
Although accurate and comprehensive recreational landings data are lacking for this species, 
including the level and impact of catch-and-release fishing, direct observations,4 fishing tackle 
sales,5 and weigh-station records6 all suggest a dramatic expansion of this fishery in recent years.  
Increased effort can likely be attributed to a series of factors including:  the rebuilding of an 
overexploited population; educational seminars on thresher shark fishing techniques; information 
sharing on the internet and through popular literature publications; the high cost of fuel making 
near shore fishing options more attractive; and the possible re-allocation of effort once directed 
at fisheries that are now restricted (i.e., groundfish).  
 
Because the common thresher shark is well known for its susceptibility to over-exploitation, 
advocating the practice of catch and release remains a primary conservation tool proposed by 
managers and recreational groups alike.  However, in order for catch-and-release techniques to 
be an effective management tool, the fate of released sharks must be known.  
 

                                                 
2 Commercial fishermen did not aggressively target thresher sharks in 2006 or 2007 given the low ex-vessel prices 
being offered (Pers. comm., Jeremiah O’Brien, President, Morro Bay Commercial Fishermen’s Association).  
3 Recreational Fisheries Information Network (RecFIN) sampler examined catch for all modes of fishing in all 
marine areas 
4 Observations made by C. Sepulveda and S. Aalbers during Scipps Institute of Oceanography thresher shark field 
studies 2000-2004. 
5 D. Primrose , Owner, Ballyhood International Fishing Lures, Santa Ana, CA. Pers. comm.  
6 J. White, Manager, Dana Landing Market and Fuel Dock, Mission Bay, CA. Pers. comm.. 
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Thresher Shark Fishing Seminars  
 
With assistance from the NMFS Pacific Coast Recreational Fisheries Coordinator and the United 
Anglers of Southern California, a series of educational seminars was conducted in the spring of 
2008 at three key locations in southern California (Newport, Oceanside, and San Diego). The 
seminars were intended to increase angler awareness, keep stakeholders abreast of the status of 
thresher shark conservation and management efforts, and to engage experienced shark anglers on 
innovative gear modifications and potential techniques to reduce the proportion of tail-hooked 
sharks.  Anglers were given the opportunity to complete a voluntary questionnaire at the 
seminars. The results are summarized in Table 2.  
 
In general, 60 percent of the anglers surveyed started fishing thresher sharks after 2005 and 
landed approximately 1-5 sharks per season. Roughly 50% of anglers released 1-5 sharks per 
season with trolling baited lures identified as the most popular way to target threshers (75 
percent).  A large percentage of surveyed anglers favored a season limit of 1-2 sharks per season 
(47 percent). 
Table 2. Summary Statistics for a Voluntary Thresher Shark Questionnaire based on approximately 125 
angler responses. 

What year did you first start fishing for thresher sharks? 
a. < 1980’s b.   1980 – 2000 c.    2000 - 2005 d.  2005 - present 

     8%        20%   13%   59% 
 
How many thresher sharks do you harvest per year? 
a. 0  b.    1 - 5  c. 6 - 10   d.   > 11 
      39%      58%      3% 
 
How many thresher sharks do you catch and release per year? 
a. 0  b.    1 - 5  c. 6 - 10   d.   > 11 
   42%     50%                 7% 
 
What is the fishing technique that you typically use for thresher sharks?  
a. Slow-trolling lures 73% b.    Slow-trolling live bait (no lure) 15%  
c. Chumming 12%  
 
What percentages of the sharks that you catch are tail-hooked? 
a. 0 – 25% b.    26 – 50%  c. 51 – 75%  d.   76 – 100% 

24%   9%      24%   42% 
 
What percentage of thresher sharks do you lose with trailing gear? 
a. 0 – 25% b.    26 – 50%  c. 51 – 75%  d.   76 – 100% 

  62%   23%       13%   2%   
 
What would you consider a reasonable limit for common thresher sharks? 
a. Status quo (no change) = 5% b.   1 shark / person / day = 16% 
c. 1 shark / boat / day =  31% d.   Season limit =   47%  

 4



Table 3. Estimated thresher shark catch (numbers) by anglers fishing on California Commercial Passenger 
Fishing Vessels (CPFVs). (CDFG logbook data) 

Year 
No. 

