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Abstract: This action is a component of the Pacific Fishery Management Council’s (Council) larger 

groundfish stock definitions process. The specific action evaluated in this document 
would constitute a fourth action under the Council’s larger stock definitions process. This 
document evaluates 40 of the 86 currently managed groundfish species under two action 
Alternatives. These alternatives consider removing species determined not to be in need 
of conservation and management in the EEZ from the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery 
Management Plan (PCGFMP) (Alternative 2), and reclassifying a subset of such 
managed groundfish species in the PCGFMP as Ecosystem Component (EC) species. As 
Alternative 1 closely resembles the No Action Alternative, this document primarily 
evaluates the impacts of Alternatives 2 and 3. 

This document is a draft Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact 
Review/Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis/Magnuson-Stevens Act Analysis 
(EA/RIR/RFAA/MSA). An EA/RIR/RFAA/MSA provides assessments of the 
environmental impacts of a proposed action and its reasonable alternatives (the EA), the 
benefits and costs of the alternatives and the distribution of impacts (the RIR), 
identification of the small entities that may be affected by the alternatives (RFAA), and 
analysis of how the alternatives align with the National Standards (MSA).   
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List of Acronyms and Abbreviations  
 
 
Table 1. List of Acronyms and Abbreviations. 

Acronym or 
Abbreviation Meaning 

ABC acceptable biological catch 
ACL annual catch limit 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations  

Council Pacific Fishery Management 
Council 

CP catcher/processor 
CV catcher vessel 
DPS distinct population segment 
E.O. Executive Order 
EA Environmental Assessment 
EC Ecosystem component 

EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone 
EFH essential fish habitat 
EIS Environmental Impact 

Statement 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
ESU endangered species unit 
FMP fishery management plan 
FMU Fishery management unit 

FONSI Finding of No Significant 
Impact 

FR Federal Register 
FRFA Final Regulatory Flexibility 

Analysis 
ft foot or feet 

GAP Groundfish Advisory Subpanel 
GMT Groundfish Management Team 
IFQ Individual fishing quota 

IRFA Initial Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis 

JAM jeopardy or adverse 
modification 

lb(s) pound(s) 
LOA length overall 

m meter or meters 
Magnuson-
Stevens Act 

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management 

Act 
MFMT Maximum Fishing Mortality 

Threshold 
MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act 

Acronym or 
Abbreviation Meaning 

MSST minimum stock size threshold 
t tonne, or metric ton 

NAICS North American Industry 
Classification System 

NAO NOAA Administrative Order 
NEPA National Environmental Policy 

Act 
NMFS National Marine Fishery 

Service 
NOAA National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration 
NS National Standard 

NWFSC Northwest Fisheries Science 
Center 

OFL Overfishing limit 
OY Optimum Yield 
PBR potential biological removal 
PSC prohibited species catch 
PPA Preliminary preferred 

alternative 
PRA Paperwork Reduction Act 
RCA Rockfish Conservation Area 
RFA Regulatory Flexibility Act 

RFFA reasonably foreseeable future 
action 

RIR Regulatory Impact Review 
RPA reasonable and prudent 

alternative 
SAFE Stock Assessment and Fishery 

Evaluation  
SBA Small Business Act 
SDC Stock definition criteria 

Secretary Secretary of Commerce 
STAR Stock Assessment review 

SWFSC Southwest Fisheries Science 
Center 

TAC total allowable catch 
U.S. United States 

USCG United States Coast Guard 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife 

Service 
VMS vessel monitoring system 

WCGOP West Coast Groundfish 
Observer Program 
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Executive Summary 
The Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) is required to identify and manage stocks in need of 
conservation and management in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) per the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (MSA) and its National Standards. A non-exhaustive list of factors 
that can be used to determine whether stocks are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ is 
well described at §600.305(c)(1). This action would amend the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery 
Management Plan (PCGFMP, or ‘FMP’ hereafter) to include only those currently managed species found 
to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ for continued management. As such, this 
document analyzes the anticipated impacts of (1) removing a subset of managed groundfish species that 
are not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ from the FMP, and (2) reclassifying a subset 
of such groundfish species currently managed in the FMP as Ecosystem Component (EC) species.  

Purpose and Need 
The Council adopted the following purpose and need statement for its overarching stock definitions action 
in September 2024.  

 “The function of Amendment [TBD] to the Pacific Fishery Management Council’s (Council) Pacific 
Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) is to identify and define [TBD] stocks of [TBD] 
managed groundfish species in need of conservation and management at a geographic scale sufficient for 
assessing overfished status and determining if overfishing is occurring based on key biological, 
ecological, social, and economic information currently available. Amendment [TBD] is necessary to align 
the FMP with the requirements of the Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and 
its National Standards to enhance the Council’s ability to attain sustainability objectives, especially those 
outlined in National Standard 1.” 

The specific action evaluated in this document would constitute a fourth action under the Council’s larger 
stock definitions process. As such, it is governed by the comprehensive purpose and need statement 
above. However, the more specific purpose and need of this action is to evaluate a subset of currently 
managed groundfish species, which the Council and NMFS have preliminarily concluded are not in need 
of conservation and management in the EEZ, to determine whether those species should (1) be removed 
from the FMP (Alternative 2) or (2) designated as EC species (Alternative 3). 

Alternatives 
The alternatives fully evaluated in this EA/RIR/RFAA/MSA are a subset of the alternatives developed for 
the larger stock definitions process. The alternatives developed for the larger action are as follows:  
 
No Action: The Council would not identify species and their stocks as in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ. All species and stocks (where applicable) considered under this action would 
remain in FMP. 
 
Alternative 1: Species identified as in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. Stocks of the 
species are defined in the FMP. 
 
Alternative 2: Species identified as not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. Species1  
will be removed from the FMP. 
 

 
1 Or certain stocks of species, if applicable 
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Alternative 3: Species identified as not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. Species 
identified as an EC species in FMP Chapter 3. 
 
Note, the scope of the evaluation of impacts of Alternative 1 is much more limited compared to 
Alternatives 2 and 3. The expected impacts of Alternative 1 do not differ from those of No Action. 
 
This document analyzes a subset of species and stocks listed in the FMP that were selected at the June 
2025 Council meeting as preliminary preferred alternative (PPA) for further evaluation only under 
Alternatives 2 and 3 above. The application of only Alternatives 2 and 3 to this subset of species is based 
upon the Council’s and NMFS’s prior analysis of the currently managed groundfish species and stocks, in 
relation to the criteria in the National Standard 1 guidelines at §600.305(c), and the preliminary 
determination that these stocks are not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. Thus, this 
action is a component of the larger stock definitions process, with this discrete action evaluating whether 
those groundfish species preliminarily determined not to be in need of conservation and management in 
the EEZ should be removed from the FMP (Alternative 2) or designated as EC species (Alternative 3).  
 
(Preliminary) Preferred Alternative for those species in need of conservation and management in 
the EEZ 
At the June 2025 Council meeting, the Council adopted Alternative 1 for stocks of seven species (Tables 
ES 1 and ES 2) preliminarily found to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ as 
PPA. Alternative 1 contemplates that those species (or stocks of species) in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ be retained in the FMP and have their stocks defined (if not already). Stocks of 
certain species would be retained in the FMP off specific states, where certain stocks of the same species 
may be removed from the FMP off the coasts of other states. Of the seven species included in the PPA, 
the stocks of black, copper, and quillback rockfish were defined under Amendment 31 (A31). The stocks 
of blue and deacon rockfish, cabezon, and kelp greenling would be defined through this action, if 
Alternative 1 is adopted as FMP for these stocks/species. While Alternative 1 is within the range of 
alternatives for this action as a whole, this document concerns the impacts of Alternatives 2 and 3, which 
differ from the No Action Alternative. The species and stocks that are adopted under Alternative 1 will be 
analyzed in a separate NEPA document, as Alternative 1 only represents an administrative departure from 
No Action, and the stock definitions component of the larger Phase 2 action is expected to occur through 
a separate rulemaking focused on those species and stocks determined to be in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ. 

Table ES 1. Stocks definitions for black, copper, and quillback rockfishes.  

Species  Alternative  Stock(s ) Stock Definition(s) 
Black rockfish  1 (PPA)  Two stocks Oregon stock, Washington stock  
Copper rockfish  1 (PPA)  One stock Oregon and Washington stock 
Quillback rockfish  1 (PPA)  Three stocks California, Oregon, and Washington stocks 

 
Table ES 2. Preferred alternative (PPA) stock definitions for groundfish species adopted under Alternative 1 which have not had 
their stocks defined  

Species  PPA Stock (s)  Proposed Stock Definition  
Blue/deacon rockfish  Two Stocks  Oregon stock, Washington stock 
Cabezon    Single Stock  Washington-only stock 
Kelp Greenling  Single Stock  Washington-only stock 

 
(Preliminary) Preferred Alternative for those species not in need of conservation and management 
in the EEZ 
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At the June 2025 Council meeting, the Council adopted Alternative 2 for 26 groundfish species as PPA 
(Table ES 3). Alternative 2 provides that certain species or stocks species found not to be in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ would be removed from the FMP. Species or stocks of species 
would be removed from the FMP off specific states, whereas certain stocks of the same species may be 
retained and managed in the FMP. 
 
The Council adopted Alternative 3 for 12 species as PPA (Table ES 3). Alternative 3 provides that certain 
species found not to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ would be designated as EC 
species in Chapter 3 of the FMP. 
 
Stocks of certain species were adopted under Alternative 1, as discussed above, while other stocks of the 
same species were adopted under Alternative 2: Black, blue, deacon, and copper rockfishes off the coast 
of California were adopted under Alternative 2. Cabezon and kelp greenling off the coast of California 
and Oregon were adopted under Alternative 2. All other species noted in Table ES 3 were adopted under 
Alternative 2 for the entire West Coast.   

Table ES 3. Species for which the Council adopted PPA under Alternative 2. For species with state abbreviations in 
parentheses, the species would be removed from the FMP off those states only, but stocks of the same species may 
remain in the FMP off other states. 

Black and yellow rockfish Dwarf red rockfish Leopard shark 
Black rockfish (CA) Freckled rockfish Light dusky rockfish 
Blue rockfish (CA) Gopher rockfish Olive rockfish 
Brown rockfish Grass rockfish Pink rockfish 
Cabezon (OR/CA) Half-banded rockfish Pinkrose rockfish 
Calico rockfish Harlequin rockfish Pygmy rockfish 
Chameleon rockfish Honeycomb rockfish Swordspine rockfish 
China rockfish Kelp greenling (OR/CA) Treefish 
Copper rockfish (CA) Kelp rockfish  

 
Table ES 4. Species for which the Council adopted PPA under Alternative 3. 

Bronzespotted rockfish Speckled rockfish Curlfin sole 
Flag rockfish Tiger rockfish  Rock sole 
Greenblotched rockfish Mexican Rockfish Sand sole 
Rosy rockfish  Butter sole Starry flounder 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Table ES 5, below, summarizes the management outcomes for the species and stocks evaluated herein 
under No Action or Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3. Note that the management outcomes 
of No Action and Alternative 1 are expected to be the same; the key difference between the No Action 
alternative and Alternative 1 is that Alternative 1 identifies species or stocks of species as in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ and, defines those stocks, while under No Action stocks of 
currently undefined species would remain undefined. Species under both Alternatives 2 and 3 are 
identified as not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, but have different management 
outcomes, as detailed below. 
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Table ES 5. Management outcomes for species if retained in the FMP (No Action or Alternative 1), if removed from the FMP 
completely (Alternative 2), or if designated as an EC species in Chapter 3 of the FMP (Alternative 3). 

 No Action/Alternative 1 
– Retain in the FMP  

Alternative 2 -   
Remove from the FMP 

Alternative 3 - 
Designate as EC species 

Remain in the FMP Yes No Yes 

Harvest Specifications Yes No No 

Stock Assessments Yes No No 

Can be Returned to 
Federal Management 

N/A Yes, via §600.305(c) 
analysis 

Yes, via §600.305(c) 
analysis 

Management Measures Yes No Yes 

 
 
Environmental Assessment  
The impacts of Alternatives 2 and 3 were evaluated for groundfish species considered for removal from 
the fishery management unit (FMU; geographic area within the jurisdiction of the FMP), all other 
groundfish species in the FMU, and essential fish habitat (EFH). The impacts of Alternative 1 were not 
analyzed, as it does not reflect a departure from No Action; Alternative 1 represents a negligible, 
administrative departure from the status quo management, resulting in the same expected impacts as the 
No Action alternative. Additionally, the stock definitions component of the larger Phase 2 action that will 
occur for those currently managed species that are identified as in need of conservation and management 
in the EEZ is expected to occur in a separate rulemaking action. 

Groundfish Species Considered for Removal or EC designation 

Under Alternatives 2 and 3, there is no expected change in groundfish fishing operations in the EEZ 
(including effort, location, and timing of fishing), there is expected reduced federal management burden 
and assessment workload, and minimal impact on Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQ), including elimination 
of starry flounder quota shares. 

All Other Groundfish Species in the FMU  

No expected change in fishing operations under any alternative (including effort, location, and timing of 
fishing). 

Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 

No expected changes to EFH boundaries or represented habitat types under any alternative. There is 
sufficient overlap among the rockfish and other guilds proposed for removal and species that would 
remain in the FMU that any changes in the habitat types covered by groundfish FMH should be minimal 
under this action. Further, those species proposed for removal from the FMP would not impact the 
definition of the boundary of EFH. 

Social and Economic Resources  

The analysis of social and economic resources related to the groundfish fishery are covered in sections 
concerning groundfish species: No expected change in groundfish fishing operations in the EEZ 
(including effort, location, and timing of fishing) and minimal impact on IFQs. Any additional social and 
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economic analysis to be completed with the Regulatory Impact Review and Regulatory Flexibility Act 
analysis after final action. 

Tribal and Cultural Resources 

Species identified as important to Tribal fisheries by the Treaty Tribes are anticipated to remain in the 
FMP under this action, per the PPA decision. The exceptions are rock sole and sand sole, which were 
identified as important to commercial Tribal fisheries. There have been few encounters with these species 
in recent years, Therefore, there is no impact expected on Tribal or cultural resources as a result of this 
action. 

Regulatory Impact Review 
To be completed  

Regulatory Flexibility Act 
To be completed 
Magnuson-Stevens Act 
Compliance with the National Standards (NS) were analyzed and described. 

NS1: All alternatives improve alignment by providing clearer stock definitions for status determinations 
and achieving Optimum Yield. 

NS2: The Action is based on Best Scientific Information Available, including a comprehensive 10-Factor 
Analysis and Scientific and Statistical Committee recommendations. 

NS3: Maintains approach of managing stocks as units throughout their range within federal jurisdiction. 

NS4: No allocative impacts; maintains fair treatment across states based on scientific findings. 

NS 5 - 7: Preserves existing fishing efficiencies while minimizing costs and administrative duplication. 

NS 8 - 10: Administrative nature of changes results in neutral impacts on fishing communities and 
maintains safety standards. 

The Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review serves as the required Fisheries Impact 
Statement.  

 



 

GROUNDFISH STOCK DEFINITIONS, SEPTEMBER 2025 
12 

1. Introduction 
The Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 
are required to identify and manage stocks in need of conservation and management in the Exclusive 
Economic Zone (EEZ) per the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) and 
its National Standards. Following an evaluation of the species currently managed in the Pacific Coast 
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP), pursuant to the factors outlined at §600.305(c), we are 
analyzing the environmental effects anticipated from identifying a subset of groundfish species and stocks 
of species2 currently managed by the Council as not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ.  
Specifically, this document analyzes the anticipated impacts of (1) removing a subset of these managed 
groundfish species from the FMP, and (2) reclassifying a subset of such groundfish species currently 
managed in the FMP as Ecosystem Component (EC) species.  

This action is a component of the Council’s larger groundfish stock definitions process. Three previous 
actions, Amendments 31 (A31),  35 (A35), and a to-be-numbered future Amendment (see E.6, 
Attachment 1, June 2025) to the FMP, were recommended for implementation by the Council to NMFS. 
To date, only A31 and A35 have been approved and implemented. In sum, these three actions identified 
44 species and their stocks as in need of conservation and management in the EEZ and have or will define 
stocks for those species. 

The specific action evaluated in this document would constitute a fourth action under the Council’s larger 
stock definitions process. This document evaluates a subsect of 38 the remaining 42 of the 86 managed 
groundfish species under two of the action Alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3) within the complete range 
of alternatives for the larger Phase 2 action. Alternatives 2 and 3 are evaluated for those species or stocks 
of species that have been preliminarily identified as not in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ. These alternatives consider removing species determined not to be in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ from the FMP (Alternative 2) and reclassifying a subset of these managed 
groundfish species in the FMP as Ecosystem Component (EC) species. The Council preliminarily 
determined seven species considered in this component action to be in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ, adopting Alternative 1 as an FPA. Alternative 1, which defines tocks of species 
determined to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ within the FMP, closely resembles 
the No Action Alternative would constitute an administrative action. Therefore, this document only 
evaluates the impacts of Alternatives 2 and 3, with respect to the subset of 38 currently managed species 
(or stocks of species) preliminarily determined to require conservation and management in the EEZ. If the 
seven species (or their stocks) adopted under Alternative 1 as PPA are later determined not to be in need 
of conservation and management in the EEZ, and adopted as FPA under Alternative 2 or 3, an evaluation 
of the potential impacts of these alternatives would be completed following FPA. If the seven species (or 
their stocks) are adopted as FPA under Alternative 1, stock definitions for those species/stocks would 
occur in a separate rulemaking action. 

This document is a draft Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Regulatory Flexibility 
Act Analysis/Magnuson-Stevens Act Analysis (EA/RIR/RFAA/MSA). An EA/RIR/RFAA/MSA provides 
assessments of the environmental impacts of a proposed action and its reasonable alternatives (the EA), 
the benefits and costs of the alternatives and the distribution of impacts (the RIR), identification of the 
small entities that may be affected by the alternatives (RFAA), and analysis of how the alternatives align 
with the National Standards (MSA). This EA/RIR/RFAA/MSA addresses the statutory requirements of 

 
2 Note, ‘stocks’ in this context applies to both those already defined (under Amendment 31), as well as the potential 
range of stock definition Options for each species adopted by the Council in March 2025 (Agenda Item H.6 
Supplemental Revised Attachment 1, March 2025). 

https://www.pcouncil.org/actions/groundfish-fmp-amendment-31/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2024/10/i-4-attachment-1-analysis-for-proposed-amendment-to-the-pacific-groundfish-fishery-management-plan-in-support-of-the-final-preferred-alternative-electronic-only.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-attachment-1-draft-phase-2-stock-definitions-analysis-of-the-preliminary-preferred-alternatives-for-47-groundfish-species-adopted-under-alternative-1-in-march-2025.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-attachment-1-draft-phase-2-stock-definitions-analysis-of-the-preliminary-preferred-alternatives-for-47-groundfish-species-adopted-under-alternative-1-in-march-2025.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
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the Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq.), Presidential Executive Order 12866, and the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. An EA/RIR/RFAA/MSA is a standard document produced by the Council and the NMFS 
West Coast Region to provide the analytical background for decision-making. For purposes of this EA, 
the purpose and need for the proposal is described in Chapter 1 and the alternatives are described in 
Chapter 2. Chapter 3 describes the affected environment and analyzes the impacts of the alternatives and 
presents the economic impacts of the alternatives. A list of agencies and persons consulted is included in 
Chapter 8.  
 

1.1 Purpose and Need 
The Council adopted the following purpose and need statement for the overarching stock definition action 
in September 2024. This comprehensive purpose and need statement governs this and three stock 
definition actions completed previously: 

 “The function of Amendment [TBD] to the Pacific Fishery Management Council’s (Council) Pacific 
Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) is to identify and define [TBD] stocks of [TBD] 
managed groundfish species in need of conservation and management at a geographic scale sufficient for 
assessing overfished status and determining if overfishing is occurring based on key biological, 
ecological, social, and economic information currently available. Amendment [TBD] is necessary to align 
the FMP with the requirements of the Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and 
its National Standards to enhance the Council’s ability to attain sustainability objectives, especially those 
outlined in National Standard 1.” 

The specific action evaluated in this document would constitute a fourth action under the Council’s larger 
stock definitions process. As such, it is also governed by the comprehensive purpose and need statement 
above. However, the more specific purpose and need of this particular action is to evaluate a subset of 
currently managed groundfish species, which the Council preliminarily identified as not in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ, to determine whether those species or their stocks should be 
(1) removed from the FMP (Alternative 2), or (2) designated as EC species (Alternative 3). 
 

1.2 Conservation and Management in the EEZ 
 
Section 302(h)(1) of the MSA requires a Council to prepare an FMP for each fishery under its authority 
that requires (or in other words, is in need of) conservation and management. 
 
In 2016, the NMFS revised National Standard (NS) 1 guidelines and provided additional guidance to 
regional councils on the stocks that require conservation and management in the EEZ and how to address 
EC species. Specifically, NMFS clarified that not every fishery requires federal management. However, 
stocks that are predominately caught in federal waters, and are also overfished or subject to overfishing, 
or likely to become overfished or subject to overfishing, are considered to require conservation and 
management. The final NS1 rule states: “If a stock is not predominately (i.e., mainly, or the most part) 
caught in federal waters, a council may lack the authority, and thus ability, to adopt measures that would 
prevent overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks. It would not make sense, in that case, to require a 
council to automatically include the stock in an FMP” (81 FR 71858, October 18, 2016). Under the 2016 
NS1 revisions, Councils should consider the following ten non-exhaustive factors when deciding whether 
stocks require conservation and management in the EEZ (50 CFR 600.305(c)(1)(i-x)): 
 

(i) The stock is an important component of the marine environment. 
(ii) The stock is caught by the fishery. 
(iii) Whether an FMP can improve or maintain the condition of the stock. 
(iv) The stock is a target of a fishery. 
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(v) The stock is important to commercial, recreational, or subsistence users. 
(vi) The fishery is important to the Nation or to the regional economy. 
(vii) The need to resolve competing interests and conflicts among user groups and whether an 
FMP can further that resolution. 
(viii) The economic condition of a fishery and whether an FMP can produce more efficient 
utilization. 
(ix) The needs of a developing fishery, and whether an FMP can foster orderly growth. 
(x) The extent to which the fishery is already adequately managed by states, by state/federal 
programs, or by federal regulations pursuant to other FMPs or international commissions, or by 
industry self-regulation, consistent with the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and other 
applicable law. 

 
NS1 makes clear that no single factor is dispositive or required in determining which species should be 
included in an FMP. Therefore, while factors should be applied in a consistent manner, one factor may 
have more significance in one case than in another, depending on the circumstances of a certain species, 
stock, or fishery (see 81 FR 71864, October 18, 2016). NS1 also provides that the factors are non-
exhaustive, and that additional considerations that may be relevant when particular species are evaluated 
to determine whether to remove a stock from, or continue to include a stock in, an FMP. 
 
Under the 2016 NS1 revisions, NMFS redefined EC species as “stocks that a council or the Secretary has 
determined do not require conservation and management, but desire to list in an FMP in order to achieve 
ecosystem management objectives” (§ 600.305(d)(13)). EC species may be identified at the species or 
stock level and may be grouped into complexes. Consistent with NS9, MSA section 303(b)(12), and other 
applicable MSA sections, management measures can be adopted in order to, for example, collect data on 
the EC species, minimize bycatch or bycatch mortality of EC species, protect the associated role of EC 
species in the ecosystem, and/or to address other ecosystem issues (81 FR 71858, October 18, 2016). 
 

1.3 History of this Action 
In March 2022, NMFS (Agenda Item E.3.a, NMFS Report 1, March 2022, Agenda Item E.3.a, NMFS 
Report 1, March 2022) recommended the Council consider a series of actions to define stocks of managed 
groundfish species, as the FMP was not in compliance with the requirements of the MSA and its National 
Standards. Following those recommendations, the Council initiated the process to define stocks in the 
FMP, otherwise known as “Phase 1”, to correct this issue. Phase 1 developed a process to define stocks of 
managed species and, over the course of A31 and the proposed A35, defined 28 stocks of 21 species 
managed in the FMP. Phase 1 was used to define stocks of species that were undergoing assessments 
while a second Phase, or Phase 2, was planned to complete the process of identifying and defining those 
stocks of species currently managed in the FMP that are in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ. 
 
The Council initiated Phase 2 in November 2023 with a discussion process (Agenda Item E.8, Attachment 
1, November 2023). Staff returned at the September 2024 Council meeting, with the proposed analytical 
framework of Phase 2 (Agenda Item I.8, Attachment 1, September 2024), to initiate scoping of the action. 
The framework was largely built on the National Standard guidance (notably at §600.305(c)), which can 
be used to determine whether a stock requires conservation and management in the EEZ, as discussed 
above in Section 1.2. 
 
In March 2025, the Council adopted a 25 percent precautionary threshold as a framework for categorizing 
catch of species as occurring principally in the EEZ, and thus for identifying species to be likely 
candidates for continued Federal management in the FMP (explained more in Agenda Item H.6, 
Supplemental Revised Attachment 1, March 2025). In brief, if 25 percent or more of a species’ principal 
mortality is in the EEZ, it would be identified as likely appropriate for remaining in the FMP based on the 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/02/e-3-a-nmfs-report-1-defining-stocks-and-stock-complexes-in-the-groundfish-fmp.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/02/e-3-a-nmfs-report-1-defining-stocks-and-stock-complexes-in-the-groundfish-fmp.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/02/e-3-a-nmfs-report-1-defining-stocks-and-stock-complexes-in-the-groundfish-fmp.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/02/e-3-a-nmfs-report-1-defining-stocks-and-stock-complexes-in-the-groundfish-fmp.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/02/e-3-a-nmfs-report-1-defining-stocks-and-stock-complexes-in-the-groundfish-fmp.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2023/10/e-8-attachment-1-proposed-schedule-for-developing-the-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2023/10/e-8-attachment-1-proposed-schedule-for-developing-the-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2024/08/i-8-attachment-1-phase-2-stock-definition-scoping-document-electronic-only.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
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guidance found at §600.305(c). If mortality was less than 25 percent in the EEZ, the species would be 
identified for a thorough 10-Factor evaluation under the factors outlined at §600.305(c) in order to 
determine if the species (or stock) in question is in need of conservation and management in the EEZ and, 
hence, if the species should be retained for management in the FMP, removed from the FMP, or 
designated as an EC species. 
 
Also in March 2025, the Council adopted the range of alternatives (ROA) for the Phase 2 of its 
groundfish stock definitions process. Specifically, the Council is considering three action alternatives for 
Phase 2 under this larger action. Alternative 1 would identify the groundfish species currently managed in 
the FMP that are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ and define the stocks of those 
species for continued Federal management. Alternative 2 would identify species that are not in need of 
conservation and management and would remove them from the FMP. Alternative 3 would identify 
species not in need of conservation and management and would designate them as an EC species in the 
FMP. Alternative 1 is outside the scope of this Environmental Analysis, as this analysis evaluates the 
alternatives for those species preliminarily determined not to be in need of conservation and management 
in the EEZ, as is further explained in Section 2 of this document. 
 
NMFS has advised the Council, both in writing (Agenda Item E.3.a, NMFS Report 1, March 2022) and 
verbally at the March (Agenda Item E.3), June (Agenda Item F.4), September (Agenda Item G.5) and 
November (Agenda Item H.5) 2022 Council meetings, that steps must be taken to draw the FMP into 
compliance with the MSA and the National Standards by defining stocks of the groundfish species 
identified as in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. If stocks are not defined and delineated 
on a geographic scale, status cannot be determined. Status determination is a key tenant to National 
Standard 1 and NMFS must provide this information to Congress. 
 
Using the 25 percent threshold and based on advice from the Groundfish Management Team (GMT) and 
Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP), the Council identified 39 species that it recommended for a 
thorough 10-Factor analysis under §600.305(c) plus one species (harlequin rockfish), which Council staff 
recommended for further analysis; bringing the total number of species subject to the thorough 10-Factor 
analysis to 40. That analysis was presented to the Council at the June 2025 Council meeting (Agenda 
Item E.6, Supplemental Attachment 2, June 2025) and provided the Council the basis for their adoption of 
the preliminary preferred alternative (PPA) described below. The Council later formally requested that 
harlequin rockfish and two additional species – stripetail and rosethorn rockfish –undergo a thorough 
evaluation via the 10-Factor analysis. While these species are analyzed in the attached 10-Factor analysis 
(Appendix to this document) out of these three additional species, the Council has only adopted a PPA for 
harlequin rockfish. Therefore, the total number of species contained within this document is 40.  
 

1.4 Description of Management Area 
The management area is the West Coast EEZ, defined generally as the area from 3 nautical miles to 200 
nautical miles seaward of Washington, Oregon, and California state waters, and the communities that 
engage in fishing in the EEZ off these states. This geographic area within the jurisdiction of the FMP may 
be referred to as the FMU and is depicted in Figure 3-1 of the FMP (PFMC, 2024a). 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/02/e-3-a-nmfs-report-1-defining-stocks-and-stock-complexes-in-the-groundfish-fmp.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
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2. Description of Alternatives 
The three alternatives developed for Phase 2 were applied to a subset of the 86 currently managed species 
and their stocks in the FMP (Table 2) based on the Council’s decision at the March 2025 meeting and the 
25 percent threshold described in Section 1.3. In March 2025, the Council’s decision on which species 
and stocks were appropriate for analysis under which alternative was also based, in part, on guidance 
provided by the GMT and GAP. Additionally, the Council’s evaluation of which species and stocks 
require conservation and management in the EEZ was based upon their evaluation of the criteria in the 
NS1 guidelines at §600.305(c), an analysis of which was presented at the June 2025 meeting (Agenda 
Item E.6 Supplemental Attachment 2, June 2025). The Council’s preliminary findings of which subset of 
species and stocks are not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ informed their adoption of 
a PPA, providing the scope of the analysis of impacts required for Alternatives 2 and 3 in this document. 
 
As noted in the History of the Action, the action evaluated in this EA/RIR/RFAA/MSA is a component of 
a larger stock definitions process, which included A31 and A35 to the FMP, and another action in 
progress, which was finalized by the Council at their June 2025 meeting. The action finalized at the 
Council’s June 2025 meeting established an FPA for 44 currently managed groundfish species that fall 
under Alternative 1, as those species and stocks have been found to require conservation and management 
in the EEZ. In June 2025, the Council preliminarily found seven additional species or stocks of species to 
be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, adopting them under Alternative 1 as PPA. The 
discrete action analyzed in this document evaluates the 38 remaining species and stocks currently 
managed in the FMP adopted as PPA under action Alternatives 2 and 3, as these species and stocks have 
been preliminarily determined not to require conservation and management in the EEZ, per the Council’s 
PPA decision in June 2025. 
 
Table 2. Species Considered in this Analysis 

Black and Yellow Rockfish Flag rockfish Pink Rockfish 
Black Rockfish Freckled Rockfish Pinkrose Rockfish 
Blue Rockfish Gopher Rockfish Pygmy Rockfish 
Bronzespotted Rockfish Grass Rockfish Quillback Rockfish 
Brown Rockfish Greenblotched Rockfish Rock Sole  
Butter Sole Halfbanded Rockfish Rosy Rockfish 
Cabezon Harlequin Rockfish Sand Sole 
Calico Rockfish a/ Honeycomb Rockfish Speckled Rockfish 
Chameleon Rockfish Kelp Greenling Starry Flounder  
China Rockfish Kelp Rockfish Swordspine Rockfish 
Copper Rockfish Leopard Shark Tiger Rockfish 
Curlfin Rockfish Light Dusky Rockfish Treefish 
Deacon Rockfish Mexican Rockfish  
Dwarf-Red Rockfish Olive Rockfish  

 
 
The Council adopted the following alternatives for the larger stock definitions action in March 2025.  
 

2.1 No Action 
All species remain in FMP as currently defined and managed. The list of managed species as shown in the 
FMP Chapter 3, Table 3-1 would not be modified. 
 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
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2.2 Alternative 1 
Species identified as in need of conservation and management in the EEZ would remain in the FMP. 
Stocks of the species will be defined as one or more stocks, consistent with the options below. 

● Option 1 would amend the FMP to define the species as a single (coastwide, state-specific, etc.) 
stock within the FMU. 

● Option 2 would amend the FMP to define the species as two stocks within the FMU (e.g., a stock 
north of 42° N. lat. and a stock south of 42° N. lat.). 

● Option 3 would amend the FMP to define the species as three stocks within the FMU (e.g., 
California stock, an Oregon stock, and a Washington stock). 

 
2.3 Alternative 2 

The species considered in this action would not be identified as in need of conservation and management 
in the EEZ. These species would be removed from the FMP and no longer Federally managed. Stock 
assessments for these species would not be conducted by NMFS and therefore harvest specifications for 
the species would not be calculated. 
 

