Agenda Item I.1
Situation Summary
April 2012
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE REPORT
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Northwest Region (NWR) will briefly report on
recent regulatory developments relevant to groundfish fisheries and issues of interest to the

Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council).

NMFS Northwest Fisheries Science Center (NWFSC) will also briefly report on groundfish-
related science and research activities.

Council Task:
1. Discussion.

Reference Materials:

None.

Agenda Order:

Agenda Item Overview Kelly Ames
Regulatory Activities Frank Lockhart
Fisheries Science Center Activities Michelle McClure and John Stein
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies and Management Entities

Public Comment

Council Discussion
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Agenda Item 1.1.b
Supplemental NMFS Report
April 2012

Groundfish and Halibut Notices
2/13/12 through 3/16/12

Documents available at NMFS Sustainable Fisheries Groundfish Web Site
http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Groundfish-Halibut/Groundfish-Fishery-Management/index.cfm

77FR10466 (PDF 164KB): Proposed rule for 2012 Pacific whiting fishery to establish tribal
allocation; request for comments

77FR12503 (PDF 157KB): Inseason adjustments to biennial groundfish management measures
in Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery; request for comments


http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Groundfish-Halibut/Groundfish-Fishery-Management/index.cfm
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Overview

Hake survey status

Recently released reports

Hook and Line survey review
Schedule for finalizing observer data
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Joint Hake and Sardine Survey

e Ongoing planning — NW/SW
« Transect design matching biology of both species
» Consistency with existing time series
» Fishing capability for full range of survey
 Maximize use of Shimada

o Cooperative with hake industry
 F/V Forum Star, committed by American Sea Foods
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Recently Released Reports

e Salmon Bycatch Report

e http://www.nwfsc.noaa.gov/research/divisions/fram/observer/
datareport/docs/Salmon 0210Rpt Final.pdf

e Commercial/Recreational Allocation Tech Memo

e http://www.nwfsc.noaa.gov/assets/25/8065 03262012 1209
26 AllocationFishHarvestsTM115WebFinal.pdf



http://www.nwfsc.noaa.gov/research/divisions/fram/observer/datareport/docs/Salmon_0210Rpt_Final.pdf
http://www.nwfsc.noaa.gov/research/divisions/fram/observer/datareport/docs/Salmon_0210Rpt_Final.pdf
http://www.nwfsc.noaa.gov/assets/25/8065_03262012_120926_AllocationFishHarvestsTM115WebFinal.pdf
http://www.nwfsc.noaa.gov/assets/25/8065_03262012_120926_AllocationFishHarvestsTM115WebFinal.pdf
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of Salmon in the 2002-2010 US West Coast Fisheries
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Hook and Line Survey Review

o April 4-5, NWFSC.
 Webex and phone lines available

 Agendas available on table (supplemental NMFS report)

* CIE to review methods, design, use
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Catch Shares Observer Data Schedule

March
» All data to Seattle
» Letters to permit owners with halibut-related data delays sent out

April 9 — Final IFQ data sent to PSMFC and VA

April 10 — Posting of all corrected data to VA
 All permit holders should review their accounts

October 2012 — 2011 Groundfish Mortality Report released

e Catch shares and non-catch shares fisheries
 All data final at this point



Agenda Item I.1.c
Supplemental NWFSC Report
April 2012

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
NORTHWEST FISHERY SCIENCE CENTER REPORT

The Northwest Fishery Science Center (NWFSC) Shelf Rockfish Hook and Line Survey will be
reviewed by a three-person panel including two representatives from the Center for Independent
Experts (CIE) to evaluate the survey's objectives, design, protocols, and analytical approach.
The review panel consists of chair Dr. Mark Wilkins (AFSC, ret.), Dr. Noel Cadigan (CIE), and
Dr. Sven Kupschus (CIE). The hook and line survey was developed to generate a fishery-
independent time series of abundance and biological data for important species of shelf rockfish,
including overfished species as bocaccio. This survey is a collaborative effort among NOAA
Fisheries, Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission, and the sportfishing industry in southern
California. The 2012 survey represents the ninth year in the time series. The review will be held
April 4-5, 2012 on the campus of the NWFSC - 2725 Montlake Blvd. E, Seattle, WA 98112.

The review will convene at 8:00 a.m. in room 370W on both days. The meeting may be
accessed remotely via webex. Contact 541-867-0536 if you would like remote access.



Southern California Shelf Rockfish Hook & Line Survey Review
Northwest Fisheries Science Center
2725 Montlake Blvd. E Room 370-W
Seattle, Washington
(Obtain Visitor's Pass at Guard Gate)

The meeting will also be accessible via webex/phone connection. Call 541-867-0536

for information.

Wednesday, April 4, 2012 (Meeting Location: Room 370, West Building)

8:00 a.m.

8:30 a.m.

9:30 a.m.

9:45 a.m.

10:15 a.m.
10:30 a.m.
10:45 a.m.
11:30 a.m.
12:00 p.m.
1:30 p.m.
2:30 p.m.
3:00 p.m.
3:30 p.m.
4:15 p.m.
5:00 p.m.

Welcome, Introductions, and Objectives of the Review Panel (M. Wilkins)
Presentation on Survey Objectives, Rationale, and Design (J. Harms)
Q&A Session with Review Panel

Presentation on Survey Operations and Sampling Protocols (M. Barnhart)
Q&A Session with Review Panel

Break

Presentation on Descriptive Results (J. Benante)

Q&A Session with Review Panel

Lunch (On Your Own)

Presentation on Analytical Methods (I. Stewart)

Q&A Session with Review Panel

Break

Presentation on Future Research (J. Harms)

Q&A Session with Review Panel and Discussion as needed

Meeting ends for the day

Thursday, April 5, 2012 (Meeting Location: Room 370, West Building)

8:00 a.m.
8:15 a.m.
11:30 a.m.
12:00 p.m.

Re-cap of yesterday’s presentations and discussion (M. Wilkins)
Continued Discussion on Presented Material as needed
Review Objectives and Structure of Review Summary Report (M. Wilkins)

Lunch



1:30 p.m.  Report Drafting
4:00 p.m.  Review Draft Report
5:00 p.m.  Meeting Adjourns



Agenda Item 1.2
Situation Summary
April 2012

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 2012 PACIFIC WHITING FISHERY UNDER THE U.S.-
CANADA PACIFIC WHITING AGREEMENT

The U.S. - Canada Pacific Whiting Treaty was first implemented this year. A new stock
assessment for Pacific whiting has been conducted and reviewed and used for decision-making
in the new international whiting treaty process. The Joint Management Committee (JMC), the
decision-making body in the new international whiting treaty process, adopted a coastwide (U.S.
+ Canada) 2012 total allowable catch (TAC) at their March 14-15 meeting in VVancouver British
Columbia. The U.S. share of the coastwide whiting TAC according to the allocation specified in
the treaty is 73.88 percent.

According to the U.S. - Canada Pacific Whiting Treaty, the Secretary of Commerce shall
implement the recommendations of the JMC if both parties to the JIMC reach agreement on the
Pacific whiting TAC. In the event the JMC had not reached agreement, the Secretary of
Commerce would have established the U.S. Pacific whiting TAC based on (1) any
recommendations from the Pacific Fishery Management Council, the JMC, and the various
advisory bodies and technical committees in the treaty process; (2) the best scientific information
available; (3) the default harvest rate of Fu with a 40-10 adjustment, unless the Secretary
determines that the scientific evidence demonstrates that a different rate is necessary to sustain
the offshore whiting resource; and (4) establish the U.S. share of the TAC and make any
adjustments consistent with the agreement.

The JMC did reach agreement on the 2012 Pacific whiting TAC and the Council is expected to
only receive a briefing on this decision. The 2012 U.S. Pacific whiting TAC, according to the
specified allocation and a 15 percent carry-over of the unattained 2011 U.S. allocation, is
186,037 mt. The tribal whiting allocation and a set-aside to accommodate research activities and
bycatch in non-groundfish fisheries will be subtracted from the U.S. TAC before the non-tribal
sector allocations (42 percent to shoreside trawl, 34 percent to catcher-processors, and 24 percent
to motherships) are made.

Council Action:

1. Receive a briefing on the 2012 Pacific whiting decision.

Reference Materials:

None.



Agenda Order:

Agenda Item Overview John DeVore
JMC Report Phil Anderson, Frank Lockhart
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies and Management Entities

Public Comment

Council Action: Consider any Necessary Action for Implementation of the 2012 Pacific
Whiting Fishery

P00 o

PFMC
03/19/12



Agenda Item 1.2.c
Supplemental GAP Report
April 2012

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 2012
PACIFIC WHITING FISHERY UNDER THE U.S.-CANADA PACIFIC WHITING
AGREEMENT

Mr. John DeVore and Mr. Dan Waldeck briefed the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) about
the 2012 Total Allowable Catch (TAC) determination by the Whiting Treaty Joint Management
Committee (JMC). The JMC process effectively addressed issues relevant to setting the 2012
TAC and reached a consensus recommendation, which was forwarded to the Parties for
implementation.

The GAP also reviewed the Quileute Tribal Council letter about the 2012 tribal whiting fishery
included under Agenda Item 1.2. The GAP strongly affirms our prior recommendation for
National Marine Fisheries Service to (NMFS) to reinstate its regulatory authority to reapportion
whiting from the tribal set aside to the non-tribal fishery when the tribes participating in the
fishery will not take the entire tribal allocation during the fishing year. Without this fix, there is
a high likelihood that whiting harvest will be foregone, causing harm to the non-tribal whiting
fishery sectors and contravening National Standard 1.

Specific to determination of the 2012 tribal whiting set aside, the GAP strongly believes that
NMFS is obligated to make a good faith determination of the actual amount the tribes could
realistically harvest, including past performance in catching requested amounts and
demonstration of tribal fishery management plans that describe how each tribe will manage their
respective fisheries and how bycatch and impacts on protected species will be minimized. If the
tribal whiting set aside is not based on a clear ability for the participating tribes to catch the fish,
there is a high likelihood that whiting will be stranded in the 2012 tribal fishery, which will limit
the non-tribal fishery’s ability to maximize harvest, potentially foregoing tens of millions of
dollars in gross revenue and millions of dollars in foregone wages for harvesters and processors.

PFMC
04/02/12



Agenda Item 1.2.d
Supplemental Public Comment
April 2012

POST OFFICE BOX 279
LA PUSH, WASHINGTON 98350-0279
TELEPHONE (360) 374-6163
FAX (360) 374-6311 QUILEUTE

March 21, 2012 | I

QUILEUTE TRIBAL COUNCIL l

Mr. Will Stelle, Regional Administrator
NMFS, NW Region

7600 Sand Point Way N.E.

Seattle, WA 98115

Re: Quileute Tribe’s comments on proposed rule; 2012 Tribal Fishery for Pacific Whiting
(RIN 0648-BB85)

Dear Mr. Stelle,

The Quileute Tribe has reviewed the National Marine Fisheries Service ("NMFS")’ proposed rule establishing a
tribal allocation of 17.5 percent of the U.S. total allowable catch for 2012, published at 77 Federal Register 10466
(February 22, 2012). See RIN 0648-BB85. The proposed rule seeks not only to establish a tribal allocation for
2012, but to impose a reapportionment of unused tribal allocation to non-tribal fisheries. The Quileute Tribe has
comments on the following sections:

1. Proposed § 660.50(f) (4). The tribal allocation of 17.5% is inappropriate, because it is based upon the
erroneous assumption that only the Makah Tribe will participate in the 2012 fishery. Quileute intends
to participate in the 2012 fishery as well, and the tribal allocation must account for this.

2. Proposed § 660.60(d) (1) (iv) and proposed § 660.131(h).

a. The proposed reapportionment of whiting from the tribal sector to non-tribal sectors is an
unacceptable abrogation of treaty rights. First, by only engaging participating tribes in
discussions regarding reapportionment, NMFS permits the tribal share to be given to non-tribal
entities without consent of all tribes with rights to whiting. Second, to the extent reapportionment
is required in the formal rule, it occurs too early in the season. A substantial amount of fishing
takes place after September 1, making it difficult if not impossible to project the tribal harvest for
the remainder of the season as of that date.

b. It is not appropriate to regulate tribal fisheries in § 660.131, because tribal fisheries are regulated
by a different process, as detailed in § 660.50. To the extent regulations regarding
reapportionment of the tribal share are included in the final rule, they should be located in §
660.50.

3. Background. We do not believe that this rule was proposed properly under 50 CFR § 660.50, which
requires that for tribal fisheries, there first be consultation with the affected tribes, and insofar as
possible, with tribal consensus. Consultation is a formal process that NMFS did not follow with
respect to the Quileute Tribe,



Triba] Allocation for 2012 (Proposed § 660.50(f) (4))

Proposed Section 660.50(f) (4) allocates 17.5 percent of the U.S. TAC to the Pacific Coast treaty Indian
fisheries in 2012. 77 Fed. Reg. 10470. According to NMFS’ “Background” narrative, this allocation was based on
the assumption that “only the Makah tribe will participate in the Pacific whiting fishery in 2012, and they have
requested 17.5% of the U.S. TAC.” 77 Fed. Reg. 10468.

Quileute intends to enter the 2012 whiting fishery. Therefore, a 17.5% tribal allocation based on the
erroneous assumption that the Makah Tribe would be the sole participant is inadequate to fulfill NFMS' obligations.

Quileute's request for 16,000 mt of Pacific whiting is based on its fishermen's expressed intention to
participate in the whiting fishery in 2012. It is well within the 50% treaty right. See Comment from Seth Berntsen,
Quileute Tribe, Document ID NOAA-NMFS-2009-0001-0005 (March 23, 2009). Where a tribe requests less than
its full treaty entitlement to whiting, it is appropriate for NMFS to allocate the requested amount to the tribes. See
Midwater Trawlers Co-operative v. Dep't of Commerce, 393 F.3d 994, 1004 (9th Cir. 2004); Comment from
Michael Lawrence, Document ID NOAA-NMFS-2010-0059-0004, p. 14 (June 8, 2010).

In consideration of this information, the proposed rule will need to be revised to reflect that the Quileute
Indian Tribe does intend to participate in the 2012 Pacific whiting fishery and requests 16,000 mt of Pacific whiting
in 2012.

Reapportionment (Proposed § 660.60(d) (1) (iv) and § 660.131(h))

Proposed Section 660.60(d) (1) (iv) is a provision requiring “reapportionment of the unused portion of the
tribal allocation of Pacific whiting to the IFQ, mothership and catcher processor Pacific whiting fisheries.”
Proposed Section 660.131(h) describes the process by which the unused portion of the tribal allocation will be
reapportioned. There are several rationales in the preamble for this.

1. Allegedly, the PMFC recommends it. We note that the preamble first states that the PMFC recommends
conserving groundfish (page 10467), and then that the PFMC recommends utilizing all of the annual TAC
at page 10468. That in itself is contradictory. But we find the representation that PFMC recommended
reapportionment of unharvested tribal shares to the non-tribal share to be incorrect. The PFMC did not
make this formal recommendation, according to its meeting minutes and decision records, which the Tribe
has reviewed. Further, the PFMC does not make these decisions; as we describe in more detail below,
NOAA must make them in consultation with the applicable tribal sovereigns under 50 CFR § 660.50.