Trips Kept Thrown Back 
1997 34 49 0
1998 27 28 2
1999 37 47 13
2000 39 40 4
2001 14 14 1
2002 15 11 4
2003 25 26 1
2004 20 18 3
2005 24 23 9
2006 24 27 4
2007 34 40 14

  
Table 4.  Estimated number of yearly CPFV thresher shark trips made by port. (CDFG logbook data). 

Year Eureka 
Bay 
Area 

Monterey 
Area SB/Ventura LA/OC 

San Diego 
Area 

1997   12  6 12 4 
1998   5 2 1 12 7 
1999   3  2 17 15 
2000   8 1 7 19 4 
2001   4  3 6 1 
2002   2 1 3 8 1 
2003   3 4  12 6 
2004   12   2 6 
2005 1 4 3 1 9 6 
2006   2  3 10 9 
2007   1  8 14 11 
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WESTERN FISHBOAT
OWNERS ASSOCIATION©

P.O. Box 992723                                        Ph. (530) 229-1097

Redding, CA 96099                          Fax (530) 229-0973

e-mail   <wfoa@charter.net>

website: <http: //www.wfoa-tuna.org>

May 28, 2008

Mr. Don Hansen
Chair, Pacific Fisheries Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Ste. 101
Portland, OR 97220-1384

Re: Rodney McInnis May 21, 2008 Letter to the PFMC

Dear Chairman Hansen:

Western Fishboat Owners Association is extremely concerned over the unexpected letter that 
Rod McInnis wrote to the PFMC on May 21, 2008.  The letter  requested that the PFMC address
management of the commercial albacore fishery with “vigor.”  Mr. McInnis cites the
establishment of daily bag limits on albacore in the recreational fishery as one reason to pursue
management of albacore.

The letter does state that NOAA Fisheries sees no increase in the albacore effort and has been
stable from 1996.  Thus, the haste to act unilaterally based on a presumption that fishing effort is
high internationally in troubling. If fishing effort is the problem internationally, and the U.S.
effort is stable, then why are we in such a rush?

Right now salmon and albacore trollers are hammered by the management regimes, and now
getting further marginalized arbitrarily.

The NMFS position is a double whack; especially since it was WFOA that asked for control
limits on Asian fleets moving to the Eastern Pacific!   WFOA and AFRF representatives
discussed all of the problems of this approach with Dr. Bill Fox while he was at the SWFSC, and
have also discussed this with representatives of the SWRO.  We thought we had made clear to
NOAA  that the potential problem was not with the U.S. albacore fleet but with foreign entry. 
We feel this coming from NOAA/NMFS at this time is extremely troubling to the U.S. albacore
industry. 

The idea of effort stabilization in the commercial fleet is a valid discussion at some point if
conditions warrant and other nations are acting in the same manner.  However, and most
troubling is why NOAA Fisheries suddenly sent this letter to the council with no consultations

http://<http://www.wfoa-tuna.org>
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with groups such as ours.  WFOA has worked with NOAA/NMFS on many management &
regulatory issues.  American Fishermen’s Research Foundation (AFRF), also has a 37-year
history of cooperative research with NOAA/NMFS.  Therefore you can understand our shock
when we are blindsided by this type of initiative.

The U.S. west coast albacore industry hopes that the PFMC will advise NOAA Fisheries that the
current management system is adequate to manage the U.S. troll fishery at this time. WFOA
strongly urges the PFMC to reject this request by NOAA Fisheries.

Sincerely,

Wayne Heikkila
Executive Director

cc: Don McIsaac - PFMC Executive Director
Rod McInnis - NOAA/NMFS
Mark Helvey - NOAA/NMFS



Agenda Item D.2 
Situation Summary 

June 2008 

COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS TO REGIONAL FISHERY MANAGEMENT 
ORGANIZATIONS 

At the April 2008 meeting, the Council made recommendations to the U.S. delegation to the 
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) for positions the U.S. should advance at the 
upcoming 78th meeting (June 23-27, 2008).  Attachment 1 is the letter describing those 
recommendations, which was sent to Rod McInnis, National Marine Fisheries Service Southwest 
Regional Administrator and a U.S. Commissioner to the IATTC.  The Council left open the 
possibility of making additional recommendations based on information coming out of the 
IATTC’s 9th Stock Assessment Review Meeting, which occurred May 12-16, 2008.   