2.4 Alternative 3 
The species considered in this action would not be identified as in need of conservation and management 
in the EEZ but, rather, be designated as EC species. While they would no longer be actively managed by 
the Council they would remain in the FMP. Stock assessments for these species would not be conducted 
by NMFS and, therefore, harvest specifications for the species would not be calculated. Management 
measures could be set for these species (see FMP §4.4.4 and §600.305(c)(5)). 
 

2.5 (Preliminary) Preferred Alternative for those species in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ 

At the June 2025 Council meeting, the Council adopted Alternative 1 for stocks of seven species (Tables 
3 and 4) as in need of conservation and management in the EEZ as PPA. Alternative 1 contemplates that 
those species (or stocks) in need of conservation and management in the EEZ be retained in the FMP and 
have their stocks defined (if not already). Stocks of certain species would be retained in the FMP off 
specific states, where certain stocks of the same species may be removed from the FMP off the coasts of 
other states. The stocks of black, copper, and quillback rockfish were defined under A31. The stocks of 
blue and deacon rockfish, cabezon, and kelp greenling would be defined if Alternative 1 is adopted as 
FPA for these species (though likely though separate rulemaking as a part of the action for which FPA 
under Alternative 1 was adopted for 44 species in June 2025). The Council adopted Option 2 as PPA 
stock definitions for blue and deacon rockfishes, i.e., an Oregon and a Washington stock. Cabezon and 
kelp greenling were adopted under Option 1 but the stock would be defined as Washington-only. The 
population structure of these species is finer scale than coastwide, allowing for stocks of the species to 
remain in the FMP in certain regions off the West Coast and other stocks to be removed from the 
FMP. Overall, Alternative 1 represents an administrative departure from No Action, and the action to 
define stocks of these seven species, if they are adopted under Alternative 1 as FPA, would occur through 
a separate rulemaking. Therefore, the impacts of Alternative 1 are not analyzed in this document and will 
be evaluated in a separate NEPA document after the Council’s FPA is adopted. 

Table 3. Stocks definitions for black, copper, and quillback rockfishes.  

Species  Alternative  Option Stock(s ) Stock Definition(s) 
Black rockfish  1 (PPA)  N/A  Two stocks Oregon stock, Washington stock  
Copper rockfish  1 (PPA)  N/A  One stock Oregon and Washington stock 
Quillback rockfish  1 (PPA)  N/A  Three stocks California, Oregon, and Washington stocks 
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Table 4.Preferred alternative (PPA) stock definition Options for groundfish species adopted under Alternative 1 which have not 
had their stocks defined  

Species  Option(s)  Stock (s)  Proposed Stock Definition  
Blue/deacon rockfish  Option 2 (PPA)  Two Stocks  Oregon stock, Washington stock 
Cabezon    Option 1 (PPA)  Single Stock  Washington-only  stock 
Kelp Greenling  Option 1 (PPA)  Single Stock  Washington-only  stock 

 
2.6  (Preliminary) Preferred Alternative for those species and stocks not in need of conservation 

and management in the EEZ 
In June 2025, the Council  preliminarily determined that, of the 86 groundfish species currently managed 
in the FMP,  38 species or stocks of species do not require conservation and management in the EEZ.3 At 
the June 2025 Council meeting, the Council adopted Alternative 2 for 26 groundfish species as PPA 
(Table 5). Alternative 2 provides that those species or stocks of species within their range found not to be 
in need of conservation and management in the EEZ would be removed from the FMP. Stocks of certain 
species would be removed from the FMP off specific states, whereas certain stocks of the same species 
may be retained and managed in the FMP. 
 
The Council adopted Alternative 3 for 12 species as PPA (Table 6). Alternative 3 provides that those 
species found not to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ would be designated as EC 
species in Chapter 3 of the FMP. 
 
Stocks of certain species were also adopted by the Council under Alternative 1, as discussed above. 
Black, blue, deacon, and copper rockfishes off the coast of California were adopted under Alternative 2. 
Cabezon and kelp greenling off the coast of California and Oregon were adopted under Alternative 2. All 
other species noted in Table 5 were adopted under Alternative 2 for the entire West Coast.   

Table 5. Species for which the Council adopted PPA under Alternative 2. For species with state abbreviations in 
parentheses, the species would be removed from the FMP off those states only, but stocks of the same species may 
remain in the FMP off other states. 

Black and yellow rockfish Dwarf red rockfish Leopard shark 
Black rockfish (CA) Freckled rockfish Light dusky rockfish 
Blue rockfish (CA) Gopher rockfish Olive rockfish 
Brown rockfish Grass rockfish Pink rockfish 
Cabezon (OR/CA) Half-banded rockfish Pinkrose rockfish 
Calico rockfish Harlequin rockfish Pygmy rockfish 
Chameleon rockfish Honeycomb rockfish Swordspine rockfish 
China rockfish Kelp greenling (OR/CA) Treefish 
Copper rockfish (CA) Kelp rockfish  

 
Table 6. Species for which the Council adopted PPA under Alternative 3. 

Bronzespotted rockfish Speckled rockfish Curlfin sole 

 
3 The final version of the 10-Factor analysis will be presented to the Council in September 2025. The Council may 
adjust their findings of which species or stocks of species are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ 
based on this updated analysis. This adjustment could alter the impacts analyzed here and those expected under the 
FPA. 
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Flag rockfish Tiger rockfish  Rock sole 
Greenblotched rockfish Mexican Rockfish Sand sole 
Rosy rockfish  Butter sole Starry flounder 

 
The Council recommended a complete §600.305(c) 10-Factor analysis for rosethorn and stripetail 
rockfishes. The Council did not adopt a PPA for these species. However, to complete the analysis 
necessary to support an FPA, these species were included in the 10-Factor analysis (incorporated by 
reference, see Section 3.1.1) and this document.  

2.7 Comparison of Alternatives 
Here, the No Action alternative is compared to action Alternatives 2 and 3, as described above. While 
there are three action alternatives considered in this action, this document evaluates scenarios where 
groundfish species or stocks are adopted under Alternatives 2 or 3. Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 apply 
to a subset of groundfish species as not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. Under 
Alternative 2, certain species and stocks would be removed from the FMP, and thus Federal management; 
whereas, under Alternative 3, certain species and stocks would be retained in the FMP and identified as 
an EC species.    

Under the No Action Alternative, all species evaluated herein would remain in the FMP, and the Council 
and NMFS would continue to manage all of the species in the FMU by setting biennial harvest 
specifications of annual catch limits (ACL) and management measures. Stocks for those species that have 
not yet been defined via A31 and A35 would remain undefined. The Council and NMFS would continue 
to monitor catches of all species. Stock assessments would continue to occur; however, stock status 
determinations would not be made for species whose stock(s) have not been previously defined. 

Alternative 1 identifies a species and its stocks as in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. 
Species (or select stocks of species) are retained in the FMP and their stocks are defined. Alternative 1 
was adopted as PPA for seven species or stocks of species (black, blue, copper, deacon, and quillback 
rockfishes, and cabezon and kelp greenling) in June 2025 and for two species (stripetail and rosethorn 
rockfishes) in March 2025; The Council is anticipated to adopt an FPA for these species in September 
2025. A group of 44 species were adopted under Alternative 1 as FPA in June 2025 and are therefore no 
longer under consideration in this component action. Any additional species or stocks adopted under 
Alternative 1 as FPA in September 2025 would be anticipated to be addressed in a separate rulemaking 
that would include those 44 species adopted under Alternative 1 in June 2025. Black, copper, and 
quillback rockfishes (under consideration for FPA in September 2025) also already had their stocks 
defined in A31 to the FMP.  
 
As introduced above, Alternative 1 results in the same expected impacts as the No Action alternative.  
Species adopted under Alternative 1 would be actively managed stocks by the Council. Status for stocks 
of these species could be determined, NMFS would complete assessments, and the species would be 
actively monitored. Additionally, management measures would be developed to attain but not exceed 
scientific based catch limits. These items would largely not apply to species adopted under Alternatives 2 
or 3. Thus, for those species adopted as PPA under Alternatives 2 and 3, a comparison of Alternative 1 to 
Alternatives 2 and 3 is not informative as Alternative 1 would retain the species and stock in the FMP and 
actively manage them, essentially replicating the comparison of Alternatives 2 and 3 to the No Action 
alternative; Alternative 2 would completely remove the species from the FMP and therefore not define 
stocks, and Alternative 3 would retain the species in the FMP as an EC component, not define its stocks, 
and not require active management of the species. Accordingly, this document evaluates and compares 
the No Action Alternative to Alternatives 2 and 3 for those species adopted as PPA under Alternatives 2 

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/part-600/section-600.305#p-600.305(c)
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and 3 in June 2025. The Council is anticipated to make an decision on which stocks are in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ and adopt an FPA for 42 species, in September 2025, once 
provided with the final version of the 10-Factor analysis (available in the Appendix to this document). If 
adjustments are made to the FPA from the PPA, any additional analysis required of species or stocks 
adopted under Alternatives 2 and 3 will be completed following FPA.  
 
The species and stocks adopted under both Alternatives 2 and 3 are those species and stocks found by the 
Council not be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. The guidance at 50 CFR 
600.305(c)(1) dictates that “Any stocks that are predominately caught in Federal waters and are 
overfished or subject to overfishing, or likely to become overfished or subject to overfishing, are 
considered to require conservation and management.” None of the species or stocks considered under 
Alternatives 2 or 3 in this action have been found by the Council to meet these criteria, following the 
thorough evaluation via the 10 Factors listed at 50 CFR 600.305(c)(4) (Agenda Item G2, Attachment XX, 
September 2025). Generally, species and stocks that are found not to require conservation and 
management in the EEZ do not have principal or significant mortality within  the Federal fishery (i.e., in 
the EEZ), do not have significant social or economic value tied to their catch in the EEZ, and do not have 
a particular biological or stock status concerns that would require Federal management in the EEZ 
(Agenda Item G2, Appendix to Attachment 1, September 2025).  
 
If a species or stock is determined not to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, based 
on the 10 Factors at Section 600.305(c), Councils may choose to identify those stocks as EC species (i.e., 
Alternative 3) within their FMP (50 CFR 600.305(c)(5)). EC species, as noted above, remain in the FMP 
and may be subject to limited management measures and monitoring, but, in general, are not subject to 
active Federal management or harvest specifications. This action differs from complete removal from the 
FMP in that there is potential for the Council to have the ability to recommend a limited suite of 
management measures for EC species: “Consistent with National Standard 9, MSA section 303(b)(12), 
and other applicable MSA sections, management measures can be adopted in order to, for example, 
collect data on the EC species, minimize bycatch or bycatch mortality of EC species, protect the 
associated role of EC species in the ecosystem, and/or to address other ecosystem issues” (50 CFR 
600.305(c)(5)). Still, NMFS would no longer be responsible to assess, determine stock status, or set 
specifications (OFL, ABC, ACLs, etc.) for those species designated as EC. Furthermore, stocks of these 
species would not be defined.   

If a species or stock of a species is removed from an FMP completely, the Council and NMFS will no 
longer be responsible for any management actions related to that species or stock. NMFS would no longer 
schedule or complete assessments for those species or stocks, and thus, OFLs, ABCs, and ACLs would 
not be calculated and their status would not be determined. Overall, the Council and NMFS would have 
very limited management authority over these species and stocks. Therefore, the key difference between 
Alternatives 2 and 3 lies in whether the possibility to apply a limited suite of Federal management 
measures would remain for certain species and stocks in the EEZ. For species and stocks adopted by the 
Council, and approved by NMFS, under both Alternatives 2 (removal) and 3 (designation as EC species), 
harvest specifications would not be set in the EEZ, which would also negate the need to generate stock 
assessments and stock status determinations. Table 7, below, summarizes these management outcomes for 
the species and stocks evaluated herein under No Action or Alternative 1 (same impacts expected), 
Alternative 2, and Alternative 3. 
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Table 7. Management outcomes for species if retained in the FMP (No Action or Alternative 1), if removed from the FMP 
completely (Alternative 2), or if designated as an EC species in Chapter 3 of the FMP (Alternative 3). 

 No Action/Alternative 1 
– Retain in the FMP  

Alternative 2 -   
Remove from the FMP 

Alternative 3 - 
Designate as EC species 

Remain in the FMP Yes No Yes 

Harvest Specifications Yes No No 

Stock Assessments Yes No No 

Can be Returned to 
Federal Management 

N/A Yes, via §600.305(c) 
analysis 

Yes, via §600.305(c) 
analysis 

Management Measures Yes No Yes 

 

2.7.1 Rationale for the Council’s Preliminary Preferred Alternative 

In June 2025, the Council selected their PPA for the action addressed in this document. The sections 
below detail the PPA. The No Action alternative is not shown as it is detailed above in section 2.1  
 
At their June 2025 meeting, the Council considered the 10 Factor analysis (Agenda Item E.6, 
Supplemental Attachment 2, June 2025), an SSC report (Agenda Item E.6.a Supplemental SSC Report 1, 
June 2025), a GMT report (Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental GMT Report 2, June 2025), a Tribal report 
(Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental Tribal Report 1, June 2025), and a GAP report (Agenda Item E.6.a 
Supplemental Revised GAP Report 1, June 2025) all of which evaluated 40 of the species in the FMP for 
the purpose of determining whether these species and their stocks are in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ; Depending upon that determination, the Council recommended whether these 
species and stocks should continue to be managed in the FMP (Alternative 1), removed from the FMP 
(Alternative 2), or designated as EC species (Alternative 3). In June 2025, the Council recommended 
adding two species (stripetail and rosethorn rockfishes) to the 10-Factor analysis in order to consider 
these species under Alternatives 2 and 3 for FPA at their September 2025 meeting (Agenda Item G.2, 
Appendix to Attachment 1, September 2025). These additional species increase the total number of 
species subjected to a thorough analysis under the 10 Factors outlined in National Standard Guidelines 
from 40 to 42.  For those species and stocks adopted as PPA under Alternatives 2 and 3, the Council 
preliminarily concluded, following the initial, draft 10-Factor analysis and relying upon recommendations 
from the GMT and the GAP, that 38 of these species or stocks of these species are not in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ (Agenda Item E.6.a Supplemental GMT Report 2, June 2025).  
 
Species Adopted under Alternative 1 
In June 2025, the Council adopted seven species (and/or stocks of species) as PPA under Alternative 1: 
(Tables 3 and 4).4 Black, copper, and quillback rockfishes have principal mortality in the EEZ off the 
coast of Washington and therefore meet the burden of Factor (ii) and Factor (iii), thus those factors 
suggest that these stocks should remain in the FMP. Black, copper, and quillback rockfish species were 
identified as having principal mortality (>25 percent) in Federal waters off Washington, and thus, for the 

 
4 These seven species are in addition to the two species adopted under Alternative 1 as PPA in March 2025 
(stripetail and rosethorn rockfishes, which are further evaluated via the 10 Factors in the appendix to this document) 
as well as the 44 species adopted under Alternative 1 as FPA in June 2025. 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gmt-report-2-gmt-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-tribal-report-1-tribal-report-on-40-groundfish-species-selected-for-additional-10-factor-analysis.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gap-report-1-gap-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gap-report-1-gap-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gmt-report-2-gmt-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
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purposes of the Phase 2 action, are considered principally caught by commercial and recreational fisheries 
operating in the EEZ off Washington (Factor (ii)). Additionally, as stocks of these species have principal 
mortality in Federal waters off Washington, the 10-Factor analysis suggests that FMP can improve or 
maintain their condition, as the jurisdiction of the FMP is limited to Federal waters (Factor (iii)). 
Accordingly, these findings suggest that removing these species and/or stocks of these species from the 
FMP (Alternative 2) or designating them as EC Species (Alternative 3) may not comport with the 
National Standards.  
 
Black, and quillback rockfish off Oregon, blue and deacon rockfish off Washington and Oregon, and 
copper rockfish off Oregon and Washington did not meet the burden of Factors (ii) and (iii). However, the 
Council adopted these species and specific stocks under Alternative 1 based on rationale rooted in the 
importance of these species to the socio-economic context of the nearshore commercial and recreational 
fisheries. Quillback rockfish off California did not meet Factors (ii) or (iii) but did have greater than 20% 
mortality in the EEZ off California, which is close to meeting the 25 percent threshold used to define 
principal mortality, as compared to other species and stocks considered for removal. 
 
Black rockfish is highly important to fishery participants in the Washington and Oregon recreational 
fisheries and in the Oregon commercial fishery. Blue, deacon, quillback, and copper rockfish are not 
target species themselves in the EEZ but are caught alongside these targets. Blue and deacon rockfish co-
occur with black rockfish and can form some mixed school and are caught together commonly. However, 
this mixing likely occurs in areas where the fishery catches both, which would be principally in state 
waters and the spatial proportions of catch between black rockfish and blue and deacon rockfishes are 
quite different off of Washington; it still remains that based on the spatial analyses of mortality, there are 
expected to be more areas in the EEZ where black rockfish are caught, but blue/deacon rockfish are not. 
Copper and quillback rockfishes are of concern as they are vulnerable to being overfished (Cope et al, 
2013). Recent research on deacon rockfish (Ramuson et. al. 2021)  was also cited to demonstrate that 
deacon rockfish does have an offshore, unexploited section of its stock, which is currently not accessed 
due to the rockfish conservation area (RCA) restrictions. 
 
Further, while these species are principally caught in state waters (save for black and quillback rockfish 
off Washington), this distribution could be due to depth restrictions on the nearshore fishery since the 
creation of RCAs. The lack of harvest of these species in the EEZ may be more of a reflection of 
regulation rather than biomass. Thus, while the 10-Factor analysis describes the current area of principal 
mortality for these species as within state jurisdiction, there is an expectation by the Council that the RCA 
will be reduced and fishing may expand into depths currently not allowed. If regulatory closures were to 
be lifted in the future and aspects of the fishery moved into new areas as a result (or for other reasons) it is 
reasonable to anticipate that catch of species that are currently caught with at least 25 percent of their 
mortality in the EEZ could be likely to shift to such a degree that catch of such species would ultimately 
be predominantly in the EEZ. Conversely, for species with less than 25 percent mortality currently 
occurring in the EEZ, it is not anticipated that spatial catch would shift to such a degree as to lead to 
mortality occurring predominantly in the EEZ, even with future regulatory closures being lifted or other 
factors (such as efforts to develop a fishery in the EEZ) being considered.  
 
Overall, in June 2025, the Council determined that the consideration of certain socio-economic factors are 
sufficient such that stocks of these species should be found to be in need of conservation and management 
in the EEZ in the areas specified in the PPA, and adopted under alternative 1. Black, copper, and 
quillback rockfishes, kelp greenling, and cabezon off of Washington are also important components of the 
Treaty Tribe’s fishery, as noted in their report (Agenda Item E.6.a Tribal Report 1, June 2025). The 
species and stocks adopted as PPA under Alternative 1 in June 2025 are not further analyzed within this 
document, which pertains to species adopted under Alternatives 2 and 3. If the Council were to adjust 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-tribal-report-1-tribal-report-on-40-groundfish-species-selected-for-additional-10-factor-analysis.pdf/
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their FPA decision for any of these species, and include them as FPA under Alternatives 2 or 3, the 
subsequent, final EA would include such an analysis. 
 
Ensuring Consistent Rationale for the adoption of an FPA 
With the exception of black, copper, and quillback rockfish off the coast of Washington, adoption of the 
subset of species evaluated in this document as PPA under Alternative 1 (black rockfish off Oregon, 
blue/deacon rockfish off Oregon and Washington, quillback rockfish off California and Oregon, cabezon, 
and kelp greenling) is inconsistent with the other PPA decisions made by the Council. The analysis of 
Factors (ii) and (iii) is central to understanding this inconsistency.  In regard to Factor (ii), which, in turn, 
informs analysis of Factor (iii), black, copper, and quillback rockfish off the coast of Washington meet or 
exceed the 25 percent threshold used to identify the area of principal mortality and whether a stock or 
species is ‘caught’ by the Federal fishery. Off the Coast of California, the Council adopted all 22 species 
with principal mortality less than 25 percent in Federal waters under either Alternative 2 or Alternative 3. 
Off the coast of Oregon, the Council adopted 9 of the 14 species with principal mortality less than 25 
percent in Federal waters under either Alternative 2 or Alternative 3.  Off the coast of Washington, the 
Council adopted four of the eight species with principal mortality less than 25 percent in Federal waters 
under either Alternative 2 or Alternative 3. Black, copper, and quillback rockfish off the coast of 
Washington meet or exceed the 25 percent threshold used to identify principal mortality in the EEZ, 
indicating that they are caught in the Federal fishery. By contrast, all other species or stocks of species 
adopted under Alternative 1 – including black, blue, copper and deacon rockfish off Oregon, blue 
rockfish, cabezon, and kelp greenling off Washington, and quillback rockfish off Oregon and California – 
fail to meet the 25 percent threshold of mortality in the EEZ. Tables 8-9, below detail the proportion of 
non-Tribal commercial and recreational fishery mortality in the EEZ off each West Coast state for species 
adopted under Alternative 1 for PPA. For instance, off Oregon, black, blue, copper, and deacon rockfish 
have less than 5 percent of their mortality located in the EEZ. In addition, blue rockfish, cabezon, and 
kelp greenling have principal mortality in state waters off Washington. Lastly, quillback rockfish has 
mortality of about 6 percent and 20 percent off Oregon and California, respectively. Thus, the FMP could 
only maintain or improve the condition of black, copper, and quillback rockfish off the coast of 
Washington as these are the only stocks of species, among all species adopted under Alternative 1 for 
PPA that are considered ‘caught in the [Federal] fishery.’ 

An additional consideration for copper rockfish is its previous stock definition (via A31) which delineates 
a California and an Oregon/Washington stock. A31 defined stock units, including geographic delineations 
within the jurisdiction of the FMP, for a number of groundfish species, including black, copper, and 
quillback rockfishes, based on BSIA. Black and quillback rockfishes are defined as three stocks, by state 
(i.e., there is a Washington, Oregon, and California stock for each species). Copper rockfish stock units 
are, on the other hand, defined as north and south of 42° N. lat.; meaning there is an Oregon/Washington 
stock and California stock of copper rockfish. The existing delineation of an Oregon/Washington stock 
generates a need to consider area of mortality by stock for this species. While principal mortality of 
copper rockfish off Washington is in the EEZ, this mortality is small (0.87 mt) and limited to the 
recreational sector, and when combined with mortality off Oregon, total mortality off Washington/Oregon 
is principally in state waters, with only 10.63 percent mortality in the EEZ. 
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Table 8. Cabezon and kelp greenling rockfish mortality in commercial (comm) and recreational (rec) fisheries in the Exclusive 
Economic Zone (EEZ), i.e., Federal waters, off the coasts of each West Coast State.  

State   Species  

Comm 
EEZ 
mean 
weight 
(mt)  

% in 
EEZ 
Comm  

  Rec 
EEZ 
mean 
weight 
(mt)  

% in 
EEZ 
Rec  

  

EEZ 
mean 
weight  

% in 
EEZ  

California  

Cabezon  1.18  5.1%    1.74  7.3%    2.92  6.2%  

Kelp 
Greenling  0.00  0.0%    0.16  4.8%  

  
0.16  2.8%  

Oregon  

Cabezon  1.14  4.2%    0.41  2.9%    1.56  3.8%  

Kelp 
Greenling  

0.33  
3.4%    0.13  3.9%  

  
0.46  3.5%  

Washington  

Cabezon  0.00  0.0%    0.91  9.3%    0.91  9.3%  

Kelp 
Greenling  0.00  0.0%    0.07  3.7%  

  
0.07  3.7%  

  

Table 9. Mortality of black, blue, copper, deacon, and quillback rockfishes in commercial and recreational fisheries in the 
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), i.e., Federal waters, off the coasts of each West Coast State.  

State  Species  

Comm 
EEZ 
mean 
weight 
(mt)  

% in 
EEZ 
Comm  

  Rec 
EEZ 
mean 
weight 
(mt)  

% in 
EEZ 
Rec  

  

EEZ 
mean 
weight  

% in 
EEZ  

California  

Black 
rockfish  0.38  0.9%    13.84  9.7%  

  
14.22  7.7%  

Blue 
rockfish  1.00  5.6%    11.36  7.6%  

  
12.36  7.4%  

Copper 
rockfish  1.99  14.0%    17.69  16.4%  

  
19.68  16.1%  

Quillback 
rockfish  0.55  15.1%    1.96  22.5%  

  
2.51  20.3%  

                    

Oregon  

Black 
rockfish  

2.79  
2.4%    8.53  2.7%  

  
11.32  2.6%  

Blue 
rockfish  

0.17  
2.4%    0.15  3.1%  

  
0.32  2.7%  
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Deacon 
rockfish5  

0.00  
0.0%    0.55  3.5%  

  
0.55  3.5%  

Copper 
rockfish  

0.05  
2.4%    0.34  4.9%  

  
0.39  4.3%  

Quillback 
rockfish  

0.13  
5.2%    0.43  6.8%  

  
0.56  6.4%  

                    

Washington  

Black 
rockfish  0.00  100.0%    89.20  42.0%  

  
89.20  42.0%  

Blue 
rockfish  0.00  0.0%    0.15  7.3%  

  
0.15  7.3%  

Copper 
rockfish  0.00  0.0%    0.87  30.7%  

  
0.87  30.7%  

Quillback 
rockfish  0.00  0.0%    1.09  45.9%  

  
1.09  45.9%  

  

In sum, the analysis of Factors (ii) and (iii) do not support a finding that blue/deacon rockfish, cabezon, 
kelp greenling, or black and quillback rockfishes off Oregon and California, or copper rockfish off 
Oregon/Washington and California are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ (Agenda 
Item G.2 Appendix to Attachment 1), September 2025).  Instead, the indication from these Factors is that 
the ability of the Council to manage and maintain or improve the condition of these species and stocks, 
through inclusion in the FMP, would be limited by its jurisdictional boundaries.  

The Councils adoption of these species and stocks as PPA under Alternative 1 relied, in part, on the 
GMT’s recommendations (Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental GMT report 2, June 2025), which supported 
adopting Alternative 1 as PPA for black, blue, copper, deacon, and quillback rockfishes off Oregon and 
Washington. The GMT noted that it considers black, copper, and quillback rockfishes off the coast of 
Washington to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ based on the 10 Factor analysis 
(Agenda Item E.6, Supplemental Attachment 2, June 2025), and, in particular, Factors (ii) and (iii), which 
the GMT assert indicate that these species have principal mortality in the EEZ and therefore suggest that 
the FMP can maintain or improve the condition of these species and their stocks. The GMT 
acknowledged that off the coasts of California and Oregon, however, where the area of principal mortality 
for these species is not in Federal waters, Factors (ii) and (iii) were not met; for these species in these 
particular areas, the analysis therefore indicates that they are not caught in the Federal fishery and the 
FMP is not likely to improve or maintain their condition. Accordingly, the GMT recommends Alternative 
2 for black, copper, and quillback rockfishes off the coast of California. However, this recommendation 
somewhat conflicts with their recommendation to adopt these species under Alternative 1 off the coast of 
Oregon. Social and economic considerations highlighted in Factors (iv) through (viii) were used to 
provide rationale supporting continued management of these species off the coast of Oregon in the FMP. 
In particular, blue/deacon and copper rockfish are considered important, target species caught alongside 
black rockfish. However, this characterization should be balanced with the analytical findings for Factors 
(ii) and (iii), which identified these species as not caught in the Federal fishery nor likely to be maintained 
or improved through management under the FMP. Furthermore, the findings of the Factor analysis should 
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be applied consistently across nearshore species, which are caught in the same fishery and share life 
history characteristics. Given that other nearshore species, such as brown rockfish coastwide and blue 
rockfish populations off California, were adopted under Alternative 2 as PPA, based on the initial results 
of the 10-Factor analysis, the same findings should apply to blue/deacon rockfish off Oregon and 
Washington, copper rockfish, and quillback rockfish off Oregon and California.  The same logic would 
also apply to kelp greenling and cabezon off Washington, though these species have additional Tribal 
importance to consider. For cabezon and kelp greenling, the Council opted not to follow the GMT’s 
recommendation, instead adopting the Tribal recommendation (Agenda Item E.6 Tribal Report 1, June 
2025), which found kelp greenling and cabezon to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ 
based on their importance in Tribal fisheries (Factor (v)). 

Table 10. Recommendations provided by the GMT, per their June 2025 report (Agenda Item E.6.a Supplemental GMT Report 2, 
June 2025). 

Species  

GMT Recommendation  

Alternative 1  Alternative 2  

Black rockfish   Oregon and 
Washington  

California  

Blue rockfish  Oregon and 
Washington  

California  

Cabezon  —  Coastwide  

Copper rockfish  Oregon and 
Washington  

California  

Deacon 
Rockfish  

Oregon and 
Washington  

California  

Kelp greenling  —  Coastwide  

Quillback 
rockfish  

Oregon and 
Washington  

California  

 

This discussion points to an overarching inconsistency: only black, copper, and quillback rockfish off 
Washington meet the conditions of Factors (ii) and (iii), yet other species and stocks of species with 
principal mortality in state waters were adopted under Alternative 1 as PPA. The recommendations of the 
GMT, and the Council’s justification for adopting Alternative 1 as PPA, rely on support from Factors (i) 
and (iv) through (viii). Analysis of these Factors indicates that there may be socioeconomic reasons for 
continued Federal management of these species off the particular states where they do not have principal 
mortality in the EEZ. However, the Council should further consider whether these socioeconomic Factors 
sufficiently apply to the minority landings in Federal waters, which is the only area where Federal 
management has jurisdiction, to warrant continued Federal management. The inconsistency in the current 
application of the weighting of the Factors, particularly across all nearshore species between Oregon and 
California, and the consideration of the socioeconomic Factors in the context of Federal jurisdiction is 
reflected in the Council’s inconsistency in its adoption of Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 as PPA for 
species with less than 25 percent mortality in the EEZ off each of the states. While the Factors should be 
applied to the context of the "specific circumstances, biological considerations, socio-economic concerns, 



 

GROUNDFISH STOCK DEFINITIONS, SEPTEMBER 2025 
27 

and available scientific information for a particular species and fishery” (§600.305(c)), the inconsistencies 
seen here apply to species caught within the same nearshore fishery and with similar life history 
characteristics. Therefore, this document recommends the Council consider how the Factors may be 
applied more consistently to support decision making on nearshore species off the coasts of Washington, 
Oregon, and California.  

In sum, the findings of the 10-Factor analysis indicate black (OR), blue (OR), copper (WA/OR – 
consistent with its current stock definition), deacon, quillback (OR and CA) rockfishes, cabezon, and kelp 
greenling may not be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ and may be a better fit under 
either Alternative 2 or Alternative 3. The findings of Factor (ii) demonstrate that these species and stocks 
have principal mortality in state waters and, as such, the FMP is not likely to improve or maintain their 
condition - per Factor (iii) - due to the jurisdictional limitations of the Council and NMFS. While black 
(OR), blue (OR), copper (WA/OR), deacon, quillback (OR and CA) rockfishes, cabezon, and kelp 
greenling are not analyzed under Alternatives 2 and 3 within this document, based on the Council’s PPA, 
if the Council were to adjust their decision for any of these species for their FPA, the subsequent, final 
EA would include such an analysis. Further, stripetail and rosethorn rockfishes, which are also under 
Council consideration for adjustment based on the results of the 10-Factor analysis presented in 
September 2025, could be added to the final version of the impact analysis, if adopted under Alternatives 
2 or 3 as FPA.  

Species adopted under Alternative 2 
The Council preliminarily identified certain species and stocks, as shown above in Table 5, as not in need 
of conservation and management in the EEZ and has recommended removal of these species and stocks 
from the FMP. While all of the 86 groundfish species evaluated were found to be important components 
of the marine environment (Factor (i)), and some were found to be important for socio-economic reasons 
to fishery participants (Factors (iv)-(vii)), for the species and stocks adopted as PPA under Alternative 2 
their  presence in the fishery within the EEZ was limited, as determined by the analysis of Factors (ii) and 
(iii). These species and stocks were found to be either principally caught in state waters, or to have low 
(or in some cases de minimis) annual fishing mortality in the EEZ; in both instances, these species and 
stocks are not considered ‘caught by the fishery’ (Factor (ii)), and the FMP is not likely to maintain or 
improve their condition (Factor (iii)). Further, while select species and stocks within this group were 
identified as target species (Factor (iv)), or as important to fishery participants (Factor (v)), based on the 
conclusions derived from Factors (ii) and (iii), targeting of these species and stocks occurs principally in 
state waters and the value derived from these species or stocks would come principally from fish caught 
in state waters. Lastly, considering Factor (x), California has a nearshore FMP that includes the nearshore 
species considered for removal off California; this creates a different governance situation for removal 
compared to Oregon. Overall, based on a wholistic evaluation of the 10 Factors at section 600.305(c), as 
well as any additional considerations relevant to the particular species or stock in question, it was 
concluded that these species and stocks are not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ and 
would be appropriate for removal from the FMP. 
 