2. This step is in furtherance of monetary concemns of the non-tribal fishers. We quote from p. 10469,
justifying reapportionment “to allow unharvested tribal allocations of whiting to be fished by the non-
tribal fleets, benefitting both large and small entities...there may be uncaught whiting [otherwise].” On
page 10470: This rule “allows unharvested tribal fish to be harvested by non-tribal harvesters.” These
monetary reasons are not grounds for distribution of treaty fish. Moreover; this is a one-way rule; there is
no process in place for redistributing unharvested whiting from the non-tribal share to tribes.

Quileute objects to proposed sections 660.60(d) (1) (iv), 660.131(h) and 660.140(d) (ii) in their entireties.
Whiting are not like salmon; they live to swim another year. There is no reason why these fish cannot remain
“undepleted” to live and spawn another day, to everyone’s benefit. The Quileute Tribe has consistently and
strongly voiced its opposition (as have other treaty tribes) to this “taking” of treaty fish to give to the non-treaty
fishery. Such taking threatens to abrogate Quileute's treaty right. Under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, fishery
management regulations must be consistent with “applicable law” defining Native American treaty fishing rights.
See, e.g., Parravano v. Babbitt, 70 F.3d 539, 544 (9th Cir. 1995). Indeed, “because the right . . . arises from a treaty



with the United States, that right is reserved and protected under the supreme law of the land.” United States v.
Washington, 384 F.Supp. 312, 402 (W.D. Wash. 1974). NMFS cannot jeopardize the treaty right by reapportioning
the tribal share to non-tribal interests. Thus, the Quileute Tribe can only support that portion of the “Action”
alternative that grants NMFS the authority to reinstate the “interim tribal allocation.”

If NMFS determines to permit reapportionment in the final rule, three further changes should be made.
First, the rule must not exclude from reapportionment discussions tribes with treaty rights to whiting who are not
participating in the fishery in the current year. Section 660.131(h) (1) states that

By September 15 of the fishing year, the Regional Administrator will, based on discussions with
representatives of the tribes participating in the Pacific whiting fishery for that fishing year,
consider the tribal harvests to date and catch projections for the remainder of the year relative to
the tribal allocation as specified at § 660.50.

(emphasis added.) This rule results in decisions being made about the tribal share of whiting without involving the
very tribes who have rights in the resource. This rule should not be limited to participating tribes, but instead
include all tribes with rights in the fishery.

Second, because a substantial amount of fishing takes place after NMFS' proposed cutoff date of September
1, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to project the tribal harvest for the remainder of the season as of that date.
This augments the risk that a tribe’s treaty share would be cut short by non-tribal harvesters. If it is absolutely
necessary to set a date for reapportionment, the date should be set after consultation with all treaty tribes regarding
the appropriate time for reapportionment.

Finally, this rule mixes governance of the state share of whiting with the tribal share, which is contrary to
50 CFR 660.50. Under Section 660.50, tribal fisheries are regulated under a different process from the non-tribal
fisheries. Tribal fisheries are distinct from the non-tribal fisheries. Per paragraph (a), the tribes are entitled to 50
percent of the harvestable fish that pass through their respective U&As. Per paragraph (d) on procedures, the rights
in paragraph (a) are implemented either by an allocation managed by the tribes, or through regulations in this section
(660.50) that will apply specifically to the tribal fisheries. The allocations are initiated under subparagraph (1) by a
request from a tribe, in writing. Otherwise, under (2), co-management, NOAA recognizes tribal sovereignty and the
tribal co-manager role, and so tribal allocations and regulations are developed “in consultation with the affected
tribes, and insofar as possible with tribal consensus.”

It is entirely possible that in consultation, a tribe might agree with certain exchanges of state/tribal shares,
but any rulemaking must contemplate full consultation and a two-way process. Contrary to its assertions, NMFS
proposal to reinstate reapportionment did not involve consultation with the Quileute Tribe.

While we have already said this rule is promulgated improperly, we disagree with it in concept as well,
because a tribe with a treaty interest, even if a future interest, has an absolute right to participate in rulemaking and
must not be excluded. This is well established in the Midwater Trawler cases, wherein treaty rights are “self-
executing.” See 139 F. Supp. 2d 1136, 1144 (W.D. Wash. 2000). We also object to the language in Section
660.131(h) (2) that provides for reapportionment by the Regional Administrator, at any time of the year. And we
object to (h) (3) relying on “best information” available to the Regional Administrator. Technically this approach is
also unsound. The fishing season goes until December and often the most fishing occurs as late as October or
November. So any decision, even if made only for the non-tribal fishery, as early as September, is unwise.



Background

The Quileute Tribe has repeatedly objected to NMFS' characterization of interactions and communication
between the two entities. See, e.g., Comment from Seth Berntsen, Quileute Tribe, Document ID NOAA-NMFS-
2009-0001-0005 (March 23, 2009); Comment from Lonnie Foster, Document ID NOAA-NMFS-2010-0059-0006
(June 8, 2010). This year, NMFS has again erroneously stated that it engaged in "meaningful consultation and
collaboration with tribal officials" from Quileute. 77 FR 10466, 10470 (Feb. 22, 2012).

First, in its notice, NMFS states that “based on exchanges with the tribes during November 2011, and
again in January 2012, it appears that only the Makah Tribe will participate in the Pacific whiting fishery in 2012."
77 Fed. Reg. 10466, 10467 (Feb. 22, 2012). While staff from the Quileute Tribe did have a brief conversation with
NMFS Northwest Regional staff at the November 2011 Pacific Fishery Management Council ("PFMC") meeting,
this conversation related to the 2013-2014 Pacific whiting, fishery and not the 2012 fishery. In January, Quileute
staff and a tribal policy representative informed the NMFS Northwest Regional Office that the 2012 whiting fishery
would be a discussion topic on the Quileute Natural Resources Committee at their next meeting. Following the
meeting, Quileute staff informed NMFS Northwest Regional staff that the Quileute Natural Resources Committee
approved a motion to request that NMFS apportion 16,000 mt of Pacific whiting to the Quileute Tribe for the 2012
fishing season..

Second, as mentioned above, NMFS proposal to reinstate reapportionment did not involve consultation
with the Quileute Tribe. This is a serious concemn, since reapportionment directly affects the tribal allocation of
whiting. Any decision regarding reapportionment must involve the affected parties by consultation per 50 CFR
660.50.

The Quileute Tribe values consultation as a relationship that begins with a robust exchange of information
and perspectives at the technical level, followed by policy discussions. Under Executive Order 13175, federal
agencies must be able to describe how their rules are meeting the concerns of the tribe. Brief exchanges such as
those described above do not constitute consultation, nor do they contribute to establishing a meaningful co-
management relationship between NMFS and the Quileute Tribe. We look forward to collaboratively building
improvements in our dialogue in the future.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Should you need further clarification on the issues discussed in
this letter, please contact Mel Moon, Director, Quileute Department of Natural Resources at 360-374-3133 or
mel. moon@gquileutenation.org. We would be happy to answer any questions you may have.

Sincerely,

by Jo

Tony Foster, Chair
Quileute Tribal Council
Quileute Indian Tribe

Cc: Maria Lopez, Chair, Hoh Indian Tribe
Fawn Sharp, President, Quinault Nation
Stan Speaks, Regional Administrator, BIA
Dan Wolford, Chairperson, Pacific Fisheries Management Council



Agenda Item 1.3
Situation Summary
April 2012

TENTATIVE ADOPTION OF 2013-2014 BIENNIAL HARVEST SPECIFICATIONS AND
MANAGEMENT MEASURES

The process to adopt the 2013-2014 harvest specifications and management measures began in
2011 and continues under Agenda Items 1.3 and 1.8. Attachment 1 summarizes the anticipated
Council actions and references that inform the decisions. Under this agenda item, the Council is
scheduled to tentatively adopt preferred harvest specifications and preliminary preferred
management measures, including allocations. Under Agenda Item 1.8, the Council will confirm
or modify actions from Agenda Item 1.3. Final action for 2013-2014 harvest specifications and
management measures is scheduled for the June Council meeting.

At its November 2011 and March 2012 meetings, the Council adopted overfishing limits (OFLs)
as recommended by the Scientific and Statistical Committee, acceptable biological catches
(ABCs) that incorporate scientific uncertainty buffers, and preliminary preferred annual catch
limits (ACLs) for species and stock complexes (Attachment 2). An error in the adopted
ABCs/ACLs for lingcod north of 40°10° N. latitude was discovered subsequent to the March
Council meeting. The appropriate 2013 and 2014 ABCs/ACLs for lingcod north of 40°10” N.
latitude according to the Council’s decision on the overfishing probability (P* = 0.45) are 3,187
mt and 3,023 mt, respectively, not the 3,036 mt and 2,878 mt values adopted in March
(Attachment 2). Attachment 3 shows the estimated time to rebuild the overfished species under
each alternative ACL — an important consideration for deciding those ACLs and the associated
rebuilding plans. The Council also provided guidance on the range of management measures for
more detailed analysis at the September and November 2011 meetings. Attachment 4 provides a
summary of the analysis and results.

The process and schedule for adopting the 2013-2014 harvest specifications and management
measures is different from past cycles since it relies on a narrow scope of action, earlier decision-
making, and the publication of a draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prior to final
Council action in June. Staff has been preparing this environmental analysis over the winter
based on Council action to date. Attachment 5 (Available on the Council’s Briefing Book Website
and CD Only) and Supplemental Attachment 6 both excerpt appropriate parts of the current
preliminary DEIS relevant to decision-making at this meeting. The full document will be
updated to include actions taken at this meeting, and the DEIS is scheduled for filing with the
Environmental Protection Agency (triggering a 45-day public comment period) prior to the June
Council meeting.

Agenda Item 1.3 is scheduled later in the Council meeting to provide the opportunity for the
Groundfish Management Team and Groundfish Advisory Subpanel to prepare any additional
analysis or material relevant to completing the Council tasks required at the April Council
meeting. Agenda Item 1.3.a, Attachment 1, provides a listing of anticipated Council actions and
specific references to facilitate tentative identification of needed decisions. The Council should
identify any outstanding questions or analytical needs under this agenda item to enable timely
completion of Agenda Item 1.8.



It is important to note there is less scope for the Council to make substantial changes when
crafting the final preferred alternative at the June Council meeting because of this accelerated
schedule. The final preferred alternative can only vary slightly from any one of the alternatives
evaluated in the DEIS so that forecasted impacts fall within the range of those disclosed in the
DEIS. If the final preferred alternative does not meet those criteria, it is likely that the DEIS
would have to be revised to disclose any substantially different impacts and republished for
public review. This would jeopardize the objective of implementing new regulations on January
1, 2013 (the start of the next management period).

Council Action:

1. Adopt the revised lingcod ABCs.

2. Tentatively adopt preferred 2013 and 2014 ACLs for all groundfish stocks and stock
complexes.

3. Tentatively adopt preliminary preferred management measures, including allocations.

Reference Materials:

1. Agenda Item I.3.a, Attachment 1: Anticipated Council Actions and References Relevant to
Decision-Making.

2. Agenda Item 1.3.a, Attachment 2: Preferred 2013 and 2014 overfishing limits (OFLs in mt)
and acceptable biological catches (ABCs in mt) and preliminary preferred 2013 and 2014
annual catch limits (ACLs in mt) for west coast groundfish stocks and stock complexes.

3. Agenda Item 1.3.a, Attachment 3: Estimated time to rebuild and spawning potential ratio

(SPR) harvest rate relative to alternative 2013-2014 ACLs for overfished west coast

groundfish stocks.

Agenda Item 1.3.a, Attachment 4: Summary of the Management Measures Analysis.

Agenda Item 1.3.a, Attachment 5: Excerpts from the Preliminary DEIS (Available on the

Council’s Briefing Book Website and CD Only).

6. Agenda Item 1.3.a, Supplemental Attachment 6: Further Excerpts from the Preliminary
DEIS.

7. Agenda Item 1.3.c, Public Comments.

o s

Agenda Order:

a. Agenda Item Overview John DeVore and Kelly Ames
b. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies and Management Entities

c. Public Comment

d. Council Action: Adopt Tentative Preferred Annual Catch Limits and Preliminary Preferred
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ANTICIPATED COUNCIL ACTIONS AND REFERENCES RELEVANT TO DECISION-MAKING

Anticipated Actions

Preliminary DEIS Section a/

. Preferred Non-Overfished Species Harvest Specifications

la. Modify lingcod ABC, based on corrections from March 2012
1b. Adopt preferred ACLs, including modifications to lingcod based on the revised ABC

. Preferred Overfished Species Harvest Specifications
2a. Confirm or modify the rebuilding plan parameters and preferred ACLs

. Preliminary Preferred Management of Flexible Set-Asides and Allocations

Section 2.1.2
Sections 2.1.3, 4.1-4.4, Appendices C and D

Section 2.1.3, 2.2-2.4, 4.1-4.4, Appendices C
and D

3a. Adopt preliminary preferred option for flexible management of set-asides
3b. Confirm or modify the FMP within trawl allocation for widow rockfish
3c. Two-year trawl and non-trawl allocations for bocaccio, canary, cowcod, petrale, and yelloweye

Supplemental Attachment 6
Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendices C and D
Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendices C and D

3d. HGs for black rockfish (OR and CA), blackgill (south of 40°10), blue rockfish (CA), spiny dogfish

. Adopt Preliminary Preferred Season Structures

Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendices C and D

4a. IFQ
--Trawl RCAs configurations

4b. Non-Nearshore

--Non-trawl RCA seaward configurations
4c. Nearshore

--Non-trawl RCA shoreward configurations
4d. Washington Recreational

--Season dates

--Bag limits

--Area closures
4e. Oregon Recreational

--Season dates

--Bag limits

Section 2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix C

Section 2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix C
Section 2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix C

Section 2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix C

Section 2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix C




Anticipated Actions Preliminary DEIS Section a/

--Area closures

4f. California Recreational Section 2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix C
--Season dates
--Bag limits
--Area closures

5. Adopt Preliminary Preferred Management Measures

5a. RCA boundary modifications Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D
--Washington and Oregon 150 and 200 fm lines
--Oregon 200 fm lines
--California Usal and Noyo Canyons 150 fm line
5b. Sorting requirements for aurora (north 40°10), shortraker (north 40°10), rougheye (north 40°10), blackgill Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D
(south of 40°10)
5¢. Catch accounting between limited entry and open access Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D

5d. Remove or reduce to 20 inches the lingcod minimum length limit in the shorebased IFQ fisheries (all legal Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D
gears)

5e. Modifications to the shorebased IFQ accumulation limits Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D
5f. Modifications to the shorebased IFQ surplus carry-over Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D
5g. Regulatory correction for moving between the sablefish primary fishery to the daily trip limit fishery Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D
5h. Proposed changes to sablefish limited entry and open access bi-monthly cumulative landing limits Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D

5i. Modifications to blackgill rockfish (south of 40°10 N. latitude) bi-monthly cumulative landing limits for limited Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D
entry and open access fixed gear

5j. Madifications to longnose skate bi-monthly cumulative landing limits and RCAs Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D
5k. Modifications to spiny dogfish bi-monthly cumulative landing limits and RCAs Supplemental Attachment 6

51. Recreational shelf rockfish retention in the CCA Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D
5m. Remove the California recreational bocaccio size limit Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D
50. Increase the California recreational bocaccio bag limit Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D
5p. Increase the California recreational greenling bag limit Section 2.2-2.4, 4.2-4.4, Appendix D
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Table 1. Preferred 2013 and 2014 overfishing limits (OFLs in mt) and acceptable biological catches (ABCs in mt) and preliminary preferred 2013 and
2014 annual catch limits (ACLs in mt) for west coast groundfish stocks and stock complexes (stocks with new assessments in bold; PPA = preliminary

preferred alternative).