Attachments 2 and 3 are the stock assessments for yellowfin and bigeye tunas resulting from the 
9th Stock Assesment Review Meeting (the executive summary is included with the printed 
materials; the full assessments are posted on the Council’s web site and included on the briefing 
book CD-ROM).  Both of these stocks have been declared subject to overfishing by the Secretary 
of Commerce.  To date the IATTC has been unable to adopt a new resolution containing 
conservation measures for yellowfin and bigeye tunas to replace Resolution C-06-02, which 
expired at the end of 2007.  Attachment 4 is an IATTC staff paper describing the effect of the 
previous resolution and projected changes to spawning stock biomass in the absence of a 
comparable new resolution.  Attachment 5 summarizes the various conservation proposals made 
at the 75th, 76th, and 77th IATTC meetings.  As noted, the IATTC was unable to adopt a 
conservation resolution based on these proposals.  There is a strong desire that the IATTC adopt 
an effective conservation resolution at their 78th meeting. 

The Northern Committee is a subsidiary body of the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries 
Commission, responsible for making recommendations for Highly Migratory Species (HMS) 
stocks occurring principally north of 20° N latitude.  Currently this body has identified as their 
responsibility the North Pacific stocks of albacore tuna, bluefin tuna, and swordfish.  The 
Northern Committee may request scientific information and advice regarding these fish stocks 
from the International Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-like Species (ISC).  As reported 
at the September 2007 Council meeting, the 7th plenary meeting of the ISC adopted a stock 
assessment for albacore tuna.  It indicated that spawning stock biomass is at historically high 
levels but that current fishing mortality is high relative to most reference points.  The current F 
would gradually reduce spawning stock biomass to the long term average by the mid 2010s.  The 
ISC recommended the development and adoption of reference points for determining albacore 
stock status and guiding the development of management measures.  The Northern Committee 
took this under advisement with the intention of developing proposals for their 2008 meeting.  In 
April 2008 the Council was briefed on the ISC’s stock assessment results for striped marlin, 
which indicates that the stock is substantially depleted.  The Northern Committee has not 
adopted striped marlin as a stock under its purview, because there are questions as to whether 
striped marlin in fact principally occur north of 20° N latitude.  However, there have been calls 
for them to take on striped marlin so that management measures can be coordinated across the 
North Pacific. 

The Northern Committee will hold its 4th annual meeting September 9-11, 2008.  Any 
conservation recommendations they make are presented to the 5th regular session of the Western 
and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, December 8-12, 2008.  Because the next Northern 
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Committee meeting occurs at the same time as the Council’s September meeting, the only 
opportunity for the Council to develop positions for consideration by the Northern Committee is 
at this meeting.   

Council Action: 

1.  Approve recommendations on HMS management to the Northern Committee of the 
Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission and Inter-American Tropical Tuna 
Commission. 

Reference Materials: 

1. Agenda Item D.2.a, Attachment 1: Letter to Rodney McInnis containing Council’s 
recommendations to the U.S. delegation to the IATTC.  

2. Agenda Item D.2.a, Attachment 2: Document SARM-9-06a Status Of Yellowfin Tuna in the 
Eastern Pacific Ocean in 2007 and Outlook For The Future (Executive Summary; complete 
document on web and CD-ROM). 

3. Agenda Item D.2.a, Attachment 3:  Document SARM-9-06b Status Of Bigeye Tuna in the 
Eastern Pacific Ocean (Executive Summary; complete document on web and CD-ROM). 