Species adopted under Alternative 3 
The species and stocks that the Council adopted as PPA under Alternative 3 (Table 6) are species or 
stocks that were preliminarily found not to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, even 
though they were found to be principally caught in the EEZ, though in very low, or in some cases de 
minimis, amounts, on average, annually. Therefore, these species and stocks might be considered ‘caught 
by the fishery’ (Factor (ii)), but their level of annual mortality in the EEZ does not require continued 
Federal management. Some species, like flag, rosy, speckled, and tiger rockfish have very low mortality 
in the EEZ, but do have value to fishery participants when encountered. Therefore, there is a benefit to 
continuing to monitor these species as EC species, though they are not in need of continued active Federal 
management. Mexican and greenblotched rockfish were found to have recent upticks in mortality in the 
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EEZ (Factors (viii) and (ix)), which may continue to be monitored if designated as EC species. Lastly, 
bronzespotted rockfish is an example of a species that is rarely encountered but does currently have 
management measures in place to mitigate fishery impacts. If designated as an EC species, it would be 
possible to continue to apply management measures for bronzespotted rockfish and monitor its presence 
in the fishery, even if annual harvest specifications are not set.  
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3. Environmental Assessment 
The NOAA NEPA Companion Manual to NAO 216-6 lists the  required components for an 
environmental assessment. The purpose and need for this component of the larger Phase 2 stock 
definitions action is described in Chapter 1 and the alternatives in Chapter 2. This chapter addresses the 
probable environmental impacts of the specific component action and its alternatives (the economic 
impacts of this action presented in the Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) (Chapter 4). A list of agencies 
and persons consulted is included in Chapter 8. 

For each resource component, the analysis identifies information necessary to understand the affected 
environment, the potential impacts of each alternative, and criteria to evaluate the significance of these 
impacts. 

3.1 Methods 

3.1.1 Phase 2 Stock Definitions: §600.305(c) 10 Factor Analysis of 42 Groundfish Species and a 
Range of Alternatives to Support Council Decision-Making for a Final Preferred 
Alternative (Agenda Item G.2, Appendix to Attachment 1, September 2025). 

The NS Guidelines at 50 CFR 600.305(c)(1)(i)-(x) provide guidance for Councils to decide 
whether stocks require conservation and management in the EEZ. The ‘10 Factors’ found at 50 
CFR 600.305(c) and additional analytical considerations, as permitted by the Section 600.305(c) 
guidance, were analyzed for the species and stocks considered in this action in order for the 
Council to determine a PPA for each species or stock. The draft version of that analysis was 
presented to the Council in June 2025 (Agenda Item E.6, Supplemental Attachment 2, June 
2025). The final version of this analysis was updated for September 2025 and is provided as an 
appendix to this document (Agenda Item G.2, Appendix to Attachment 1, September 2025). 
These same 10 Factors, and the analysis that has been completed for this decision point (which is 
incorporated by reference and detailed above at Section 1.2), is also the basis upon which impacts 
of this action are analyzed. As described above in Section 1.2, the 10-Factor analysis considers 
biological, fishery, and socio-economic considerations of each species in the EEZ, covering the 
expected impacts of this action, if these species were to be removed from the FMP or designated 
as EC species in the FMP.  
 
Overall, the 10-Factor analysis provides sufficient information to evaluate the majority of the 
impacts anticipated from this action. Specifically, the 10-Factor analysis (1) defines which 
species are caught in, important to, and targeted in the commercial, recreational and Tribal fishery 
sectors, (2) evaluates the biological importance of a species or stock and the likelihood of the  
FMP’s ability to improve or maintain its condition, and (3) determines the proportion of the 
species’ or stock’s mortality that occurs in the EEZ, the management area of this action. 

 

3.1.2 Methods for Impact Analysis 

As species and stocks that are not in the FMP can still be caught, retained, and sold in commercial 
and recreational sectors (in the EEZ, and/or in state waters depending on state management 
decisions), the scope of impacts to analyze under this action is limited because this action is not 
anticipated to result in significant changes in fishing effort, timing, or location. This is 
particularly true for the Federal groundfish fishery off the West Coast, where, outside of a subset 
of species and stocks which are being retained for management in the FMP, the Federal fishery 
has a history of low attainment of catch limits. For the most part, impacts will not differ greatly 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
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from the status quo. Additionally, any future changes in individual allocations, reductions in 
quota pounds, or other changes in opportunity would be occur in and be driven by the 
development of biennial harvest specifications and management measures for the Federal fishery, 
the impacts of which are analyzed independently.  
The impacts of Alternative 1 were also not analyzed due to the similarity of impacts between 
Alternative 1 and the No Action alternative. Alternative 1, representing a largely administrative 
action, will be analyzed in a separate NEPA document. If the Council adjusts their decision-
making for FPA, and any species or stocks currently adopted under Alternative 1 as PPA are 
moved to Alternatives 2 or 3, those stocks or species will be added to this analysis following final 
action. 
 
Further economic analysis was completed to cover any expected impacts that the 10-Factor 
analysis did not account for, including impacts to individual fishing quotas (IFQs; See Sections 
3.2 and 3.3). The average annual contributions of the species and stocks considered under 
Alternatives 2 and 3 to their individual and complex ACLs were analyzed, using average annual 
mortality to calculate the typical percentage of a species’ or stock’s contribution. The impacts to 
the IFQ program upon a species’ or stock’s removal from the FMP or designation as an EC 
species (also removal from active management) were analyzed qualitatively. Potential reductions 
in quota shares and quota pounds and the impacts of those reductions were evaluated. 
 
The impacts to essential fish habitat (EFH) were summarized by evaluating the potential changes 
to EFH designations based on the species that are proposed for removal from the FMP. 

3.1.3 Documents Incorporated by Reference in this Analysis 

This EA relies heavily on the information and evaluation contained in previous environmental analyses, 
and these documents are incorporated by reference. The documents listed below contain information 
about the fishery management areas, fisheries, marine resources, ecosystem, social, and economic 
elements of the Federal groundfish fisheries. They also include comprehensive analysis of the effects of 
these fisheries on the human environment, and are referenced in the analysis of impacts throughout this 
chapter. 
 
Harvest Specifications and Management Measures for 2015-2016 and Bienniums Thereafter, Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (NMFS 2015). 

This EIS provides decision makers and the public an evaluation of the environmental, social, and 
economic effects of alternative harvest strategies for the federally managed West Coast groundfish 
fisheries and is referenced here for an understanding of the groundfish fishery. The EIS examines 
alternative harvest strategies that comply with Federal regulations, FMP, and the MSA. These 
strategies are applied using the best available scientific information to derive the annual catch limit 
(ALC) estimates for the West Coast groundfish fisheries. The EIS evaluates the effects of different 
alternatives on target species, non-specified species, forage species, prohibited species, marine 
mammals, seabirds, essential fish habitat, ecosystem relationships, and economic aspects of the 
groundfish fisheries. The 2025-2026 biennium was the fifth period tiered from the 2015 EIS. As 
such, the 2015 EIS is incorporated by reference as are EAs evaluating the 2017-2018, 2019-2020 
2021-2022, 2023-2024, and 2025-2026 bienniums, which hereafter are referenced as such. These 
documents are posted on the NOAA Fisheries website.  

As discussed in the 2015 EIS and each subsequent tiered document, the adoption and adjustment 
of regulations for managing the groundfish fishery (including harvest specifications and 

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/west-coast/laws-and-policies/groundfish-actions-nepa-documents
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management measures) are part of an ongoing, adaptive process. Changes in the type and intensity 
of environmental impacts tend not to differ substantially from one period to the next. 

Phase 2 Stock Definitions: §600.305(c) 10 Factor Analysis of 40 Groundfish Species and a Range of 
Alternatives to Support Council Decision-Making for a Preliminary Preferred Alternative (Agenda Item 
E.6 Supplemental Attachment 2 June 2025). 

As described in section 3.1.1, above, the ‘10 Factors’ found at 50 CFR 600.305(c) and additional 
analytical considerations, as permitted by the Section 600.305(c) guidance, were analyzed for the 
species considered in this action in order for the Council to determine a PPA for each species or 
stocks of species. The ‘10-Factor Analysis’ evaluates the biological, fishery, social, and economic 
reasons a species may be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. The analysis of 
each Factor and synthesis of all Factors was completed for each species considered in this action. 
The latest version of this analysis is available as an attachment to this document, posted in the 
September 2025 briefing book (Agenda Item G.2).  

 
A Proposed Framework Process and analysis in Support of a Range of Alternatives for the Phase 2 Stock 
Definitions Process (Agenda Item H.6, Supplemental Revised Attachment 1, March 2025). 
 

In March, 2025, the Council adopted a framework to identify species as principally caught in the 
EEZ using a 25 percent threshold, meaning 25 percent or more of fishery mortality occurs in the 
EEZ. This is considered a precautionary threshold value, selected based on how past management 
affected the diversity of catch in terms of state or Federal waters and how current and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions may further change the diversity of catch. 
 

Status of the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) 2025 

SAFE documents summarize the biological condition of managed stocks, stock complexes, and 
fisheries and the social and economic condition of the recreational and commercial fishing 
industries. The final SAFE document produced in conjunction with the EA evaluating the 2025-
2026 harvest specifications and management measures is available. An updated SAFE document 
will be produced to support the current biennial management cycle. Hereafter, references to the 
SAFE document are inclusive of the 2025 version and the updated version, as applicable. 

3.1.4 Resource Components Addressed in the Analysis 

The Pacific Coast groundfish fishery is considered a fully developed, mixed-stock fishery. Groundfish 
species are managed individually, or as complexes, depending on the species. Harvest specifications for 
stock complexes are set by summing up the contributions of individual stocks. Therefore, we evaluated 
the potential impact of not having the contributions from specific stocks as part of the stock complex. 
While some of the species considered in this action are managed within complexes (all species considered 
in this action except starry flounder and cabezon in California), none are considered ‘constraining 
species,’ or the weaker stocks whose status and attainment controls the opportunity to fish on the rest of 
the complex. The species considered for removal typically contribute little to their complexes in terms of 
mortality (Tables 11-17). Therefore, the removal or redesignation of any species currently considered 
under Alternatives 2 or 3 is expected to have a very limited scope of impact. Further, any changes in 
individual allocations, quota pounds, or other impacts of harvest specifications and management measures 
would be analyzed in terms of the implementation of the biennial harvest specifications.  

 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2024/08/status-of-the-pacific-coast-groundfish-fishery-stock-assessment-and-fishery-evaluation-july-2025.pdf/
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Table 11. The complex contributions of each species adopted under Alternative 2 and/or 3 in the Shelf Rockfish Complex North 
of 40° 10′ N. lat. and their percentage of the complex’s 1,330 metric ton (mt)annual catch limit (2025 harvest specifications).  

Species  
PPA 
Alternative  

Contribution to 
Complex (mt)  

Percent of 
Complex’s ACL  

Bronzespotted Rockfish  3  0.0  0.0%  

Chameleon Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  

Light Dusky Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  

Dwarf-red rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  

Flag Rockfish  3  0.06  0.04%  

Freckled Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  

Greenblotched Rockfish  3  0.99  0.07%  

Halfbanded Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  

Harlequin Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  

Honeycomb Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  

Mexican rockfish  3  0.0  0.0%  

Pink Rockfish  2  0.0  0.00%  

Pinkrose Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  

Pygmy Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  

Rosy Rockfish   3  2.36  0.18%  

Speckled Rockfish  3  0.13  0.01%  

Swordspine Rockfish  2  0.001  0.00006%  

Tiger Rockfish  3  0.75  0.06%  

Overall  4.3  0.32%  
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Table 12. The complex contributions of each species adopted under Alternative 2 and/or 3 in the Shelf Rockfish Complex South of 
40° 10′ N. lat. and their percentage of the complex’s 1,457 metric ton (mt) annual catch limit (2025 harvest specifications).  

Species  
PPA 
Alternative  

Contribution to 
Complex (mt)  

Percent of 
Complex’s ACL  

Bronzespotted Rockfish  3  2.84  0.2%  

Chameleon Rockfish  3  0.0  0.0%  

Light Dusky Rockfish  3  0.0  0.0%  

Dwarf-red rockfish  3  0.0  0.0%  

Flag Rockfish  3  18.22  1.2%  

Freckled Rockfish  3  0.0  0.0%  

Greenblotched Rockfish  3  18.00  0.%  

Halfbanded Rockfish  3  0.0  0.0%  

Harlequin Rockfish  3  0.0  0.0%  

Honeycomb Rockfish  3  7.68  0.5%  

Mexican rockfish  3  3.93  0.3%  

Pink Rockfish  3  1.95  0.1%  

Pinkrose Rockfish  3  0.0  0.0%  

Pygmy Rockfish  3  0.0  0.0%  

Rosy Rockfish   3  34.63  2.4%  

Speckled Rockfish  3  30.64  2.1%  

Swordspine Rockfish  3  11.06  0.8%  

Tiger Rockfish  3  0.03  0.0%  

Overall   128.96  8.9%  
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Table 13. The complex contributions of each species adopted under Alternative 2 and/or 3 in the Other Flatfish Complex and 
their percentage of the complex’s 7,974 metric ton (mt) annual catch limit (2025 harvest specifications).  

Species  
PPA 
Alternative  

Contribution to 
Complex (mt)  

Percent of 
Complex’s ACL  

Butter Sole  3  2.79  0.03%  

Curlfin Sole  3  4.96  0.06%  

Rock Sole  3  40.15  0.5%  

Sand Sole  3  465.47  5.8%  

Overall  513.37  6.4%  

  

Table 14. The complex contributions of each species adopted under Alternative 2 and/or 3 in the Other Fish Complex and their 
percentage of the complex’s 223 metric ton (mt) annual catch limit (2025 harvest specifications).  

Species  
PPA 
Alternative  

Contribution to 
Complex (mt)  

Percent of 
Complex’s ACL  

Leopard Shark  2  95.50  41.6%  

Kelp Greenling CA  2  130.00  58.4%  

Overall  222.51  100.0%  

 

Table 15. The 2025 cabezon (California) and starry flounder annual catch limit (ACL) for the area adopted under the 
Alternatives. These species are not in complexes.  

Species  
PPA 
Alternative  Area  ACL (mt)  

Cabezon CA 2  California  162  

Starry Flounder  2  Coastwide  392  
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Table 16. The complex contributions of each species adopted under Alternative 2 and/or 3 in the Nearshore Rockfish North 
Complex and their percentage of the complex’s 87.9 metric ton (mt) annual catch limit (2025 harvest specifications). 

Species  
PPA 
Alternative  

Contribution to 
Complex (mt)  

Percent of 
Complex’s ACL  

Black and Yellow/Gopher Rockfish  2  0.0  0%  

Blue Rockfish (CA)  2  27.72  31.54%  

Brown Rockfish  2  1.67  1.90%  

Calico Rockfish  2  0.00  0.0%  

China Rockfish  2  23.77  27.04%  

Copper Rockfish (CA)  2  6.9 7.85%  

Grass Rockfish  2  0.51  0.58%  

Kelp Rockfish  2  0.01  0.01%  

Olive Rockfish  2  0.25  0.28%  

Treefish  2  0.17  0.19%  

Overall  77.22  87.85%  

 

Table 17. The complex contributions of each species adopted under Alternative 2 and/or 3 in the Nearshore Rockfish South 
Complex and their percentage of the complex’s 932 metric ton (mt) annual catch limit (2025 harvest specifications).  

Species  
PPA 
Alternative  

Contribution to 
Complex (mt)  

Percent of 
Complex’s ACL  

Black and Yellow/Gopher Rockfish  2  130.36  13.99%  

Blue Rockfish (CA)  2  266.45  28.60%  

Brown Rockfish  2  142.94  15.34%  

Calico Rockfish  2  0.00  0.00%  

China Rockfish  2  13.96  1.50%  

Copper Rockfish  2  125.00  13.42%  

Grass Rockfish  2  46.39  4.98%  

Kelp Rockfish  2  21.52  2.31%  

Olive Rockfish  2  174.77  18.76%  

Treefish  2  10.29  1.10%  

Overall  931.68  100.0%  
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Federal jurisdiction over the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery is also limited to the EEZ. Harvest 
specifications recommended by the Council and implemented by the agency can only be enforced for the 
fishery in the EEZ. While the states often implement consistent actions for state waters based on Federal 
regulations, they do so independently. The NMFS has no authority to implement or enforce harvest limits 
or accountability measures for species or stocks in state waters. 

Resource Components 

Table 18 shows the components of the human environment and whether the proposed action and its 
alternatives have the potential to impact that resource component and thus require further analysis. 
Extensive environmental analysis on all resource components is not needed in this document because the 
proposed action is not anticipated to impact all resource components. The potential effects of the 
alternatives on the resource components would be caused by the removal of harvest specifications for the 
considered species and stocks, if removed from the FMP or designated as EC species, and the relaxation 
of potential constraints on the groundfish fisheries along the West Coast. The alternatives have the 
potential to affect groundfish, habitat, and economic and social components. The economic and social 
impacts are discussed in Chapters 4 and 5.  

This action would not substantially change the Federal groundfish management framework and resulting 
management intensity will not substantially change to create impacts on non-groundfish species or 
protected species beyond what was considered in the Environmental Assessment for the 2025-2026 
Pacific Coast Groundfish Biennial Harvest Specifications and Management Measures. The primary 
groundfish species for which fishery activity generates any protected species and non-groundfish species 
impacts are species that are expected to remain in the FMP under Alternative 1 and are not considered 
further under this action. Therefore, this analysis will not consider these resource components further.  

No effects are expected on marine mammals, seabirds, and essential fish habitat. No effect is presumed 
for these components because the anticipated impacts resulting from current fishing regulations (e.g., 
season and gear types), harvest limits, or regulations protecting habitat and important breeding areas, as 
described in previous NEPA documents (PFMC 2024), would not be changed by any of the alternatives. 
No effects are presumed for marine mammals because existing protection measures would not be 
changed, nor would allowable harvest amounts for important prey species. As a result, further analysis is 
included only for groundfish, habitat and social and economic components, the only resource components 
which the proposed action is anticipated to impact. Economic and social components are addressed in the 
Regulatory Impact Review in Chapter 4. 

Table 18. Resources potentially affected by the proposed action and alternatives. 

Groundfish 
Species 
Considered 
for Removal 
or EC 
designation 

All other 
Groundfish 
Species in 
the FMU  

Prohibited 
Species 

Marine 
Mammals Seabirds Essential Fish 

Habitat 

Social and 
Economic 
Resources 

Tribal and 
Cultural 
Resources 

Y Y N N N Y Y N 
N = no impact anticipated by each alternative on the component. 
Y = an impact is possible if each alternative is implemented. 
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3.2 Groundfish Species Considered For Removal or EC Designation 

3.2.1 Affected Environment 

Under the current management scheme, all stocks and species in the FMP are considered in FMU. The 
proposed action would reclassify some currently Federally managed groundfish species as EC species or 
would remove certain species and stocks from Federal management and the FMP. Such removal would 
remove these species and stocks from the process of setting biennial harvest specifications in the future. 
NMFS would also have limited authority to implement accountability measures for species and stocks 
removed from the FMP. This resource component includes the species themselves, as well as their role in 
the groundfish fishery; for instance, fishery operations and value tied to these species as well as current 
groundfish management as it relates to these species. 

3.2.2 Effects of the Alternatives 

Overall, there are very few demonstrable impacts from this action. Although the proposed action would 
remove a number of species and stocks of groundfish species from Federal management, and designate 
other species as EC species, this action is not anticipated to result in consequential changes in fishing 
effort, location, timing, gear type, or other existing harvest specification or management measure. Thus, 
the potential impacts from this action would not differ greatly from the current impacts of status quo 
management. Further, any future changes in species or stock allocations, reductions in quota pounds, or 
other changes in opportunity would occur as part of a future biennial harvest specifications process and 
analyzed accordingly. This action has the potential to reduce the management burden of the Federal 
groundfish fishery on both the Council and NMFS. Species adopted under either Alternative 2 or 
Alternative 3 would no longer be assessed, which could reduce workload on assessors and thus improve 
the efficiency of assessing managed species and their stocks. Most likely, that change would result in 
better meeting the assessment target frequencies for the stocks remaining in the FMP as managed stocks, 
which would be likely to better meet the overall management objectives for the fishery, because there has 
long been a substantial mismatch between the need for groundfish assessments and the resources 
available to do so. This action will result in changes to the composition of stock complexes; however, 
revisions to stock complexes relating to the species that remain under Council and NMFS management 
authority are planned as the next step in Phase 2.  

Overall, this action would right-size the Federal management relative to the fisheries in Federal 
jurisdiction. As is specified under the MSA, the states could manage fisheries occurring in state waters. 
This would represent a shift from current science and management roles and responsibilities. However, it 
would bring the Groundfish FMP better in line with the jurisdictional limits provided for in the MSA. 
With removal of species from the FMP, consistent with 306(3)(A)(i) in the MSA, the states could choose 
to manage these species in the EEZ as well as in state waters; however, there is no mandate for the states 
to do so. This action could increase the management burden on the states. It may, at least initially, 
increase the enforcement and/or fishery participant burden, as many of the species adopted under any of 
these alternatives co-occur in the fishery and cannot be targeted as isolated species. Species adopted under 
Alternative 2 and/or Alternative 3 also have the potential to be retained, which may create industry, 
angler, and enforcement confusion over bag limits, jurisdictional enforcement, etc.   

3.2.2.1 Potential Effects of No Action 
 
Under No Action, current management of Pacific Coast groundfish fishery, which includes ACLs and 
management measures, would continue to occur in Federal waters, through the FMP, for all species and 
stocks currently managed in the FMP. The potential impacts of Federal actions related to the Pacific 
Coast groundfish fishery, including the implementation of the FMP to set harvest specifications, would be 
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analyzed on an action-by-action basis, including via the biennial harvest specifications process. NMFS 
develops NEPA analyses to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the proposed ACLs and 
management measures as part of the biennial harvest specifications process, and as needed for other 
groundfish actions. Recent NEPA analyses have determined that there are no significant impacts from the 
Federal groundfish fisheries (PFMC 2024). 
 
3.2.2.2 Potential Effects of Alternative 2 (Species identified as not in need of conservation and will be 

removed from the FMP.) 
 
Overall, no significant impacts are expected for groundfish species considered for removal from the FMP 
compared to No Action. Changes to active Federal management and any subsequent potential effects on 
fishery operations are the primary considerations under Alternative 2, which removes a species or stock 
from the Groundfish FMP.  
 
Under the PPA adopted by the Council in June 2025, the species and stocks of species in Table 5 would 
be removed from the groundfish FMP 
 
Table 19. Species and stocks considered for removal (per June 2025 PPA) and subject to changes in active management along 
with their average combined non-Tribal commercial and recreational sector annual mortality in metric tones (mt) and average 
proportion of mortality located in the EEZ in the area considered for removal for years 2018-2019 and 2021-23. If state not 
specified, removal from the FMP and metrics on mortality are coastwide. 

Species Average Annual 
Mortality in the EEZ 

Average % Mortality 
in the EEZ 

Black and yellow rockfish 0.5 2.5% 
Black rockfish (CA) 14.22 7.7% 
Blue rockfish (CA) 12.36 7.4% 
Brown rockfish 16.10 15.8% 
Cabezon (OR/CA) OR CA OR CA 

1.56 2.92 3.8% 6.2% 
Calico rockfish 0.08 17.2% 
Chameleon rockfish 0.01 100% 
China rockfish 2.09 8.8% 
Copper rockfish (CA) 19.68 16.1% 
Dwarf-red rockfish 0 0% 
Freckled rockfish 0.01 45.8% 
Gopher rockfish 2.43 3.4% 
Grass rockfish 0.13 1.1% 
Halfbanded rockfish 1.19 55.1% 
Harlequin rockfish 0.003 100% 
Honeycomb rockfish 1.55 47.6% 
Kelp greenling (OR/CA) OR CA OR CA 

0.46 0.16 3.5% 2.8% 
Kelp rockfish 0.32 6.3% 
Leopard shark 0.19 3.4% 
Light dusky rockfish 0 0% 
Olive rockfish 4.03 10.2% 
Pink rockfish 0.01 100% 
Pinkrose rockfish 0.004 100% 
Pygmy rockfish 0.004 100% 
Swordspine rockfish 0.24 88.2% 
Treefish  0.95 9.2% 

 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/2025-26-groundfish-harvest-specifications-and-management-measure-environmental-assessment.pdf/
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If a species or stock is no longer included in the Groundfish FMP, the NMFS would no longer be 
responsible for developing harvest specifications, including annual catch limits (ACLs), or management 
measures for that species or stock in the EEZ. As the agency’s jurisdiction only applies to the EEZ, this 
change would only apply to the EEZ. While states often implement measures consistent with Federal 
management measures in state waters, they do so independently. The states’ ability to manage and 
conserve groundfish species and stocks within state waters would not change based on this action. 
 
There is little anticipated impact on the groundfish species and stocks considered for removal from 
Federal management for two main reasons: (1) these species and stocks are principally caught in state 
waters and/or have very low mortality in Federal waters and (2) many of these species and stocks are 
managed within stock complexes, and are therefore not managed to species- or stock- specific ACLs. 
 
Overall, groundfish fishing operations in the EEZ, including effort, location, and timing of fishing in the 
EEZ are not expected to change as a result of the proposed removal of certain groundfish species from the 
FMP. Based on the results of the 10-Factor analysis, these species are not considered ‘caught in the 
fishery’ in the EEZ. Each of the species considered for removal from the FMP has principal mortality in 
state waters or has very low (in some cases de minimis) mortality in the EEZ. Dwarf-red and light dusky 
rockfish have zero recent recorded fishery mortality in the EEZ. Several species adopted under 
Alternative 2 are considered targets and important to fishery participants in commercial, recreational, and 
Tribal fisheries, including black and yellow, gopher, grass, kelp, copper, blue, deacon, brown, and black 
rockfishes, as well as cabezon and kelp greenling. However, these species are principally targeted and 
caught in state waters. Table 19, above, details the average combined non-Tribal commercial and 
recreational sector mortality, at the scale proposed for removal from the FMP, and the average percent of 
mortality located in the EEZ, for each species or stock considered for removal from Federal management. 
Several species considered for removal from the FMP are principally caught in the EEZ, but have very 
low average annual mortality (see Table 19). Based on the 10-Factor analysis, it was also concluded that 
these species are not important to Federal fishery participants; diminutive shelf rockfish, for example, are 
mostly discarded. Therefore, in sum, there is not expected to be any significant change in fishery 
operations that would impact the species or stocks considered for removal from management in the EEZ 
and hence an insignificant effect on the groundfish fishery overall. 
 
Further, the small amount of catch of the species considered for removal that does occur in the EEZ is 
currently managed within the context of a mixed-stock fishery. Much of the Pacific Coast groundfish 
fishery is managed via complexes, without individual, specific ACLs set for each co-occurring species in 
a complex. As described in section 3.2.1, and shown in Tables 11-17, as a whole, the species considered 
for removal see marginal attainment contributions to the overall ACLs of their respective complexes. The 
exceptions to this generalization, among species considered for removal, include blue rockfish off 
California and China rockfish, which contributed greater than 25 percent to the attainment of their 
respective complex ACLs in 2025. However, the principal mortality of each of these species is located in 
state waters, where the authority of NMFS to implement or enforce accountability measures is already 
restricted. 
 
Nearshore species, including black and yellow, China, gopher, grass, kelp, black, blue, brown, copper, 
quillback, and olive rockfishes, treefish, cabezon, and kelp greenling, are important to commercial and 
recreational sectors, but are principally caught in state waters (exception being stocks of black, copper, 
and quillback rockfish off Washington are principally caught in the EEZ). While removal from the FMP 
would mean NMFS is no longer responsible for developing harvest specifications, ACLs, or management 
measures for the groundfish species under consideration for removal in this action, the states would not be 
limited by this action in terms of their independent ability to implement harvest limits and management 
measures in state waters. Currently, the states typically implement measures consistent with Federal 
regulations in state waters. However, this may be done independently from Federal action or influence. 
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Nearshore species, which are principally caught in state waters, are also already managed by nearshore 
permits off Oregon or a nearshore fishery management plan off California, as was summarized in the 
evaluation of Factor (x). This action would not limit the states’ ability to implement these permits and 
plans in their respective state waters. Washington does not have a state FMP or commercial fishery for 
nearshore rockfish. However, only brown and calico rockfish are proposed for removal from the FMP off 
Washington.5 Therefore, potential changes in state management that would be required to implement 
conservation and management measures in the waters off Washington would be limited to these two 
species. Section 3.9 of the 10-Factor analysis details the state measures that apply to species considered in 
this action in state waters (Factor (x)).  
 
In terms of impacts to scientific monitoring of the species considered for removal, upon removal of a 
species or stock of a species from the FMP, NMFS would no longer be responsible for collecting data to 
monitor and assess these species or stocks. As a result, data would be limited to the mortality data 
collected by fisheries observers (WCGOP) in their basic monitoring of all catch on observed vessels in 
the EEZ. State fisheries are not observed by Federal observers and the Council will not collect discard 
data in state waters for species removed from the FMP. Several species proposed for removal, including 
calico, chameleon, dwarf-red, freckled, halfbanded, harlequin, light dusky, pink, pinkrose, pygmy, and 
swordspine rockfishes, are not currently assessed, regardless, due to a paucity of information available on 
these species. Therefore, for these species, there would be little change from the status quo under the No 
Action Alternative if removed from the FMP. If data collected from the WCGOP ever does indicate an 
uptick in landings of species or stock not managed in the FMP, the Council may request an analysis to 
consider bringing that species into (or back into) the FMP. 
 
Finally, a fishery impact to consider under Alternative 2 is the impact to the shorebased IFQ sector.  The 
IFQ sector is managed via quota shares (QS), which allocate a percentage of the IFQ allocation to the QS 
owner.  QS accounts are then issued corresponding quota pounds (QPs), which are moved into vessel 
accounts for use in accountability for landings and discards.  There are accumulation limits for both QS 
(both for individual IFQ species/complexes and for non-whiting species overall) as well as an annual 
vessel limit for each species, and all non-whiting species overall, which dictates how much a vessel can 
harvest each year.  The IFQ stocks and complexes that may be impacted by this action include the Shelf 
Rockfish North complex, the Shelf Rockfish South complex, the Other Flatfish complex, and starry 
flounder (individual stock). 
 
As described in this analysis, the harvest specifications for stock complexes are set by summing up the 
contributions of individual stocks. Therefore, by removing stocks from the FMP, or redesignating them as 
EC, those stocks would no longer contribute to a stock complex’s harvest specification setting. That 
would mean the stock complex harvest limits would be lower.  
 
As shown in Table 20, below, from 2015-2024, only one vessel took over 90 percent of an individual 
vessel limit of one of the four stocks or complexes with IFQ impacted by this action. Few vessel accounts 
take more than 50 percent in any one year, with no vessel accounts taking more than 25 percent of an 
annual vessel limit for starry flounder or the Other Flatfish complex. 
 
 

 

 
5 Only brown and calico rockfish are proposed for removal from the FMP off Washington, per the PPA. This could 
change if the Council makes adjustments in their decisions on nearshore species at FPA.  
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Table 20. Number of Vessel Accounts by Percent Attainment from 2015 through 2024, by IFQ complex or share: Other flatfish 
(Other FF), Shelf Rockfish North (Shelf RF N), Shelf Rockfish South (Shelf RF S), and Starry Flounder 

 Attainment 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

Other FF 
0 84 102 83 76 75 83 71 69 75 74 

0-25% 79 73 83 75 82 74 73 71 68 61 

Shelf RF N 

0 97 103 93 75 80 89 80 70 80 79 

0-25% 66 72 71 73 70 61 57 66 57 51 

26-50% 0 0 1 1 4 2 3 3 4 4 

51-75% 0 0 1 2 3 4 2 0 2 0 

75%+ 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 1 

Shelf RF S 

0 152 167 155 144 149 146 132 129 130 125 

0-25% 11 8 11 7 8 10 9 11 10 8 

26-50% 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 2 1 

51-75% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

75%+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Starry 
Flounder 

0 148 159 154 140 149 141 138 134 133 128 

0-25% 15 16 12 11 8 16 6 6 10 7 
 
 
Starting in 2020, there has been an increase in the number of vessels attaining a higher percentage of the 
annual vessel limit for both shelf complexes, which aligns with both the opening of the trawl RCA 
(increasing access to shelf stocks), as well as the decline in the overall ACLs starting in 2021 (which was 
the first biennium with the implementation of the time varying sigma, which resulted in lower ACLs and 
allocations overall). (See Agenda Item E.7.a, Supplemental Attachment 1, June 2025 for more details.)  
These reductions in ACLs and allocations can be seen in the decline of annual vessel limits over the time 
series, meaning that even if absolute catch levels were to stay the same the percent attainment of the 
annual vessel limits would increase. 
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Figure 1. Change in annual vessel limits from 2015-2024 of affected IFQ complexes or shares: Other flatfish (Other FF), Shelf 
Rockfish North (Shelf RF N), Shelf Rockfish South (Shelf RF S), and Starry Flounder 

 
In comparison, removal of the species adopted under Alternative 2 from the FMP would impact about 
0.08% of the attainment of the Shelf Rockfish Complex North and 2.13 percent of the attainment of Shelf 
Rockfish Complex South, based on the 2025 harvest specifications (see Tables 21-22). Thus, it is unlikely 
overall that the removal of the species and stocks adopted as PPA under Alternative 2 from the FMP 
would cause any significant constraints on the ability of vessels to access their allocated QPs. Further, any 
future changes to allocations or shares would be implemented under the Council’s biennial harvest 
specifications process and would be analyzed accordingly. 
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Table 21. The complex contributions of each species adopted under Alternative 2 in the Shelf Rockfish Complex North of 40° 10′ 
N. lat. and their percentage of the complex’s 1,316 metric ton (mt)annual catch limit (2025 harvest specifications).  