2013-14
PPAACLs Raﬁgel_for
Stock 2013 OFL | 2014 OFL | 2013 ABC | 2014 ABC | 2012 ACL Analysis a/
2013 2014 Alt. a
OVERFISHED STOCKS
BOCACCIO S. of 40°10° 884 881 845 842 274 320 337
CANARY 752 741 719 709 107 116 119 see Att. 3
COWCOD S. of 40°10° 11 12 9 9 3 3 3
DARKBLOTCHED 541 553 517 529 296 317 330
PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH 844 838 807 801 183 150 153 see Att. 3
PETRALE SOLE 2,711 2,774 2,592 2,652 1,160 2,592 2,652
YELLOWEYE 51 51 43 43 17 18 18
NON-OVERFISHED STOCKS
Arrowtooth Flounder 7,391 6,912 6,157 5,758 12,049 6,157 5,758
Black Rockfish (OR-CA) 1,159 1,166 1,108 1,115 1,000 1,000 1,000
Black Rockfish (WA) 430 428 411 409 415 411 409
Cabezon (CA) 170 165 163 158 168 163 158
Cabezon (OR) 49 49 47 47 48 47 47
California scorpionfish 126 122 120 117 126 120 117
Chilipepper S. of 40°10° 1,768 1,722 1,690 1,647 1,789 1,690 1,647
Dover Sole 92,955 77,774 88,865 74,352 25,000 25,000 25,000
English Sole 7,129 5,906 6,815 5,646 10,151 6,815 5,646
Lingcod N. of 42° (OR & WA) a/ 2,102 1,984 2,010 1,897 2,151 2,010 1,897
Lingcod S. of 42° (CA) a/ 2,566 2,454 2,137 2,044 2,164 2,137 2,044
Lingcod N. of 40°10' &/ 3,334 3,162 3,187 3,023 NA 3,187 3,023
Lingcod S. of 40°10' a/ 1,334 1,276 1,111 1,063 NA 1,111 1,063
Longnose skate 2,902 2,816 2,774 2,692 1,349 2,000 2,000




2013-14

PPAACLs Raﬁ;:eLfor
Stock 2013 OFL | 2014 OFL | 2013 ABC | 2014 ABC | 2012 ACL Analysis a/
2013 2014 Alt. a

Longspine Thornyhead (coastwide) 3,391 3,304 2,825 2,752 NA NA NA

Longspine Thornyhead N. of 34°27" NA NA NA NA 2,064 2,009 1,958

Longspine Thornyhead S. of 34°27' NA NA NA NA 366 356 347

Pacific Cod 3,200 3,200 2,221 2,221 1,600 1,600 1,600

Sablefish (coastwide) 6,621 7,158 6,045 6,535 NA NA NA

Sablefish N. of 36° NA NA NA NA 5,347 4,012 4,349

Sablefish S. of 36° NA NA NA NA 1,298 1,439 1,560

Shortbelly 6,950 6,950 5,789 5,789 50 50 50

Shortspine Thornyhead (coastwide) 2,333 2,310 2,230 2,208 NA NA NA

Shortspine Thornyhead N. of 34°27' NA NA NA NA 1,556 1,540 1,525

Shortspine Thornyhead S. of 34°27' NA NA NA NA 401 397 393

Splitnose S. of 40°10° 1,684 1,747 1,610 1,670 1,538 1,610 1,670

Starry Flounder 1,825 1,834 1,520 1,528 1,360 1,520 1,528

Widow 4,841 4435 4,598 4,212 600 1,500 1,500 2,500
Yellowtail N. of 40°10° 4,579 4,584 4,378 4,382 4,371 4,378 4,382

STOCK COMPLEXES

Minor Nearshore Rockfish North 110 110 94 94 99 94 94

Minor Shelf Rockfish North 2,183 2,195 1,920 1,932 968 968 968

Minor Slope Rockfish North 1,518 1,553 1,381 1,414 1,160 1,160 1,160

Minor Nearshore Rockfish South 1,164 1,160 1,005 1,001 990 990 990

Minor Shelf Rockfish South 1,910 1,913 1,617 1,620 714 714 714

Minor Slope Rockfish South 681 685 618 622 626 618 622

Other Flatfish 10,060 10,060 6,982 6,982 4,884 4,884 4,884

Other Fish b/ 6,832 6,802 4,717 4,697 5,575 4,717 4,697

a/ The Council requested analysis of shifting the lingcod management line from the OR-CA border at 42° N. latitude to 40°10° N. latitude. An analysis using
swept area biomass estimates of lingcod derived from the NWFSC trawl survey indicates 48% of the biomass south of 42° N. latitude occurs north of 40°10' N.

latitude. The 40°10" N. latitude management line for lingcod is the Council preferred alternative for lingcod specifications to be analyzed in the DEIS.

b/ Values for these specifications are the sum of known contributions of component stocks.
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Table 2. Estimated time to rebuild and spawning potential ratio (SPR) harvest rate relative to alternative 2013-2014 ACLs for overfished west coast
groundfish stocks (alphabetic alternatives are those that were decided for detailed analysis in the DEIS; PPA = preliminary preferred alternative).

ACLs (mt)
Rebuilding
Current SPR . . Duration Prob. of Prob. of
Stock (‘:I'l:(lar:eztt or Harvest PPA Ttarget ACL Alt. Sgini:oTaRrJE st N,I[Zd"?i';);:—illge Beyond Rebuilding | Rebuilding
g Control Rule 2013 2014 T@F=0 by Ttarget by Tmax
(yrs)

0 0 100% 2019 0 88.0% 99.0%
133 143 90.0% 2019 0 77.0% 97.0%

248 263 82.3% 2020 1 NA NA

Bocaccio S of
20°10' N lat. a/ 2022 771.7% 2022 a, PPA 320 337 77.7% 2021 2 60.0% 90.0%
453 471 70.0% 2023 4 49.0% 70.0%
691 705 60.0% 2027 8 33.0% 63.0%
837 843 53.9% 2031 12 23.0% 51.0%
a 0 0 100% 2028 0 48.2% 75.0%
b 48 49 95.1% 2028 0 41.2% 75.0%
c 101 104 90.0% 2029 1 36.4% 75.0%
d, PPA 116 119 88.7% 2030 2 34.4% 75.0%
e 147 151 85.9% 2030 2 31.7% 75.0%
Canary 2027 88.7% 2030 184 187 82.9% 2031 3 29.9% 75.0%
f 216 220 80.3% 2032 4 27.9% 74.9%
302 306 74.0% 2035 7 26.1% 73.6%
394 397 67.9% 2040 12 25.1% 66.3%
449 451 64.7% 2045 17 25.0% 59.4%
752 753 62.2% 2050 22 25.0% 50.0%
0 0 100% 2060 0 NA 78.4%
2 2 90.0% 2064 4 NA 72.4%
a, PPA 3 3 82.7% 2068 8 50.0% 66.2%
Cowcod b/ 2068 82.7% 2068

4 4 79.0% 2071 11 NA 66.2%
5 5 74.2% 2074 14 NA 66.2%
9 9 59.7% 2097 37 NA 53.3%




ACLs (mt)

Rebuilding
Stock g‘:;g:tt C(;j rrrHe:rtvSel:tR PPA Ttarget ACL Alt. SER ‘;r 'T%“’f“ %Edgea’;)rilrt‘;e %i;agrz? Rzﬁﬂﬁa?ﬁg Rzﬁﬁﬁa?ﬂg
Control Rule 2013 2014 ontrol Rule 0 Rebul T@F=0 by Ttarget by Tmax
(yrs.)
0 0 100% 2016 0 100.0% 100.0%
a, PPA 317 330 64.9% 2017 1 100.0% 100.0%
347 360 62.6% 2017 1 100.0% 100.0%
353 366 62.1% 2018 2 100.0% 100.0%
Darkblotched 2025 64.9% 2025 372 385 60.7% 2018 2 100.0% 100.0%
423 437 57.1% 2018 2 100.0% 100.0%
488 501 53.0% 2020 4 72.8% 91.0%
553 565 49.0% 2025 9 NA NA
676 685 43.0% 2037 21 NA 50.0%
a 0 0 100% 2043 0 25.0% 85.5%
16 17 98.4% 2043 0 25.0% 84.0%
35 36 96.5% 2044 1 25.0% 83.0%
58 60 94.3% 2045 2 25.0% 81.0%
b 74 76 92.9% 2046 3 25.0% 79.0%
89 91 91.6% 2047 4 25.0% 78.0%
106 108 90.1% 2048 5 25.0% 77.0%
122 124 88.8% 2049 6 25.0% 76.0%
131 134 88.0% 2050 7 25.0% 75.0%
136 139 87.6% 2050 7 25.0% 75.0%
POP 2020 86.4% 2051 c, PPA 150 153 86.4% 2051 8 25.0% 73.0%
158 161 85.8% 2052 9 25.0% 72.6%
163 167 85.4% 2052 9 25.0% 72.0%
175 178 84.5% 2053 10 25.0% 71.0%
182 186 83.9% 2054 11 25.0% 70.1%
199 203 82.6% 2055 12 25.0% 68.0%
209 213 81.9% 2056 13 25.0% NA
d 222 226 80.9% 2057 14 25.0% NA
e 247 251 79.2% 2060 17 25.0% 62.0%
291 295 76.2% 2065 22 25.0% 55.8%
328 333 73.8% 2071 28 25.0% 50.0%
0 0 100% 2013 0 100.0% 100.0%
867 1,008 60% 2013 0 100.0% 100.0%
1,265 1,432 50% 2013 0 100.0% 100.0%
1,831 1,994 40% 2013 0 100.0% 100.0%
Petrale 2016 25-5 Rule 2016
25-5 Rule
a, PPA 2,592 2,652 (:(ﬁegl(e:ticg)nzi?l% 2013 0 100.0% 100.0%
2013)




ACLs (mt)

Rebuilding

Current SPR . . Duration Prob. of Prob. of
Stock %J;e:tt or Harvest PPA Ttarget ACL Alt. SE‘;&:Q‘T{S’J&) st hqzdézr;[}:?e Beyond Rebuilding | Rebuilding
g Control Rule 2013 2014 T@F=0 by Ttarget by Tmax

(yrs.)

0 100% 2045 0 99.2% 99.9%

9 9 86.4% 2053 8 85.3% 93.7%

14 14 80.5% 2060 15 75.1% 82.8%

1 1 79.5% 2061 1 73.2% 1.0%

Yelloweye 2074 76.0% 2074 > > 9.5% 06 6 3.2% 81.0%

17 18 76.5% 2066 21 64.1% 73.9%

a, PPA 18 18 76.0% 2067 22 62.1% 72.9%

21 21 72.7% 2074 29 50.0% 61.3%

24 25 69.7% 2083 38 37.2% 50.0%

a/ All bocaccio alternatives have been reduced from the rebuilding analysis results by 6% to represent the portion of the stock south of 40°10' N lat.

b/ All cowcod alternatives have been doubled from the rebuilding analysis to account for the Monterey contribution.
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SUMMARY OF THE MANAGEMENT MEASURE ANALYSIS

At its September and November 2011 meetings, the Council adopted a range of management
measures for the 2013-2014 groundfish fisheries, which were analyzed in Appendix D and
incorporated into the preliminary draft Environmental Impact Statement (Current Briefing
Book on the Council’s website and CD only). This document, created by the Groundfish
Management Team (GMT) and Council staff, provides an overview and references to
Appendix D where the detailed analysis can be found. The management measures listed below
are displayed in the same order as the anticipated Council actions outlined in Agenda ltem
I.3.a, Attachment 1.

Widow Rockfish Within Trawl Allocations (D.4)

Widow rockfish is formally allocated in the groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) with
91 percent of the fishery harvest guideline (HG) * allocated to the trawl sector. Within the trawl
sector, the allocation is further divided between the Pacific whiting sectors (shoreside, catcher-
processors, and motherships) and the non-whiting trawl sector. The current sector allocation in
the FMP specifies that 52 percent of the trawl allocation of widow rockfish is allocated to the
trawl whiting sectors. Of that amount, widow yield is allocated to the whiting sectors
according to the pro-rata allocation of whiting (42 percent to shoreside whiting, 34 percent to
catcher-processors, and 24 percent to motherships). The shoreside whiting and non-whiting
trawl widow allocations are then combined to form the shorebased trawl allocation.

For the 2013-2014 cycle, the Council requested an analysis of three widow rockfish annual
catch limits (ACLs) — 600 mt (No Action), 1,500 mt (preferred), and 2,500 mt (Table 1).
Additionally, the Council is contemplating a change to the within trawl sector widow rockfish
allocation to provide more widow to the shorebased sector to allow greater opportunity to target
widow and yellowtail rockfish. In addition to the No Action overfished allocation specified in
the FMP, five alternative allocation options are considered under the widow rockfish range of
ACLs (Table 1). Under the options, the allocation provided to the at-sea sectors is further
divided using the same apportionment used to allocate Pacific whiting (i.e., 41.4 percent to
motherships and 58.6 percent to catcher-processors). The remainder of the widow trawl

! Deductions from most groundfish ACLs are made to account for groundfish mortality in the Pacific Coast treaty
Indian tribal fisheries, scientific research, non-groundfish target fisheries (hereinafter incidental open access
fisheries), and, as necessary, EFPs. The resulting value that is allocated to groundfish fishing sectors is called the
fishery HG.



allocation is provided to the shorebased sector (non-whiting and whiting shoreside sectors
combined).

Under the Option 1 allocation scheme, the at-sea widow allocation is 290.0 mt under the range
of widow rockfish ACLs, while the shorebased sector allocation ranges from 180.6 to 1,909.6
mt (Table 1). Under option 2 the at-sea allocation is 147.9 mt (the 2012 allocation specified in
regulation) under all widow rockfish ACL alternatives, while the shorebased sector ranges from
322.7 to 2,051.7 mt. Widow allocation options 3-5 would allocate 200, 250, and 300 mt of
widow to the at-sea sectors. The shorebased allocation ranges from 170.6 mt (600 mt, option
4) to 1,999.6 mt (2,500 mt, option 3).

The needs of the shorebased trawl sector would best be met by allocating as much of the trawl
allocation of widow rockfish as possible since a healthy widow rockfish stock is a valuable
target for that sector. The needs of the at-sea sectors would best be met by allocating enough
widow rockfish to prevent impeding the ability of these sectors to target Pacific whiting.
Widow rockfish is bycatch in the at-sea whiting fisheries, but the amount of widow rockfish
allocated to the at-sea sectors has the potential to limit their ability to attain whiting allocations.
Exceeding the widow allocation would result in fishery closure, even if the sector had not
attained their whiting allocation. The analysis of sector needs for widow therefore compares
the recent historical catches and catch rates of widow with respect to whiting by the at-sea
sectors to understand whether the widow allocation options meet the needs of the at-sea sectors
(Table 2).