4. Agenda Item D.2.a, Attachment 4:  Document SARM-9-06c Evaluation of the Effect of 
Resolutions C-04-09 and C-06-02. 

5. Agenda Item D.2.a, Attachment 5: Document SARM-9-05 Summary of Conservation 
Proposals. 

 
Agenda Order: 

a. Agenda Item Overview Kit Dahl 
b. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
c. Public Comment 
d. Council Action:  Approve Recommendations on HMS Management to the Northern 

Committee of the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission and Inter-American 
Tropical Tuna Commission 

 
 
 
PFMC 
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Agenda Item D.2.b 
Supplemental HMSAS Report 

June 2008 
 
 

HIGHLY MIGRATORY SPECIES ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON COUNCIL 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO REGIONAL FISHERY MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATIONS 

 
The Highly Migratory Species Advisory Subpanel (HMSAS) requests that the Council 
recommend to the U.S. delegation to the Northern Committee of the Western and Central Pacific 
Fisheries Commission (WCPFC): 
 

1. The Northern Committee facilitate more comprehensive and timely data collection on 
North Pacific albacore. 

 
2. The Northern Committee consider the striped marlin stock assessment. 

 
3. The Northern Committee encourage member nations to gather and provide catch data on 

North Pacific albacore from the areas both east and west of 150° W longitude, either all 
inclusive or reported separately by area. 

 
4. The Northern committee review the report from the International Scientific Committee 

on North Pacific albacore considering current levels of effort, and strive for more 
scientifically-based reference points for albacore. 

 
5. The Northern Committee encourage and foster greater cooperation between WCPFC and 

Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission. 
 

6. The Northern Committee facilitate collecting information on other nations’ recreational 
fishing fleets. 

 
 
PFMC 
6/8/08 

  



Agenda Item D.2.b 
Supplemental HMSMT Report 

June 2008 
 
 

HIGHLY MIGRATORY SPECIES MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON 
COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS TO REGIONAL FISHERY MANAGEMENT 

ORGANIZATIONS 
 
The Highly Migratory Species Management Team (HMSMT) suggests the Council provide 
conservation and management recommendations to the U.S. delegations of the Inter-American 
Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) and the Northern Committee of the Western and Central 
Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC) prior to their upcoming meetings as detailed below. 
 
In addition to the HMSMT recommendations made at the April 2008 Council meeting, the team 
suggests the following recommendation for the IATTC: 
 
1) That the IATTC develop an annual reporting requirement in the form of an annual 
Member and Cooperating Non-Member National Report containing information on their 
respective fisheries and management activities. The format for this report should incorporate 
applicable elements of the IATTC Data Provision Resolution (C-03-05).  In addition to 
descriptive statistics, the report should specifically detail the manner and magnitude in which 
compliance with IATTC resolutions is occurring.  Currently, there is no reporting mechanism to 
monitor national compliance.  Without a scorecard on compliance, the IATTC will not be able to 
conduct an adequate review of its performance as agreed to at the recently held meeting of 
RFMO’s in San Francisco.  
 
The HMSMT suggests the following recommendation for the Northern Committee: 
 
1) That the Northern Committee of the WCPFC formally add striped marlin to the species 
complex under its authority so that management measures can be coordinated across the North 
Pacific.  The recent pessimistic stock assessment results for striped marlin in the North Pacific 
conducted by the International Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-like Species in the North 
Pacific (ISC) demonstrates that management is needed.  The stock assessment demonstrated that 
catch of striped marlin north of 20° N latitude is significant.  However, there is uncertainty about 
the stock structure of striped marlin in the Pacific with potential separation of stocks in the 
eastern and western Pacific.   
 
Finally, the HMSMT makes the following suggestions for both commissions: 
 
1) Regarding striped marlin, the Council should urge that both the IATTC and WCPFC 
work to resolve the stock structure question as soon as possible based on the best available 
scientific information so that appropriate management and conservation measures can be 
implemented.  The 2007 ISC assessment indicated that the status of striped marlin in the North 
Pacific is substantially depleted.  However, the IATTC’s most recent assessment of striped 
marlin in the eastern Pacific Ocean (EPO) was completed in 2003 and indicated that the status of 
striped marlin in the EPO was above MSY.  These conflicting results without understanding the 
stock structure may mislead management. 
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2) That improved coordination take place between the IATTC and the WCPFC for species 
and stocks co-occurring under their respective authorities, particularly to address the time 
lag between a stock assessment and consideration of management measures.  For 
example, the ISC produced an albacore assessment in late 2006.  The WCPFC adopted 
this assessment in July 2007, too late for consideration by the IATTC at its June 2007 
meeting.   

 
 
PFMC 
06/08/08 
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