Species  
PPA 
Alternative  

Contribution to 
Complex (mt)  

Percent of 
Complex’s ACL  

Chameleon Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  
Light Dusky Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  
Dwarf-red rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  
Freckled Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  
Greenblotched Rockfish  3  0.99  0.08%  
Halfbanded Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  
Harlequin Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  
Pink Rockfish  2  0.0  0.00%  
Pinkrose Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  
Pygmy Rockfish  2  0.0  0.0%  
Swordspine Rockfish  2  0.001  0.00006%  
Overall  0.99  0.08%  
 
Table 22. The complex contributions of each species adopted under Alternative 2 and/or 3 in the Shelf Rockfish Complex South of 
40° 10′ N. lat. and their percentage of the complex’s 1,455 metric ton (mt) annual catch limit (2025 harvest specifications).  

Species  
PPA 
Alternative  

Contribution to 
Complex (mt)  

Percent of 
Complex’s ACL  

Chameleon Rockfish  2 0.0  0.0%  
Light Dusky Rockfish  2 0.0  0.0%  
Dwarf-red rockfish  2 0.0  0.0%  
Freckled Rockfish  2 0.0  0.0%  
Greenblotched Rockfish  2 18.00  1.24%  
Halfbanded Rockfish  2 0.0  0.0%  
Harlequin Rockfish  2 0.0  0.0%  
Pink Rockfish  2 1.95  0.13%  
Pinkrose Rockfish  2 0.0  0.0%  
Pygmy Rockfish  2 0.0  0.0%  
Swordspine Rockfish  2 11.06  0.76%  
Overall   31.01  2.13%  
 
 
3.2.2.3 Potential Effects of Alternative 3 (Species identified as not in need of conservation and will be 

designated as an EC species the FMP.)  
 
Overall, no significant impacts are expected for groundfish species considered for designation as EC 
species compared to No Action. Changes to active Federal management and subsequent potential effects 
on fishery operations are the primary considerations under Alternative 3, which would remove a species 
from active Federal management and designates it as an EC species in Chapter 3 of the FMP. 
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Under the PPA adopted by the Council in June 2025, the species in Table 23 would be designated as EC 
species in the FMP. 
 
Table 23. Species considered for removal and subject to changes in active management along with their average combined non-
Tribal commercial and recreational sector annual mortality in metric tons (mt) and average proportion of mortality located in 
the EEZ in the area considered for removal for years 2018-2019 and 2021-23. If state not specified, removal from the FMP and 
metrics on mortality are coastwide. Starry flounder is the only species considered for removal from active management in this 
action that is not managed within a complex. 

Species Average Annual Mortality in 
the EEZ (mt) 

Average % Mortality in the 
EEZ 

Bronzespotted rockfish 0.11 100% 
Flag rockfish 4.03 44.8% 
Greenblotched rockfish 9.18 90.6% 
Rosy rockfish 2.72 24.2% 
Speckled rockfish 5.17 62.8% 
Tiger rockfish 0.67 27.2% 
Mexican rockfish 9.71 93.7% 
Butter sole 0.01 66.7% 
Curlfin sole 0.55 98.0% 
Rock sole 1.35 48.7% 
Sand sole 1.26 74.4% 
Starry flounder 1.91 71.3% 

 
If a species is designated as an EC species, the NMFS would no longer be responsible for developing 
harvest specifications, including annual catch limits (ACLs), for that species in the EEZ. NMFS would 
have the authority to monitor the species or stock and to develop and implement limited management 
measures for EC species within the EEZ. 
 
There is little anticipated impact on the groundfish species considered for EC designation under this 
action for several reasons: (1) low presence in the Federal fishery, (2) many of these species are managed 
within stock complexes and are therefore not managed to species- or stock- specific ACLs, and (3) the 
Council and NMFS retain the ability to monitor and apply a suite of management measures for EC 
species. 
 
Overall, groundfish fishing operations in the EEZ, including effort, location, and timing of fishing in the 
EEZ are not expected to change as a result of the proposed EC designation of certain groundfish species. 
Based on the results of the 10-Factor analysis, while these species are considered ‘caught in the fishery’, 
in that they are principally caught in the EEZ, they have very low, or in some cases, de minimis, recorded 
fishery mortality (see Table 23). Based on the 10-Factor analysis, no species or stocks adopted as PPA 
under Alternative 3 are considered targets or important to fishery participants in commercial, recreational, 
and Tribal fisheries. Certain larger-bodied shelf rockfish considered for EC designation (flag, rosy, 
speckled, bronzespotted rockfishes) may be retained and valued when caught, particularly in recreational 
sectors; however, these species are encountered too infrequently to be considered important to 
commercial or recreational sectors, overall. Greenblotched and Mexican rockfishes were shown to have 
recent upticks in commercial fishery mortality (see the analysis of Factors (viii) and (ix) in Section 3.8 of 
the 10-Factor analysis, available in the Appendix to this document); meaning that despite low present 
importance to fishery participants, there is a potential for growing presence in the fishery. A developing 
fishery within the EEZ for these species could be monitored, however, and the decision to designate these 
species as EC species revisited in the future, as appropriate. Lastly, flatfish considered for EC 
designation, including butter sole, curlfin sole, rock sole, sand sole, and starry flounder, are no longer 
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considered important to the Federal fishery after a downturn in market demand for these species many 
years ago. Although the mortality of these species is principally located in the EEZ, and for rock sole, 
sand sole, and starry flounder averages over 1 mt per year, no changes are expected in fishery operations 
to target these species unless there is a change in market conditions. Overall, based on the 10-Factor 
analysis, it was concluded that, while these species are caught in low amounts in the EEZ, they are not 
important to Federal fishery participants and there is not expected to be any change in fishery operations 
that would impact the species or stocks considered for EC designation based on this action. 
 
Further, as described above, the small amount of catch of the species and stocks considered for EC 
designation that occurs in the EEZ is currently managed within the context of a mixed-stock fishery. All 
groundfish species proposed under Alternative 3, with the exception of starry flounder, are currently 
managed via stock complexes. Stock complexes are comprised of multiple species or components. 
Species in complexes are not managed to individual harvest specifications of the component species, 
rather complexes are managed to the sum of all component species’ OFL, ABC, ACL, i.e., the 
management unit is the complex and not the component species or stock. As described in section 3.2.1 
and, and shown in Tables 11-17, as a whole, the species and stocks considered for designation as EC 
species see marginal attainment contributions to the overall ACLs of their respective complexes.  
 
In terms of impacts to scientific monitoring of the species and stocks considered for EC designation, 
NMFS would no longer be responsible for active management of these species, including collection of 
data for assessments and stock status determinations. NMFS would, however, still retain the authority to 
monitor mortality and status of the species in the EEZ through WCGOP, as would be the same under No 
action or any of the action alternatives. While mortality data can be estimated for species caught based on 
data collected by fisheries observers, in their basic monitoring of all catch on observed vessels, those data 
would be limited to Federal waters. State fisheries are not observed, and therefore any discard or other 
observer data in state waters would only occur if the state collects it, which is outside the scope of this 
action. Thus, under the proposed action fishery dependent data collection may be more limited for those 
species designated as EC species, as compared to when these species are actively managed. For example, 
if EC species are principally caught in state waters, the resulting discard estimates may not be reflective 
of actual mortality, as WCGOP is largely limited to fisheries occurring in Federal waters. The spatial 
limits of WCGOP data does not change between No Action and the action alternatives, but specific 
collection of data for active management may change. Fishery independent monitoring is however 
expected to continue as currently conducted, with the groundfish bottom trawl survey and California 
hook-and-line survey continuing. These surveys may also provide information about encounter rates for 
those species that have been redesignated as EC species.  
 
Several species proposed for EC designation, including bronzespotted, greenblotched, Mexican, and tiger 
rockfishes, as well as butter sole, are not currently assessed, regardless, due to a paucity of information 
available on these species. Therefore, for these species, there would be little change from the status quo 
under the No Action Alternative if designated as EC species. If data collected from the WCGOP or the 
surveys ever does indicate an uptick in mortality of an EC species, the Council may request an analysis to 
consider bringing that species into (or back into) active management in the FMP. 50 CFR 600.305(c)(7) 
recommends that Councils periodically review their FMPs and the BSIA to determine if stocks are 
‘appropriately identified,’ and whether a stock needs to be removed from or moved into an FMP based on 
updated information. There is some precedent for this process in the FMP, as big skate has been moved 
from an EC species to an actively managed species upon the Council’s request for an evaluation of 
mortality (Agenda Item I.9, Situation Summary, November 2015). As compared to species considered for 
removal from the FMP, there will be greater ability for the Council to request monitoring and 
management measures for species designated as EC species (see Section 2.7). At this point in time, 
however, it is not clear what management measures for newly designated EC species will be developed. 
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This will be decided upon by the Council in a separate action, and the impacts of such management 
measures will be analyzed separately from this action. 
 
Finally, as described above, a fishery impact to consider under Alternative 3 is the impact to the IFQ 
sector. The IFQ stocks and complexes that may be impacted by this action and the designation of 
particular species as EC species include the Shelf Rockfish North complex, the Shelf Rockfish South 
complex, the Other Flatfish complex, and starry flounder (individual stock).  
 
As shown in Table 20, in the section above, from 2015-2024, only one vessel took over 90 percent of an 
individual vessel limit of one of the four stocks or complexes with IFQ impacted by this action. Few 
vessel accounts take more than 50 percent in any one year, with no vessel accounts taking more than 25 
percent of starry flounder or Other Flatfish complex vessel limits. 
 
Removal of the species adopted under Alternative 3 from active management (via designation as EC 
species), and hence the IFQ shares, would impact about 0.37 percent of the attainment of the Shelf 
Rockfish Complex North and 7.44 percent of the attainment of Shelf Rockfish Complex South, and 7.19 
percent of the Other Flatfish Complex based on 2025 harvest specifications (see Tables 24-26). Thus, 
overall, it is unlikely that the removal of the species adopted under Alternative 3 from active management 
would cause any significant constraints on the ability of vessels to harvest the remaining stocks in the IFQ 
complexes. Further, any changes to allocations would be implemented under future biennial harvest 
specifications and are not part of  this action.  
 
Table 24. The complex contributions of each species adopted under Alternative 2 and/or 3 in the Shelf Rockfish Complex North 
of 40° 10′ N. lat. and their percentage of the complex’s 1,316 metric ton (mt)annual catch limit (2025 harvest specifications).  

Species  
PPA 
Alternative  

Contribution to 
Complex (mt)  

Percent of 
Complex’s ACL  

Bronzespotted Rockfish  3  0.0  0.0%  
Flag Rockfish  3  0.06  0.04%  
Greenblotched Rockfish  3  0.99  0.08%  
Mexican rockfish  3  0.0  0.0%  
Rosy Rockfish   3  2.36  0.18%  
Speckled Rockfish  3  0.13  0.01%  
Tiger Rockfish  3  0.75  0.06%  
Overall  4.29  0.37%  
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Table 25.The complex contributions of each species adopted under Alternative 2 and/or 3 in the Shelf Rockfish Complex South of 
40° 10′ N. lat. and their percentage of the complex’s 1,455 metric ton (mt) annual catch limit (2025 harvest specifications).  

Species  
PPA 
Alternative  

Contribution to 
Complex (mt)  

Percent of 
Complex’s ACL  

Bronzespotted Rockfish  3  2.84  0.19%  
Flag Rockfish  3  18.22  1.25%  
Greenblotched Rockfish  3  18.00  1.24%  
Mexican rockfish  3  3.93  0.27%  
Rosy Rockfish   3  34.63  2.38%  
Speckled Rockfish  3  30.64  2.11%  
Tiger Rockfish  3  0.03  0.0%  
Overall   108.29  7.44%  
 
Table 26. The complex contributions of each species adopted under Alternative 2 and/or 3 in the Other Flatfish Complex and 
their percentage of the complex’s 7,144 metric ton (mt) annual catch limit (2025 harvest specifications).  

Species  
PPA 
Alternative  

Contribution to 
Complex (mt)  

Percent of 
Complex’s ACL  

Butter Sole  3  2.79  0.04%  
Curlfin Sole  3  4.96  0.07%  
Rock Sole  3  40.15  0.56%  
Sand Sole  3  465.47  6.52%  
Overall  513..37  7.19%  
 
While the amount of QP allocated to IFQ participants for the complexes will be potentially impacted 
through this action, the actual QS owned would not be impacted by the action.  However, as Alternative 3 
would designate starry flounder as an EC species, implementing this action would require rescinding QSs 
of starry flounder and starry flounder catch would no longer need to be accounted for by QPs. As noted 
above (Table 20) there have been no vessels that caught more 25 percent of their individual vessel limits 
from 2015 through 2024. Starry flounder mortality in the IFQ sector has averaged 0.42 mt for 2018-2019, 
2021-2023, which is an average attainment of 0.00005 percent. 
 
While individual vessel level attainments and overall attainments have been low, it is important to 
consider that QSs are fishery access privileges that are often treated as assets owned by IFQ participants 
and participants may have purchased starry flounder QSs since the start of the program in 2011 for use in 
the fishery.  There have however been very few “arms-length” sales of starry flounder QSs since 2015, 
when QS trading was first permitted (Table 27). “Arms-length” sales are those sales between otherwise 
unrelated businesses and do not include sales between groups with same ownership, as an example.  The 
majority of these starry flounder sales appear to have been as a part of a multiple species sale (such as 
someone getting out of the fishery and selling all of their quota to another participant) and it is difficult to 
know how much the starry flounder QS, on their own, added value to these sales. For the sales of only 
starry flounder (and no other species), there was no associated sale value and, due to confidentiality, the 
prices that were available for single species sales are unable to be provided. Overall, while starry flounder 
quota shares may be considered like an asset impacted by this action, it is clear that the value of such 
assets to fishermen is very low. Therefore, the expected impact of eliminating QSs of starry flounder is 
expected to be adverse, but not significant. Finally, 60 CFR 660.100 does allow for QSs to be “revoked, 
limited, or modified at any time in accordance with the MSA,” with no right of compensation to the quota 
holder upon revocation. Quota share holders do not have a “right” to any fish before the fish is harvested, 

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-VI/part-660/subpart-D/section-660.100
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and therefore impact of revocation of the quota share would be tied only to the loss of any financial value 
tied to the share, not to the loss of any individual right. 
 
Table 27. ‘Arms-length’ trades, or trades between otherwise unrelated businesses that included starry flounder quota shares 
from 2015 through 2024. 

Year 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2022 2023 2024 
Share 
Sales 

6 2 9 12 4 0 3 3 2 

 
3.3 All other Groundfish Species in the FMU 

3.3.1      Affected Environment  

Under the current management scheme, all stocks and species in the FMP are considered in FMU. 
The proposed action would reclassify some currently Federally managed groundfish species as EC 
species or would remove certain species and stocks from Federal management and the FMP. All 
others listed in Table 3-1 in the groundfish FMP are not under consideration in this action and would 
remain in the FMP. This resource component includes the species themselves, as well as their role in 
the groundfish fishery; for instance, fishery operations and value tied to these species, as well as 
current management of these species. 

3.3.2 Effects of the Alternatives 

Overall, there are very few demonstrable impacts from this action as it is largely administrative. The 
actual impacts of this decision will be identified as part of the appropriate biennial groundfish harvest and 
specifications process. This action has the potential to reduce the management burden of the groundfish 
fishery on both the Council and NMFS. Species adopted under either Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 would 
no longer be assessed, which could create reduced workload on assessors and thus improve the efficiency 
of assessing managed species and their stocks. The action will require management changes, notably for 
stock complexes; however, revisions to stock complexes relating to the species that remain under Council 
and NMFS management authority are planned as the next step in Phase 2. This action could increase the 
management burden on the states. It may, at least initially, increase the enforcement and/or fishery 
participant burden, as many of the species adopted under any of these alternatives co-occur in the fishery 
and cannot be targeted as isolated species. Species adopted under Alternative 2 and/or Alternative 3 also 
have the potential to be retained, which may create industry, angler, and enforcement confusion over bag 
limits, jurisdictional enforcement, etc.  
 
In particular, it was noted by the Council in June 2025 that nearshore rockfish are often co-occurring 
within the fishery. Certain species or stocks of species of nearshore rockfish off Oregon and Washington 
were adopted under Alternative 1 (remain in the FMP), while others were adopted under Alternatives 2 or 
3 (remove from active management). Therefore, sectors targeting nearshore rockfish off Washington and 
Oregon will be most impacted by the potential increases in enforcement and fishery participant burdens 
described above.  
 
3.3.2.1 Potential Effects of No Action 
 
Under No Action, current management of Pacific coast groundfish, which includes ACLs and 
management measures, would continue to occur in federal waters through the FMP. Any impacts of its 
implementation in setting harvest specifications would be analyzed via the biennial harvest specifications 
process. NMFS develops NEPA analyses to evaluate potential environmental effects of the proposed 
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ACLs and management measures. Recent NEPA analyses have determined that there is no significant 
impact from the groundfish fisheries (PFMC 2024) 
 
3.3.2.2 Potential Effects of Alternative 2 
 
Overall, no significant impacts are expected for other groundfish species in the FMU compared to No 
Action. As described in Section 3.2, changes to active management and potential effects on fishery 
operations are the primary considerations under Alternative 2, which removes certain species from the 
Groundfish FMP. As described in Section 3.2.2.2, there are no significant changes to fishing operations 
expected under this action. In particular, it is not expected that removal of those species that are 
considered under Alternative 2 from the FMP would result in changes to fishing operations targeting 
other groundfish species in the FMU. None of the species proposed for removal are considered 
constraining species within the mixed-stock groundfish fishery, and therefore it is not expected that effort 
will change based on this action. Further, there would be no changes expected to the monitoring and 
assessment of other groundfish species and no expected changes to harvest specifications or management 
measures, other than those implemented under the biennial harvest specifications process. Therefore, no 
impact is expected on groundfish species outside the scope of this action and no further analysis is 
required. 
 
3.3.2.3 Potential Effects of Alternative 3 
 
Overall, no significant impacts are expected for other groundfish species in the FMU compared to No 
Action. As described in Section 3.2, changes to active management and potential effects on fishery 
operations are the primary considerations under Alternative 3, which designates certain species as 
ecosystem component species. As described in Section 3.2.2.3, there are no significant changes to fishing 
operations expected under this action. In particular, it is not expected that removal of those species that 
are considered under Alternative 3 from active management would result in changes to fishing operations 
targeting other groundfish species in the FMU. None of the species proposed for EC designation are 
considered constraining species within the mixed-stock groundfish fishery, and therefore it is not 
expected that effort will change based on this action. Further, there would be no changes expected to the 
monitoring to assessment of other groundfish species and no expected changes to harvest specifications or 
management measures, other than those implemented under the biennial harvest specifications process. 
Therefore, no impact is expected on groundfish species outside the scope of this action and no further 
analysis is required. 
 

3.4 Essential Fish Habitat 

3.4.1 Affected Environment  

Essential fish habitat (EFH), protected by the Magnuson-Stevens Act (§3(10), §303(a)(7)), includes the 
waters and substrate necessary to support a fish population necessary to maintain both a sustainable 
fishery and a healthy ecosystem.  ‘Waters’ is defined to include aquatic areas and their associated 
physical, chemical, and biological properties that fish use. Substrate includes sediment, hard bottom, 
structures underlying the waters, and associated biological communities (50 CFR 600.10).  

The FMP (Chapter 7), as amended by Amendment 19 (2006) and Amendment 28 (2019), defines 
groundfish EFH and identifies Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC). HAPC are designated based 
on ecological importance, susceptibility to human-induced environmental degradation, susceptibility to 
stress from development, or rarity of the habitat type. The overall extent of groundfish EFH for all FMU 
species is identified as all waters and substrate within the following areas: 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/2025-26-groundfish-harvest-specifications-and-management-measure-environmental-assessment.pdf/
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● Depths less than or equal to 3,500 m (1,914 fm) to mean higher high water level (MHHW) or the 
upriver extent of saltwater intrusion, defined as upstream and landward to where ocean-derived 
salts measure less than 0.5 ppt during the period of average annual low flow. 

● Seamounts in depths greater than 3,500 m as mapped in the EFH assessment geographic 
information system (GIS). 

● Areas designated as HAPCs not already identified by the above criteria. 

3.4.2 Effects of the Alternatives 

The Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) currently designates EFH for 90-plus 
species of groundfish along the U.S. West Coast from the U.S.-Canada border to the U.S.-Mexico border. 
In accordance with the regulations at 50 CFR 600.805(b)(1), EFH can only be designated for species 
within the Fishery Management Unit (FMU). Therefore, when species are removed from the FMU, their 
EFH designations are removed as well, which could have implications for conserving EFH for both non-
fishing and fishing actions.  The MSA and implementing regulations require that each federal agency 
consult with the Secretary of Commerce, through NMFS, for any action authorized, funded, or undertaken 
that may adversely affect EFH [16 U.S.C. § 1855 (b)(2); 50 CFR 600.920(a)(1)]. Because EFH 
designations form the basis of these EFH consultations, removing species and their associated EFH 
designations from the FMU could affect the consultation process. For instance, if the spatial extent of the 
EFH designated under that FMP was reduced as a result of species being removed from the FMU, it could 
mean certain federal actions would not require an EFH consultation. Though it is worth noting that EFH 
designated under the other West Coast FMPs (i.e., Pacific Coast Salmon, Highly Migratory Species, and 
Coastal Pelagic Species) combined range from freshwater habitats to the offshore limits of the West Coast 
EEZ, so a consultation regarding adverse effects on EFH for those FMPs would be required regardless. In 
addition, the requirement for FMPs to evaluate and minimize to the extent practicable adverse effects 
from fishing on EFH [50 CFR 600.815(a)(2)] could be affected by a reduced spatial extent of EFH.    

To consider these potential implications, both the offshore and inshore extent of Pacific Coast Groundfish 
were evaluated. As noted in section 7.2 of the FMP, the offshore extent of EFH is based on the currently 
known maximum depth distribution of all life stages of FMU species. Because sablefish have the deepest 
and most offshore range of groundfish species currently in the FMU, and they are to remain in the FMU, 
the offshore extent of groundfish EFH will not change as a result of this action.   

The inshore and upstream extent of groundfish EFH is based on the use of estuarine habitats. Estuaries are 
protected nearshore areas influenced by both ocean and freshwater, which results in a great diversity of 
habitats. They are biologically productive and provide crucial habitat for different life stages of multiple 
groundfish species. Due to their importance, in addition to being groundfish EFH, estuaries are also 
designated as a groundfish habitat area of particular concern (HAPC). HAPC are subsets of EFH that can 
be used to focus conservation efforts. The definition of the estuary HAPC, based on Cowardin, et al. 
(1979), also serves to define the upstream boundary of groundfish EFH. The inland extent of the estuary 
HAPC is defined as the mean higher high water (MHHW) line, or the upriver extent of saltwater 
intrusion, which is specified as the point "upstream and landward to where ocean-derived salts measure 
less than 0.5 ppt during the period of average annual low flow."  

In addition to potentially modifying the spatial extent of EFH, removing species from the FMU could 
remove specific habitats or habitat types, including the physical, biological, and chemical characteristics 
that make up EFH. As noted previously, the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP covers over 90 species, 
including various species associated with different habitat types, including hard substrate, soft substrate, 
and water column habitat. Therefore, despite the removal of 26 species from the FMU, there is sufficient 
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overlap among the different species groups or guilds (e.g., rockfish, flatfish, roundfish), such that any 
changes in the habitat types covered by groundfish EFH should be minimal. 
 
3.4.2.1 Potential Effects No Action 
No species would be removed from the FMU and as a result, no modifications to EFH would occur as a 
result of this action. 
 
3.4.2.2 Potential Effects of Alternative 2 (Species identified as not in need of conservation and will be 

removed from the FMP.) 
 
Changes to the spatial extent of EFH and removal of species from the FMU with unique habitat types are 
the primary considerations under Alternatives 2 and 3. However, as described above, despite the proposed 
removal of species from the FMU, there is sufficient overlap among the rockfish and other guilds  
proposed for removal and species that would remain in the FMU that any changes in the habitat types 
covered by groundfish FMH should be minimal under this action. Further, those species proposed for 
removal from the FMP would not impact the definition of the boundary of EFH, and as a result, no 
boundaries, including the offshore, inshore, and upstream extents are expected to change under this 
action. In sum, no effects are expected for EFH as a result of this action. 
 
 
3.4.2.3 Potential Effects of Alternative 3 (Species identified as not in need of conservation and will be 

designated as an EC species in the FMP.) 

As described above, changes to the spatial extent of EFH and removal of species with unique habitats 
from the FMU via EC designation are the primary considerations under Alternative 3. Only a few species 
of groundfish, including starry flounder and English sole, are known to utilize lower salinity habitats, 
with starry flounder, in particular, ranging into fresh water habitats. However, given the importance of 
estuaries for various life stages of groundfish, the EFH boundary is based on the physical definition of an 
estuary as opposed to the range of any particular species. Therefore, even though starry flounder are 
proposed to be designated as an EC species and removed from the FMU, the inshore and upstream extent 
of groundfish EFH will not change as a result of this action. Further, as described above, despite the 
proposed removal of species from the FMU, any changes in the habitat types covered by EFH should be 
minimal under this action. In sum, no effects are expected for EFH as a result of this action. 

3.5 Social and Economic Resources 
To be completed with the Regulatory Impact Review and Regulatory Flexibility Act analysis after final 
action. 
 
Potential effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 on social and economic resources tied to the West Coast 
groundfish fishery are discussed in detail in sections 3.2.2 and 3.3.2. Overall, social and economic 
impacts of this action are insignificant compared to No Action. 
 

3.6 Tribal and Cultural Resources 

The impacts to the Treaty Tribes are discussed above in detail.  The Treaty Tribes would no longer request 
set-asides for stocks or stock complexes adopted under Alternative 2 or Alternative 3, per the usual 
groundfish harvest specifications and management measure process.  

All of the species adopted as PPA under Alternative 2 are managed as component species within the 
nearshore rockfish or shelf rockfish complexes north of 40°10′ N. lat. Even if component species of the 
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complexes are removed from the FMP, the Treaty Tribes could still request set-asides of the complexes as 
part of the Council’s biennial groundfish harvest specifications and management measure process. A key 
aspect for consideration relates to the nearshore rockfish complex north of 40°10′ N. lat. Under the current 
PPA, only blue, copper, and quillback rockfish would remain as part of the nearshore complex off the state 
of Washington. Thus, the Treaty Tribe set-aside request for the nearshore complex north of 40°10′ N. lat. 
would only be germane to these three species.  

All other component species within that complex would be removed under Alternative 2. The principal 
mortality of most species in the nearshore complex is in state waters and thus within the territorial 
jurisdiction of the State of Washington (Appendix to this document). Washington could initiate state harvest 
specifications and management measures for those species. While uncertain, in that case, the Tribes and the 
State of Washington may have to develop a process regarding the resource allocation and management 
between the Treaty Tribes and Washington, noting it would be unlikely to still occur as a Council process. 

Similar to Alternative 2, the north of 40°10′ N. lat.  would no longer request set asides for stocks or stock 
complex adopted under Alternative 3. While these species would remain in the FMP as EC species, they 
would have no harvest specification associated with them. Some species, like starry flounder, have principal 
mortality in Washington state waters. If the state were to develop management for those species, the a 
process may need to be developed for the resource allocation and management of these species between the 
Treaty Tribes and Washington. 

Overall, the Council’s PPA decision incorporated the input provided by the Treaty Tribes in June 2025 
(Agenda Item E.6.a Supplemental Tribal Report 1, June 2025). Stocks of black rockfish, blue rockfish, 
deacon rockfish, quillback rockfish, cabezon, and kelp greenling off Washington, identified as important 
species in Tribal fisheries, were all adopted under Alternative 1 as PPA. Under this action, stocks of these 
species off Washington would remain in the FMP and there would be no effects on Tribal fisheries 
compared to No Action. Sand sole and rock sole were also identified as important to commercial Tribal 
fisheries. These species were adopted under Alternative 3 as PPA and would be designated as EC species. 
These species have not been regularly encountered by Tribal fisheries in recent years, but there is potential 
for encounters to increase in the future. If data collected from the WCGOP ever does indicate an uptick in 
landings of rock or sand sole in the future, the Council may request an analysis to consider bringing that 
species back into active management. However, based on current levels of encounters with Tribal fisheries, 
it is not anticipated that this action will have any significant impacts on Tribal resources compared to No 
Action. If the Council adjusts their decision for FPA and additional impacts to Tribal and cultural resources 
are anticipated, those will be analyzed following final action. 

 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-tribal-report-1-tribal-report-on-40-groundfish-species-selected-for-additional-10-factor-analysis.pdf/


 

GROUNDFISH STOCK DEFINITIONS, SEPTEMBER 2025 
53 

4. Regulatory Impact Review 
To be completed after the Council adopts Final Preferred Alternative 
 
The President of the United States signed E.O. 12866, “Regulatory Planning and Review,” on September 
30, 1993.  This order established guidelines for promulgating new regulations and reviewing existing 
regulations.  The E.O. covers a variety of regulatory policy considerations and establishes procedural 
requirements for analysis of the benefits and costs of regulatory actions.  The E.O. stresses that in 
deciding whether and how to regulate, agencies should assess all of the costs and benefits of available 
regulatory alternatives.  Based on this analysis, they should choose those approaches that maximize net 
benefits to the Nation, unless a statute requires another regulatory approach. 

NMFS satisfies the requirements of E.O. 12866 through the preparation of an RIR.  The RIR provides a 
review of the potential economic effects of a proposed regulatory action in order to gauge the net benefits 
to the Nation associated with the proposed action.  The analysis also provides a review of the problem and 
policy objectives prompting the regulatory proposal and an evaluation of the available alternatives that 
could be used to solve the problem.   
 
The RIR provides an assessment that can be used by the Office of Management and Budget to determine 
whether the proposed action could be considered a significant regulatory action under E.O. 12866.  E.O. 
12866 defines what qualifies as a “significant regulatory action” and requires agencies to provide analyses 
of the costs and benefits of such action and of potentially effective and reasonably feasible alternatives.  
An action may be considered significant if it is expected to:   

● Have an annual effect on the economy of $100 million or more or adversely affect in a material 
way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, the environment, 
public health or safety, or State, local or tribal governments or communities; 

● Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by another 
agency; 

● Materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or the 
rights and obligations of recipients thereof; or 

● Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President’s priorities, or the 
principles set forth in E.O. 12866. 



 

GROUNDFISH STOCK DEFINITIONS, SEPTEMBER 2025 
54 

5. Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 
To be completed after the Council adopts its Final Preferred Alternative 
 
For any rule subject to notice and comment rulemaking, the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) requires 
Federal agencies to prepare, and make available for public comment, both an initial and final regulatory 
flexibility analysis, unless the agency can certify that the proposed and/or final rule would not have a 
“significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities”. These analyses describe the 
impact on small businesses, non-profit enterprises, local governments, and other small entities as defined 
by the RFA (5 U.S.C. § 603).  This analysis is to inform the agency and the public of the expected 
economic effects of the alternatives and aid the agency in considering any significant regulatory 
alternatives that would accomplish the applicable objectives and minimize the economic impact on 
affected small entities.  The RFA does not require the alternative with the least cost or with the least 
adverse effect on small entities be chosen as the preferred alternative.   
 
The IRFA must only address the effects of a proposed rule on entities subject to the regulation (i.e., 
entities to which the rule will directly apply) rather than all entities affected by the regulation, which 
would include entities to which the rule will indirectly apply. 
 