Given the widow rockfish ACL alternatives analyzed for 2013-2014 and the finding that the
widow rockfish stock is successfully rebuilt, the FMP allocation to whiting sectors is 500 mt, of
which 290 mt is allocated to the at-sea sectors, which is close to the maximum allocation of 300
mt analyzed (Table 2). The range of at-sea whiting sector allocation options of 147.9 mt to 300
mt results in a range of widow allocations to catcher-processors of 86.7-175.9 mt and to
motherships of 61.2-124.1 mt (Table 1). Recent bycatch of widow rockfish has ranged from 1-
73 mt in the catcher-processor sector and from 13-73 mt in the mothership sector (Table 2).
Table 3 depicts the projected sector whiting catch for the at-sea sectors under each of the
widow allocation options assuming the recent year average and maximum widow bycatch rates
observed in the fishery. The two options with lowest widow allocations to the at-sea sectors
(options 2 and 3) have the potential of limiting access to whiting in the mothership sector
assuming the average. In the last three years, both sectors have been able to attain their
respective whiting allocations by avoiding widow rockfish. The at-sea sectors, especially the
catcher-processor sector, have concentrated their fishing efforts later in the year when bycatch
rates are reduced. If this pattern continues, the sectors may be able to access significantly
larger allocations of whiting with lower widow allocations.



Table 1. Trawl sector allocations, including No Action and five options, for widow
rockfish under a range of widow ACLs (mt).

. Widow SS At-sea
AACI:,[L Flgsge;’/y Trawl Alloc. Alloc. Trawl Trawl AI\I/IIOSC A(IicF))c
' Option Alloc. b/ | Alloc. ' '
No Action c/ 326.3 140.9 58.3 82.6
Option 1 d/ 177.2 290.0 120.0 170.0
600 513.4 4672 Option 2 319.3 147.9 61.2 86.7

Option 3 267.2 200.0 82.8 117.2

Option 4 217.2 250.0 103.4 146.6

Option 5 167.2 300.0 124.1 175.9

No Actionc/ | 898.3 387.9 160.5 227.4

Option 1 d/ 996.2 290.0 120.0 170.0

Option 3 1,086.2 200.0 82.8 117.2

Option 4 1,036.2 250.0 103.4 146.6

Option 5 986.2 300.0 124.1 175.9

No Actionc/ | 1,533.8 662.4 2741 388.3

Option 1d/ | 1,906.2 290.0 120.0 170.0

Option 2 2,048.3 147.9 61.2 86.7

2,500 | 24134 | 21962 Option3 | 1,0962 | 2000 | 828 | 117.2

Option 4 1,946.2 250.0 103.4 146.6

Option 5 1,896.2 300.0 124.1 175.9

a/ The ACL is reduced by 86.6 mt to accommodate groundfish mortality in the tribal fisheries
(60 mt), non-groundfish fisheries (3.3 mt), research (5.3 mt), and EFPs (18 mt). The resulting
value is the fishery HG.

b/ The shorebased individual fishing quota (IFQ) sector includes vessels that target whiting and
non-whiting.

¢/ The No Action option is the initial FMP allocation formula that assumes the stock is
overfished, which is the sector allocation currently in Federal regulations.

d/ Option 1 applies the FMP allocation assuming the stock is rebuilt.




Table 2. Bycatch of widow rockfish by non-tribal whiting trawl sectors, 2005-2011.

Sector
Shoreside a/ Catcher-processors Motherships
Year ) _ )
Vg:jgz\/ Whiting Widow Catch Rate Vg;sx’ Whiting Widow Catch Rate Vé/;(iz;/]v Whiting Widow Catch Rate
Catch (mt) (Widow/Whiting) Catch (mt) (Widow/Whiting) Catch (mt) (Widow/Whiting)
(mt) (mt) (mt)

2011 123.84 90,988 0.001361010 2441 71,679 0.000340584 12.85 50,051 0.000256646
2010 54.97 62,319 0.000882075 5.01 54,285 9.22907E-05 34.02 35,714 0.000952568
2009 108.64 40,801 0.002662680 0.96 34,620 2.77296E-05 24.90 24,091 0.001033581
2008 99.09 50,423 0.001965175 52.37 108,121 0.000484365 60.75 57,432 0.001057773
2007 88.97 73,280 0.001214110 72.77 73,263 0.000993271 72.99 47,809 0.001526700
2006 49.38 97,297 0.000507518 67.00 78,864 0.000849564 71.80 55,355 0.001297082
2005 77.15 97,381 0.000792249 43.14 78,890 0.000546837 35.50 48,571 0.000730889
05-11

avg 86.01 73,213 0.001340688 37.95 71,389 0.000476377 44.69 45,575 0.000979320
05-11

max 123.84 97,381 0.002662680 72.77 108,121 0.000993271 72.99 57,432 0.001526700
05-11 0.000507518 0.000027730 0.000256646
min 49.38 40,801 0.96 34,620 12.85 24,091
(year) (2006) (2009) (2011)

a/ Beginning in 2011 the shoreside whiting and non-whiting sectors were combined into a single sector and managed with IFQs. For this table, the 2011 data were analyzed at the trip level to determine trips that targeted
whiting vs. those that targeted other groundfish species. The 2011 catch data presented in the table are the sum of catches from all whiting target trips to make these data comparable with previous years.




Table 3. Projected potential whiting catch at the average and maximum widow bycatch
rates for whiting sectors during 2005-2011. Highlighted cells show projected potential
whiting catch levels that are below the ""Highest plus 50%" whiting HG, indicating a
potential widow rockfish bycatch constraint under that scenario.

Projected potential whiting Projected potential whiting
Widow _ catch (mt) at the average catch (mt) at the highest
AcL | Widow Alloc. widow bycatch rate widow bycatch rate
Alt Option
Shorebased MS Cp Shorebased MS Cp
a/ a/
Option 1 184,374 122,534 356,860 118,269 78,601 171,152
Option 2 329,475 62,492 181,999 211,345 40,086 87,287
600 Option 3 276,274 84,506 246,110 177,219 54,208 118,036
Option 4 225,219 105,633 307,638 144,469 67,759 147,545
Option 5 174,163 126,759 369,166 111,719 81,311 177,053

Option 1 1,020,669 122,534 356,860 654,720 78,601 171,152
Option 2 1,165,769 62,492 181,999 747,797 40,086 87,287
1,500 Option 3 1,112,569 84,506 246,110 713,671 54,208 118,036
Option 4 1,061,513 105,633 307,638 680,920 67,759 147,545

Option 5 1,010,458 126,759 369,166 648,170 81,311 177,053

Option 1 1,949,885 122,534 356,860 | 1,250,777 78,601 171,152
Option 2 2,094,986 62,492 181,999 | 1,343,853 40,086 87,287
2,500 Option 3 2,041,786 84,506 246,110 | 1,309,728 54,208 118,036
Option 4 1,990,730 105,633 307,638 | 1,276,977 67,759 147,545

Option 5 1,939,674 126,759 369,166 | 1,244,227 81,311 177,053

a/ The shorebased IFQ sector includes vessels that target whiting and non-whiting; however the rates in
this table refer only to the those vessels targeting whiting.




Modifications to the Boundaries Defining the Rockfish Conservation Areas (D.1)
Rockfish conservation areas (RCAS) are large area closures intended to protect a complex of

species, such as the overfished shelf rockfish species. The boundaries for RCAs are defined by
straight lines connecting a series of latitude and longitude coordinates that approximate depth
contours. A set of coordinates are defined for each depth contour and the RCA structures are
implemented by gear and/or fishery (e.g., trawl RCA, a non-trawl RCA, and a recreational
RCAS). For the 2013-2014 cycle, changes to selected coordinates are proposed that more closely
approximate the boundaries with depth contours based on the best available data (Table 4). The
recommended coordinates, figures, and analysis can be found in Appendix D, Section D.1. These
modifications should provide improved and more efficient access to target species while
minimizing interactions with overfished species.

Table 4. Summary of boundary adjustments proposed for 2013-2014 and included in the
analysis of the integrated alternatives.

Area Proposed Modifications
Washington and Oregon 200 fm and 150 lines
Oregon 200 fm lines

California — Usal and Noyo Canyons 150 fm lines

Rockfish Sorting Requirements (D.2)
The Council will consider whether to require the sorting of aurora, rougheye, and shortraker

rockfishes prior to the first weighing after offloading in the area north of 40°10 N. latitude.
Current regulations only require landings of these stocks to be reported at the stock complex
level. All three are currently managed within the minor slope rockfish north complex. The
Council may identify a preliminary preferred option and request further analysis to inform its
final recommendation in June.

The intended purpose of such a sorting designation is to improve the accuracy and timeliness of
landings information. Preliminary estimates indicate that catch of these three stocks may be too
high. These estimates are based on sampling data collected by the states, for landings, and by the
West Coast Groundfish Observer Program, for at sea discards. A sorting designation is intended
to reduce the uncertainty inherent in the current statistical estimates by replacing the current
sampling methods with a complete census of landings. A sorting designation does not directly
affect the monitoring of fish discarded at sea.

There is uncertainty in how effective the sorting designation would be. Proper species
identification of slope rockfish can be challenging. The chance of species misidentification and
improper sorting raise the risk that the sorting designation could result in inaccurate reporting of
landings of these stocks. The current system relies on expert biologists for species identification.
The risk posed by species misidentification by fishing vessels and first receivers is mitigated to
some degree by the 100 percent observer coverage and presence of catch monitors at all offloads
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in the shorebased individual fishing quota (IFQ) fishery, where the majority of catch occurs for
these species. Observers and catch monitors could aid vessels and first receivers with proper
species identification.

At this meeting, the GMT is expected to further discuss and inform the Council on this tradeoff
between the sampling uncertainty involved with the current catch accounting system and the risk
posed by species misidentification. Other factors for the Council to consider include the impact
that sorting may have on the operations of fishing vessels and first receivers, as well as the
potential impacts to the state sampling and landings tracking systems. The GMT will also further
discuss and advise the Council on how inseason catch monitoring of aurora, shortraker, and
rougheye could be improved without a sorting designation.

Lastly, the analysis highlights the fact that the sorting designation does not alter the available
management measures for controlling catch of aurora, rougheye, and shortraker. The Council’s
options for reducing catch of individual stocks managed in stock complexes are limited in the
IFQ fishery. A seaward expansion of the RCA is the most likely option for reducing encounters
with aurora, rougheye, and shortraker. RCA changes would be the best option for management.
The GMT will provide additional guidance to the Council in a supplemental report. It is not clear
at this time whether management measures for aurora, rougheye, and shortraker are needed.

Catch Accounting between Limited Entry and Open Access (D.3)
This proposed FMP amendment reinstates a provision that was inadvertently deleted when

Amendment 21 was implemented, and clarifies the application of that provision with respect to
catch accounting for set-asides. The provision that was inadvertently deleted specified the
decision rules for determining the allocation against which a vessel’s catch would count, i.e.,
whether it would count against the limited entry allocation or the open access allocation. As it
was specified, the provision also set up the situation in which catch might be deducted from both
the ACL before sector allocations are made and deducted from an open access or limited entry
sector allocation. In this regard, this amendment would add a clarification to eliminate the
possibility of a duplicate deduction.

Remove or Modify the Lingcod Minimum Length Limit in the IFQ Fisheries (D.7)
Lingcod length limits have been in place since the late 1990’s and were implemented to

minimize harvest of immature fish while maintaining the reproductive potential of the stock.
Current commercial length limits vary north and south of 42° N. latitude, and are 22 inches and
24 inches, respectively. In 2011, the limited entry trawl fishery was rationalized with total catch
IFQ issued for many species, including lingcod. Since the IFQ program monitors total catch, the
existing length limit induces regulatory discards for some fish that may be marketable. Lingcod
discarded in the trawl fishery are assumed to have a 50 percent survival rate. The purpose of the
proposed management measures would be to remove the lingcod length limit or reduce it to 20
inches coastwide while still maintaining the reproductive potential of the stock.




The biological impacts of reducing the trawl minimum size limit are negligible. Lingcod are a
productive stock and estimated abundance is high coastwide. Projected biomass and depletion in
the 2009 assessment are high and above target levels at higher catches than realized recently on
the west coast. The RCAs and other management strategies implemented to reduce mortality
have effectively reduced lingcod mortality; the 2007-2010 catches averaged slightly over 10
percent of specified optimal yields. The 2011 trawl IFQ fishery attained only 15 percent of the
sector quota, which includes all discarded lingcod of which 50 percent are assumed to survive.
Relative survival rates of discarded lingcod may be even greater under the IFQ program since
tow duration is shorter allowing quicker catch sorting and discarding.

There is likely no discernible difference in catches between the alternative 20 inch size limit and
removing the size limit altogether. While lingcod smaller than 24 inches are marketable, lingcod
less than 20 inches are not. The processors will establish market limits of the size of lingcod
they are willing to buy. While some processors may well impose a market limit greater than 20
inches, it is unlikely lingcod less than 20 inches in length will be accepted at buying stations if
the minimum size limit was removed. Trawl fishermen will not retain unmarketable lingcod
since hold space is reserved for fish that have value.

Shorebased IFQ Accumulation Limits (D.5)
The maximum number of quota shares (QSs) and quota pounds (QPS) an entity may control in

the shorebased IFQ fishery is limited by accumulation limits (defined in regulation at 50 CFR
660.111). These limits vary according to the management unit for the stock or stock complex
and are intended to restrict the consolidation of quota holdings by just a few entities. The QS
limits restrict the amount an individual or entity may control through ownership or other means.
The annual QP limits refer to the maximum amount that may be assigned to any one vessel
during a given year to cover catch. The annual QP vessel limits are larger than control limits to
allow several QS holders to work together on a single vessel. Additionally, there are daily vessel
limits that regulate the unused QP in vessel accounts for Pacific halibut and overfished species.
Performance of the accumulation limits have been evaluated based on fishery performance in
2011 and revisions to the harvest specifications are proposed for 2013-2014.

Aggregate nonwhiting quota share

Based on information gathered in June 2009, the 167 LE trawl permits that received initial quota
share allocations in December 2010 under the trawl rationalization program are thought to be
owned or controlled by a total of 114 identified business entities. Applying the species-quota
weighting factors in the FMP, two of those entities may have received initial quota share
allocations in excess of the aggregate nonwhiting species accumulation limit of 2.7%. If
adjustments are made to the species weighting factors based on the 2013 and 2014 preliminary
preferred ACLs (and shoreside trawl allocations) for quota share species, these same two entities



plus one additional entity (i.e., total of 3) may control quota share amounts that exceed the
aggregate nonwhiting species accumulation limit of 2.7%.

Lingcod quota pounds

Splitting the formerly coastwide quota for lingcod into two portions restricted to use north and
south of 40°10° N. latitude, respectively, may introduce unintended constraints on certain
participants. The vessel use limit for lingcod of 3.8% of coastwide lingcod quota translated into
70.8 mt of lingcod based on the 2011 lingcod ACL. Splitting the coastwide lingcod quota in two
and applying the 2013 lingcod ACL means that participating vessels will be limited to 46.6 mt of
lingcod north of 40°10” N. latitude and 18.8 mt south of 40°10° N. latitude. Since rather than
fish extensively coastwide most vessels tend to concentrate activities in a particular geographic
area, this split may limit some participants or force them to acquire additional lingcod quota in
one area or the other. Also vessels needing to acquire additional lingcod quota pounds to cover
their bycatch may experience more difficulty in finding the required amounts of available area-
specific lingcod quota in the relatively smaller markets.