Part 121 of Title 13, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), sets forth, by North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS) categories, the maximum number of employees or average annual gross 
receipts a business may have to be considered a small entity for RFAA purposes. See 13 C.F.R. § 
121.201. Under this provision, the U.S. Small Business Administration established criteria for businesses 
in the fishery sector to qualify as small entities. Standards are expressed either in number of employees or 
annual receipts in millions of dollars. The number of employees or annual receipts indicates the maximum 
allowed for a concern and its affiliates to be considered small (13 C.F.R. § 121.201).  

● A fish and seafood merchant wholesaler (NAICS 424460) primarily engaged in servicing the 
fishing industry is a small business if it employs 100 or fewer persons on a full time, part time, 
temporary, or other basis, at all its affiliated operations worldwide.  

● A business primarily engaged in Seafood Product Preparation and Packaging (NAICS 311710) is 
a small business if it employs 750 or fewer persons on a full time, part time, temporary, or other 
basis (13 CFR § 121.106), at all its affiliated operations.6  

In addition to small businesses, the RFA recognizes and defines two other kinds of small entities: small 
governmental jurisdictions and small organizations. A small governmental jurisdiction is any government 
or district with a population of less than 50,000 persons. A small organization is any not-for-profit 
enterprise that is independently owned and operated and not dominant in its field, while. (5 U.S.C. § 601). 
There is no available guidance beyond this statutory language regarding how to determine if non-profit 
organizations are "small" for RFA purposes. The Small Business Administration (SBA) does have 
provisions for determining whether a business is "small" for RFA purposes and whether it is "dominant in 
its field," and those provisions can inform how NMFS classifies non-profit organizations for the purposes 
of RFA analyses in rulemaking. After consultation with the SBA, NOAA Fisheries has decided to use 
SBA's size standards for non-profit organizations to determine whether a non-profit organization is 
"small" and, in turn, whether it is "dominant in its field," to apply the statutory definition of a "small 
organization" in practice: 
 

 
6 For purposes of rulemaking, NMFS West Coast Region is applying the seafood processor standard to 
catcher processors (C/Ps) and mothership processor ships, which earn the majority of their revenue from 
selling processed Pacific whiting seafood product. 
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A nonprofit organization is determined to be “not dominant in its field” if it is considered “small” under 
SBA size standards:  

● Environmental, conservation, or professional organizations (NAICS 813312, 813920): Combined 
annual receipts of $19.5 million or less.  

● Other organizations (NAICS 813319, 813410, 813910, 813930, 813940, 813990): Combined 
annual receipts of $13.5 million or less. 

 
The SBA size standard for Subsector 487, “Scenic and Sightseeing Transportation, Water”, which 
includes charter fishing, is $14 million in gross receipts (13 CFR § 121.201).  
 
Provision is made under SBA’s regulations for an agency to develop its own industry-specific size 
standards after consultation with Advocacy and an opportunity for public comment (see 13 CFR 
121.903(c)). NMFS has established a small business size standard for businesses, including their 
affiliates, whose primary industry is commercial fishing (80 FR 81194, December 29, 2015). This 
standard is only for use by NMFS and only for the purpose of conducting an analysis of economic effects 
in fulfillment of the agency’s obligations under the RFA. 

 
NMFS' small business size standard for businesses, including their affiliates, whose primary 
industry is commercial fishing is $11 million in annual gross receipts. This standard applies to all 
businesses classified under North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) code 11411 
for commercial fishing, including all businesses classified as commercial finfish fishing (NAICS 
114111), commercial shellfish fishing (NAICS 114112), and other commercial marine fishing 
(NAICS 114119) businesses. (50 C.F.R. § 200.2; 13 C.F.R. § 121.201). 
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6. Magnuson-Stevens Act and FMP Considerations 

6.1 Substantive Authority for Action 
 
This action is consistent with the authority provided in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (MSA) in section 302(h)(1), which requires Councils to prepare an FMP for each 
fishery under its authority that is in need of conservation and management in the EEZ.  
 

6.2 Magnuson-Stevens Act National Standards 
 
Below are the 10 National Standards as contained in the MSA, and a brief discussion of how each alternative 
is consistent with the National Standards, where applicable. In recommending a preferred alternative, the 
Council must consider how to balance the national standards. This action concerns which groundfish 
species and stocks of species are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, based on the guidance 
at §600.305(c) of the National Standards Guidance. If a species or stock is in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ, and hence adopted under Alternative 1, the Council must consider how to balance 
the national standards. If a species or stock is not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, and 
hence adopted under Alternatives 2 or 3, to be removed from the FMU and active Federal management, the 
Council must consider whether there will be impacts of this action that could change how the Council is 
able to balance the National Standards in implementing the FMP. The Council should consider the National 
Standards in terms of the impacts of the action as a whole.  

National Standard 1 — Conservation and management measures shall prevent overfishing while 
achieving, on a continuing basis, the optimum yield from each fishery for the United States fishing 
industry. 

NS1 provides that conservation and management measures should prevent overfishing while achieving, on 
a continuing basis, the optimum yield from a fishery. Determining which species or stocks are in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ, and adopting and taking corresponding action via Alternatives 
1-3 would improve the FMP’s alignment with NS1, as compared to No Action. With respect to the currently 
managed groundfish species evaluated in this document, under the Council’s PPA for Alternative 1, seven 
groundfish species and six stocks of such species in specific geographic areas would be identified as in 
need of conservation and management in the EEZ. Stocks of four of these species would be defined. Stocks 
of the three remaining species were defined previously under A31. Once species and their stocks are 
identified (which would occur in a separate action that would include all the currently managed groundfish 
species that are found through the Phase 2 process to be in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ, and for which stocks are not yet defined), there would be a sufficient basis in the FMP for NMFS to 
make status determinations for each stock of these seven species. Status determinations are needed to 
understand if conservation and management measures achieve OY. Accordingly, Alternative 1 would allow 
for the Council to adopt harvest specifications and management measures (in a separate, future action) that 
better achieve OY from the stocks of these seven species, and in turn, from the fishery. In summary, 
subsequent actions would build on this action until all managed groundfish species are defined as stocks. 
   
The FMP (§4.5) describes the use of minimum stock size threshold (MSST) and the maximum fishing 
mortality threshold (MFMT) in status determination. Assessments calculate MSST, MFMT, and MSY for 
the assessed species and areas, which may then be used to inform overfished status determinations. The 
Council has adopted OFLs and related harvest specifications, including accountability measures, for all 
managed species and has sector specific management measures designed to achieve, but not exceed, harvest 
specification reference points (PFMC 2024a, PFMC, 2024b). These reference points are used to determine 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/08/pacific-coast-groundfish-fishery-management-plan.pdf/
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the overfished status of the stocks, as defined in the FMP, or by comparing catch to OFLs to determine 
whether overfishing is occurring.   
 
It is unlikely that sufficient information is or will be available for many groundfish species to be certain 
that a stock’s definition aligns with the biogeography of a species. However, upon definition, fishery 
managers may be able to measure whether a stock’s definition is making an appreciable difference in our 
ability to achieve OY from a stock. When a coastwide-ranging stock has multiple assessment areas, and 
one area appears to have a much higher rate of depletion, or if one area has an abundance trajectory that is 
much different from other assessed areas, this may be an indicator that, for the population portion with 
higher depletion, the Council is failing to achieve OY.   
 
If status determinations, which are a key trigger to hold Councils accountable for meeting the requirements 
under NS1, are made at a scale that is mis-aligned with population structure of a species within the FMU, 
then the stock definition is more likely to fail to achieve OY. Management measures taken at a finer scale 
may substantially mitigate the risks of failing to achieve OY; however, under NS1, such mitigation is not 
an adequate substitute for stock definitions that yield status determinations designed to achieve OY.  
 
Under the PPA for Alternatives 2 and 3, 38 groundfish species and seven stocks preliminarily found not to 
be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ would be removed from active management in the 
FMP. The conclusion that these species and stocks are not in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ is based on the results of the 10-Factor analysis; the evaluation of Factor (iii) in particular determined 
that it is not likely that the FMP could improve or maintain the condition of these stocks proposed to be 
removed from the FMU. These species would be either removed from the FMP (Alternative 2) or designated 
as EC species (Alternative 3). As these species are not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, 
NMFS will no longer be responsible for achieving OY for species removed from the FMU, which comports 
with the guidance of NS1. Stock status determinations, MSST, and an OFL will no longer be calculated. 
NMFS may still apply limited conservation and management measures to collect data on the EC species, 
minimize bycatch or bycatch mortality of EC species, protect the associated role of EC species in the 
ecosystem, and/or to address other ecosystem issues.. 
 
National Standard 2 — Conservation and management measures shall be based upon the best scientific 
information available. 

NS2 provides that conservation and management measures shall be based upon the best scientific 
information available (BSIA). This action applies the BSIA. Stock definitions are a Council decision. 
Councils have discretion to make a policy decision on how to define stocks. Per Section 600.305(c)(7), 
Councils should periodically review their FMPs and the BSIA to determine whether stocks are 
appropriately defined in the FMP based on their need for conservation and management in the EEZ. Based 
on BSIA, stocks should be appropriately classified, added to, or removed from the FMP. The 10-Factor 
Analysis (Agenda Item XX) is based on the guidance at §600.305(c) of the National Standards and provides 
a comprehensive evaluation of the 10 Factors outlined in the regulations , as well as other additional 
considerations relevant to the fishery context, to make a determination of which species and stocks are in 
need of conservation and management in the EEZ and to allow the Council to classify or re-classify stocks 
as appropriate. 
 
Conservation and management measures for stocks that are in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ (including stock definitions and SDC) must be based on BSIA. If BSIA indicates population structure 
at a finer scale than would be expected in a single stock, the Council should strongly consider this 
information, in light of other fishery management objectives. When considering combining sub-area 
assessments, the Council should seek input from the SSC. Rationale for combining sub-area assessments 
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for stock definitions (and also, therefore, for status determinations), especially if not SSC-recommended, 
would need to be outlined by the Council. NMFS would evaluate whether the rationale adequately 
demonstrates consistency of the Council’s decision with BSIA. 

   
BSIA is informed by, but not limited to, stock assessments, research, published scientific literature, and 
technical reports. The literature review (Agenda Item H.6, Attachment 3, March 2025)   consolidates and 
synthesizes available information for the currently managed groundfish species. Stock assessments 
incorporate established information as well as consider new and emerging concepts. The SSC and the 
Council are informed at multiple stages by NMFS’s NWFSC and SWFSC leadership regarding stock 
assessment planning and how the assessment(s) will be structured. The pre-assessment workshops aid in 
verifying and validating all sources of data that can be used in the assessment. Ultimate determination of 
BSIA for federal fisheries management lies with the Secretary of Commerce, as informed by advice from 
NMFS, as described in the West Coast BSIA Regional Framework documentation.   
 
Assessments are open to the public and are peer reviewed through the Council’s Stock Assessment Review 
(STAR) process or by the SSC itself. The SSC is tasked by the Council to review the findings of the 
assessment and STAR Panel. The SSC independently assesses that process and provides recommendations 
to the Council regarding whether the stock assessment is sufficient to provide management advice. The 
SSC will also recommend if the assessment is BSIA and what Category the assessment is (i.e., if it is robust 
enough for informing overfished status determinations). The SSC may also make recommendations for the 
Council’s consideration regarding the geographic scale of the stock. Assessments are summarized in the 
SAFE (PFMC, 2024b) and available on the Council’s website .  
 
The SSC has endorsed past assessments of any species considered in this action that have been assessed 
previously. The SSC has recommended for Council consideration the scale for status determination of each 
species. The analysis in this document states the BSIA findings from each assessment (and SSC 
recommendations). Regarding the species, the population structure of certain species, notably nearshore 
rockfish, may not support a single stock (coastwide) definition.   
 
A literature review was conducted for all species to determine the available population structure information 
available. The SSC endorsed the literature review as BSIA (Agenda Item I.8.a, Supplemental SSC Report 
1, September 2024). The SSC endorsed the preliminary stock definitions adopted as indicated in the ROA 
document and recommended the addition of additional Options for darkblotched and greenspotted rockfish 
(H.6.a, Supplemental SSC Report 1, March 2025).  
 
A preliminary version of the 10-Factor Analysis was presented to the SSC and the Council in June 2025 
(Agenda Item E.6, Attachment 2). The SSC and the Council provided additional recommendations and 
considerations to include within the final version of the analysis, presented in September 2025 (Agenda 
Item XX). 
 
National Standard 3 — To the extent practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be managed as a unit 
throughout its range, and interrelated stocks of fish shall be managed as a unit or in close coordination.  

NS3 provides that, to the extent practicable, stocks of fish should be managed as a unit throughout their 
range, and interrelated stocks should be managed as a unit or in close coordination. The Phase 2 action 
intends to identify currently managed groundfish species that are in need of conservation and management 
in the EEZ and provide stock definitions for those species. This is a necessary step to determining whether 
stocks of fish are managed appropriately, as a unit or in close coordination. This specific action evaluates 
those currently managed groundfish species and stocks found not to be in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ for either removal from the FMP (Alternative 2) or designation as EC species 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-attachment-3-stock-structure-literature-review.pdf/
https://media.fisheries.noaa.gov/2022-07/WC%20BSIA%20Regional%20Framework%20Summary%20Document_FINAL.pdf
https://www.pcouncil.org/stock-assessments-star-reports-stat-reports-rebuilding-analyses-terms-of-reference/groundfish-stock-assessment-documents/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2024/09/i-8-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-scoping.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2024/09/i-8-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-scoping.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/03/h-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
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(Alternative 3). Neither the larger Phase 2 action nor this action would change management measures, so 
neither would impact the current structure of managing those stocks in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ as a unit throughout their range. The Council would only appropriately reclassify 
stocks or remove them from the FMP based on their need for conservation and management in the EEZ. 
The Council manages groundfish species specified in the FMP in Federal waters off of California, Oregon, 
and Washington. If a species range is greater than the Council’s jurisdictional geographic scale, those areas 
are not considered within the scope of this action, the larger Phase 2 action, or the Council’s management 
authority.  

National Standard 4 — Conservation and management measures shall not discriminate between residents 
of different states. If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges among various United 
States fishermen, such allocation shall be; (A) fair and equitable to all such fishermen, (B) reasonably 
calculated to promote conservation, and (C) carried out in such a manner that no particular individual, 
corporation, or other entity acquires an excessive share of such privileges. 

NS4 provides that conservation and management measures should not discriminate between residents of 
different states, and that allocations should be fair and reasonable and designed to promote conservation. 
This action does not include (or impact) any allocation of fishing privileges within the fishery. Allocations 
occur through the biennial harvest specifications process. Therefore, there would be no impacts on 
allocation resulting from the PPA.   
 
It is presumed that, subsequent to this action, the harvest specifications for each stock retained in the FMP 
for active management will continue to be based on the harvest specifications framework in the FMP and 
will be based on BSIA. All species considered in the Phase 2 action have been assessed at the state scale. 
Determinations of whether a species is in need of conservation and management in the EEZ may differ for 
stocks of the same species off of different states. This finding is not considered allocative. Under the 
Council’s PPA, stocks of black rockfish, blue rockfish, and copper rockfish would be removed from the 
FMP off California and retained in the FMP off Oregon and Washington based on the findings of which 
stocks are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. Similarly, cabezon and kelp greenling 
would be removed from the FMP off Oregon and California and retained in the FMP off Washington. For 
stocks adopted as PPA under Alternative 1, there are several state-specific stock definitions; Under Option 
1 stocks of cabezon and kelp greenling would be defined as Washington-only, Under Option 2, stocks of 
blue and deacon rockfishes would be defined as an Oregon stock and a Washington stock, Under Option 2 
and 3, stocks would be defined at less than coastwide. In this case, the amount of harvestable surplus 
available off the coast of each state would be established based on BSIA and not decided by an allocation. 
Under Options 1 and 2 a stock may span multiple states. In such cases, an allocative decision to apportion 
harvestable surplus among states may be necessary in a future action. Allocative decisions must be made 
consistent with NS4, the allocation framework in the FMP, and other applicable laws and policies. 
Additionally, harvestable surplus off the coast of each state will be based on BSIA. Because this action 
does not directly allocate harvestable surplus among states and is not intended to be allocative in nature, 
this action will not discriminate between residents of different states and is consistent with NS4.  
 

National Standard 5 — Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, consider 
efficiency in the utilization of fishery resources, except that no such measure shall have economic allocation 
as its sole purpose. 

NS5 provides that conservation and management measures must, where practicable, consider efficiency in 
the utilization of fishery resources. The Phase 2 action identifies stocks in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ and will define those stocks for continued management in the FMP based on BSIA. 
This action evaluates those species and stocks found not to be in need of conservation and management in 
the EEZ for removal from the FMP (Alternative 2) or designation as EC species (Alternative 3). BSIA, 
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notably stock assessments, take into account the biology of and the fishery activity on a species or stock. 
BSIA is expected to inform opportunities to harvest the OY of the stock in a manner that reflects the 
historical and recent fishing activity in a given region. Adoption of the alternative for each stock that fits 
with BSIA and aligns with the limitations on Federal jurisdiction in the MSA, and for those stocks in need 
of conservation and management in the EEZ the stock definition option that more closely aligns with current 
management, would be expected to preserve existing efficiencies in the fishery’s management and create 
new efficiencies by focusing Federal management resources on those species in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ.  Although adopting an alternative or option that is expected to result, in a future 
action, in different management measures could alter efficiencies in current harvest strategies, which, in 
turn, could impact the ability of the fishery to achieve OY. For the most part, this action (and the Phase 2 
action, in general) is expected to preserving existing efficiencies, with some potential for temporarily 
increased management burden as stocks are removed from the FMU. The PPA contains no economic 
allocation. Therefore, there are no economic impacts or impacts to efficiency beyond those within the scope 
of No Action  

National Standard 6 — Conservation and management measures shall take into account and allow for 
variations among, and contingencies in, fisheries, fishery resources, and catches. 

NS6 provides that conservation and management measures must take into account and allow for variations 
among, and contingencies in, fisheries, fishery resources, and catches. This action is consistent with NS6, 
as this action applies BSIA to better align management of the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery with the 
limitations on Federal jurisdiction provided in the MSA. The larger Phase 2 action evaluates all currently 
managed groundfish species and stocks to determine whether continued Federal management in the EEZ is 
appropriate, and will provide enough information on the boundaries of stocks retained for management in 
the FMP to inform NMFS’s status determinations. Both this action and the larger Phase 2 action are 
designed to reflect current scientific knowledge of fishery resources, while accounting for variations and 
contingencies in our scientific understanding of the resources as they relate to the management reference 
points in the FMP. Specificity in geographic or latitudinal boundaries (e.g., north and south of 40° 10' N. 
lat.) can and should be used to set harvest specifications and to set management measures in regulations 
that have on-the-water effects, such as impacts of fishing activity, fishery monitoring, and enforcement of 
fishing prohibitions.  

National Standard 7 — Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, minimize costs 
and avoid unnecessary duplication. 

NS 7 provides that conservation and management measures should, where practicable, minimize costs and 
avoid unnecessary duplication. This action would be consistent with NS7 as the proposed action would 
remove those stocks not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ from the FMP or designate 
such species as EC species. This action would therefore minimize the costs of Federal management of the 
groundfish fisheries off the West Coast consistent with the limits of Federal jurisdiction. Additionally, this 
action will not modify any harvest specifications or management measures in a manner that would change 
or create new costs, duplicity in regulations, or burden on user groups within the fishery. Harvest 
specifications and management measures for those  stocks retained for active management in the FMP will 
be developed in future rulemaking actions, with the costs and benefits of those specifications and 
management measures evaluated in those future actions.  

National Standard 8 — Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation 
requirements of this Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of overfished stocks), take 
into account the importance of fishery resources to fishing communities by utilizing economic and social 
data that meet the requirements of NS2, in order to (A) provide for the sustained participation of such 
communities, and (B) to the extent practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts on such communities. 



 

GROUNDFISH STOCK DEFINITIONS, SEPTEMBER 2025 
61 

NS8 provides that conservation and management measures must take into account the importance of fishery 
resources to fishing communities by utilizing economic and social data to provide for the sustained 
participation of such communities, and to the extent practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts on 
these communities. This action proposes to remove certain groundfish stocks from the FMP (Alternative 2) 
and designate other groundfish stocks as EC species (Alternative 3). All of those groundfish species and 
stocks proposed as PPA under Alternatives 2 and 3 have been found to not require conservation and 
management in the EEZ following a thorough evaluation of the Factors in 50 CFR 600.305(c). The Factors 
at 600.305(c) include social and economic considerations and the importance of the species and stocks 
under evaluation to fishing communities, the region, and the Nation. Although the stock definition options 
that define stocks at smaller geographic scales may be implemented as part of the Phase 2 action, and could 
result in future harvest specifications and management measures that would have a more localized effects 
on fishing communities, those future harvest specifications and management measures, including any future 
rebuilding plans, would be developed and evaluated in a future rulemaking action. Thus, the impacts of this 
specific action to fishing communities is considered neutral.  

National Standard 9 — Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, 
(A) minimize bycatch, and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of such 
bycatch. 

NS9 provides that conservation and management measures must, to the extent practicable, minimize 
bycatch and, to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of such bycatch. This action 
does not make changes to any conservation and management measures that influence or minimize 
bycatch. Consistent with NS9, this action identifies EC species; species that do not require conservation 
and management in the EEZ may be defined as EC in order to collect data on EC species, minimize bycatch 
or bycatch mortality of EC species, and protect the associated role of EC species in the ecosystem. 

National Standard 10 — Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, promote 
the safety of human life at sea. 

NS10 provides that conservation and management measures must, to the extent practicable, promote the 
safety of human life at sea. This action is not expected to change any aspect of conservation and 
management measures that could compromise the safety of human life at sea.  

6.3 Section 303(a)(9) Fisheries Impact Statement 
Section 303(a)(9) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that a fishery impact statement be prepared for 
each FMP or FMP amendment. A fishery impact statement is required to assess, specify, and analyze the 
likely effects, if any, including the cumulative conservation, economic, and social impacts, of the 
conservation and management measures on, and possible mitigation measures for (a) participants in the 
fisheries and fishing communities affected by the plan amendment; (b) participants in the fisheries 
conducted in adjacent areas under the authority of another Council; and (c) the safety of human life at sea, 
including whether and to what extent such measures may affect the safety of participants in the fishery. 

The EA/RIR prepared for this plan amendment constitutes the fishery impact statement. The likely effects 
of the proposed action are analyzed and described throughout the EA/RIR. The effects on participants in 
the fisheries and fishing communities are analyzed in the RIR chapter of the analysis (Chapters 4). The 
effects of the proposed action on safety of human life at sea are evaluated in Section 3.6, and above under 
NS10, in Section 5.1 Based on the information reported in this section, there is no need to update the Fishery 
Impact Statement included in the FMP.  

The proposed action affects the Groundfish fisheries in the EEZ off the West Coast, which are under the 
jurisdiction of the Council.  
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This action in and of itself does not alter current harvest specifications or management measures for species 
that are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ and the likely effects of this action are limited 
with respect to any changes to fishing effort, timing, or location. The plan amendment would not have direct 
impacts on the fishery, fisheries in adjacent areas, or fishery participants or fishing communities outside of 
the removal of certain groundfish stocks found not to be in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ from the FMP and the designation of such species as EC species. The impacts of these removals and 
redesignations are expected to be limited as fishing for such species and stocks could continue in the EEZ 
and in state waters, where principal mortality for these species currently occurs. Further, should there be a 
future change (i.e., substantial increase) in the percent catch of such species or stocks in the EEZ any one 
of the stocks may be consider for future addition (back into) to the FMP. Additionally, any future indirect 
impacts to the fisheries and fishery participants/communities, including those resulting from the stock 
definitions component of the Phase 2 process, will be evaluated as part of future harvest specifications and 
management measure actions. These potential effects on fisheries, participants in the fisheries and fishing 
communities cannot be meaningfully evaluated until those future harvest specification and management 
measures are proposed and, therefore, are not analyzed in this document. The effects of the action on safety 
of human life at sea are evaluated above in Section 5.10, NS10. This action is not expected to result in any 
impacts to the safety of human life at sea.  

Impacts on participants in fisheries conducted in adjacent areas under the jurisdiction of other Councils are 
not anticipated as a result of this action.  

6.1 MSA Section 600.305(c) 
 

§600.305(c)(1) includes a non-exhaustive list of 10 Factors that a Council should consider when evaluating 
whether stocks require conservation and management in the EEZ. In addition, §600.305(c)(3) notes that 
additional considerations may be relevant to this analysis on a species-by-species or stock-by-stock basis. 
A comprehensive evaluation of all 10 Factors as well as additional considerations relevant to the context of 
the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery was completed to determine which species, or stocks, out of the 
currently managed groundfish species are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. The species 
considered in this action were preliminarily determined not to require conservation and management in the 
EEZ based on a thorough review under the §600.305(c) Factors.  

The non-exhaustive list of Factors at §600.305(c) demonstrates that the inquiry into whether a stock is in 
need of conservation and management in the EEZ is not a scientific inquiry alone; that other factors and 
information are relevant; and that the Councils can meet the National Standards Guidelines with limited or 
otherwise incomplete scientific information on species and stocks. Indeed, the interaction between NS1 
(the obligation to prevent overfishing while seeking to achieve OY) and NS2 (the requirement to apply 
BSIA) is considered at §600.305(e)(1), which describes using proxies and making an effort to identify and 
gather available information.   

Further, recognizing the need to make management decisions, including stock definition recommendations, 
with incomplete scientific information to inform these decisions, a thorough literature review was 
conducted as part of the Phase 2 action, to synthesize the BSIA regarding population structure for the 
species evaluated (Agenda item H.6, Attachment 3, March 2025). Consistent with NS2, this review allowed 
the Council, paired with the advice of its SSC, to make recommendations for stocks appropriate for removal 
from the FMP and for designation as EC species based on BSIA.   

Additionally, the Council recognized the importance of NS1, NS2 and NS3 considerations when shaping 
the purpose and need and range of alternatives for the larger Phase 2 stock definitions process, of which 
this action is part. These three National Standards intersect in the context of the purpose and need and, as 
applied, in the current frameworks for developing harvest specification and management measures in the 
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FMP. For example, reference points in the FMP pertain to the set of managed stocks, as it would be 
reconsidered and revised through this action.  

 



 

GROUNDFISH STOCK DEFINITIONS, SEPTEMBER 2025 
64 

References 

9.1 Literature Cited 
 

Cope, J.M., DeVore, J., Dick, E.J., Ames, K., Budrick, J., Erickson, D.L., Grebel, J., Hanshew, G., Jones, 
R., Mattes, L. and Niles, C., 2011. An approach to defining stock complexes for US West Coast 
groundfishes using vulnerabilities and ecological distributions. North American Journal of Fisheries 
Management, 31(4), pp.589-604. 
 
Cowardin, L.M., V. Carter, F.C. Golet, and E.T. LaRoe. 1979. Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater 
Habitats of the United States. U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, 
D.C. Jamestown, ND: Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Center Online. 
 
Rasmuson, L.K., Rankin, P.S., Kautzi, L.A., Berger, A., Blume, M.T.O., Lawrence, K.A. and Bosley, K. 
(2021), Cross-Shelf Variability of Deacon Rockfish Sebastes diaconus Age, Growth, and Maturity in 
Oregon Waters and Their Effect on Stock Status. Mar Coast Fish, 13: 379-
395. https://doi.org/10.1002/mcf2.10169 
 
Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC). 2024a. Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management 
Plan, including Figure 3-1 (FMU geographic area). 
 
Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC). 2024b. Status of the Fishery Ecosystem (SAFE) 
Document. 
 
Pacific Fishery Management Council Briefing Book Documents 
PFMC (2015). Agenda Item I.9, Situation Summary, November 2015 
PFMC (2022). Agenda Item E.3.a, NMFS Report 1, March 2022. Defining stocks and stock complexes in 
the groundfish FMP. 
PFMC (2023). Agenda Item E.8, Attachment 1, November 2023. Phase 2 discussion process initiation. 
PFMC (2024c). Agenda Item I.8, Attachment 1, September 2024. Phase 2 Stock Definition Scoping 
Document 
PFMC (2024d). Agenda Item I.8.a, Supplemental SSC Report 1, September 2024. SSC Report on Phase 2 
Stock Definitions – Scoping.  
PFMC (2025a). Agenda Item E.6, Attachment 1, June 2025. Phase 2 Stock Definitions: Analysis of the 
Preliminary Preferred Alternatives for 47 Groundfish Species Adopted under Alternative 1 in March 2025 
PFMC (2025b). Agenda Item E.6, Supplemental Attachment 2, June 2025. Phase 2 Stock Definitions: 10 
Factor Analysis of 40 Groundfish Species and a Range of Alternatives to Support Council Decision-
Making for a Preliminary Preferred Alternative 
PFMC (2025c). Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental GAP Report 1, June 2025. GAP Report on Phase 2 
Stock Definitions – Final Action 
PFMC (2025d). Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental GMT Report 2, June 2025. GMT Report on Phase 2 
Stock Definitions 
PFMC (2025e). Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental SSC Report 1, June 2025. SSC Report on Phase 2 
Stock Definitions – Final Action 
PFMC (2025f). Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental Tribal Report 1, June 2025. Tribal Report on 40 
Groundfish Species Selected for Additional 10 Factor Analysis 
PFMC (2025g). Agenda Item E.7.a, Supplemental Attachment 1, June 2025. National Marine Fisheries 
Service and Pacific Fishery Management Council Staff Joint Report on Harvest Specifications 
Flexibilities and Adaptive Management in the Groundfish Fishery 

https://doi.org/10.1002/mcf2.10169


 

GROUNDFISH STOCK DEFINITIONS, SEPTEMBER 2025 
65 

PFMC (2025h). Agenda Item H.6, Attachment 3, March 2025. Stock Structure Literature Review 
PFMC (2025i). Agenda Item H.6, Supplemental Revised Attachment 1, March 2025. Phase 2 ROA 
PFMC (2025j). Agenda Item H.6.a, Supplemental SSC Report 1, March 2025. SSC Report on Phase 2 
Stock Definitions 
PFMC (2025k). Agenda Item G.2, Attachment 1 and Appendix to Attachment 1, September 2025 
PFMC(2025l). Agenda Tem G.2, Attachment 2, September 2025 
  



 

GROUNDFISH STOCK DEFINITIONS, SEPTEMBER 2025 
66 

Appendix 



 

Agenda Item G.2 
Appendix to Attachment 1 

September 2025
 

Phase 2 Stock Definitions: §600.305(c) 10 Factor Analysis 
of 42 Groundfish Species and a Range of Alternatives to 
Support Council Decision-Making for a Final Preferred 
Alternative. 
Lead Agency:   National Marine Fisheries Service, West Coast Region 

   National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Responsible Official:  Jennifer Quan, Regional Administrator  

   West Coast Regional Office, National Marine Fisheries Service 

For further information contact:  

Katrina Bernaus 

Pacific Fishery Management Council 

7700 NE Ambassador Way, Suite 101 

Portland, OR  97220 

  

Abbie Moyer 

National Marine Fisheries Service 

West Coast Region 

7600 Sand Point Way Northeast 

Seattle, WA  98115



 

1 

The following is a standard document produced by the Pacific Fishery Management Council 
(Council) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) West Coast Region to provide the 
analytical background for decision-making. 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations 

ABC  Acceptable biological catch 
ACL  Annual catch limit 
BRMA  Black rockfish management areas 
BSIA  Best scientific information available 
CA/OR/WA California, Oregon, and Washington 
CDFW  California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
EC  Ecosystem component 
EEZ  Exclusive Economic Zone 
FMP  Fishery Management Plan 
FMU   Fishery Management Unit 
GAP  Groundfish Advisory Subpanel 
GMT  Groundfish Management Team 
LQ  Local quotient 
MSA  Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
MSST  Minimum Stock Size Threshold 
mt  Metric ton 
NMFS  National Marine Fisheries Service 
NWFSC Northwest Fisheries Science Center 
ODFW  Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
OFL  Overfishing limits 
OY  Optimal Yield 
PacFIN Pacific Fisheries Information Network 
PMFC  Pacific Fishery Management Council (used in references) 
RecFIN Recreational Fisheries Information Network 
RCA  Rockfish Conservation Area 
RQ  Regional Quotient 
SAFE  The stock assessment and fishery evaluation document 
SAP  Stock Assessment Prioritization 
SSC  Scientific and Statistical Committee 
WCGOP West Coast Groundfish Observer Program 
WDFW Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction 
As part of the Phase 2 stock definition process, the Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) 
is undertaking a process to evaluate the groundfish species currently managed in the Pacific Coast 
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP), in order to: 1) identify those species and their stocks 
in need of conservation and management in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), and 2) define 
stock(s) of those species in the FMP. This document scopes a range of alternatives (ROA) for 42 
of the currently managed groundfish species, utilizing the ten-factor analysis detailed in 50 CFR 
§600.305(c) of the National Standard Guidelines. Applying these factors, this action analyzes 
whether each species or stocks of species are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ 
and informs the Council in adopting a final preferred alternative (FPA) for each species. This 
specific action is a subpart of the Council’s larger stock definitions process. 
 
Purpose and Need 
The Council adopted the following purpose and need statement for the larger stock definitions 
action, of which this particular action is a subpart, at their September 2024 meeting. 

“The function of Amendment [TBD] to the Pacific Fishery Management Council’s 
(Council) Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) is to identify and 
define [TBD] stocks of [TBD] managed groundfish species in need of conservation and 
management at a geographic scale sufficient for assessing overfished status and 
determining if overfishing is occurring based on key biological, ecological, social, and 
economic information currently available. Amendment [TBD] is necessary to align the 
FMP with the requirements of the Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act and its National Standards to enhance the Council’s ability to attain 
sustainability objectives, especially those outlined in National Standard 1.” 

Range of Alternatives 
At their March 2025 meeting, the Council adopted the following Range of Alternatives (ROA), 
consisting of three action alternatives, for the larger Phase 2 stock definitions action. Alternative 
1 includes three stock delineation Options. Only one sub-option will be adopted for species that 
are identified as in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, and for which stocks are not 
yet defined.  

No Action: The Council would not identify species and their stocks as in need of conservation and 
management. All species, and stocks (where applicable) considered under this action would remain 
in FMP. The Council would not define or redefine any of the stocks of the species considered in 
this action in the FMP 

Alternative 1: Species identified as in need of conservation and management. Stocks of the species 
will be defined as one or more stocks, consistent with the options below, and will remain in the 
FMP. 

Option 1: would amend the FMP to define the species as a single (coastwide, state-specific, etc.) 
stock within the Fishery Management Unit (FMU). 

https://www.pcouncil.org/groundfish-fishery-management-plan-and-amendments/
https://www.pcouncil.org/groundfish-fishery-management-plan-and-amendments/
https://www.pcouncil.org/groundfish-fishery-management-plan-and-amendments/
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/laws-and-policies/national-standard-guidelines
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/laws-and-policies/national-standard-guidelines
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Option 2: would amend the FMP to define the species as two stocks within the FMU (e.g., a stock 
north of 42° N. lat. and a stock south of 42° N. lat.). 

Option 3: would amend the FMP to define the species as three stocks within the FMU (e.g., 
California stock, an Oregon stock, and a Washington stock). 

Alternative 2: Species identified as not in need of conservation and management. Stocks of the 
species will not be defined and the species will be removed from the FMP. 

Alternative 3: Species identified as not in need of conservation and management. Species 
identified as an EC species in FMP Chapter 3. Stocks of the species will not be defined. 

In June 2025, the Council adopted Alternative 1 for seven species or stocks1 of species as their 
PPA. These species would be identified as in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. 
A total of three of these species, black, copper, and quillback rockfishes, are not considered under 
the Alternative 1 stock definitions Options, as their stocks were defined under Amendment 31 
(A31). The Council will consider stock definitions for the four remaining species adopted as PPA 
under Alternative 1. In March 2025, the Council also adopted Alternative 1 for two species – 
stripetail and rosethorn rockfishes – but in June 2025, they requested a comprehensive evaluation 
via the 10 Factors to inform their decision on an FPA. In June 2025, the Council adopted 
Alternative 2 as PPA for 26 species or stocks of species and Alternative 3 as PPA for 12 species.  

10 Factor Analysis 

In March 2025, the Council directed staff to complete a full analysis of 39 of the species evaluated 
in this document (Table ES 1) under §600.305(c)’s 10 factors, to assist them in determining which 
species are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. In June 2025, the Council 
requested a full 10-Factor analysis for three additional species: stripetail, rosethorn, and harlequin 
rockfishes. Therefore, a total of 42 species (Table ES 1) are addressed in this document. Section 
600.305(c) of the National Standards provides 10 non-exclusive factors to evaluate whether a 
species is in need of conservation and management in the EEZ.  

Table ES 1. Species considered in this document’s §600.305(c) analysis 

Black and Yellow Rockfish   Flag rockfish  Pink rockfish  
Black rockfish  Freckled rockfish  Pinkrose rockfish  
Blue Rockfish    Gopher Rockfish  Pygmy rockfish  
Bronzespotted rockfish  Grass Rockfish   Quillback rockfish  
Brown Rockfish   Greenblotched rockfish  Rock sole  
Butter sole  Halfbanded rockfish  Rosethorn rockfish* 
Cabezon  Harlequin rockfish*  Rosy rockfish  
Calico Rockfish Honeycomb rockfish  Sand sole  

 
1 Note, ‘stocks’ in this context applies to both those already defined (under Amendment 31), as well as the potential 
range of stock definition Options for each species adopted by the Council in March 2025 (Agenda Item H.6 
Supplemental Revised Attachment 1, March 2025). 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
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Chameleon Rockfish  Kelp greenling  Speckled rockfish  
China Rockfish   Kelp rockfish  Starry flounder  
Copper rockfish  Leopard shark  Stripetail rockfish* 
Curlfin sole  Light Dusky Rockfish  Swordspine rockfish  
Deacon Rockfish  Mexican rockfish  Tiger rockfish  
Dwarf-Red Rockfish  Olive rockfish  Treefish  

*Full evaluation completed after June 2025, incorporated into this final version of the analysis 

50 CFR §600.305(c)’s 10 Factor Analysis 

This document provides the “10 factor analysis” from §600.305(c) to inform the Council in 
adopting an FPA for each of the 42 groundfish species evaluated herein. 

The §600.305(c) ‘10 Factors’ 

(i)                 The stock is an important component of the marine environment 
(ii)              The stock is caught by the fishery 
(iii)            Whether an FMP can improve or maintain the condition of the stock 
(iv)             The stock is a target of a fishery 
(v)               The stock is important to commercial, recreational, or subsistence users 
(vi)             The fishery is important to the Nation or to the regional economy 
(vii)          The need to resolve competing interests and conflicts among user groups 
and whether an FMP can further that resolution 
(viii)        The economic condition of the fishery and whether an FMP can produce 
more efficient utilization 
(ix)             The needs of a developing fishery and whether an FMP can foster 
orderly growth 
(x)               The extent to which the fishery is already adequately managed by states, 
by state/Federal programs, or by Federal regulations pursuant to other FMPs or 
international commissions, or by industry self-regulation, consistent with the 
requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and other applicable law 

The analysis utilizes ‘bins’ of species to apply each of the §600.305(c) 10 factors, fully evaluating 
the species bin under each factor. These factor-by-factor analyses are synthesized into conclusions 
for each species bin as to whether each species is in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ and, if not, whether there is support to remove the species from the FMP or designate it as an 
EC species.  

This analysis utilizes species bins as a means to streamline and organize the 10-factor analysis 
where multiple species’ life history characteristics, habitat preferences and use, environmental 
factors, and other characteristics overlap. However, where there are species- or stock-specific 
characteristics that meaningfully impact the Council’s 10-factor analysis of a stock, a species- or 
stock-specific evaluation is conducted and included in the context of the species bin analyses 
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contained herein. Ultimately, findings of whether each species (or certain geographic portions of 
species) is in need of conservation and management in the EEZ are concluded on a species- or 
stock- specific basis. 

Species Bins 

Shallow Nearshore: black and yellow rockfish, China rockfish, gopher rockfish, grass rockfish, 
kelp rockfish, cabezon, and kelp greenling 

Deeper Nearshore: black rockfish, blue rockfish, brown rockfish, copper rockfish, deacon 
rockfish, olive rockfish, quillback rockfish, and treefish 

Shallow Shelf: calico rockfish, flag rockfish, freckled rockfish, halfbanded rockfish, honeycomb 
rockfish, pygmy rockfish, rosy rockfish, speckled rockfish, swordspine rockfish 

Deep Shelf: bronzespotted rockfish, chameleon rockfish, greenblotched rockfish, Mexican 
rockfish, pink rockfish, pinkrose rockfish, and tiger rockfish 

No Mortality Species: Dwarf-red rockfish and light dusky rockfish. 

Flatfish: butter sole, curlfin sole, rock sole, sand sole, and starry flounder 

Leopard Shark 

Additional Deep Shelf Species: stripetail rockfish, rosethorn rockfish, and harlequin rockfish 
were added to the analysis and are analyzed in their own bin. 

Analysis Overview 

The synthesis of the analysis follows the process provided by the National Standard Guidelines. 
As the National Standard Guidelines provide, at 50 CFR §600.305(c)(3), “no single factor is 
dispositive or required. One or more of the above factors, and any additional considerations that 
may be relevant to the particular stock, may provide the basis for determining that a stock requires 
conservation and management.” Further, Factors (i) – (iii) should be considered first when councils 
consider whether species are in need of conservation and management. The National Standard 
Guidelines next direct councils to consider Factors (iv) – (ix), which set forth key economic, social, 
or other reasons which, if answered positively, would argue for maintaining a stock within an 
FMP. 

The findings of the analysis and the synthesis of factors provide the following general conclusions 
for the species evaluated. 

Ecological and Fishery Considerations (Factors(i)-(iii)) 

In Factor (i), the role of each species in the broader marine ecosystem is a primary consideration. 
The species in this analysis occupy a diverse range of habitats, depths, and benthic habitats, serving 
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as both predator and prey to other organisms in the ecosystem. Some species may play the same 
role in the ecosystem, however, and can be considered ecologically interchangeable. The analysis 
concludes all species evaluated in this document are considered important components of the 
marine ecosystem. 

Factor (ii) considers whether each species or stock is principally caught by the Federal fishery and 
Factor (iii) considers whether the FMP can improve or maintain the condition of the species or 
stock. Analysis of Factors (ii) and (iii) applies a 25 percent threshold adopted by the Council in 
March 2025 to determine whether a species or stock is principally caught in Federal waters and, 
hence, whether an FMP can impact the condition of the stocks. The analysis of these factors 
identified multiple species, notably in the nearshore species bins, but others as well, which have 
principal mortality in state waters, where Federal management under the FMP may have a limited 
effect on improving or maintaining the condition of their stocks. These findings may weigh in 
favor of these species and stocks not needing conservation and management in the EEZ. The 
analysis also identified species and stocks for which principal mortality is located in Federal 
waters, but tended to be very low (or even de minimis), or for which there was no recent recorded 
mortality, both of which could support the conclusion that these species and stocks are not in need 
of conservation and management in the EEZ.  

Economic and Social Factors (Factors (iv)-(vi), (viii)-(ix)) 

Economic contributions to Federal commercial and recreational fisheries are key considerations in 
the analysis through the evaluation of Factors (iv) through (ix). Species that are considered direct 
targets in Federal commercial and recreational fisheries, generate significant local or regional 
revenues, support recreational fishing experiences, or are fished within the same stock complexes 
as target species may be considered important species. These aspects, considered with other 
factors, could provide support to the Council for identifying the species or their stocks as in need 
of conservation and management in the EEZ. Conversely, for species with minimal economic or 
social importance stemming from the Federal fishery, the analysis is more likely to support a 
determination that these species and their stocks are not in need of conservation and management 
in the EEZ, when considered with other factors. The analysis also considered whether there are 
developing fisheries in the EEZ or fisheries in need of more efficient utilization that may require 
Federal management, though it is generally acknowledged that the West Coast groundfish fishery 
is fully utilized and no longer developing. 

Governance (Factors (vii), (x)) 

The analysis also addresses the role of the FMP and other state/Federal institutions. Broadly, 
management of species in the FMP provides a potential avenue for conflict mitigation and 
resolution between states, sectors, and individual fishermen participating in the fishery. This FMP 
benefit, however, may not apply to species whose depth and/or geographic range do not span 
multiple jurisdictions or for species for which states are already the primary institutions working 
to resolve conflicts between sectors and participants. For many nearshore species, there are robust 
state management programs. This analysis acknowledges, but does not seek to evaluate the 
effectiveness of these programs, however. 



 

17 

Synthesis of the 10 Factor Analysis 

Section 4 of this document combines the analyses of each factor and describes, for each species, 
organized by species bin, whether there is support from each factor to determine whether the 
species is in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. 
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1.  Introduction 

The Council is required to identify stocks2 in need of conservation and management in the 
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) per the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (MSA), and its National Standards. The process to determine if a stock is in need 
of conservation and management in the EEZ is provided in the National Standards guidance at 50 
CFR §600.305(c). The Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) currently lists 
the species managed under the FMP (see FMP Chapter 3, Table 3-1) and the groundfish stocks 
thus far defined (see FMP Chapter 3, Table 3-2 under  Amendment 31 (A31) or under Amendment 
35 (A35). As will be described in the History of this Action section, the current FMP list of species 
provides insufficient detail necessary to identify all managed species as stocks, e.g., geographic 
boundaries, etc. In 2022, the Council began work to define stocks for all managed groundfish 
species. A31 and A35 were part of Phase 1 of that larger stock definitions process. This analysis 
supports a continuation of that effort and is part of Phase 2 of the larger stock definitions process. 

The goals of this specific action, which is a subpart of the larger stock definitions process, are to 
determine if a set of 42 managed groundfish are: 1) in need of conservation and management in 
the EEZ, 2) to define the stocks of any species that have not yet been defined and which are found 
to be in need of conservation and management, and 3) to determine whether any species or stocks 
not found to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ should be removed from the 
FMP or designated as ecosystem component (EC) species. The bulk of the analysis contained in 
this document focuses on evaluating whether the 42 species and their stocks are in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ through the 10-factor analysis provided in §600.305(c), 
and as was requested by the Council in March 20253. This document provides an in-depth 
evaluation of the MSA policy requirements related to this action, while the environmental 
assessment fulfills National Environmental Policy Act obligations and impact analyses. This 
document represents a revised and final version of the draft 10-Factor Analysis presented to the 
Council in June 2025 (Agenda Item E.6 Supplemental Attachment 2) and this document should be 
cited as the final version of the analysis and documentation of the analysis presented to support 
this action.  

1.1 Proposed Action 

This action is consistent with the authority provided in the MSA, the National Standard Guidelines 
(§600.305), and Chapter 3 of the FMP. Section 302(h)(1) requires a Council to prepare an FMP 
for each fishery under its authority that requires (or in other words, is in need of) conservation and 
management. The proposed action would amend the FMP to 1) identify those species out of the 
42 species described in Table 1 that are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ; 2) 
define stocks for those species or stocks in need of conservation and management; and 3) of those 
species or stocks not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, determine which species 

 
2 The term "stock of fish" means a species, subspecies, geographical grouping, or other category of fish capable of 
management as a unit (16 USC. 1802 MSA §3(42)). 
3 For those species identified as in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, which at this stage would remain 
in the FMP, the Council may at a later date evaluate whether the delegation of management of that species to a state 
or states is warranted. 

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/document/magnuson-stevens-fishery-conservation-and-management-act
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/document/magnuson-stevens-fishery-conservation-and-management-act
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/part-600/section-600.305#p-600.305(c)
https://www.pcouncil.org/groundfish-fishery-management-plan-and-amendments/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/08/pacific-coast-groundfish-fishery-management-plan.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2023/06/h-3-attachment-1-analysis-for-proposed-amendment-31-to-the-pacific-groundfish-fishery-management-plan-in-support-of-the-final-preferred-alternative-electronic-only.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2024/10/i-4-attachment-1-analysis-for-proposed-amendment-to-the-pacific-groundfish-fishery-management-plan-in-support-of-the-final-preferred-alternative-electronic-only.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2024/10/i-4-attachment-1-analysis-for-proposed-amendment-to-the-pacific-groundfish-fishery-management-plan-in-support-of-the-final-preferred-alternative-electronic-only.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/laws-and-policies/national-standard-guidelines
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and stocks should be removed from the FMP or designated as EC species. The action would require 
an FMP amendment. This action makes no proposed changes to the species composition of the 
2025-26 groundfish stock complexes. Nor is this action intended to revise the harvest 
specifications framework in the FMP or have allocative effects for the same period. Depending on 
the Council’s FPA, it is probable that the Council will need to reconsider both the species 
composition of current stock complexes and allocations in future groundfish actions.  Groundfish 
harvest specifications for species and stock complexes in varying geographic scales are developed 
through the framework described in the FMP and codified into federal regulations. Harvest 
specifications and management measures for any newly defined stocks would be developed and 
implemented as part of a future groundfish specifications and management measures process. 

Table 1. Species considered in this analysis, for potential FPA in September 2025. 

Black and Yellow 
Rockfish   

Flag rockfish  Pink rockfish  

Black rockfish  Freckled rockfish  Pinkrose rockfish  
Blue Rockfish    Gopher Rockfish  Pygmy rockfish  
Bronzespotted rockfish  Grass Rockfish   Quillback rockfish  
Brown Rockfish   Greenblotched rockfish  Rock sole  
Butter sole  Halfbanded rockfish  Rosy rockfish  
Cabezon  Harlequin rockfish Rosethorn rockfish a/ 
Calico Rockfish a/  Honeycomb rockfish  Sand sole  
Chameleon Rockfish  Kelp greenling  Speckled rockfish  
China Rockfish   Kelp rockfish  Starry flounder  
Copper rockfish  Leopard shark  Stripetail rockfish a/ 
Curlfin sole  Light Dusky Rockfish  Swordspine rockfish  
Deacon Rockfish  Mexican rockfish  Tiger rockfish  
Dwarf-Red Rockfish  Olive rockfish  Treefish  

a/Rosethorn and stripetail rockfishes were added to analysis after June 2025 meeting based on the Council’s request. 
Harlequin rockfish had been added to the analysis by Council staff in June 2025, and its evaluation was confirmed by 
the Council at their June meeting. 

The proposed action would define the stocks for species currently managed in the FMP that are in 
need of conservation and management in the EEZ and thus allow for NMFS to make stock status 
determinations (i.e., overfished/not-overfished) and evaluate depletion relative to the management 
target (BMSY) and the minimum stock size threshold (MMST), as described in Sections 4.3 through 
4.5 of the FMP, for stocks of these species. FMPs must describe status determination criteria, or 
the measurable and objective factors (e.g., OFL, MSST, etc.), for each managed stock to determine 
if a stock is overfished or whether overfishing is occurring (§600.310(e)(2)(i)(A)). The Groundfish 
FMP describes the harvest specification process used to set the overfishing fishing limit (OFL), 
acceptable biological catch (ABC), and annual catch limits (ACL) for managed groundfish species. 

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-VI/part-600/subpart-D/section-600.310#p-600.310(e)(2)
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The Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) document details the harvest specification 
factors for these species, such as harvest control rules (HCR), OFLs, and ABCs, on a biennial 
basis, based on the best scientific information available (BSIA) for each groundfish species in the 
fishery. This action makes no changes to the species composition of stock complexes or harvest 
specifications as implemented in the 2025-26 groundfish harvest specifications. It is assumed the 
Council would continue to manage species that are currently in a complex within their current 
complex for the purposes of the 2025-26 groundfish harvest specifications. Changes to complexes 
will be considered in a later phase of the Council’s larger stock definitions process. 

1.1.1 Description of Management Area 

The management area is the West Coast EEZ —defined as the area from 3 nautical miles to 200 
nautical miles seaward of Washington, Oregon, and California state waters and the communities 
that engage in fishing in waters off these states. This geographic area within the jurisdiction of the 
FMP may be referred to as the fishery management unit (FMU) and is depicted in Figure 3-1 of 
the FMP (PFMC, 2024a). 

1.2 History of this Analysis 

The history of the larger stock definitions action is well documented in Agenda Item H.6, 
Supplemental Revised Attachment 1, March 2025, which is incorporated by reference. ‘Phase 2’ 
is currently underway to complete the process of identifying and defining those stocks of species 
currently managed in the FMP that are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. The 
Council initiated Phase 2 in November 2023 with a discussion process (Agenda Item E.8, 
Attachment 1, November 2023). Staff returned at the September 2024 Council meeting, with a 
proposed analytical framework for Phase 2 (Agenda Item I.8, Attachment 1, September 2024), to 
initiate scoping of the action. The framework was largely built on National Standard guidance, 
notably at §600.305(c), which can be used to determine whether a stock requires conservation and 
management in the EEZ. The Council adopted the framework, a purpose and need statement, and 
the revised process planning schedule (Agenda Item E.8, Attachment 2, November 2024).  

The Council’s initial analysis of the species currently managed in the FMP (Agenda Item H.6, 
Supplemental Revised Attachment 1, March 2025) focused on Factors (ii) and (iii) from 
§600.305(c) to make preliminary determinations as to which species would benefit from a 
complete 10-Factor analysis under the regulations. This approach is supported by the direction 
provided at 50 CFR §600.305(c)(4), which sets forth that if the amount and/or type of catch that 
occurs in Federal waters is a significant contributing factor to a stock’s status, such information 
would weigh heavily in favor of continuing to include that stock in an FMP. Accordingly, the 
guidance in §600.305(c) recommends that Councils consider giving weight to Factors (i) - (iii) 
first in the process of applying the factors found at §600.305(c). 

The analysis presented at the March 2025 Council meeting (Agenda Item H.6, Supplemental 
Revised Attachment 1, March 2025; hereinafter ROA Analysis) proposed a 25 percent threshold 
as a framework for  categorizing catch of species as occurring principally in the EEZ, and thus for 
identifying species and stocks to be likely candidates for continued Federal management in the 
FMP. In brief, if 25 percent or more of a species’ principal mortality is in the EEZ, it would be 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2023/10/e-8-attachment-1-proposed-schedule-for-developing-the-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2023/10/e-8-attachment-1-proposed-schedule-for-developing-the-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2024/08/i-8-attachment-1-phase-2-stock-definition-scoping-document-electronic-only.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2024/08/i-8-attachment-2-updated-process-schedule-for-developing-the-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/part-600#p-600.305(c)(4)
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
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identified as likely appropriate for remaining in the FMP based on the guidance found at 
§600.305(c). If mortality was less than 25 percent in the EEZ, the species would be identified for 
a thorough 10-factor evaluation under the factors outlined at §600.305(c) in order to ascertain if 
the species or their stocks are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ and should 
hence be retained for management in the FMP, removed from the FMP, or designated as an EC 
species.  

In March 2025, the Council adopted the 25 percent threshold, as detailed in the ROA Analysis, as 
a tool to use in its stock definitions process. Applying this framework, the Council identified two 
groups of species. A set of 60 species which had principal mortality in the EEZ (Group 1), and a 
set of 26 species which had either mixed/ambiguous results, had mortality less than 25 percent in 
the EEZ, or had no mortality (2 species) on the U.S. West Coast (Group 2). Also in March 2025, 
the Council adopted the ROA for Phase 2 of its groundfish stock definitions process. Specifically, 
the Council is considering three action alternatives under this larger action. Alternative 1 would 
identify the groundfish species and stocks currently managed in the FMP that are in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ and define the stocks of those species for continued 
Federal management. Alternative 2 would identify the species or stocks that are not in need of 
conservation and management and proposes to evaluate those species and stocks for removal from 
the FMP. Alternative 3 would identify those species or stocks not in need of conservation and 
management and proposes to evaluate those species and stocks for classification as an EC species 
in the FMP. For those species identified as in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, 
the Council also adopted three stock definition Options under Alternative 1. Option 1 would define 
a species as single stock, either as a coastwide or state specific stock. Option 2 would define a 
species as two stocks delineated at specific geographical scales (e.g., North and South of 40° 10′ 
N. lat., etc.). Option 3 would define a species as three stocks delineated at specific geographical 
scales (e.g., a Washington stock, an Oregon stock, and a California stock, etc.).4 

Based on advice from the GMT (Agenda Item H.6.a, Supplemental GMT Report 1, March 2025) 
and the GAP (Agenda Item H.6.a, Supplemental GMT Report 1, March 2025), in March 2025, the 
Council identified 39 species that it recommended for the thorough 10-Factor analysis under 
§600.305(c). These 39 species include 13 species that had principal mortality in the EEZ and 26 
species that had mortality less than 25 percent in the EEZ or no mortality in the EEZ. The Council 
recommended that these species (Table 1) be analyzed under a full 10-Factor analysis to determine 
whether they are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. In June 2025, staff presented 
a draft of the 10-Factor analysis to the Council (Agenda Item E.6, Supplemental Attachment 2, 
June 2025). Upon review of the draft 10-Factor analysis and the recommendation of the GAP 
(Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental REVISED GAP Report 1, June 2025), the Council requested 
that 3 additional species – stripetail, rosethorn, and harlequin rockfishes, be added to the final 
version of the 10-Factor analysis. Discussions of the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC; 
Agenda Item E.6.a Supplemental SSC Report 1, June 2025) and the Council also provided several 
suggestions for Council staff to consider in finalizing this analysis.  

 
4 Note, this action does not act on delegation of management to the states, though that may be taken up as a subsequent 
action for stocks that are identified as in need of conservation and management in the EEZ and retained in the FMP. 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/03/h-6-a-supplemental-gmt-report-1-groundfish-management-team-report-on-a-proposed-framework-in-support-of-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/03/h-6-a-supplemental-gap-report-1-groundfish-advisory-subpanel-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gap-report-1-gap-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
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This document is intended to provide a final 10-Factor analysis of all 42 species recommended for 
evaluation of whether they are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. In addition to 
evaluating the 42 species recommended for a comprehensive 10-Factor analysis, this document 
also seeks to establish the process for determining whether groundfish species off the West Coast 
are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. While this analysis represents current 
conditions regarding which stocks are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, it does 
not preclude the Council from making different findings, in the future, if biological or fishery 
conditions change or if more information becomes available. The Council, at any time, may request 
an evaluation of any managed, EC, or non-managed species or stock to determine whether it is 
need of conservation and management in the EEZ in order to add or remove the species or stock 
from the Groundfish FMP, as deemed appropriate. 50 CFR 600.305(c)(7) recommends that 
Councils periodically review their FMPs and the BSIA to determine if stocks are ‘appropriately 
identified,’ and whether a stock needs to be removed from or moved into an FMP based on updated 
information. There is some precedent for this process in the Groundfish FMP, as big skate has 
been moved from an EC species to an actively managed species upon the Council’s request for an 
evaluation of mortality (Agenda Item I.9, Situation Summary, November 2015). 

In June 2025, the Council adopted Alternative 1 for regional portions of six species (black, blue, 
copper, and deacon rockfishes, cabezon, and kelp greenling) as their PPA. The Council also 
adopted Alternative 1 as PPA for all three state specific stock units of quillback rockfish. Under 
the PPA, blue and deacon rockfishes would be defined as two stocks and cabezon and kelp 
greenling would be defined as single stocks. Stocks of black, copper, and quillback rockfishes 
were already defined under A31; however, under this action, the Oregon and Washington portions 
of  black and copper rockfish range could be determined to not be in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ, and thus the stock(s) covering those portions of their range would be 
removed from the FMP. Under the PPA, stock definitions for quillback rockfish would remain the 
same as they were defined under A31, i.e., three state specific stocks. Portions of blue and deacon 
rockfish off Oregon and Washington could also be determined to not be in need of conservation 
and management in the EEZ, and thus certain stocks within their range may be defined in the FMP 
while others are not. In June 2025, the Council also adopted 26 species under Alternative 2 (Table 
2) and 12 species under Alternative 3 (Table 3) 

Table 2. Groundfish species adopted under Alternative 2 as PPA  

Black and yellow rockfish China rockfish Harlequin rockfish Olive rockfish 
Black rockfish (CA) Copper rockfish (CA) Honeycomb rockfish Pink rockfish 
Blue rockfish (CA) Dwarf red rockfish Kelp greenling (OR/CA) Pinkrose rockfish 
Brown rockfish Freckled rockfish Kelp rockfish Pygmy rockfish 
Cabezon (OR/CA) Gopher rockfish Leopard shark Swordspine rockfish 
Calico rockfish Grass rockfish Light dusky rockfish Treefish 
Chameleon rockfish Half-banded rockfish   
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Table 3. Groundfish species adopted under Alternative 3 as PPA 

Bronzespotted rockfish Mexican rockfish Tiger rockfish Rock sole 
Flag rockfish Rosy rockfish Butter sole Sand sole 
Greenblotched rockfish Speckled rockfish Curlfin sole Starry flounder 

 

1.3 Purpose and Need 

The Council adopted the following purpose and need statement for the larger stock definitions 
action, of which this particular action is a subpart, at their September 2024 meeting.  

“The function of Amendment [TBD] to the Pacific Fishery Management Council’s (Council) 
Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) is to identify and define [TBD] 
stocks of [TBD] managed groundfish species in need of conservation and management at a 
geographic scale sufficient for assessing overfished status and determining if overfishing is 
occurring based on key biological, ecological, social, and economic information currently 
available. Amendment [TBD] is necessary to align the FMP with the requirements of the 
Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and its National Standards to 
enhance the Council’s ability to attain sustainability objectives, especially those outlined in 
National Standard 1.” 

1.4 Range of Alternatives 

The Council adopted the ROA for the larger Phase 2 stock definitions action at their March 2025 
meeting. The ROA was adopted for all 42 species included in this action, with the 10-factor 
analysis requested by the Council to inform adoption of a PPA for these species at the June 2025 
meeting. The ROA included a No Action alternative and three action alternatives. Alternative 1 
included three stock delineation Options. The PPA for stock definition options was adopted for 
regional portions of seven species by the Council at the June 2025 meeting. The remaining species 
were adopted as PPA under Alternative 2 or Alternative 3. Table 5-1 in section 5 provides the 
preliminary stock delineation Options under Alternative 1 adopted by the Council as PPA, by 
species.  

Range of Alternatives 

No Action: All species remain in FMP as currently defined and managed. The list of managed 
species as shown in the FMP Chapter 3, Table 3-1 would not be modified. The Council would not 
define stocks of the species in the FMP other than the ones already defined.  

Alternative 1: Species identified as in need of conservation and management in the EEZ and 
would remain in the FMP. Stocks of the species will be defined as one or more stocks, consistent 
with the options below. 
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● Option 1 would amend the FMP to define the species as a single (coastwide, state-specific, 
etc.) stock within the Fishery Management Unit (FMU). 

● Option 2 would amend the FMP to define the species as two stocks within the FMU (e.g., 
a stock north of 42° N. lat. and a stock south of 42° N. lat.). 

● Option 3 would amend the FMP to define the species as three stocks within the FMU (e.g., 
California stock, an Oregon stock, and a Washington stock). 

Alternative 2: Species identified as not in need of conservation and management. Stocks of the 
species will not be defined and the species will be removed from the FMP. 

Alternative 3: Species identified as not in need of conservation and management. Species 
identified as an EC species in FMP Chapter 3. Stocks of the species will not be defined. 

Preliminary Preferred Alternative  

The Council adopted Alternative 1 as their PPA for two species considered in this document in 
March 2025 and for seven species or stocks of species considered in this document in June 2025. 
These species would be identified as in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. A total 
of three of these species, black, copper, and quillback rockfishes, are not considered under the 
Alternative 1 stock definitions Options, as their stocks were defined under Amendment 31 (A31). 
Stocks for those species are described in the FMP, Chapter 3, Table 3-2, which is incorporated by 
reference. The Council is not reconsidering the stock definitions for these three species. Rather, in 
this action, which is a subpart of the Council’s larger Stock Definitions process, the Council will 
consider stock definitions for the four remaining species adopted as PPA under Alternative 1.  

The Council adopted Alternative 2 as their PPA for 26 species or stocks of species considered in 
this document in June 2025. 

The Council adopted Alternative 3 as their PPA for 12 species considered in this document in June 
2025. 

Further analysis of the Council’s PPA and decision-making is available in the draft environmental 
assessment, to which this document is attached. 

1.5 Stock Definition Options 

Section 5 analyzes the PPA stock definition options that were adopted for seven groundfish species 
listed in the FMP at the June 2025 meeting based on the information in the literature review. Those 
species are considered under one of the three alternatives described above. Stocks of black 
rockfish, copper rockfish, and quillback rockfish have already been defined, through Amendment 
31, and are therefore not considered further for definition under Alternative 1 in this action. 

 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/08/pacific-coast-groundfish-fishery-management-plan.pdf/
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2 Introduction of the 10-Factor Analysis 

The following analysis under 50 CFR §600.305(c) is undertaken to evaluate whether a subset of 
managed groundfish species and their stocks are in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ, through a comprehensive evaluation of the factors identified under §600.305(c), applied to 
the context of the species within the EEZ. A draft version of this analysis was presented to the 
Council in June 2025 (Agenda Item E.6, Supplemental Attachment 2, June 2025). This document 
and the analysis herein is revised from the initial draft and should be cited as the final and complete 
version.  

2.1 Conservation and Management in the EEZ 

As described above, the Council is following the analytical approach from the National Standards 
Guidelines for determining whether a species from the group of 42 species, identified as principally 
caught in state waters or with little to no catch in Federal waters, using the 25 percent threshold, 
is in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. Based on the determination of the Council 
in March and June 2025, the species in Table 1 require comprehensive evaluation under the 
§600.305(c) factors to inform the Council in its consideration of whether each species is in need 
of conservation and management in the EEZ.  