Shorebased IFQ Carry-Over (D.6)
Current regulations provide for a carry-over provision that allows a limited amount of surplus QP

or individual bycatch quota (IBQ) pounds in a vessel account to be carried over from one year to
the next or allows a deficit in a vessel account in one year to be covered with QP or IBQ pounds
from a subsequent year, up to a carryover limit (50 CFR 660.140(e)(5)). The carry-over
provision is anticipated to increase individual flexibility for harvesters, improve economic
efficiency, and achieve optimum vyield while preserving the conservation of stocks. The
proposed action seeks to clarify regulations with regard to current accountability measures,
which include modifications (reductions or suspension) to the eligible surplus carry-over
percentages, in the event it is necessary to address Magnusson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation
and Management Act conservation requirements. The proposed alternative seeks to implement
such accountability measures through routine inseason actions based on recommendations
generated at a Council meeting. Lastly, the current list of automatic actions that may be
implemented by the National Marine Fisheries Service would be revised to include closing the
non-whiting shorebased IFQ fisheries, in addition to the IFQ shorebased whiting fishery (see
regulations at 660.60 (d)).

Regulatory fix: Threshold for Switching from the Primary Sablefish Fishery to the Daily Trip
Limit Fishery (D.11)
The purpose of the proposed action is to remedy unforeseen complications to the limited entry

fixed gear sablefish primary fishery north of 36° N. lat., which resulted from the 2009
elimination of the daily trip limit in the sablefish daily trip limit (DTL) fishery in this area at the
request of the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel, and following analysis by the GMT. Elimination
of the daily limit inadvertently impacted the amount of sablefish that primary fishery participants
are allowed land, as they conclude fishing on their tier limits.
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Two simple potential solutions exist, which could be implemented as a result of these 2013-14
harvest specifications and management measures analysis. One would be to simply insert the
following text into the regulations at 50 CFR 660.232:

“in the absence of a daily limit, 300 pounds would serve as a proxy for the daily limit,
only acting as the threshold to facilitate the transition of a vessel from participation in
the sablefish primary fishery, to the sablefish DTL fishery”,

We propose that 300 pounds should be this amount, as it was the most common daily trip limit in
this fishery over the past seven years, and would give maximum access of a fisher to their tier
pounds.

Alternatively, the threshold for transitioning from the sablefish primary fishery to the DTL
fishery could be permanently set to 300 pounds, regardless of what the daily limit in the DTL
fishery north of 36° N. lat. might be, whether or not a daily limit was in place.

Limited Entry and Open Access Fixed Gear Sablefish DTL Fishery (D.10)
Proposed bi-monthly cumulative landing limits (hereinafter trip limits) for the limited entry and

open access sablefish DTL fixed gear fisheries north and south of 36° N. latitude were produced
to keep landings within the respective HGs (Table 5 and Table 6).  The projected landings
under the proposed trip limits are approximately 91 percent of the HG for each fishery to allow
sufficient buffer for uncertainty surrounding model projections.

Table 5. 2013 Limited entry and open access DTL limits for all alternatives other than No
Action.

Area

Fishery

Jan-
Feb

Mar-
Apr

May-
Jun

July-
Aug

Sept-
Oct

Nov-
Dec

North of 36° N. LE N. 1,100 Ib. per week, not to exceed 4,200 Ib. per 2 mo.

lat. (U.S./Canada
Bordert036°N. | oa N 300 Ib. per day, or 1 landing per week of up to 610 Ib., not to

lat.) exceed 1,220 Ib. per 2 mo.

LE S. 1,880 Ib. per week
South of 36° N.

300 Ib. per day, or 1 landing per week of up to 1,460 Ib., not to

lat.
OAS. exceed 2,920 Ib. per 2 mo.
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Table 6. 2014 Limited entry and open access DTL limits for all alternatives other than No
Action.

. Jan- Mar- May- July- Sept- Nov-
A Fish
rea IShery Feb Apr Jun Aug Oct Dec
North of 36° N. LEN 1,100 Ib. per week, not to exceed 4,400 Ib. per 2 mo.

lat. (U.S./Canada
Borderto 36°N. | o N 300 Ib. per day, or 1 landing per week of up to 675 Ib., not to

lat.) exceed 1,350 Ib. per 2 mo.

LES 1,930 Ib. per week
South of 36° N.

lat. OAS

300 Ib. per day, or 1 landing per week of up to 1,525 Ib., not
to exceed 3,050 Ib. per 2 mo.

Blackgill Rockfish South of 40°10 N. latitude (D.12)
A trip limit analysis was conducted to keep blackgill harvest south of 40°10' N latitude within

the allowable harvest limits. The analysis examined the projected landings compared to No
Action that are associated with continuing to manage blackgill rockfish within the slope rockfish
complex south of 40°10" N latitude and applying a HG and removing it from the complex and
applying a species specific ACL. In the IFQ fishery, the only management measures available to
slow catches if managing to a HG would be modifying the RCAs or requesting voluntary
avoidance by the fleet; whereas if an ACL was implemented, species specific quota pounds
could be issued and total mortality would be limited by available quota pounds. In the non-trawl
fleet, the management measures to reduce catches would be the same under both a HG and an
ACL, mainly large trip limit reductions. Blackgill rockfish trip limits for the limited entry non-
trawl fishery ranged from 1,200 Ib/2 months to 1,375 Ib/2 months; the open access fishery
ranged from 410 Ib/2 months to 480 Ib/2 months.

Longnose Skate and Spiny Dogfish Management Measures (Supplemental Attachment 6)
Management measures to reduce the total mortality for longnose skate and dogfish shark were

developed and included in the preliminary draft EIS, Appendix D. However, modifications to
the analysis are necessary because assumed discard mortality rates for the two species were
revised at the March Council meeting based on Science and Statistical Committee guidance.
This analysis will therefore be provided in Supplemental Attachment 6.

Recreational Shelf Rockfish Retention in the Cowcod Conservation Area (D.8)
An analysis was conducted on the impacts associated with reducing bycatch in the recreational

fishery by allowing retention of shelf rockfish inside the Cowcod Conservation Area (CCA).
The analysis examined the projected mortality compared to No Action that are associated with
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allowing retention of shelf rockfish within the current depth and season constraints, aligning
species retention and depth restriction regulations inside and outside the CCA, and prohibiting
the retention of all federal groundfish anywhere within the CCAs. Allowing retention of shelf
rockfish within the current depth and season constraints is not expected to increase mortality of
overfished species compared to No Action. Some increase mortality of minor shelf rockfish is
expected, but the risk of exceeding the recreational HG and the minor shelf rockfish ACL is low.

Remove the California Recreational Bocaccio Size Limit (D.9)
Eliminating the ten inch size limit on bocaccio is projected to increase bocaccio mortality by 0.2

mt, compared to the No Action Alternative. The total California recreational projected impact,
including this management measures is 50.9 mt, which is within the 167.9 mt HG.? This size
limit has not functioned as originally intended and has proven ineffective in reducing impacts on
juvenile bocaccio. No additional impacts on other overfished species are expected.

Increase the California Recreational Bocaccio Bag Limit (D.15)
Increasing the statewide sub-bag limit from two to three fish within the ten fish rockfish,

cabezon, and greenling complex bag is expected to increase bocaccio mortality by 5.8 mt,
compared to the No Action Alternative. The total California recreational projected bocaccio
mortality is 56.6 mt, which is within the 167.9 mt HG.® Increasing the bag limit is expected to
reduce bocaccio bycatch and is not anticipated to result in increased catch of other overfished
species.

Increase the Recreational Greenling Bag Limit in California (D.16)
Increasing the greenling sub-bag limit from 2 to 10 fish is projected to increase mortality by 0.8

mt, compared to the No Action Alternative. The total California recreational projected greenling
mortality is 15.5 mt, which is within the greenling contribution to the Other Fish complex.
Increasing the bag limit will provide conformance with state and federal regulations. Increasing
the bag limit not anticipated to result in increased catch of overfished species.

% The total California recreational projected mortality of bocaccio, including the increased bag limit (D.9) and
removing the length limit (D.15) is 56.7 mt, which is within the 169.7 mt HG.

® The total California recreational projected mortality of bocaccio, including the increased bag limit (D.9) and
removing the length limit (D.15) is 56.7 mt, which is within the 169.7 mt HG.
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CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES

This section describes the development of alternative actions that could be taken to set harvest
specifications and management measures for the 2013 and 2014 Pacific Coast groundfish fishery. As in
past cycles, the Council and NMFS will decide harvest specifications first for non-overfished species
and then overfished species. Subsequent to that, management measures are decided that are predicted to
keep total catch mortality within the annual catch limits (ACLs) decided for the 2013-2014 management
cycle and provide opportunity to harvest healthy target species while rebuilding overfished species.

A holistic or integrated approach was taken in the development of alternatives in this EIS. Each
alternative includes harvest specifications for all stocks managed under the Pacific Coast Groundfish
FMP plus a suite of management measures that are intended to keep the total catch mortality of all
groundfish stocks within the those specifications. The interrelated nature of the Pacific Coast
groundfish stocks makes the consideration of integrated alternatives necessary. The degree of
interaction between overfished species and other stocks is such that “rebuilding as quickly as possible
while taking into account the needs of fishing communities” is not possible based solely on a species by
species approach.

Sections 2.1 through 2.3 of this chapter provide background information and explanation for the
development of the alternatives for this proposed action. Section 2.4 presents the seven alternatives
under consideration during the decision-making process, which are analyzed in Chapter 4. The first step
in constructing the integrated alternatives was to develop overfishing limits (OFLs) for all groundfish
stocks and stock complexes using the best available scientific information. Section 2.1.1 of this chapter
further describes the development of OFLs. The second step was the development of acceptable
biological catches (ABCs) that incorporate scientific uncertainty buffers for all groundfish stocks and
stock complexes and are based on Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) recommendations.
Section 2.1.2 of this chapter describes the development of ABCs consistent with the FMP and SSC
recommendations. ACLs for all overfished and non-overfished groundfish stocks and stock complexes
were then developed based on the proposed ABCs. A single ACL consistent with the FMP was
considered for each overfished and non-overfished species, with some exceptions. The ACLs proposed
for overfished species are further described in section 2.1.3.1. The ACLs proposed for non-overfished
species with species-specific specifications are further described in section 2.1.3.2 and non-overfished
species with ACLs that are included within a complex of stocks are further described in section 2.1.3.3
of this Chapter. The OFLs and ABCs for all species and species complexes; and, the ACLs for non-
overfished species and species complexes are the same in each integrated alternative.

The ACLs for two of the overfished species (i.e., canary rockfish and Pacific ocean perch) vary between
the integrated alternatives, as do the management measures or accountability measures (AMS) necessary
to constrain the catch of all species, including overfished species to the specified ACLs. Section 2.2
describes how the proposed ACLs would be allocated among the participants of the fishery. The
allocations include those defined by the FMP as well as those recommended by the Council for the
2013-2014 biennial management period.
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Section 2.3 describes the management measures considered in the development of the integrated
alternatives. Section 2.4 describes the integrated alternatives including No Action, the Council’s PPA,
and other alternatives for canary rockfish and Pacific ocean perch, the two overfished species where a
rebuilding plan amendment is considered. Each integrated alternative considers a suite of management
measures that are designed to provide opportunities to harvest healthy target species within the
constraints of ACLs for overfished species. Section 2.5 describes those alternative harvest
specifications and management measures that were initially considered for analysis, but ultimately
rejected from detailed analysis in this EIS.

2.1 Alternative Harvest Specifications
211 Overfishing Limits (OFLs)

The OFL is the maximum sustainable yield (MSY) harvest level associated with the current stock
abundance and is the estimated or proxy MSY harvest level, which is the harvest threshold above which
overfishing occurs. The methods for determining OFL are based on the best available science and the
recommendation of the SSC; therefore, alternatives are not developed for this reference point.

Amendment 23, which was adopted in December 2010, revised the descriptions of species categories
used in the development of harvest specifications. The first category (category 1) includes those species
with relatively data-rich quantitative stock assessments that are developed on the basis of catch-at-age,
catch-at-length, or other data. Recruitments are estimated for category 1 stocks. OFLs and
overfished/rebuilding thresholds can generally be calculated for these species. The second category
(category 2) includes species for which some biological indicators are available, including a relatively
data-poor quantitative assessment or non-quantitative assessments. The third category (category 3)
includes minor species which are caught and where the only available information is catch-based data.
When setting the 2011 and 2012 OFLs for category 1 species, the Fysy harvest rate or a proxy was
applied to the estimated exploitable biomass. A policy of using a default harvest rate as a proxy for the
fishing mortality rate that is expected to achieve MSY is also referred to as the Fysy control rule or
maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT) harvest rate. For category 2 species, OFLs are typically
set at a constant level and monitoring is necessary to determine if this level of catch is causing a slow
decline in stock abundance. It is difficult to estimate overfished and overfishing thresholds for the
category 2 species a priori (unless the stock has a relatively data-poor assessment informing status), but
indicators of long-term, potential overfishing can be identified. Catch-based methods are generally used
to determine the OFL for category 3 species.

New stock assessments, stock assessment updates and rebuilding analyses recommended by the SSC as
the “best available science” and suitable for use in setting biennial harvest specifications were approved
by the Council for setting the 2013 and 2014 biennial harvest specifications. Eight stock assessments
and four stock assessment updates were prepared to inform the 2013 and 2014 harvest specifications.
Full stock assessments, those that consider the appropriateness of the assessment model and that revise
the model as necessary, were prepared for the following stocks: Pacific ocean perch (POP), petrale sole,
widow rockfish, spiny dogfish, sablefish, Dover sole, greenspotted rockfish, and blackgill rockfish.
Stock assessment updates, those that run new data through existing models without changing the model,
were prepared for bocaccio, canary rockfish, darkblotched rockfish, and yelloweye rockfish. Of these
four stock assessment updates, two assessments (bocaccio and darkblotched rockfish) were further
reviewed at the September “mop-up” panel. Based on that review, final versions of these two
assessments were recommended and adopted that departed from the Terms of Reference for stock
assessment updates. Although these two final assessments fell somewhere in between stock assessment
updates and new full assessments, the SSC recommended them as the “best available science” and
suitable for use in setting biennial harvest specifications. For species that did not have new stock
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assessments or updates prepared, the Council considered an OFL derived from the most recent stock
assessment or update, the results of rudimentary stock assessments, or historical landings data.

One 2011 stock assessment review (STAR) panel meeting was devoted to a more rigorous review of
data-poor methods for determining OFLs for unassessed stocks. The data-poor methods workshop was
conducted in April 2011 and the report with recommendations for using data-poor methods for
determining  harvest  specifications  for  unassessed  stocks can be found @ at

book/#groundfish/Agenda_ltem E.2.a, Attachment 6. Two data-poor methods, depletion-corrected
average catch (DCAC) and depletion-based stock reduction analysis (DBSRA), used to determine 2011
and 2012 OFLs were recommended for use in determining 2013 and 2014 OFLs for unassessed stocks,
where there was enough harvest data to use these methods. Average historical catch was used to
determine OFLs for stocks where the historical catches were too sparse to use DCAC or DBSRA
methods. The DCAC and DBSRA estimates were developed by stock assessment scientists from the
Northwest Fisheries Science Center (NWFSC) and the Southwest Fisheries Science Center. The DCAC
provides an estimate of sustainable yield (the OFL) for data-poor stocks of uncertain status. DCAC
adjusts historical average catch to account for one-time “windfall” catches that are the result of stock
depletion, producing an estimate of yield that was likely to be sustainable over the same time period.
Advantages of the DCAC approach to determining sustainable yield for data-poor stocks include: 1)
minimal data requirements, 2) biologically-based adjustment to catch-based yield proxies with
transparent assumptions about relative changes in abundance, and 3) simplicity in computing. The
DBSRA extends the DCAC by 1) restoring the temporal link between production and biomass and 2)
evaluating and integrating alternative hypotheses regarding changes in abundance during the historical
catch period. This method combines DCAC’s distributional assumptions regarding life history
characteristics and stock status with the dynamic models and simulation approach of stochastic stock
reduction analysis. The participants in the April 2011 data-poor methods workshop and the SSC
endorsed application of DCAC and DBSRA to derive the OFL for unassessed groundfish stocks.