The National Standard 1 Guidelines provide a framework that gives guidance to the regional 
councils on how to decide whether a stock requires conservation and management in the EEZ, and 
thus fall within Federal jurisdiction. Specifically, §600.305 provides as follows: 

(c) Stocks that require conservation and management. 

(1) Magnuson-Stevens Act section 302(h)(1) requires a Council to prepare an FMP for each 
fishery under its authority that requires (or in other words, is in need of) conservation and 
management. 16 U.S.C. 1852(h)(1). Not every fishery requires Federal management. Any 
stocks that are predominately caught in Federal waters and are overfished or subject to 
overfishing, or likely to become overfished or subject to overfishing, are considered to require 
conservation and management. Beyond such stocks, Councils may determine that additional 
stocks require “conservation and management.” (See Magnuson-Stevens Act definition at 16 
U.S.C. 1802(5)). Based on this definition of conservation and management, and other relevant 
provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, a Council should consider the following non-
exhaustive list of factors when deciding whether additional stocks require conservation and 
management: 

(i) The stock is an important component of the marine environment. 

(ii) The stock is caught by the fishery. 

(iii) Whether an FMP can improve or maintain the condition of the stock. 

(iv) The stock is a target of a fishery. 

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-VI/part-600/subpart-D/section-600.305
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(v) The stock is important to commercial, recreational, or subsistence users. 

(vi) The fishery is important to the Nation or to the regional economy. 

(vii) The need to resolve competing interests and conflicts among user groups and whether 
an FMP can further that resolution. 

(viii) The economic condition of a fishery and whether an FMP can produce more efficient 
utilization. 

(ix) The needs of a developing fishery, and whether an FMP can foster orderly growth. 

(x) The extent to which the fishery is already adequately managed by states, by state/Federal 
programs, or by Federal regulations pursuant to other FMPs or international commissions, 
or by industry self-regulation, consistent with the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act 
and other applicable law. 

This document provides an analytical approach to the evaluation of the groundfish species 
identified by the Council for a thorough analysis, using the framework set forth in §600.305(c). 
Species determined to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ will be defined as 
one or more stocks under Alternative 1. Species and/or stocks determined to not be in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ will be considered either for removal from the FMP or 
designation as an EC species. The §600.305(c) Factors are considered to be non-exhaustive and 
no single factor is dispositive or required in determining which species should be included in an 
FMP. Any one or more of the factors may provide the basis for the conclusion that a stock requires 
conservation and management in the EEZ and should be included in an FMP. For a species to be 
considered for removal from an FMP or to be designated as an EC species, a thorough analysis of 
the ten §600.305(c) factors should be completed. The specific circumstances, biological 
considerations, socio-economic concerns, and available scientific information for a particular 
species and fishery should be taken into account, and the factors should be applied consistently to 
species with similar conditions within the EEZ. One additional consideration – the vulnerability 
of a species to the fishery – was included in this analysis of whether the species evaluated in this 
document are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. This additional consideration 
was recommended by the SSC, who in March 2025 suggested that the results of the productivity–
susceptibility analysis conducted in 2011 (Cope et al. 2011) should be utilized when evaluating 
candidates for EC designation (Agenda Item H.6.a Supplemental SSC Report 1, March 2025). This 
consideration is reviewed in Section 3.10 of this document.  

Species are evaluated via the §600.305(c) factors to inform the Council in their decision of whether 
the species is in need of conservation and management in the EEZ through the following sequence: 

1. Address Factors (i) - (iii), considering the stock’s role as a fishery resource and component of 
the marine environment. 

2. Address Factors (iv) – (ix), considering the key economic and social reasons for conservation 
and management in the EEZ. 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/03/h-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/


 

27 

3. Consider Factor (x) before deciding whether to remove a stock from or continue to include a 
stock in the FMP. 

Factors should be applied in a consistent manner across species and within the same fishery, though 
one factor may have more significance in one case than in another, depending on the circumstances 
of a certain species or fishery (see 81 FR 71864, October 18, 2016). Indeed, the guidance at 
§600.305(c)(3) notes that, if the amount and/or type of catch that occurs in Federal waters is a 
significant contributing factor to a stock's status, such information would weigh heavily in favor 
of adding a stock to an FMP (or, in this case, retaining a stock in the FMP).  

Based on this regulatory guidance, the following framework was developed to analyze the 42 
species the Council identified to be comprehensively reviewed under the §600.305(c) factors. 
Aspects of some factors were first evaluated through the Range of Alternatives (ROA) analysis 
presented to the Council (Agenda Item H.6, Supplemental Revised Attachment 1,March 2025); 
particularly with respect to the 25 percent threshold applied therein to identify species with 
principal mortality in the EEZ. A draft version of the 10-Factor analysis of 40 of the 42 species 
(all but stripetail and rosethorn rockfishes, harlequin rockfish was also only evaluated under 
Factors (i)-(iii)) was presented to the Council in June 2025 (Agenda Item E.6 Supplemental 
Attachment 2 and Supplemental Attachment 4). The Council further requested that 3 additional 
species – rosethorn, stripetail, and harlequin rockfishes – be comprehensively evaluated under the 
10-Factor test. This document serves as the revised, final version of the 10-Factor analysis, with 
stripetail and rosethorn rockfishes added to the analysis and harlequin rockfish fully evaluated. 

2.2 Analytical Framework for the §600.305(c) Analysis 

2.2.1 Species Bins 

Species are grouped into bins based on common ecological and fishery characteristics to help 
organize the analysis. Throughout the document, species and their analysis under each factor may 
be referred to in terms of their respective “bin.” However, while species within a bin may share 
many similar attributes, and can be described as such, where there are species- or stock-specific 
characteristics that meaningfully impact the Council’s 10-factor analysis of a species or stock, a 
species- or stock-specific evaluation is conducted, and conclusions for each species will ultimately 
be considered separately. The bins are not intended to bind together species for regulation, that is 
a separate management determination. 

Based on information in the Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation document (PFMC, 2024), 
Cope et al (2011), Love et al (2002), the literature review (Agenda Item H.6, Attachment 3, March 
2025), and expert advice from industry representatives, the following species bins were developed. 
Rockfish comprise the majority of species in the first five bins; however, cabezon and kelp 
greenling were included in the first bin due to the depth-based characteristics of their life histories 
(see Love 2011). All flatfish were included in one bin and leopard shark was considered separately 
due to its different biology and fishery characteristics. Further, the rockfish in the shallow 
nearshore and deeper nearshore bins reflect the California commercial fishing permit species 
groupings (pers. comm. T. Banez, CDFW, March 2025).  

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-supplemental-attachment-4-errata-to-supplemental-attachment-2.pdf/
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Stripetail, rosethorn, and harlequin rockfishes were later recommended by the Council for 
comprehensive evaluation under the 10 §600.305(c) factors. Harlequin rockfish was included in 
the initial draft 10-Factor analysis of Factors (i) through (iii), which was presented in June 2025 
(Agenda Item E.6, Attachment 1, June 2025), as prior to that meeting Council staff noted the 
species’ de minimis mortality and predicted that the Council may be interested in a full 10-Factor 
evaluation. Each of these three species are deep shelf species, based on information from Cope et 
al. (2011). This is also correlated by their depth of abundance, as presented in Table 2-1 in the 
SAFE (PFMC 2024). These three species are therefore analyzed together in their own “Additional 
Deep Shelf Species” bin within this final version of the analysis. 

Species Bins 

Shallow Nearshore  
The shallow nearshore bin consists of black and yellow rockfish, China rockfish, gopher rockfish, 
grass rockfish, kelp rockfish, cabezon, and kelp greenling. 
 
Deeper Nearshore  
The deeper nearshore bin consists of black rockfish, blue rockfish, brown rockfish, copper 
rockfish, deacon rockfish, olive rockfish, quillback rockfish, and treefish. 
 
Shallow Shelf  
The shallow shelf bin consists of calico rockfish, flag rockfish, freckled rockfish, halfbanded 
rockfish, honeycomb rockfish, pygmy rockfish, rosy rockfish, speckled rockfish, and swordspine 
rockfish. 
 
Deep Shelf 
The deep shelf bin consists of bronzespotted rockfish, chameleon rockfish, greenblotched rockfish, 
Mexican rockfish, pink rockfish, pinkrose rockfish, and tiger rockfish. 
 
No Mortality off the West Coast 
This bin consists of light dusky rockfish and dwarf-red rockfish, which have no recent recorded 
mortality off the West Coast. 
 
Flatfish 
The flatfish bin consists of butter sole, curlfin sole, rock sole, sand sole, and starry flounder. 
 
Leopard shark 
The leopard shark is analyzed on its own, as the sole elasmobranch included in this analysis. 

Additional Deep Shelf Species: stripetail rockfish, rosethorn rockfish, and harlequin rockfish 
were added to the analysis and are analyzed in their own bin. 

Each of these species bins will undergo a comprehensive analysis of each of the ten §600.305(c) 
factors, as well as any additional considerations deemed relevant. These factors will be applied to 
each species in terms of their presence of the fishery in the EEZ, as that is the area under Federal 
jurisdiction and the area in question in terms of where the species requires Federal conservation 



 

29 

and management. The analysis will be minimal for two species - dwarf-red rockfish and light 
dusky rockfish - which are identified in the No Mortality off West Coast (‘No Mortality’) bin 
above; have no recent recorded landings on the U.S. West Coast; and, therefore, have no data 
available to base an analysis upon. These two species are not found in significant numbers within 
the area covered by the Groundfish FMP, do not seem to be susceptible to the fisheries, and thus 
are unlikely to be subject to overfishing or being overfished. These species were considered for 
removal from the FMP under Amendment 23. While removal of these two species was disapproved 
by NMFS under Amendment 23, the rationale behind this disapproval was not that the species 
were in need of conservation in management in the EEZ. Rather, NMFS requested a 
“comprehensive look” at all species, before removing any species on an ad-hoc basis. Here, we 
present that “comprehensive look”, by fully analyzing all species that are recommended to be 
considered for removal or for EC species designation by the Council. 

2.2.2 Approach 

The evaluation of Factors (i) through (x) in §600.305(c) should consider the specific circumstances 
of the fishery and each species or stock. Based on BSIA, this evaluation will determine whether 
there are biological, economic, social and/or operational concerns that can and should be addressed 
by continued Federal management. 

No single factor is dispositive or required in determining which species or stock should be included 
in an FMP. Therefore, while factors should be applied in a consistent manner, one factor may have 
more significance in one case than in another, depending on circumstances of the species, stock, 
or fishery (see 81 FR 71864, October 18, 2016). The Guidelines at 50 CFR §600.305(c)(3) note, 
however, that, if the amount and/or type of catch that occurs in Federal waters is a significant 
contributing factor to the stock's status, such information would weigh heavily in favor of adding 
a stock to an FMP. 

The Council’s decision to remove a species or stock from the FMP or designate a species as an EC 
species should be based on a holistic consideration of the factors at §600.305(c). Therefore, for 
each species or bin of species, each of the ten factors is considered separately, then synthesized 
into conclusions as to whether each species or stock is in need of conservation and management 
in the EEZ. 

§600.305(c) guides how factors should be relatively considered in the synthesis of the evaluation. 
Factors (i) through (iii), addressing the maintenance of the fishery resource and the marine 
environment, should be considered first. Factors (iv) through (ix), which set forth key economic, 
social, and other reasons for FMP actions under the MSA, should be the next factors considered. 
Lastly, Factor (x) should be considered. 

  

https://www.pcouncil.org/actions/groundfish-fmp-amendment-23-new-harvest-specifications-framework/
https://www.pcouncil.org/actions/groundfish-fmp-amendment-23-new-harvest-specifications-framework/
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/part-600/section-600.305#p-600.305(c)


 

30 

3 Analysis of the Ten Factors 

3.1 Factor (i) - Species is an Important Component of the Marine Environment 

This factor considers whether the stock is an important component of the marine environment. The 
analysis of Factor (i) therefore evaluates the role of the species in an ecosystem. The question 
considered in the analysis of this factor is, if unregulated fishing of a species occurs, could it create 
deleterious impacts on the overall marine environment. Analysis of this Factor included both a 
qualitative review of the SAFE document and scientific literature, as well as a quantitative analysis 
of index scores for ecosystem importance.  

3.1.1 Description of Ecology 

The SAFE document (SAFE, PFMC, 2024) provides detailed information on aspects of the life 
histories and status of managed groundfish. In brief, the SAFE notes that all managed groundfish 
species are generally found from the shallow edge of the shelf to the deep slope. The SAFE 
document is updated biennially and is incorporated by reference. The 42 species considered in this 
specific action inhabit a diverse range of habitats, depths, and a multitude of benthic habitats, and 
serve both as predator and prey (Freeman et al, 2022; Love et al, 2002, Love et al, 1990;). For 
example, rockfish larvae and juveniles are known to serve as prey for several fishes, including 
rockfishes themselves, marine mammals, and seabirds (Horn, 1980). Groundfish are important 
components of the marine environment, and species such as flatfish, for example, are a “major 
energy pathway for conversion of benthic production into a form suitable for consumption by 
higher predators (Link et al, 2014).” 

Scientific modeling and research (e.g., Bizzaro et al 2023; Tommasi et al, 2021, Koehn et al., 
2016) indicate groundfish species fulfill a variety of trophic level niches. Some species of 
groundfish, like vermilion rockfish and lingcod, are considered top predators (Frid and Marlieve, 
2010). Upper trophic level predators likely have important community-wide effects. Studies have 
found leopard sharks (one of the elasmobranchs currently managed in the Groundfish FMP and 
being evaluated herein) to play an important role in productive and threatened estuarine 
ecosystems (Musick et al. 2000; Stevens et al. 2000; Bascompte et al. 2005).  

The environmental importance of groundfish was noted as having the potential to play a structuring 
role in the ecosystem (Pacific Coast Fishery Ecosystem Plan). The ecological role of each 
groundfish species, however, is inherently difficult to evaluate. From a biological perspective, each 
species plays an important role in the marine environment and it is not possible to isolate the 
importance of a single species to the environment relative to other species. Additionally, some 
species of groundfish may play the same role in the ecosystem and may be ecologically 
interchangeable with others that occupy the same habitat. Therefore, some individual species of 
groundfish may have less importance than overall groundfish importance. 

The Council is invested in ecosystem-based fishery management (EBFM) and implements EBFM 
policies in the FMP, such as weak stock management and precautionary harvest policies, that are 
designed to reduce negative impacts on species that are less abundant, overfished or experience 
overfishing, or have a paucity of scientific data available about them. While the challenge of this 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/04/pacific-coast-fishery-ecosystem-plan-march-2022.pdf/#page=106
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factor is to identify if a species is an important component of the marine environment, it is arguable 
that the federally managed groundfish species are already considered important by the Council 
based on their historic management strategies and tactics. 

3.1.2 Index Score Ranking 

Quantitative analysis for Factor (i) was performed for some of the species evaluated in this 
document based on ecosystem importance scores derived from an Ecopath model for the California 
Current Ecosystem (Koehn et. al. 2016). The ecosystem importance scores are currently utilized 
by the Northwest Fisheries Science Center’s (NWFSC) stock assessment team to prioritize 
groundfish species for assessments (hereafter ‘Stock Assessment Prioritization tool’ or ‘SAP tool’, 
via Wetzel et. al. 2025), hosted on the Stock Assessment Prioritization website. The ecosystem 
importance score sums top-down and bottom-up components of the Ecopath model, creating an 
index that represents the importance of each species as a predator and as a prey species in its 
ecosystem. Scores equaling zero or close to zero indicate little to no trophic contribution rather 
than a lack of data. Each species is assigned an ecosystem Index (a.k.a. ‘Factor’) Score, available 
in the SAP database. Several species, including bronzespotted rockfish, butter sole, calico rockfish, 
chameleon rockfish, dwarf-red rockfish, freckled rockfish, greenblotched rockfish, halfbanded 
rockfish, harlequin rockfish, light dusky rockfish, Mexican rockfish, pink rockfish, pinkrose 
rockfish, pygmy rockfish, swordspine rockfish, and tiger rockfish were not included in this data 
format, and therefore are not included in this portion of the analysis. Experts from the NWFSC 
suggest these data should have limited weight on the decision making process due to relative 
uncertainty regarding the term “importance.” What is clear, however, is that all species included 
in this analysis are both predator and prey, and have relative importance in the environment, though 
some species have relatively higher trophic importance than others. 

For each included species, the ecosystem importance score is defined, then binned into quantile 
thresholds of low, medium, and high importance (see Table 1 - 1). Thresholds have been previously 
used to analyze proxy variables for the ten §600.305(c) factors by the Western Pacific Fishery 
Management Council (Western Pacific Fishery Management Council 2018).  As the distribution 
of scores was heavily skewed towards zero, quantiles were used to create thresholds rather than 
standard deviations from the mean. Based on the mean (0.05) and the 80th percentile (0.62) of the 
scores, each species is also assigned a relatively low, medium, or high importance ranking (See 
Table 1 - 1 for scoring thresholds, Table 1 - 2 for scoring per species). Scores equal to or close to 
zero represent true minimal trophic contributions at scale, while omission from scoring represents 
a lack of data available. 

Table 1 - 1 Threshold categorization of index scores for ecosystem importance 

Factor Score Relative Ecosystem Importance 

score < 0.05 Low 

0.62 > score ≥ 0.05 Medium 

https://pdf.sciencedirectassets.com/271743/1-s2.0-S0304380016X00130/1-s2.0-S0304380016301909/main.pdf?X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEIX%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCXVzLWVhc3QtMSJGMEQCIAx%2BFWuZy2ewkBauaLMtbQ8mALL7BfWRGwiMwgnMHKGCAiBDTDisv7rGJtSnLORj0Ii8w3yQ8fKIjY5ZH%2BqkGqNR9yqzBQhNEAUaDDA1OTAwMzU0Njg2NSIMEdx9UO2SrJhEOIVCKpAFJbCbVeypQWgd8%2Bxtd5QTEfv9F9Lhd%2Fhm3Gryz2FbCqUM7VL%2B2VGqgtTzH%2B3MgdOvzGbTkhojmnBOaYlQvG%2FG9wv91b%2BuN9IVm8ApsOkLsFlJU%2BvhXikmEX6z4GdTHQvwKInJ%2Fc1Vqu9EWMpXfuEwRcm5LOXal7K%2FOgHBgRPCHYcji4ktSpzQ%2Fx6rGsycUI5ts617qMKfth8kH230V3%2FAVkMeYsYQbcj%2F%2B9T7hKXy%2Fqn9zjGSgDG5a4zvg%2FPo1ni34Aq09T8IPCrOrufFgkHMih58lkVc%2BiJCqnbI2fXtF7UDhZ2Lme0oiH21LEh5lTEqoJ%2Blg4AyMfPVY1t4yx7KWAaAz%2FCA2ssHDhrldZVwQH%2FkLH7Q6goaC4kg2kL6xSceZov5OYRYto818KZ1h3haO6lH3zxLOvenzJswf%2BP1iKWM9L62d%2BWEJFA9mthkcNQnG59sIg4vCyzQK9o2Fd8BOjEk1Qpzj3lqtm8GirHwIz1r8lvw%2F1his76%2BNt8PV9Uih8UjOPa8Bb1X8KZLW9twgxOD93ncJyleB0o0B7XefBmAogod%2B8NsX1AwbLWUzC2l9VmN5yRzhX0lDd%2BX1Xhu0jzQB1vQ3cVzOvrFeVGILLUlqUrK%2BTfu9NCrObCq4yxLD4Lzm9lH2bQ2gl5BGJsiloN%2FTOfSG2adQWKilJBUlr4wUsnxk2MO8epnnouCkjtU4yElJwds0mZifPRFCUUgSErh5A2iVGZBgVo4Rd6DIOR8KXOrmisSH9qAqBX2HftZ32UXnaU%2BrM%2FpF%2FA8KRV4hX2XnwHkTMJeJcOcIVYTb5yh0OTn4J0DuvF9G7yrVU7otywDkWoVx2Och72bQgM5mAMZ0nAqCHmW82fpbAHriY8wj5WkpwY6sgFp5hGAGzMltjyShx6n1v%2B%2FU3jmPkcl20HmebwA%2FdrAlgeTdmD9UcrfVytRaz%2Fh1aSdPeYoKV5hu3iZ%2FNGAFPpfqDeDXmcri0AhaGkwA61FUDHpnsc4FaBy3GRiV5rp9Sw5rUauZNZMuBhL6sYP%2Bal5OquJdWNFcAbdq8R6ayvU1mrmT6s5g7bEPt3IHOcoFLUZvb9lr6liWFFB5ZacBtJwaOJms0uqiP%2Bf42FY7yiYCcOQ&X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Date=20230825T212406Z&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-Expires=300&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAQ3PHCVTY6IK5VK5N%2F20230825%2Fus-east-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Signature=f7e0284498f44e35a554f9deee67eed26dbc9373c004ed54f5f6e24435a34675&hash=14dabdb60e555b3cf5af3ef05791b32de9bd33e8637524e4c44745217939c83c&host=68042c943591013ac2b2430a89b270f6af2c76d8dfd086a07176afe7c76c2c61&pii=S0304380016301909&tid=spdf-cdc42426-647d-46a7-a40f-483b6d1aab18&sid=3be95f4d2418e3464e8bcef82fb5898b0acagxrqa&type=client&tsoh=d3d3LnNja
https://connect.fisheries.noaa.gov/pfmc-groundfish-assessment-prioritization/
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score > 0.62 High 
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Table 1 - 2. Summary of Index Scores for ecosystem importance for those groundfish species included in this with data to evaluate.  

 

Species Rank Index Score Top Down Scaled Bottom Up Scaled 
Relative Ecosystem 
Importance 

Black rockfish 11 0.94 0.64 0.06 High 

Leopard Shark 15 0.46 0.32 0.01 Medium 

Cabezon 19 0.26 0.18 0.01 Medium 

Gopher/Black and 
Yellow rockfish 28 0.07 0.04 0.01 Medium 

Blue/deacon rockfish 31 0.05 0.03 0.01 Medium 

Kelp greenling 33 0.05 0.03 0.01 Medium 

Copper rockfish 35 0.03 0.02 0.01 Low 

Stripetail rockfish 40 0.03 0.02 0 Low 

Brown rockfish 41 0.02 0.01 0 Low 

China rockfish 42 0.02 0.01 0 Low 

Sand sole 43 0.02 0 0.01 Low 

Speckled rockfish 44 0.02 0.01 0 Low 

Starry flounder 45 0.02 0 0.01 Low 

Flag rockfish 49 0.01 0.01 0 Low 

Grass rockfish 50 0.01 0 0 Low 

Greenspotted rockfish 51 0.01 0.01 0 Low 

Rosethorn rockfish 52 0.01 0 0 Low 

Rosy rockfish 53 0.01 0 0 Low 

Curlfin sole 56 0 0 0 Low 

Honeycomb rockfish 58 0 0 0 Low 

Kelp rockfish 59 0 0 0 Low 
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Quillback rockfish 60 0 0 0 Low 

Rock sole 62 0 0 0 Low 

Treefish 65 0 0 0 Low 

 

3.1.3 Summary of Quantitative Findings 

The majority of the species in this analysis scored relatively low on ecosystem importance via the 
SAP index score. Out of the species included in this analysis, black rockfish had the highest 
ecosystem importance score and it was the only species with a score passing the relatively “high 
importance” threshold in the 80th percentile of all species in the SAP tool. Leopard shark, cabezon, 
gopher rockfish, black and yellow rockfish, blue rockfish, deacon rockfish, and kelp greenling all 
had ecosystem importance scores higher than the median value of all species in the SAP tool. 
These species were labeled with a relative “medium importance.” The remainder of the species in 
the index scoring were below the median index score, denoting relatively lower trophic 
importance. Curlfin sole, honeycomb rockfish, kelp rockfish, quillback rockfish, rock sole and 
treefish each scored the minimum index score of 0. Those species that are not included in the list 
are not necessarily unimportant in the marine environment, but are rather not included in the 
quantitative data in the SAP database, as they are not typically assessed. The fact that these species 
are not assessed, however, may also demonstrate relatively lower importance in addition to lower 
data availability, as compared to those species that are assessed. 

3.1.4 Conclusion 

Fishing alters the flow of energy through marine ecosystems through the removal of target and 
nontarget species (Field et al, 2010). The ecological role of groundfish is inherently difficult to 
evaluate. From a biological perspective, each species plays a certain role in the ecosystem, and it 
is not possible to isolate the importance of a single species to the environment relative to other 
species. The FMP prescribes precautionary harvest policies, which indicate the importance of 
currently managed species to the Council. The tactics are designed to reduce negative impacts on 
species that are less abundant, overfished or experience overfishing, or have paucity of scientific 
data. While the challenge of this factor is to identify whether a species is an important component 
of the marine environment, and species-specific information may be lacking for some groundfish 
species, the information from NWFSC’s Stock Prioritization and the SAFE document indicates 
the importance of groundfish species generally to their marine environment.  

3.2 Factor (ii) - The stock is caught by the fishery 

Factor (ii) at §600.305(c) considers whether “the stock is caught by the fishery.” The fishery in 
this case is interpreted as the fishery that occurs in the EEZ. Analysis of Factor (ii) is based on the 
ROA Analysis completed in March 2025 (Agenda Item H.6, Supplemental Revised Attachment 1, 
March 2025) and is described in the draft June 2025 10 Factor Analysis document, both of which 
are incorporated by reference. As established in the ROA Analysis, a 25 percent threshold of 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
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mortality in the EEZ was used to determine if a species had fishery mortality principally in Federal 
waters. The 25 percent threshold was applied to total mortality for each of the 86 groundfish 
species currently managed in the FMP, by state and fishery sector (commercial and recreational). 
If mortality of a species is greater than 25 percent in the EEZ, species catch is principally attributed 
to Federal waters for the purposes of evaluating whether that groundfish species is in need of 
conservation and management under the regulations. Species with principal mortality in the EEZ 
are categorized “as in the fishery” (i.e., as meeting the Factor (ii) test).  

The precautionary threshold of 25 percent reflects management implications over the last 20 plus 
years, and their effects on where and when the fishery operates. The threshold framework was 
developed with the understanding that some of the managed species have principal mortality in 
commercial and recreational fisheries operating in the EEZ and based on the spatial geography of 
that species’ catch and the history of federal management, are good candidates for continued 
Federal management. Past area-based management measures may have restricted the West Coast 
groundfish fishery’s access to a narrow range of fishing grounds, however, and therefore may have 
impacted the diversity and location of catch in the years of data evaluated. Meaning, it could appear 
as if species with historic catch principally attributed to the EEZ in the past are, at present, 
primarily caught in state waters, even if in low numbers. Additionally, the 25 percent threshold 
allows for flexibility, by incorporating uncertainty in fishery dependent data and interannual 
variation in fishing and fish location. Based on recent actions to restore access to the continental 
shelf and thus to more of the EEZ, it is reasonable to foresee that diversity and location of catch 
could shift back to reflect past catch locations. Given this and other uncertainties related to the 
fishery, a low threshold was selected to identify those species for which catch principally occurs 
in Federal waters in order account for past management decisions and potential future changes in 
the fishery. In the future, if regulatory closures were to be lifted and aspects of the fishery moved 
into new areas as a result, or for other reasons, it is reasonable to anticipate that catch of species 
that are currently caught with at least 25 percent of their mortality in the EEZ could be reasonably 
likely to shift to such a degree as to ultimately be predominantly5 caught in the EEZ. Conversely, 
for species with less than 25 percent mortality occurring in the EEZ currently, it is not anticipated 
that spatial catch would shift to such a degree as to lead to mortality occurring predominantly in 
the EEZ, even with future regulatory closures being lifted or other factors (such as efforts to 
develop a fishery in the EEZ) being considered. Further, this analysis concerns an evaluation of 
the fishery as it exists at present. If regulations were to change, the Council may request an 
additional evaluation of a species or stock via the 10 Factors. The 25 percent threshold was applied 
to state-specific mortality (i.e., to analyze percent catch in the EEZ off each West Coast state) for 
both commercial and recreational mortality, and the results are organized by species bin, below. 
For several of the evaluated species, there is either known or expected population structure that 
lends well to the state-by-state consideration, for other species without expected population 
structure, ultimately the state-by-state results would be combined to provide a comprehensive view 
for a species throughout its population range.  

 
5 50 CFR 600.305(c) uses “predominantly caught in Federal waters” as the initial framing for stocks that may be in 
need of conservation and management in the EEZ. 
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3.2.1 Shallow Nearshore Bin 

None of the species in the shallow nearshore bin exceed 12 percent mortality in the EEZ off any 
of the three states as indicated in Table 2 - 1. On average, less than three metric tons of each species 
is attributed to the EEZ off each state annually. The average coastwide mortality attributed to the 
EEZ for species in this bin is less than 6 percent. While each species in this group has mortality in 
the EEZ, it is well below the 25 percent threshold established in the ROA Analysis. Therefore, 
principal mortality for all species in the shallow nearshore bin is attributable to state waters and 
not the EEZ. This finding is consistent with the finding that the principal mortality for all of these 
species, on a coastwide basis, is in state waters.  

Table 2 - 1. Average combined non-Tribal commercial and recreational sector mortality at the state and coastwide scale in metric 
tons (mt) and percentage of mortality in the EEZ for the species in the Shallow Nearshore Species Bin for years 2018-19 & 2021-
23. 

 California 
Mortality EEZ  Oregon 

Mortality EEZ 
 Washington 

Mortality EEZ 
 Coastwide 

Mortality EEZ 
Species mt %  mt %  mt %  mt % 
Shallow Nearshore 
Black and Yellow Rockfish 0.50 2.5%  0.0 0.0%  0.00 0%  0.50 2.5% 
China Rockfish 1.73 11.8%  0.32 3.5%  0.04 1.8%  2.09 8.8% 
Gopher Rockfish 2.43 3.4%  0.001 1.5%  0.00 0%  2.43 3.4% 
Grass Rockfish 0.12 1.0%  0.01 4.2%  0.00 0.0%  0.13 1.1% 
Kelp Rockfish 0.32 6.3%  0.001 7.1%  0.00 0%  0.32 6.3% 
Treefish Rockfish 0.95 9.2%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.95 9.2% 
Cabezon 2.92 6.2%  1.56 3.8%  0.91 9.3%  5.39 6.0% 
Kelp Greenling 0.16 2.8%  0.46 3.5%  0.07 3.7%  0.69 3.7% 

 

3.2.2 Deeper Nearshore Bin 

The Deeper Nearshore Species Bin comprises seven rockfish species. The mortality in the EEZ 
for each of these species off of California and Oregon is below the 25 percent threshold (Table 2 
- 2). Nearly 80 percent of the California quillback rockfish stock mortality is attributed to 
California state waters.  Three species off of Washington have mortality greater than 25 percent 
attributed to the EEZ: black rockfish at 42 percent, copper rockfish at 30.7 percent, and quillback 
rockfish at 45.9 percent.  

The mortality for all of the deeper nearshore species off of California and Oregon, as well as blue 
and brown rockfishes off of Washington, is principally in state waters. The mortality for black, 
copper, and quillback rockfishes off of Washington is principally attributable to the EEZ. On the 
coastwide scale, however, all species have mortality principally attributable to state waters. While 
the analytical results for Washington may seem inconsistent with the Oregon and California 
findings, it is likely a factor of the biogeography off of coastal Washington that drives the 
differences, rather than differences in fishing strategies. Coastal Washington has little nearshore 
structure in the south, where black rockfish are primarily caught, thus anglers need to travel 
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offshore (i.e., into the EEZ) to target them (pers comm. Lorna Wargo, March 2025). Additionally, 
in northern Washington, shallow rocky reef structure is found offshore, which has habitat 
correlations for copper and quillback rockfishes (pers comm. Lorna Wargo, March 2025).  

A31 defined stock units, including geographic delineations within the jurisdiction of the FMP, for 
14 groundfish species, including black, copper, and quillback rockfishes, based on BSIA. Black 
and quillback rockfishes are defined as three stocks, by state (i.e., there is a Washington, Oregon, 
and California stock for each species). Copper rockfish stock units are, on the other hand, defined 
as north and south of 42° N. lat.; meaning there is an Oregon/Washington and California stock of 
copper rockfish.  The results of this analysis should therefore be considered on a stock-by-stock 
basis; with black and quillback rockfishes considered based on their state specific stocks, as is 
detailed in Table 2-2, below. Copper rockfish should also be considered in terms of its 
Oregon/Washington stock and its California stock. Total annual mortality of copper rockfish in 
the EEZ from the Oregon/ Washington stock is 1.26 mt. This contributes about 10.6 percent of the 
total mortality of the Washington/Oregon stock, below the 25 percent threshold. For the California 
stock, mortality is also principally in state waters, with 16.1 percent of mortality in the EEZ. 