For 2013 and 2014, the default harvest rates were used as a proxy for the fishing mortality rate that is
expected to achieve the maximum sustainable yield (Fysy). A proxy is used because there is
insufficient information for most Pacific Coast groundfish stocks to establish a species-specific Fysy. In
2013 and 2014, the following default harvest rate proxies, based on SSC recommendations, were used:
Fso0 fOr assessed flatfish, Fq9, for Pacific whiting, Fse, for rockfish (including thornyheads), and Fs,
for other groundfish such as sablefish and lingcod. The FMP allows default harvest rate proxies to be
modified as scientific knowledge improves for a particular species.
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Table 2-1 compares the 2013 and 2014 OFLs with the 2012 OFLs (No Action Alternative) for stocks
managed with stock-specific harvest specifications. The OFLs are specified for all the stocks and stock
complexes actively managed in the fishery, as required by the FMP. The 2012 OFLs in Table 2-1 were
projected from stock assessments done in 2009 or earlier. The 2013 and 2014 OFLs in Table 2-1
include the results of stock assessments done in 2011. The OFL contributions for the cowcod stock
south of 40°10” N. latitude are shown as area-specific OFL contributions because they were derived
using different methodologies. The Conception area OFLs were projected from the 2009 assessment
(Dick, et al. 2009) and the Monterey area OFLs were derived using DBSRA. Although the area-
specific OFL contributions for cowcod are displayed in Table 2-1, the OFL is specified for the entire
stock south of 40°10” N. latitude and not for each area. The Council is recommending changing the
management line for lingcod from 42° N. latitude at the Oregon-California border to the 40°10° N.
latitude management line. Therefore, the 2012 lingcod OFLs depict a different management line than
those preferred for 2013 and 2014. The 2012 OFL and 2013 and 2014 OFL contributions of individual
stocks within the Minor Rockfish, Other Flatfish and Other Fish complexes are shown in italics in Table
2-2. The OFLs for the individual stocks were summed to derive the complex OFLs.

The preferred 2013 and 2014 OFLs for west coast groundfish stocks and stock complexes used the same
policies (e.g., Fusy harvest rates and methodologies) used to determine the 2012 No Action OFLs with
the following exceptions:

e The 2013 and 2014 lingcod OFLs are based on a stratification of the relative biomass north and
south of 40°10” N. latitude rather than north and south of the Oregon-California border at 42° N.
latitude as was done to determine 2012 lingcod OFLs. The proposed change to the lingcod
management line is to avoid disruption of the trawl IFQ fishery, where there is a requirement to
fish within a single management area on each trip. Northern California and southern Oregon
trawl fishermen frequently transit the border within a trip or tow; a practice that would not be
allowed with a management line specified at 42° N. latitude;

o DCAC and DBSRA estimates of OFL for component stocks managed in complexes were
slightly modified to address a bias determined at the April 2011 data-poor methods workshop
(see section 4.1.x for more details);

o Greenspotted rockfish off California was assessed for the first time in 2011 {Dick 2011}.
Based on that assessment, the portion of the stock off California was upgraded from stock
category 3 where the OFL was informed using DBSRA to a category 2 stock where the OFL is
informed directly by the assessment. This change affected the greenspotted rockfish
contribution to the Minor Shelf Rockfish South complex OFL and, for that portion of the stock
between 40°10° N. latitude and 42° N. latitude, the greenspotted rockfish contribution to the
Minor Shelf Rockfish North complex OFL;

o OFL estimates for California skate, big skate, Pacific grenadier, and ratfish were derived using
survey biomass and MSY harvest rate estimates in a new methodology developed by scientists
from the Southwest and Northwest Fisheries Science Centers. This methodology was reviewed
and endorsed by the SSC at their March 2012 meeting (see section 4.1.1.1 for more details on
the methodology).

e Spiny dogfish was assessed for the first time in 2011 {Gertseva and Taylor 2011}. Based on
that assessment, the stock category was upgraded from stock category 3 where the OFL was
informed using DBSRA to a category 2 stock where the OFL is informed directly by the
assessment;

e The preferred 2013 and 2014 OFLs for the Other Fish complex are based on the sum of the
known contribution of component stocks. The 2012 OFL for the Other Fish complex was based
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on a reduction of the 2010 ABC (MSY harvest level prior to the adoption of FMP Amendment
23) to account for removal of the newly assessed cabezon stock off Oregon.
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Table 2-1. Specified 2012 OFLs (mt) and preferred 2013 and 2014 OFLs (mt) for stocks managed with
stock-specific harvest specifications (overfished stocks in CAPS, stocks with new assessments in bold,
components to a stock’s OFL in italics (i.e., cowcod)).

Stock 2012 OFL 2013 OFL 2014 OFL
OVERFISHED STOCKS
BOCACCIO S. of 40°10’ N. latitude 732 884 881
CANARY 622 752 741
COWCOD S. of 40°10’ N. latitude 13 11 12
COWCOD (Conception) 6 7 7
COWCOD (Monterey) 7 5 5
DARKBLOTCHED 497 541 553
PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH 1,007 844 838
PETRALE SOLE 1,279 2,711 2,774
YELLOWEYE 48 51 51
NON-OVERFISHED STOCKS
Arrowtooth Flounder 14,460 7,391 6,912
Black Rockfish (OR-CA) 1,169 1,159 1,166
Black Rockfish (WA) 435 430 428
Cabezon (CA) 176 170 165
Cabezon (OR) 50 49 49
California scorpionfish 132 126 122
Chilipepper S. of 40°10° N. latitude 1,872 1,768 1,722
Dover Sole 44,826 92,955 77,774
English Sole 10,620 7,129 5,906
Lingcod N. of 42° N. latitude (OR & WA) 2,251 NA NA
Lingcod S. of 42° N. latitude (CA) 2,597 NA NA
Lingcod N. of 40°10” N. latitude NA 3,334 3,162
Lingcod S. of 40°10" N. latitude NA 1,334 1,276
Longnose skate 3,006 2,902 2,816
Longspine Thornyhead (coastwide) 3,483 3,391 3,304
Pacific Cod 3,200 3,200 3,200
Sablefish (coastwide) 8,623 6,621 7,158
Shortbelly 6,950 6,950 6,950
Shortspine Thornyhead (coastwide) 2,358 2,333 2,310
Splitnose S. of 40°10° N. latitude 1,610 1,684 1,747
Starry Flounder 1,813 1,825 1,834
WIDOW 4,923 4,841 4,435
Yellowtail N. of 40°10° N. latitude 4,573 4,579 4,584
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Table 2-2. Specified 2012 OFLs (mt) and preferred 2013 and 2014 OFLs (mt) for stock complexes
(species contributions to a stock complex specification in italics, stocks with new assessments in

bold).

Stock 2012 OFL 2013 OFL 2014 OFL
STOCK COMPLEXES

Minor Nearshore Rockfish North 116 110 110
Black and yellow 0.0 0.0 0.0
Blue (CA) 27.5 274 27.4
Blue (OR & WA) 33.1 32.3 32.3
Brown 5.3 5.5 5.5
Calico 0.0 0.0 0.0
China 11.7 9.8 9.8
Copper 28.6 26.0 26.0
Gopher 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grass 0.6 0.7 0.7
Kelp 0.0 0.0 0.0
Olive 0.3 0.3 0.3
Quillback 8.7 7.4 7.4
Treefish 0.2 0.2 0.2

Minor Shelf Rockfish North 2,197 2,183 2,195
Bronzespotted 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bocaccio 268.2 284.0 284.0
Chameleon 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chilipepper 140.9 133.1 129.6
Cowcod 0.0 0.0 0.0
Flag 0.1 0.1 0.1
Freckled 0.0 0.0 0.0
Greenblotched 1.4 1.3 1.3
Greenspotted 40°10’ to 42° N. latitude 20.9 9.4 9.4
Greenspotted N. of 42° N. latitude (OR & WA) ' 6.1 6.1
Greenstriped 1,232.0 1,252.3 1,268.3
Halfbanded 0.0 0.0 0.0
Harlequin 0.0 0.0 0.0
Honeycomb 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mexican 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pink 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pinkrose 0.0 0.0 0.0
Puget Sound 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pygmy 0.0 0.0 0.0
Redstripe 288.3 269.9 269.9
Rosethorn 15.2 12.9 12.9
Rosy 2.5 3.0 3.0
Silvergray 180.0 159.4 159.4
Speckled 0.2 0.2 0.2
Squarespot 0.1 0.2 0.2
Starry 0.0 0.0 0.0
Stripetail 35.3 40.4 40.4
Swordspine 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tiger 1.1 1.0 1.0
Vermilion 11.1 9.7 9.7
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Stock 2012 OFL 2013 OFL 2014 OFL
Minor Slope Rockfish North 1,507 1,518 1,553
Aurora 17 154 154
Bank 20 17.2 17.2
Blackgill 5 4.7 4.7
Redbanded 52 45.3 45.3
Rougheye 78 71.1 71.1
Sharpchin 232 214.5 214.5
Shortraker 22 18.7 18.7
Splitnose 897 939.0 974.1
Yellowmouth 185 192.4 1924
Minor Nearshore Rockfish South 1,145 1,164 1,160
Shallow Nearshore Species NA NA NA
Black and yellow 26.8 27.5 27.5
China 19.8 16.6 16.6
Gopher (N. of Point Conception) 165.0 157.0 153.0
Gopher (S. of Point Conception) 26.0 25.6 25.6
Grass 55.6 59.6 59.6
Kelp 25.9 27.7 27.7
Deeper Nearshore Species NA NA NA
Blue (assessed area) 190 187.8 187.8
Blue (S. of 34°27" N. latitude) 74.0 72.9 72.9
Brown 197.4 204.6 204.6
Calico 0.0 0.0 0.0
Copper 156.0 141.5 1415
Olive 189.5 224.6 224.6
Quillback 6.3 5.4 5.4
Treefish 12.9 13.2 13.2
Minor Shelf Rockfish South 2,243 1,910 1,913
Bronzespotted 6.7 3.6 3.6
Chameleon 0.0 0.0 0.0
Flag 26.6 23.4 23.4
Freckled 0.0 0.0 0.0
Greenblotched 24.6 23.1 23.1
Greenspotted 195.3 80.3 80.3
Greenstriped 226.0 229.7 232.7
Halfbanded 0.0 0.0 0.0
Harlequin 0.0 0.0 0.0
Honeycomb 7.8 9.9 9.9
Mexican 2.8 5.1 5.1
Pink 2.8 2.5 2.5
Pinkrose 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pygmy 0.0 0.0 0.0
Redstripe 0.5 0.5 0.5
Rosethorn 2.5 2.1 2.1
Rosy 36.9 445 44.5
Silvergray 0.6 0.5 0.5
Speckled 42.9 39.4 39.4
Squarespot 5.8 11.1 111
Starry 70.5 62.6 62.6
Stripetail 20.6 23.6 23.6




DEIS SECTIONS
Chapter 2 — Alternatives

April 2012 Council Meeting

Stock 2012 OFL 2013 OFL 2014 OFL
Swordspine 12.9 14.2 14.2
Tiger 0.0 0.0 0.0
Vermilion 308.4 269.3 269.3
Yellowtail 1,249 1,064 1,064
Minor Slope Rockfish South 903 681 685
Aurora 29.4 26.1 26.1
Bank 574.8 503.2 503.2
Blackgill 275.0 130.0 134.0
Pacific ocean perch 0.0 0.0 0.0
Redbanded 11.9 10.4 10.4
Rougheye 0.5 0.4 0.4
Sharpchin 10.6 9.8 9.8
Shortraker 0.1 0.1 0.1
Yellowmouth 0.8 0.8 0.8
Other Flatfish 10,146 10,060 10,060
Butter sole 4.6 4.6 4.6
Curlfin sole 8.2 8.2 8.2
Flathead sole 35.0 35.0 35.0
Pacific sanddab 4,942.5 4,801.0 4,801.0
Rex sole 4,308.6 4,371.5 4,371.5
Rock sole 66.0 66.7 66.7
Sand sole 780.8 773.2 773.2
Other Fish a/ 11,150 6,832 6,802
Big skate 458.0 458.0
Cabezon (WA) b/ b/
California skate 86.0 86.0
Finescale codling b/ b/
Kelp greenling (CA) 110.6 118.9 118.9
Kelp greenling (OR & WA) b/ b/
Leopard shark 164.0 167.1 167.1
Pacific grenadier 1,519.0 1,519.0
Ratfish 1,441.0 1,441.0
Soupfin shark 62.4 61.6 61.6
Spiny dogfish 2,200.2 2,980.0 2,950.0

a/ Values for these specifications in 2013 and 2014 are the sum of known contributions of component stocks.

b/ No OFL contribution for these stocks given the lack of an approved method for estimating the OFL.
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2.1.2 Acceptable Biological Catches

The 2012, 2013, and 2014 ABCs are annual catch specifications that are the stock or stock complex’s
OFL reduced by an amount associated with the scientific uncertainty in estimating the OFL. Under the
FMP harvest specification framework, scientific advice that is relatively uncertain will result in ABCs
that are relatively lower, all other things being equal (i.e., a precautionary reduction in catch will occur
due purely to scientific uncertainty in estimating the OFL). The ABC is the catch level that ACLs may
not exceed. As explained in more detail below, the SSC recommended a two-step approach referred to as
the P* approach for determining ABCs. In the P* approach, the SSC determines the amount of scientific
uncertainty associated with estimating the OFL in stock assessments, referred to as the sigma (o) value.
Since the OFL is estimated by applying the harvest rate estimated or assumed to produce MSY (i.e., Fusy)
to the exploitable biomass and since assumed proxy Fysy harvest rates by taxa are currently used to
estimate the OFL, the variance in estimating biomass is the metric used for determining sigma. The
Council chooses its preferred level of risk of overfishing, which is designated as the overfishing
probability’ (P*). The scientists then apply the P* value to the sigma value to determine the amount by
which the OFL is reduced to establish the ABC. The SSC’s recommendations for sigma and the
reductions from OFL associated with different P* values are science-based recommendations; therefore,
alternatives to these values are not analyzed. The Council’s choice of P* is a policy decision, thus
alternative P* values and associated ABCs are described in this section.

The SSC assigned each species in the groundfish fishery to one of three categories based on the level of
information available about the species. Table 2-3 shows the criteria used by the SSC to categorize
stocks. The SSC’s recommended sigma value for category 1 stocks is based on a statistical analysis of
the variance within and among stock assessments. The meta-analysis used stock assessments from 17
data-rich stocks to determine the proxy sigma value for category 1 stocks. The general methodology used
by the SSC subcommittees to assess among-assessment uncertainty was to compare previous stock
assessments and stock assessment updates?, and consider the logarithms of the ratios of the biomass
estimates for each pair of assessments and their reciprocals using the last 20 years from an assessment.
This provides a distribution of stock size differences in log-space and, if this variation is averaged over
species, provides a general view of total biomass variation (represented as sigma - ¢) that emerges among
repeat assessments of stocks, while embracing a wide range of factors that affect variability in results.
The SSC indicated that biomass is most likely the dominant source of uncertainty; however, it is
anticipated that other factors will need to be considered in the future.

! The overfishing probability (P*) is the probability of overfishing a stock (i.e., exceeding the specified OFL) based
solely on the scientific uncertainty in estimating the OFL.

2 Stock assessment updates were excluded from the meta-analysis unless they were the most recent assessment
conducted (in which case the original full assessment upon which the update was based was excluded from the
meta-analysis) because of constraints imposed by the Terms of Reference for groundfish stock assessments on
how much update assessments could change from the last full assessment.
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Table 2-3. Criteria used by the SSC to categorize stocks based on the quantity and quality of data informing
the estimate of OFL. Stock categories are used in deciding 2013 and 2014 ABCs that accommodate the
uncertainty in estimating OFLs.

Category | Sub-category Criteria

Category 1 - Data rich stocks. OFL based on Fy;sy or Fysy proxy from model output. ABC based on P* buffer.

Reliable compositional (age and/or size) data sufficient to resolve year-class strength
1 a and growth characteristics. Only fishery-dependent trend information available.
Age/size structured assessment model.

As in 3a, but trend information also available from surveys. Age/size structured
assessment model.

Age/size structured assessment model with reliable estimation of the stock-recruit
relationship.

Category 2 - Data moderate. OFL derived from model output (or natural mortality).

2 a M*survey biomass assessment (as in Rogers 1996).

2 b Historical catches, fishery-dependent trend information only. An aggregate population
model is fit to the available information.

2 c Historical catches, survey trend information, or at least one absolute abundance

estimate. An aggregate population model is fit to the available information.

Full age-structured assessment, but results are substantially more uncertain than
assessments used in the calculation of the P* buffer. The SSC will provide a rationale
2 d for each stock placed in this category. Reasons could include that assessment results
are very sensitive to model and data assumptions, or that the assessment has not been
updated for many years.

Category 3 - Data poor. OFL derived from data-poor methods using historical catch.

3 a No reliable catch history. No basis for establishing OFL.
Reliable catch estimates only for recent years. OFL is average catch during a period
3 b when stock is considered to be stable and close to Bysy equilibrium on the basis of
expert judgment.

Reliable aggregate catches during period of fishery development and approximate
values for natural mortality. Default analytical approach DCAC.

Reliable annual historical catches and approximate values for natural mortality and age
at 50% maturity. Default analytical approach DBSRA.

Based on this analysis, the SSC recommended using the biomass variance statistic of ¢ = 0.36 for
category 1 stocks. In cases where the stock biomass estimated in the most recent assessment has a
variance greater than the variance estimated for that stock’s category, the assessment’s estimated biomass
variance is used instead. The stock biomass estimated in the 2011 widow rockfish assessment was judged
to have a greater variance than the sigma of 0.36 used for other category 1 stocks. In this case, the SSC
recommended using a sigma value of 0.41 for deciding the widow rockfish ABC. Each P* is mapped to

1"
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its corresponding buffer fraction. The Council then recommends an appropriate P* value. When the P*
approach is used, the upper limit of P* allowed by the FMP is 0.45.

The Council selected a P* value of 0.45 for most category 1 stocks. With a P* value of 0.45, a sigma
value of 0.36 corresponds with a reduction of 4.4 percent from the OFL when deriving the ABC. For
sablefish, the Council selected a P* value of 0.4, which corresponds with a reduction of 8.7 percent from
the OFL when deriving the ABC. The preferred 2013 and 2014 ABCs for stocks managed with stock-
specific harvest specifications used the same policies (i.e., stock categories, sigma and P* values) used to
determine the 2012 No Action ABCs with the following exceptions:

o Yelloweye rockfish was changed from a category 1 to a category 2 stock upon the realization that
recruitment deviations (i.e., the relative strength of individual year classes) were not estimated in
the most recent (2009) full assessment {Stewart 2009} and the most recent (2011) update
assessment {Taylor 2011}. Therefore, the sigma of 0.36 for category 1 stocks was used to
determine the 2012 ABC and the sigma of 0.72 for category 2 stocks was used to determine the
2013 and 2014 ABCs. The same P* of 0.45 was used to determine 2012 and 2013-2014 ABCs;

e The 2013 and 2014 lingcod ABCs are based on a stratification of the relative biomass north and
south of 40°10° N. latitude rather than north and south of the Oregon-California border at 42° N.
latitude as was done to determine 2012 lingcod ABC. The same sigma and P* values were used
to determine the 2012 and 2013-2014 lingcod ABCs;

e The sablefish ABC was based on a P* of 0.45 in 2012 and on a P* of 0.4 in 2013 and 2014; and

e The sigma for widow rockfish, a category 1 stock, used the default category 1 sigma value of 0.36
for determining the 2012 ABC and a sigma of 0.41 for determining the 2013 and 2014 ABCs due
to a greater variance in the estimate of biomass in the 2011 assessment {He et al 2011}. The
same P* value of 0.45 was used to determine the 2012 and 2013-2014 ABCs.

Since there is greater scientific uncertainty for category 2 and 3 stocks relative to category 1 stocks, the
scientific uncertainty buffer is generally greater than that recommended for category 1 stocks. The SSC
recommended sigma values for category 2 and 3 stocks of 0.72 and 1.44, respectively (i.e., two and four
times the sigma for category 1 stocks). The specific values of 0.72 and 1.44 were recommended by the
SSC and considered to be the best available scientific information; however, the values are not based on a
formal analysis of assessment outcomes and could change substantially when the SSC reviews additional
analyses in future management cycles.

Table 2-4 shows the relationship between the proposed values for sigma and the buffer for a range of
values for P*. The ABCs for actively managed stock complexes were determined by summing ABC
values of the component stocks. Table 2-5 and Table 2-6 depict the potential alternative 2013 and 2014
ABCs, respectively for stocks and stock complexes across a range of P* values from 0.10 to 0.45. Table
2-7 shows the No Action 2012 ABCs and preferred 2013 and 2014 ABCs for stocks managed with stock
specific harvest specifications. The proposed management line shift for lingcod is reflected in Table 2-5
with the 42° N. latitude line shown for the 2012 lingcod ABCs and the 40°10” N. latitude line shown for
2013 and 2014 lingcod ABCs. Table 2-8 shows the SSC stock categorizations and preferred ABCs for
those stocks managed in stock complexes. The ABC contributions of the stocks comprising the
complexes are shown in Table 2-6 in italics and are not specified in regulations.

The six minor rockfish complexes (i.e., Minor Nearshore, Shelf, and Slope Rockfish north and south of
40°10° N. latitude) are comprised of assessed and unassessed stocks assigned to all three categories. The
SSC identified the appropriate species category for each component species (Table 2-8) and the
appropriate sigma value was assigned. The ABCs for the component rockfish stocks managed in these
complexes are calculated using a P* value of 0.45.

12



DEIS SECTIONS April 2012 Council Meeting

Chapter 2 — Alternatives

In 2012, the Other Fish and Other Flatfish complexes consisted entirely of category 3 stocks. A P* of 0.4
and a sigma value of 1.44 was applied to derive the ABC values for each component stock. For 2013-
2014, the Council maintained the general policy of using a P* of 0.4 for the component stocks in these
two complexes. However, for spiny dogfish, a newly assessed category 2 stock managed within the Other
Fish complex, for 2013-2014, the Council selected a P* of 0.3 due to the greater uncertainty in estimating
the total catch (mostly discarded bycatch) of this species.

The preferred 2013 and 2014 ABCs for stocks managed in stock complexes used the same basis (i.e.,
stock categories, sigma values, and P* values) used to determine the 2012 No Action ABCs with the
following exceptions:

Greenspotted rockfish was upgraded from a category 3 stock to a category 2 stock based on the
new 2011 assessment {Dick 2011}. Therefore, a sigma of 0.72 was used to determine 2013-2014
ABCs for greenspotted rockfish in waters off California, while a sigma of 1.44 was used to
determine the No Action 2012 ABC for this stock. The same P* value of 0.45 was used to
determine 2012 and 2013-2014 ABCs;

Blackgill rockfish south of 40°10° N. latitude was downgraded from a category 1 stock to a
category 2 stock based on the 2011 assessment {Field 2011} because recruitment deviations were
not estimated. Therefore, a sigma of 0.72 was used to determine 2013-2014 ABCs for blackgill
rockfish south of 40°10° N. latitude, while a sigma of 0.36 was used to determine the No Action
2012 ABC for this stock. The same P* value of 0.45 was used to determine 2012 and 2013-2014
ABCs;

Spiny dogfish was upgraded from a category 3 stock to a category 2 stock based on the new 2011
assessment {Gertseva and Taylor 2011}. Therefore, a sigma of 0.72 was used to determine 2013-
2014 ABCs for spiny dogfish, while a sigma of 1.44 was used to determine the No Action 2012
ABC for this stock. The P* for spiny dogfish was changed from 0.4, which informed the 2012
ABC, to 0.3 to inform the 2013 and 2014 ABCs; and

The preferred 2013 and 2014 ABCs for the Other Fish complex are based on the sum of the
known contribution of component stocks. The 2012 ABC for the Other Fish complex was based
on a reduction of the 2010 ABC (MSY harvest level prior to the adoption of FMP Amendment
23, which is now defined as the OFL), which had no scientific basis.

13
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Table 2-4. Relationship between P* and the percent reduction of the OFL for deciding the 2013 and 2014
ABCs for category 1, widow rockfish, category 2, and category 3 stocks based on ¢ values of 0.36, 0.41, 0.72,

and 1.44, respectively.

Assessment Uncertainty (o)

p* Cat. 1 Widow Cat. 2 Cat. 3

0.36 0.41 0.72 1.44
0.5 0 0 0 0
0.45 4.4% 5.0% 8.7% 16.6%
0.44 5.3% 6.0% 10.3% 19.5%
0.43 6.2% 7.0% 11.9% 22.4%
0.42 7.0% 7.9% 13.5% 25.2%
0.41 7.9% 8.9% 15.1% 27.9%
0.4 8.7% 9.9% 16.7% 30.6%
0.39 9.6% 10.8% 18.2% 33.1%
0.38 10.4% 11.8% 19.7% 35.6%
0.37 11.3% 12.7% 21.3% 38.0%
0.36 12.1% 13.7% 22.7% 40.3%
0.35 13.0% 14.6% 24.2% 42.6%
0.34 13.8% 15.6% 25.7% 44.8%
0.33 14.6% 16.5% 27.1% 46.9%
0.32 15.5% 17.4% 28.6% 49.0%
0.31 16.3% 18.4% 30.0% 51.0%
0.3 17.2% 19.3% 31.4% 53.0%
0.29 18.1% 20.3% 32.9% 54.9%
0.28 18.9% 21.3% 34.3% 56.8%
0.27 19.8% 22.2% 35.7% 58.6%
0.26 20.7% 23.2% 37.1% 60.4%
0.25 21.6% 24.2% 38.5% 62.1%
0.24 22.5% 25.1% 39.9% 63.8%
0.23 23.4% 26.1% 41.3% 65.5%
0.22 24.3% 27.1% 42.6% 67.1%
0.21 25.2% 28.2% 44.0% 68.7%
0.2 26.1% 29.2% 45.4% 70.2%
0.19 27.1% 30.2% 46.9% 71.8%
0.18 28.1% 31.3% 48.3% 73.2%
0.17 29.1% 32.4% 49.7% 74.7%
0.16 30.1% 33.5% 51.1% 76.1%
0.15 31.1% 34.6% 52.6% 77.5%
0.14 32.2% 35.8% 54.1% 78.9%
0.13 33.3% 37.0% 55.6% 80.2%
0.12 34.5% 38.2% 57.1% 81.6%
0.11 35.7% 39.5% 58.7% 82.9%
0.1 37.0% 40.9% 60.3% 84.2%
0.09 38.3% 42.3% 61.9% 85.5%
0.08 39.7% 43.8% 63.6% 86.8%
0.07 41.2% 45.4% 65.4% 88.1%
0.06 42.9% 47.1% 67.4% 89.3%
0.05 44.7% 49.1% 69.4% 90.6%

14




Chapter 2 — Alternatives

DEIS SECTIONS

April 2012 Council Meeting

Table 2-5. 2013 OFLs (mt) and a range of alternative 2013 ABCs (mt) varied by the probability of overfishing (P*) for west coast groundfish stocks
(overfished stocks in CAPS; stocks with new assessments in bold; component stocks in stock complexes in italics).

Range of Alternative 2013 ABCs

Stock 2013 OFL | Category Overfishing Probability (P*)
045 | 040 | 035 | 030 | 025 | 020 | 015 | o0.10
OVERFISHED STOCKS
BOCACCIO S. of 40°10” N. latitude 884 1 845 807 769 732 693 653 609 557
CANARY 752 1 719 686 654 622 589 556 518 474
COWCOD S. of 40°10’ N. latitude 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3
COWCOD (Conception) 7 2 6 5 5 5 4 4 3 3
COWCOD (Monterey) 5 3 4 3 3 2 2 1 1 1
DARKBLOTCHED 541 1 517 494 471 448 424 400 373 341
PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH 844 1 807 771 734 699 662 624 582 532
PETRALE SOLE 2,711 1 2,592 2,475 2,359 | 2,245 | 2,125 | 2,003 | 1,868 | 1,708
YELLOWEYE 51 2 47 43 39 35 31 28 24 20
NON-OVERFISHED STOCKS
Arrowtooth Flounder 7,391 2 6,748 6,157 5,602 | 5070 | 4,545 | 4,035 | 3,503 | 2,934
Black Rockfish (OR-CA) 1,159 1 1,108 1,058 1,009 960 909 857 799 730
Black Rockfish (WA) 430 1 411 392 374 356 337 318 296 271
Cabezon (CA) 170 1 163 155 148 141 133 126 117 107
Cabezon (OR) 49 1 47 45 43 41 38 36 34 31
California scorpionfish 126 1 120 115 110 104 99 93 87 79
Chilipepper S. of 40°10° N. latitude 1,768 1 1,690 1,614 1538 | 1,464 | 1,386 | 1,307 | 1,218 | 1,114
Dover Sole 92,955 1 88,865 | 84,868 | 80,871 | 76,967 | 72,877 | 68,694 | 64,046 | 58,562
English Sole 7,129 1 6,815 6,509 6,202 | 5903 | 5589 | 5268 | 4,912 | 4,491
Lingcod N. of 40°10° N. latitude 3,334 1 3,187 3,044 2,900 | 2,760 | 2,614 | 2,464 | 2,297 | 2,100
Lingcod S. of 40°10” N. latitude 1,334 2 1,218 1,111 1,011 915 821 729 632 530
Longnose skate 2,902 1 2,774 2,650 2,525 2,403 2,275 2,145 1,999 1,828
Longspine Thornyhead (coastwide) 3,391 2 3,096 2,825 2,570 2,326 2,085 1,851 1,607 1,346
Pacific Cod 3,200 3 2,669 2,221 1,837 | 1,504 | 1,213 954 720 506
Sablefish (coastwide) 6,621 1 6,330 6,045 5,760 | 5482 | 5191 | 4,893 | 4562 | 4,171
Shortbelly 6,950 2 6,345 5,789 5268 | 4,768 | 4,274 | 3,795 | 3,294 | 2,759
Shortspine Thornyhead (coastwide) 2,333 1 2,230 2,130 2,030 1,932 1,829 1,724 1,607 1,470
Splitnose S. of 40°10” N. latitude 1,684 1 1,610 1,537 1,465 | 1,394 | 1,320 | 1,244 | 1,160 | 1,061
Starry Flounder 1,825 2 1,666 1,520 1,383 | 1,252 | 1,122 996 865 725
Widow 4,841 1 4,598 4,363 4,134 | 3,904 | 3,671 | 3,428 | 3,165 | 2,862
Yellowtail N. of 40°10° N. latitude 4,579 1 4,378 4,181 3,984 | 3,791 | 3,590 | 3,384 | 3,155 | 2,885
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Range of Alternative 2013 ABCs
Stock 2013 OFL | Category Overfishing Probability (P*)
045 | 040 | 035 | 030 | 025 | 020 | 015 | o0.10
STOCK COMPLEXES
Minor Nearshore Rockfish North 110 94 80 68 57 48 39 31 24
Black and yellow 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Blue (CA) 27.4 2 25.0 22.9 20.8 18.8 16.9 15.0 13.0 10.9
Blue (OR & WA) 32.3 3 26.9 22.4 18.5 15.2 12.2 9.6 7.3 51
Brown 55 3 4.6 3.8 3.2 2.6 2.1 1.6 1.2 0.9
Calico 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
China 9.8 3 8.2 6.8 5.6 4.6 3.7 2.9 2.2 1.6
Copper 26.0 3 21.6 18.0 14.9 12.2 9.8 7.7 5.8 4.1
Gopher 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grass 0.7 3 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1
Kelp 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Olive 0.3 3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0
Quillback 7.4 3 6.2 5.1 4.2 35 2.8 2.2 1.7 1.2
Treefish 0.2 3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
Minor Shelf Rockfish North 2,183 1,920 1,690 1,485 1,298 1,125 963 805 646
Bronzespotted 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bocaccio 284.0 3 236.9 197.1 163.0 | 1335 | 107.6 84.6 63.9 449
Chameleon 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chilipepper 133.1 3 111.0 92.4 76.4 62.5 50.4 39.7 29.9 21.0
Cowcod 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Flag 0.1 3 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Freckled 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Greenblotched 1.3 3 11 0.9 0.7 0.6 05 0.4 0.3 0.2
Greenspotted 40°10’ to 42° N. latitude 94 2 8.6 7.8 7.1 6.4 5.8 51 4.4 3.7
Greenspotted N. of 42 N. latitude (OR & WA) 6.1 3 5.1 4.2 35 2.9 2.3 1.8 1.4 1.0
Greenstriped 1,252.3 2 1,1433 | 1,043.2 | 949.2 | 859.1 | 770.2 | 683.8 | 593.6 | 497.2
Halfbanded 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Harlequin 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Honeycomb 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mexican 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pink 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pinkrose 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Puget Sound 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pygmy 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Range of Alternative 2013 ABCs
Stock 2013 OFL | Category Overfishing Probability (P*)
045 | 040 | 035 | 030 | 025 | 020 | 015 | o0.10
Redstripe 269.9 3 225.1 187.3 154.9 | 1269 | 102.3 80.4 60.7 42.6
Rosethorn 12.9 3 10.8 9.0 7.4 6.1 4.9 3.8 29 2.0
Rosy 3.0 3 2.5 2.1 1.7 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.5
Silvergray 159.4 3 133.0 110.6 915 74.9 60.4 475 35.9 25.2
Speckled 0.2 3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
Squarespot 0.2 3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
Starry 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Stripetail 40.4 3 33.7 28.0 23.2 19.0 15.3 12.0 9.1 6.4
Swordspine 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tiger 1.0 3 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2
Vermilion 9.7 3 8.1 6.7 5.6 4.6 3.7 29 2.2 1.5
Minor Slope Rockfish North 1,518 1,381 1,259 1,149 | 1,050 956 867 777 683
Aurora 15.4 3 12.8 10.7 8.8 7.2 5.8 4.6 3.5 2.4
Bank 17.2 3 14.4 12.0 9.9 8.1 6.5 5.1 3.9 2.7
Blackgill 4.7 3 3.9 3.3 2.7 2.2 1.8 1.4 1.1 0.7
Redbanded 45.3 3 37.7 314 26.0 21.3 17.2 13.5 10.2 7.2
Rougheye 71.1 3 59.3 49.3 40.8 334 26.9 21.2 16.0 11.2
Sharpchin 2145 3 178.9 148.9 123.1 | 100.8 81.3 63.9 48.3 33.9
Shortraker 18.7 3 15.6 13.0 10.7 8.8 7.1 5.6 4.2 3.0
Splitnose 939.0 1 897.7 857.3 817.0 | 7775 | 736.2 | 6939 | 647.0 | 591.6
Yellowmouth 192.4 3 160.5 133.6 110.5 90.4 72.9 57.3 43.3 30.4
Minor Nearshore Rockfish South 1,164 1,005 868 749 644 549 463 382 303
Shallow Nearshore Species NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Black and yellow 27.5 3 23.0 19.1 15.8 12.9 10.4 8.2 6.2 4.4
China 16.6 3 13.8 11.5 9.5 7.8 6.3 4.9 3.7 2.6
Gopher (N of Pt. Conception) 157.0 1 150.1 143.3 136.6 | 130.0 | 123.1 | 116.0 | 108.2 98.9
Gopher (S of Pt. Conception) 25.6 3 21.4 17.8 14.7 12.0 9.7 7.6 5.8 4.0
Grass 59.6 3 49.7 41.4 34.2 28.0 22.6 17.8 13.4 9.4
Kelp 27.7 3 23.1 19.2 15.9 13.0 10.5 8.2 6.2 4.4
Deeper Nearshore Species NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Blue (assessed area) 187.8 2 171.4 156.4 1423 | 128.8 | 1155 | 1025 89.0 74.5
Blue (S of 34 27’ N. latitude) 72.9 3 60.8 50.6 41.8 34.3 27.6 21.7 16.4 115
Brown 204.6 3 170.6 142.0 117.4 96.2 775 61.0 46.0 32.3
Calico 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Copper 141.5 3 118.0 98.2 81.2 66.5 53.6 42.2 31.8 22.4
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Range of Alternative 2013 ABCs
Stock 2013 OFL | Category Overfishing Probability (P*)
0.45 040 | 035 | 030 | 025 | 020 | 015 | 010
Olive 224.6 3 187.4 155.9 128.9 | 105.6 85.1 66.9 50.5 355
Quillback 5.4 3 4.5 3.7 3.1 2.5 2.0 1.6 1.2 0.9
Treefish 13.2 3 11.0 9.2 7.6 6.2 5.0 3.9 3.0 2.1
Minor Shelf Rockfish South 1,910 1,617 1,369 1,153 965 797 646 507 376
Bronzespotted 3.6 3 3.0 2.5 2.1 1.7 1.4 1.1 0.8 0.6
Chameleon 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Flag 23.4 3 19.5 16.3 13.4 11.0 8.9 7.0 53 3.7
Freckled 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Greenblotched 23.1 3 19.3 16.1 13.3 10.9 8.8 6.9 5.2 3.7
Greenspotted 80.3 2 73.3 66.9 60.9 55.1 49.4 43.9 38.1 31.9
Greenstriped 229.7 2 209.7 191.3 174.1 | 1576 | 1413 | 1254 | 108.9 91.2
Halfbanded 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Harlequin 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Honeycomb 9.9 3 8.2 6.8 5.7 4.6 3.7 2.9 2.2 1.6
Mexican 51 3 4.2 35 2.9 2.4 1.9 15 1.1 0.8
Pink 2.5 3 2.1 1.8 15 1.2 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.4
Pinkrose 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pygmy 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Redstripe 0.5 3 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1
Rosethorn 2.1 3 1.8 15 1.2 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.3
Rosy 44.5 3 37.1 30.9 25.5 20.9 16.9 13.3 10.0 7.0
Silvergray 0.5 3 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1
Speckled 39.4 3 32.8 27.3 22.6 18.5 14.9 11.7 8.9 6.2
Squarespot 11.1 3 9.2 7.7 6.4 52 4.2 3.3 2.5 1.8
Starry 62.6 3 52.2 434 359 29.4 23.7 18.6 14.1 9.9
Stripetail 23.6 3 19.7 16.4 13.6 11.1 9.0 7.0 53 3.7
Swordspine 14.2 3 11.9 9.9 8.2 6.7 5.4 4.2 3.2 2.2
Tiger 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Vermilion 269.3 3 224.6 186.9 1546 | 126.6 | 102.1 80.2 60.6 425
Yellowtail 1,064.4 3 887.7 738.7 611.0 | 500.3 | 4034 | 317.2 | 2395 | 168.2
Minor Slope Rockfish South 681 618 561 507 457 408 360 311 259
Aurora 26.1 3 21.7 18.1 15.0 12.3 9.9 7.8 5.9 4.1
Bank 503.2 2 459.4 419.2 3814 | 3452 | 3095 | 2748 | 2385 | 199.8
Blackgill 130.0 2 118.7 108.3 98.5 89.2 80.0 71.0 61.6 51.6
Pacific ocean perch 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Range of Alternative 2013 ABCs
Stock 2013 OFL | Category Overfishing Probability (P*)
0.45 040 | 035 | 030 | 025 | 020 | 015 | 010
Redbanded 10.4 3 8.7 7.2 6.0 4.9 3.9 3.1 2.3 1.6
Rougheye 0.4 3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1
Sharpchin 9.8 3 8.2 6.8 5.7 4.6 3.7 2.9 2.2 1.6
Shortraker 0.1 3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Yellowmouth 0.8 3 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1
Other Flatfish 10,060 8,390 6,982 5775 | 4,728 | 3,813 | 2,998 | 2,264 | 1,590
Butter sole 4.6 3 3.9 3.2 2.7 2.2 1.8 1.4 1.0 0.7
Curlfin sole 8.2 3 6.9 5.7 4.7 3.9 3.1 2.5 1.9 1.3
Flathead sole 35.0 3 29.2 24.3 20.1 16.5 13.3 10.4 7.9 55
Pacific sanddab 4,801.0 3 4,004.0 | 3,331.9 | 2,755.8 | 2,256.5 | 1,819.6 | 1,430.7 | 1,080.2 | 758.6
Rex sole 4,371.5 3 3,645.8 | 3,033.8 | 2,509.2 | 2,054.6 | 1,656.8 | 1,302.7 | 983.6 | 690.7
Rock sole 66.7 3 55.6 46.3 38.3 313 25.3 19.9 15.0 10.5
Sand sole 773.2 3 644.8 536.6 4438 | 3634 | 293.0 | 2304 | 1740 | 1222
Other Fish 6,832 3 5,933 5,155 4470 | 3,855 | 3,292 | 2,775 | 2,279 | 1,792
Big skate 458.0 3 382.0 317.9 2629 | 2153 | 173.6 | 1365 | 103.1 72.4
Cabezon (WA) al 3 al al a/ al a/ a/ al al
California skate 86.0 3 717 59.7 49.4 40.4 32.6 25.6 19.4 13.6
Finescale codling al 3 al al al al al al al al
Kelp greenling (CA) 118.9 3 99.2 82.5 68.2 55.9 45.1 35.4 26.8 18.8
Kelp greenling (OR & WA) al 3 al al a/ al a/ a/ al al
Leopard shark 167.1 3 139.4 116.0 95.9 78.5 63.3 49.8 37.6 26.4
Pacific grenadier 1,519.0 3 1,266.8 | 1,054.2 | 871.9 713.9 575.7 | 452.7 341.8 240.0
Ratfish 1,441.0 3 1,201.8 | 1,000.1 | 827.1 | 677.3 | 546.1 | 4294 | 3242 | 227.7
Soupfin shark 61.6 3 51.4 42.8 354 29.0 23.3 18.4 13.9 9.7
Spiny dogfish 2,980.0 2 2,720.7 | 2,482.3 | 2,258.8 | 2,044.3 | 1,832.7 | 1,627.1 | 1,412.5 | 1,183.1

a/ No ABC contribution for these stocks given the lack of an approved method for estimating the OFL.
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Table 2-6. 2014 OFLs (mt) and a range of alternative 2014 ABCs (mt) varied by the probability of overfishing (P*) for west coast groundfish stocks
(overfished stocks in CAPS; stocks with new assessments in bold; component stocks in stock complexes in italics).

Range of Alternative 2014 ABCs
Stock 2014 OFL | Category Overfishing Probability (P*)
045 | 040 | 035 | 030 | 025 | 020 | 015 | o0.10

OVERFISHED STOCKS

BOCACCIO S. of 40°10” N. latitude 881 1 842 804 766 729 691 651 607 555
CANARY 741 1 709 677 645 614 581 548 511 467
COWCOD S. of 40°10’ N. latitude 12 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3
COWCOD (Conception) 7 2 6 6 5 5 4 4 3 3
COWCOD (Monterey) 5 3 4 3 3 2 2 1 1 1
DARKBLOTCHED 553 1 529 505 481 458 434 409 381 348
PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH 838 1 801 765 729 694 657 619 577 528
PETRALE SOLE 2,774 1 2,652 2,533 2,413 | 2,297 | 2,175 | 2,050 | 1,911 | 1,748
YELLOWEYE 51 2 47 43 39 35 31 28 24 20
NON-OVERFISHED STOCKS
Arrowtooth Flounder 6,912 2 6,311 5,758 5,239 | 4,742 | 4,251 3,774 | 3,276 2,744
Black Rockfish (OR-CA) 1,166 1 1,115 1,065 1,015 966 914 862 804 735
Black Rockfish (WA) 428 1 409 391 372 354 335 316 295 269
Cabezon (CA) 165 1 158 151 144 137 129 122 114 104
Cabezon (OR) 49 1 47 45 43 41 38 36 34 31
California scorpionfish 122 1 117 111 106 101 96 90 84 77
Chilipepper S. of 40°10° N. latitude 1,722 1 1,647 1,573 1,498 | 1,426 | 1,350 | 1,273 | 1,187 | 1,085
Dover Sole 77,774 1 74,352 | 71,008 | 67,663 | 64,397 | 60,975 | 57,475 | 53,586 | 48,998
English Sole 5,906 1 5,646 5,392 5,138 | 4,890 | 4,630 | 4,365 | 4,069 | 3,721
Lingcod N. of 40°10 N. latitude 3,162 1 3,023 2,887 2,751 | 2,618 | 2,479 | 2,337 | 2,179 | 1,992
Lingcod S. of 40°10° N. latitude 1,276 2 1,165 1,063 967 875 785 697 605 507
Longnose skate 2,816 1 2,692 2,571 2,450 2,332 2,208 2,081 1,940 1,774
Longspine Thornyhead (coastwide) 3,304 2 3,017 2,752 2,504 | 2,267 2,032 1,804 1,566 1,312
Pacific Cod 3,200 3 2,669 2,221 1,837 | 1,504 | 1,213 954 720 506
Sablefish (coastwide) 7,158 1 6,843 6,535 6,227 | 5927 | 5612 | 5290 | 4,932 | 4,510
Shortbelly 6,950 2 6,345 5,789 5,