Table 2 - 2. Average combined non-Tribal commercial and recreational sector mortality at the state and coastwide scale in metric 
tons (mt) and percentage of mortality in the EEZ for the species in the Deeper Nearshore Species Bin for years 2018-19 & 2021 

 California 
Mortality EEZ  Oregon 

Mortality EEZ 
 Washington 

Mortality EEZ 
 Coastwide 

Mortality EEZ 
Species mt %  mt %  mt %  mt % 
Deeper Nearshore  
Black Rockfish a/ 14.22 7.7%  11.32 2.6%  89.20 42.0%  114.74 16.2% 
Blue Rockfish 12.36 7.4%  0.32 2.7%  0.15 7.3%  12.83 7.2% 
Brown Rockfish 16.05 15.8%  0.03 10.6%  0.02 18.6%  16.10 15.8% 
Copper Rockfish a/ 19.68 16.1%  0.39 4.3%  0.87 30.7%  20.94 15.8% 
Deacon rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.55 3.5%  0.00 0%  0.55 3.5% 
Olive Rockfish 4.03 10.2%  <0.001 1.1%  0.00 0%  4.03 10.2% 
Quillback Rockfish a/ 2.51 20.3%  0.56 6.4%  1.09 45.9%  23.51 17.7% 

a/ stocks of these species defined under Amendment 31 

3.2.3 Shallow Shelf Bin 

The Shallow Shelf Bin is comprised of nine species. At the state scale, all species in this bin have  
have greater than 25 percent of their mortality attributed to the EEZ, except calico and rosy 
rockfishes (Table 2 - 3). An estimated 17.2 percent of calico rockfish and 24 percent of rosy 
rockfish mortalities are attributed to the EEZ off of California, indicating principal mortality for 
these species is in state waters. Rosy rockfish has mortality off of Oregon, as well, at 56.2 percent 
in the EEZ. However, while this percentage is high, the average annual mortality in metric tons 
averages less than 0.02 mt (Table 2 - 3). This finding indicates, relative to California, rosy rockfish 
mortality is de minimis off of Oregon. Another aspect for the Council to consider when considering 
overall mortality for each species, is that the range of calico, freckled, halfbanded, honeycomb, 
and swordspine rockfishes is limited to California (Love et al, 2002), which is likely an important 
reason there is no mortality of these species off of Oregon and Washington. Additionally, none of 
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the shallow shelf species have mortality off of Washington. In sum, on a coastwide scale, seven of 
the nine species have principal mortality in the EEZ. Calico and rosy rockfishes are the exceptions 
and have principal mortality in state waters. 

Table 2 - 3. Average combined non-Tribal commercial and recreational sector mortality at the state and coastwide scale in metric 
tons (mt) and percentage of mortality in the EEZ for the species in the Shallow Shelf Species Bin for years 2018-19 & 2021-23 

 California 
Mortality EEZ  Oregon 

Mortality EEZ 
 Washington 

Mortality EEZ 
 Coastwide 

Mortality EEZ 
Species mt %  mt %  mt %  mt % 
Shallow Shelf 
Calico Rockfish 0.08 17.2%  0.00 0.0%  0.00 0.0%  0.08 17.2% 
Flag Rockfish 4.02 44.8%  0.01 73.7%  0.00 0.0%  4.03 44.8% 
Freckled Rockfish 0.01 48.2%  0.00 0.0%  0.00 0.0%  0.01 45.8% 
Halfbanded Rockfish 1.19 55.0%  0.00 0.0%  0.00 0.0%  1.19 55.1% 
Honeycomb Rockfish 1.55 47.5%  0.00 0.0%  0.00 0.0%  1.55 47.6% 
Pygmy Rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.004 100%  0.00 0.0%  0.004 100% 
Rosy Rockfish 2.70 24.2%  0.02 56.2%  0.00 0.0%  2.72 24.2% 
Speckled Rockfish 5.17 62.8%  <0.001 40.0%  0.00 0.0%  5.17 62.8% 
Swordspine Rockfish 0.24 89.7%  0.00 0.0%  0.00 0.0%  0.24 88.2% 

 

3.2.4 Deeper Shelf Bin 

The Deeper Shelf Bin is comprised of eight species. Similar to the Shallow Shelf Bin, all of the 
species in this bin, except tiger rockfish, have principal mortality attributable to the EEZ Table 2 
- 4). The ranges of bronzespotted, chameleon, Mexican, and pinkrose rockfishes are limited to 
California (Love et. al, 2002), which likely explains why there is no mortality off of Oregon and 
Washington. The range of harlequin rockfish is limited to Oregon and Washington (Love et. al, 
2002). With the exception of greenblotched and Mexican rockfishes, the average annual mortality 
for the species in this bin is less than 1 mt annually at a coastwide scale, with several species seeing 
de minimis mortality.. The mean annual mortality of chameleon, harlequin, pink, and pinkrose 
rockfishes do not exceed 0.01 mt off of any state. Greenblotched rockfish is predominantly caught 
off California, with an average of 9.2 mt annually. It has no mortality off of Washington and 
minimal mortality off of Oregon; an annual average of 0.03 mt. The mortality of tiger rockfish off 
of California and Oregon is 24.2 percent and 15.4 percent attributable to the EEZ, respectively; 
whereas, off of Washington the estimated mortality in the EEZ is 67.2 percent. Therefore, tiger 
rockfish mortality off California and Oregon is principally in state waters, and off Washington it 
is principally in the EEZ. At a coastwide scale, all of the deeper shelf species, including tiger 
rockfish, have principal mortality in the EEZ.  

Table 2 - 4. Average combined non-Tribal commercial and recreational sector mortality at the state and coastwide scale in metric 
tons (mt) and percentage of mortality in the EEZ for the species in the Deeper Shelf Species Bin for years 2018-19 & 2021-23. 

 California 
Mortality EEZ  Oregon 

Mortality EEZ 
 Washington 

Mortality EEZ 
 Coastwide 

Mortality EEZ 
Species mt %  mt %  mt %  mt % 
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Deep Shelf 
Bronzespotted Rockfish a/ 100.0%  0.0 0%  0.00 0%  0.11 100.0% 
Chameleon Rockfish 0.01 100.0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.01 100.0% 
Greenblotched Rockfish 9.15 90.6%  0.03 96.3%  0.00 0%  9.18 90.6% 
Harlequin Rockfish 0.00 0%  0.003 100.0%  0.00 0%  0.003 100.0% 
Mexican Rockfish 9.71 93.7%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  9.71 93.7% 
Pink Rockfish 0.01 100.0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.01 100.0% 
Pinkrose Rockfish 0.004 100.0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.004 100.0% 
Tiger Rockfish 0.17 24.2%  0.20 15.4%  0.30 67.2%  0.67 27.2% 

a/ 104 bronzespotted rockfish (estimated) with mortality in EEZ, 20 (estimated) with mortality in state waters. No 
weights reported in RecFIN; therefore, percentage of mortality in EEZ based on numbers of fish not weight. 

3.2.5 No Mortality Bin 

The two species in this bin had no mortality on the West Coast attributable to the groundfish fishery 
during the investigative period (Table 2 - 5). There is no recorded mortality for dwarf-red rockfish 
in the groundfish fishery on the West Coast in at least the last 21 years (NMFS, 2024). The only 
recorded light dusky rockfish mortality in the groundfish fishery occurred in 2002 and 2003. 

Table 2 - 5. Average combined non-Tribal commercial and recreational sector mortality at the state and coastwide scale in metric 
tons (mt) and percentage of mortality in the EEZ for species with no mortality in any groundfish sector for years 2018-19 & 2021-
23. 

 California 
Mortality EEZ  Oregon 

Mortality EEZ 
 Washington 

Mortality EEZ 
 Coastwide 

Mortality EEZ 
Species mt %  mt %  mt %  mt % 
No Mortality  
Dwarf-red Rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0% 
Light Dusky Rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0% 

a/20 fish estimated released dead, not weight taken by recreational sampler, in EEZ 

3.2.6 Flatfish 

The Flatfish Bin is comprised of six species. The mortality for all these flatfish species is 
principally attributed to the EEZ, except for rock and sand soles off of Washington (Table 2 - 6). 
Rock and sand soles have less than 7.5 percent and 3.3 percent, respectively, of their mortality 
attributed to the EEZ off of Washington; therefore, the mortality for these species is principally 
attributed to Washington state waters. It is important to note that the mean mortality for each of 
the flatfish species off of California, Oregon, and Washington is less than 1 mt, 2 mt, 0.02 mt, 
respectively, in the EEZ. Notably, the mortality in the EEZ off of Washington for all the flatfish 
in this bin is de minimis (with the average annual mortality of rock sole being 0.004 mt, sand sole 
being 0.002 mt, and starry flounder being 0.02 mt) when compared to mortality of these species 
off of California and Oregon. 
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Table 2 - 6. Average combined non-Tribal commercial and recreational sector mortality at the state and coastwide scale in metric 
tons (mt) and percentage of mortality in the EEZ for the species in the Flatfish group for years 2018-19 & 2021-23. 

 California 
Mortality EEZ  Oregon 

Mortality EEZ 
 Washington 

Mortality EEZ 
 Coastwide 

Mortality EEZ 
Species mt %  mt %  mt %  mt % 
Flatfish 
Butter Sole 0.00 100.0%  0.01 59.4%  0.00 0%  0.01 66.7% 
Curlfin Sole 0.46 98.9%  0.09 100.0%  0.00 0%  0.55 98.0% 
Rock Sole 0.59 30.4%  0.76 98.5%  0.004 7.5%  1.35 48.7% 
Sand Sole 0.11 39.4%  1.15 85.3%  0.002 3.3%  1.26 74.4% 
Starry Flounder 0.61 66.3%  1.28 74.6%  0.02 48.6%  1.91 71.3% 

 

3.2.7 Leopard Shark 

Leopard shark mortality, at 3.4 percent in the EEZ, is principally attributable to state waters (Table 
2 - 7). While the range of this species includes Oregon, the only records are from California.  

Table 2 - 7. Average combined non-Tribal commercial and recreational sector mortality at the state and coastwide scale in metric 
tons (mt) and percentage of mortality in the EEZ for the leopard shark for years 2018-19 & 2021-23. 

 California 
Mortality EEZ  Oregon 

Mortality EEZ 
 Washington 

Mortality EEZ 
 Coastwide 

Mortality EEZ 
Species mt %  mt %  mt %  mt % 
Leopard Shark 
Leopard Shark 0.19 3.4%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.19 3.4% 

3.2.8 Additional Deep Shelf Species 

Each of the three species considered in this additional evaluation had 100 percent or almost 100 
percent of their mortality attributed to the EEZ (Table 2 - 8). However, the overall mortality for 
these species tended to be very low. The mortality of harlequin rockfish can be considered de 
minimis, or less than 0.01 metric tons (mt) per year, off each state. Stripetail and rosethorn 
rockfishes saw somewhat higher mortality in the EEZ, though the GAP indicated that the majority 
of this mortality may be attributed to discards (Agenda Item E.6 Supplemental Revised GAP 
Report 1, June 2025). Mortality data confirms that the majority, about 93 percent, of stripetail 
rockfish is discarded, while only about 9 percent of rosethorn rockfish is discarded. 

Table 2 - 8. Average combined non-Tribal commercial and recreational sector mortality at the state and coastwide scale in metric 
tons (mt) and percentage of mortality in the EEZ for the evaluated species for years 2018-19 & 2021-23. 

 California 
Mortality EEZ  Oregon 

Mortality EEZ 
 Washington 

Mortality EEZ 
 Coastwide 

Mortality EEZ 
Species mt %  mt %  mt %  mt % 
Stripetail Rockfish 18.83 99.9%  33.91 100%  0.00 0%  52.76 100% 
Rosethorn Rockfish 0.20 69.1%  6.60 99.0%  7.10 100%  14.06 98.9% 
Harlequin Rockfish 0 0%  0.01 100%  0.01 100%  0.02 100% 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gap-report-1-gap-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gap-report-1-gap-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
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3.2.9 Conclusions 

The analysis of Factor (ii) indicates three categories of species: caught by the fishery, not caught 
by the fishery, and uncertain. These categories follow the 25 percent threshold in that species with 
total mortality greater than 25 percent in the EEZ are considered caught by the fishery and those 
with mortality less than 25 percent in the EEZ are not. Table 2 - 9 shows the species by categories. 
A detailed description of the results follows the table. 
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Table 2 - 9. Factor (ii) analysis results summarized 

Not caught by the fishery Caught by the fishery Uncertain 

·  Black and Yellow rockfish ·  Black rockfish (WA) ·  Light dusky rockfish 

·  Black rockfish (CA/OR) ·  Bronzespotted rockfish ·  Dwarf-red rockfish 

·  Blue rockfish ·  Butter sole   
·  Brown rockfish ·  Chameleon rockfish   
·  Cabezon ·  Copper Rockfish (WA)   
·  Calico rockfish ·  Curlfin sole   
·  China rockfish ·  Flag rockfish   
·  Copper rockfish (CA/OR) ·  Freckled rockfish   
·  Deacon rockfish ·  Greenblotched Rockfish   
·  Gopher rockfish ·  Halfbanded rockfish   
·  Grass rockfish ·  Harlequin rockfish   
·  Kelp greenling ·  Honeycomb rockfish   
·  Kelp rockfish ·  Mexican rockfish   
·  Leopard shark ·  Pink rockfish   
·  Olive rockfish ·  Pinkrose rockfish   
·  Quillback rockfish (ca/or) ·  Pygmy rockfish   
·  Rock sole (WA) ·  Quillback rockfish (WA)   

·  Rosy rockfish (CA) 
·  Rock sole (CA/OR) 
·  Rosethorn rockfish 

  

·  Sand sole (WA) ·  Rosy rockfish   
·  Tiger rockfish (CA/OR) ·  Sand sole (CA/OR)   
·  Treefish rockfish ·  Speckled rockfish   

  
·  Starry Flounder 
·  Stripetail rockfish 

  

  ·  Swordspine rockfish   
  ·  Tiger rockfish (WA)   
      

The mortality for all of the species in the Shallow Nearshore Bin is principally attributable to state 
waters based on the 25 percent threshold and the species in this bin are thus considered not caught 
by the fishery. 

The mortality for the species in the Deeper Nearshore Bin, except for black, copper, and quillback 
rockfishes off of Washington, is principally attributable to state waters based on the 25 percent 
threshold and, with those exceptions, the species in this bin are thus considered not caught by the 
fishery. The mortality for black and quillback rockfishes off of Washington exceeds the 25 percent 
threshold in the EEZ. Therefore, those species are considered principally caught in the EEZ off 
Washington and thus considered ‘caught by the fishery’ in terms of catch off Washington. This 
finding is not consistent for these species with the finding for catch of those species off of 
California and Oregon, where their mortality was highly attributable to state waters. If copper 



 

43 

rockfish is analyzed on a state by state basis, it would be considered ‘caught by the fishery’ off 
Washington. However, this finding would not be consistent with the species’ defined stock units. 
When copper rockfish is evaluated consistent with its stock definition, i.e., when the data for 
Oregon and Washington is analyzed together, the Oregon/Washington stock of copper rockfish is 
principally caught in state waters, with a total of 10.59 percent of catch off Oregon and Washington 
occurring in the EEZ and 89.41 percent of catch occurring in state waters6. Accordingly, when the 
data is analyzed consistent with existing stock definitions, copper rockfish is not considered 
‘caught by the fishery’ off Oregon and Washington. 

The SSC recommended against state-specific exclusion of species in the FMP, due to considerable 
uncertainty in the information used to define stock structure (Agenda Item H.6.a, Supplemental 
SSC Report 1, March 2025). However, the SSC also recommended nearshore rockfish in general 
be managed at a finer-scale than coastwide, even in the absence of species-specific information on 
stock structure, which was reiterated in a second statement. (Agenda Item H.5.a Supplemental SSC 
Report 1, November 2022; Agenda Item E.6.a Supplemental SSC Report 1, June 2025). The SSC 
clarified that this consideration is not directly related to whether a species (or stock) is in need of 
conservation and management within the EEZ. Rather, their recommendation relates to a situation 
where one or more spatial components (i.e., stocks) of a species are designated as in need of 
conservation and management within the EEZ and other(s) are not (Agenda Item E.6.a 
Supplemental SSC Report 1, June 2025). Therefore, the recommendations of the SSC on this 
matter should not impact the conclusions of the 10-Factor analysis, or whether the conclusions for 
any given species or their stocks, in terms of their need for conservation and management in the 
EEZ, varies by stock or state. 

For species considered to have population structure that supports separate management (i.e., at a 
geographic scale smaller than coastwide), individual stocks of a species may be considered 
differently in terms of whether they are ‘caught by the fishery,’ especially given the differences on 
a state-by-state basis of where these fish occur and the nature of the fishing for them. For stocks 
that have known population structure that is not state-specific, therefore these results should be 
summarized to provide information consistent with stock structure.  

Based on the 25 percent threshold, the mortality for the species in the Shallow Shelf Bin, except 
for calico and rosy rockfishes, is principally attributed to the EEZ and these species are therefore 
considered caught by the fishery. Calico rockfish mortality is principally attributed to state waters 
based on the 25 percent threshold and therefore is not considered caught by the fishery. Rosy 
rockfish is principally attributed to state waters only off of California; however, rosy rockfish is 
on the cusp of the 25 percent mortality threshold at 24.2 percent. Whereas, off of Oregon, mortality 
of rosy rockfish has strong association with the EEZ. There was no recorded mortality for this 
species off of Washington during the years analyzed. Based on SSC comments in a March 2025 
report (Agenda Item H.6.a, Supplemental SSC Report 1, March 2025) rosy rockfish “...catches in 
the EEZ are likely to exceed the state-Federal threshold in the near future.” Specifically, the 

 
6 Of all of the species in this analysis with previously defined stocks, copper rockfish is the only stock defined as a 
Washington/Oregon and California stock. All other stocks defined under AM31 or AM35 were defined as either a 
state-specific stock, with three stocks coastwide, or as one coastwide stock. 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/03/h-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/03/h-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
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locality of mortality for rosy rockfish off of California may be an effect of depth-based 
management and, due to recent changes in the fishery, mortality may increase in the EEZ. 

With the exception of tiger rockfish, the mortality of the Deep Shelf Species is principally 
attributed to the EEZ based on the 25 percent threshold and these species are therefore considered 
caught by the fishery. The use of the 25 percent threshold indicates tiger rockfish mortality off 
California and Oregon is principally in state waters and thus tiger rockfish is not considered caught 
by the fishery off California and Oregon; however, off Washington, tiger rockfish is principally 
caught in the EEZ and considered caught by the fishery. At a coastwide scale, all of the Deeper 
Shelf Species, including tiger rockfish, have principal mortality in the EEZ. Tiger rockfish is also 
the only species that was caught off all three states. As a point of additional consideration, 
greenblotched and Mexican rockfish are the only species in this bin with mortality greater than 0.7 
mt at the coastwide scale (Table 2 - 4). Chameleon, harlequin, pink, pinkrose rockfishes average 
0.03 mt of mortality combined per year at the coastwide scale and even less at the state scale. 
These amounts could be considered de minimis mortality in the context of the groundfish fishery. 
Similarly, mortality of bronzespotted rockfish had an average 0.1 mt of mortality coastwide per 
year within the analyzed time periods.  

In March 2025, the SSC noted that, based on historical catch trends, de minimis mortality for some 
species may be a consequence of historical fishing pressure and low population size, rather than 
low presence of the species in the fishery (Agenda Item H.6.a, Supplemental SSC Report 1, March 
2025). However, there are two points to consider in relation to this theory. First, while historical 
catch trends exist, many of these species have either never been assessed (e.g., chameleon, 
harlequin, etc.) or were last assessed via data-poor methods, such as a Category 3 assessment, in 
2011 (PFMC, 2011). As discussed elsewhere, Category 3 assessments cannot be used to gauge 
biological status. Second, the area of abundance for these species is the deep continental shelf, as 
indicated by the SAFE (PFMC, 2024b) and Love et al, (2002). That area has largely been closed 
to fishing since the early 2000s, as rockfish conservation areas (RCAs) and other closed areas have 
been in place since 2002. Accordingly, present de minimis mortality of certain species may be the 
result of a combination of historical fishing pressure as well as decades-long closures in these 
species’ habitats. This analysis evaluates the Federal fishery and the species caught in it as of 
recent history. However, if RCAs or other closed areas see future changes that could result in 
changes to mortality of any particular species, this analysis could be revisited at that time. 
Regardless of the absence or presence of biological information for these species, however, the 
mortality of these species will be tracked via the current fishery monitoring programs. Thus, the 
Council will be informed by the GMT if mortality begins to increase in the EEZ and could act 
appropriately to address the issue. 

Several species have no recent recorded mortality in the fishery. Catch of dwarf-red rockfish 
cannot be attributed to either state waters or to the EEZ, as there has been no mortality of this 
species recorded in the groundfish fishery in at least the last 21 years (Somers et al, 2024). Light 
dusky rockfish last had mortality recorded in the groundfish fishery in 2004 (Somers et al, 20224). 
As these species have no recorded mortality in the groundfish fishery in at least 21 years, the 
conclusion is that these species are not caught by the fishery. 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/03/h-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/03/h-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/west-coast/sustainable-fisheries/west-coast-groundfish-closed-areas#more-information
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The mortality for all the flatfish species, except for rock and sand soles off of Washington, is 
principally attributed to EEZ based on the 25 percent threshold and these species can therefore be 
considered as caught by the fishery. Rock and sand soles have de minimis mortality off of 
Washington, with 0.004 mt and 0.002 mt average annual mortality, respectively.  A key aspect of 
this bin regarding mortality is that while the mortality for species, except rock and sand soles, is 
principally attributed to the EEZ, the average annual mortality is minimal. With the exception of 
sand sole and starry flounder off of Oregon, the average annual mortality for every species in the 
bin does not exceed 0.8 mt. This finding indicates that, overall, the species in the flatfish bin have 
minimal presence in the fishery.  

Leopard shark mortality is principally attributable to state waters based on the 25 percent threshold 
and is therefore not considered caught by the fishery. 

Overall, the analysis of Factor (ii) indicates that the additional deep shelf species - stripetail, 
rosethorn, and harlequin rockfishes - are all caught in the Federal fishery, as their principal 
mortality is located in the EEZ. However, this categorization of harlequin rockfish must be 
caveated by the fact that there is de minimis mortality of this species within the EEZ. Therefore, 
the Council may consider whether the species is encountered frequently enough in the fishery to 
require conservation and management in the EEZ. 
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3.3 Factor (iii) - Whether an FMP can improve the condition of the stock 

Factor (iii) at §600.305(c) is: “Whether an FMP can improve or maintain the condition of the 
stock.” This factor ties directly into the first goal of the Groundfish FMP, which is to “Prevent 
overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks by managing for appropriate harvest levels and prevent, 
to the extent practicable, any net loss of the habitat of living marine resources.7” All of the species 
included in this analysis are, at present, managed under the Groundfish FMP. The FMP and the 50 
CFR part 660 regulations are limited in application, however, to fishing activity that occurs in the 
EEZ.  

The FMP indicates that it is the responsibility of management to maintain a stock’s condition close 
to sustainable yield. If a stock is overfished, experiencing overfishing, or in a precautionary status, 
the FMP guides management to return the fishery to a healthy state. Consistent with the MSA, 
Goal 1 and Objectives 2 and 3 of the FMP indicate that the Council should strive for optimum 
yield (OY) and that management of the fishery should prevent overfishing and rebuild overfished 
species in as short a timeframe as possible (Section 2.1 Groundfish FMP, PFMC 2024a). However, 
the MSA is clear that Federal management is specific to Federal waters, and thus there is a question 
of whether species with mortality principally in state waters could be effectively managed by the 
Council. To understand whether the Groundfish FMP can improve the condition of the species 
included in this analysis, the results of the Factor (ii) analysis (is the species caught by the fishery) 
should therefore be integrated with the Factor (iii) evaluation, and the area of a species’ or stock’s 
principal mortality should first be identified before determining whether the FMP can improve the 
condition of the species. If a species’ mortality in the EEZ is minimal, it can be assumed that the 
FMP could not reasonably be expected to improve the condition of the species given the 
jurisdictional boundaries of the FMP. For example, if the Council and NMFS only have 
jurisdiction over a small portion of the fishing activity for a stock, even the most significant 
management measure, like a full closure, would be unlikely to impact the trajectory of that stock 
and the FMP would thereby fail the test of whether it could improve the condition of the stock. 

As a general note, most groundfish species are longer-lived and have relatively stable populations, 
as differentiated from coastal pelagic species or salmon, for example. Because of these life history 
traits and general population stability, groundfish can be well managed under the FMP, where 
there is principal mortality in the EEZ and the FMP is in effect. The FMP sets a harvest 
specification framework, which requires biomass targets for groundfish, in an effort to prevent 
overfishing and achieve OY (National Standard 1). The management target for rockfish under the 
Groundfish FMP is a depletion level of 40 percent (i.e., B40%), unless specified otherwise, and 
for flatfish it is a depletion level of 25 percent (i.e., B25%), unless specified otherwise. For species 
where the biomass for maximum sustainable yield (BMSY) cannot be calculated, default proxy 
values are used for BMSY target: B30% for flatfish and B50% for rockfish and elasmobranchs 
(Section 4.6.1 Groundfish FMP, PFMC 2024a). Stock status is a useful metric in understanding 
the depletion of a species and to determine whether accountability measures are necessary to meet 
conservation goals of the FMP. This metric is not useful for most of the species included in this 
analysis, however. With few exceptions (e.g., black rockfish), the majority of the species in this 
analysis are either assessed via Category 3 stock assessments, which do not provide for 

 
7 FMP, Chapter 2. 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/08/pacific-coast-groundfish-fishery-management-plan.pdf/
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determinations of stock status, or have never been assessed. When species-specific monitoring and 
data collection is available, the FMP provides for a variety of management measure tools that can 
effectively reduce mortality of individual groundfish species. Additionally, though not without 
detrimental impacts to fishing businesses and communities, the FMP has been successful 
historically in rebuilding overfished groundfish stocks. Limited administrative resources, however, 
affect the ability of the Council and NMFS to collect the necessary data to assess and manage 
many Pacific coast groundfish species.   

The revised National Standard 1 (NS1) Guidelines incorporated a framework for managing stock 
complexes. However, the current structure of the Council’s groundfish stock complexes was 
developed before the revisions to NS1, meaning that many of the updated Guidelines were not 
considered during the creation of the groundfish stock complexes. Reorganization of the FMP’s 
current stock complexes is not a part of this action. Rather, it will be considered during a 
subsequent step of the Phase 2 stock definition process. Accordingly, this analysis does not intend 
to evaluate the efficacy of the FMP’s management of current stock complexes. 

3.3.1 Mortality 

3.3.1.1 Shallow and Deeper Nearshore Species 

As described in the Factor (ii) analysis above, at the coastwide scale the mortality for all species 
in the Shallow and Deeper Nearshore Bins is principally attributed to state waters, including the 
California stock of quillback rockfish. However, at the state scale, black, copper, and quillback 
rockfishes off of Washington have principal mortality in the EEZ, which is dissimilar to the results 
off of California and Oregon, which indicate their principal mortality is in state waters. The FMP 
is unlikely to improve or maintain the condition of the species in these bins with principal mortality 
in state waters. The FMP could maintain or improve the condition of black and quillback rockfish 
stocks off of Washington as they are principally caught in the EEZ. However, noting that copper 
rockfish stock units are defined north and south of 42° N. lat., both stocks are principally caught 
in state waters, and thus the FMP is unlikely to improve or maintain the condition of these stocks. 

3.3.1.2 Shallow and Deep Shelf Bins 

As described in the Factor (ii) analysis above, the mortality of the species in the Shallow and Deep 
Shelf Bins are principally attributed to the EEZ, except for calico, rosy, and tiger rockfishes in the 
Shallow and Deep Shelf Bins, respectively. The principal mortality for calico and rosy rockfishes 
is in state waters off of California; whereas, off of Oregon, rosy rockfish mortality is principally 
in the EEZ. Calico range is limited to California. Tiger rockfish mortality off of California and 
Oregon is principally in state waters; whereas off Washington it is in the EEZ.  All of these species 
are managed in the Shelf Rockfish Complexes north and south of 40°10′ N. lat. Calico, chameleon, 
freckled, harlequin, halfbanded, pinkrose, and pygmy rockfishes have not been assessed and 
contribute no harvest specifications to the Shelf Rockfish Complexes. The remaining species have 
Category 3 assessments and there is uncertainty regarding the reference points for these species.  
Based strictly on the area of mortality, except for the species noted, it is reasonable to conclude 
that the FMP could improve the condition of these species. Nevertheless, the paucity of 
information regarding these species, and the lack of assessments and harvest specifications for the 
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seven species, does draw into question how effective the FMP is at maintaining and/or improving 
their condition. 

3.3.1.3 No Mortality Bin  

Dwarf-red and light dusky rockfishes have no recent fishery mortality (see Factor (ii)). However,  
the life history for these species strongly suggests that they could be principally caught in the EEZ 
(Love et al, 2002), and thus, correspondingly, could be likely to have principal mortality in the 
EEZ. While there is a strong likelihood these species would have principally mortality in the EEZ, 
the fact that they are not caught in the fishery means it is unlikely that their condition could be 
improved or maintained by the FMP.  

3.3.1.4 Flatfish Bin 

The majority of species in the Flatfish Bin have principal mortality in the EEZ, with the exceptions 
of rock and sand soles off of Washington, whose principal mortality is attributed to state waters. 
The FMP could maintain or improve the condition of these species with principal mortality in the 
EEZ, though it is unlikely to do so for the Washington portion of rock and sand soles in this bin.  

3.3.1.5 Leopard Shark 

The mortality of leopard shark is principally attributed to state waters, with 3.3 percent of its 
mortality linked to the EEZ (see section 3.2.7). The FMP is not expected to improve or maintain 
the condition of this stock, as the effects of any management measure in the FMP is limited to the 
species range of the EEZ. 

3.3.1.6 Additional Deep Shelf Species Bin 

As described in the Factor (ii) analysis above, the mortality of stripetail, rosethorn, and harlequin 
rockfishes is principally located in the EEZ. Based on the data in Table 2 - 9, it is reasonable to 
conclude that the FMP could maintain or improve the condition of these species, however, where 
stripetail and rosethorn rockfishes have multi-ton mortality, the mortality of harlequin rockfish in 
the EEZ is considered de minimis.  

3.3.1.7 Conclusions 

Three categories were developed as a result of analyzing the species under Factor (iii). The FMP 
is unlikely, likely, and uncertain to improve or maintain the condition of the species. Those results 
are shown in Table 3 - 1 and described below. 
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Table 3 - 1. The effect of the FMP on improving or maintaining the condition of the species considered in this analysis. Note species 
with de minimis catch, placed under ‘not likely’ reflects current conditions of the fishery 

Not likely Likely Uncertain 

·  Black rockfish (CA/OR) ·Black rockfish (WA)  ·  Dwarf-Red rockfish 
·  Black and yellow rockfish ·  Butter sole ·  Light dusky rockfish 
·  Blue/Deacon rockfish ·  Copper rockfish (WA)   
·  Brown rockfish ·  Curlfin sole   
·  Cabezon ·  Flag rockfish   
·  Calico rockfish ·  Greenblotched rockfish   
·  China rockfish ·  Halfbanded rockfish   
·  Copper rockfish (CA/OR)   ·  Honeycomb rockfish   
·  Gopher rockfish ·  Mexican rockfish   
·  Grass rockfish ·  Quillback rockfish (WA)   
·  Harlequin rockfish ·  Rock sole (CA/OR)   
·  Kelp greenling ·  Rosethorn rockfish (OR)   
·  Kelp rockfish ·  Sand sole   
·  Leopard shark ·  Speckled rockfish   
·  Olive rockfish ·  Starry flounder   
·  Quillback rockfish (CA/OR) ·  Stripetail rockfish   
·  Rock sole (WA)    
·  Rosy rockfish (CA)    
·  Sand sole (WA)    
·  Tiger Rockfish (CA/OR)    

·  Treefish    
 · Bronzespotted rockfish    
 ·  Rosy rockfish (OR)    
 ·  Chameleon rockfish    
·  Pink rockfish   
·  Pinkrose rockfish   
·  Tiger Rockfish (WA)   
·  Pygmy rockfish   
·  Freckled rockfish   
·  Swordspine rockfish   
   

The FMP is unlikely to improve or maintain the condition of all species in the Shallow Nearshore 
Bin as their principal mortality, as indicated in the Factor (ii) analysis, is in state waters.  

The FMP is unlikely to improve or maintain the condition of most species or stocks in the Deeper 
Nearshore Bin as their principal mortality, as indicated in the Factor (ii) analysis, is in state waters. 
The exceptions to this finding are black and quillback rockfishes off Washington, where principal 
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mortality is in the EEZ. The FMP is unlikely to improve the condition of the California stock of 
quillback rockfish as its mortality is principally attributed to state waters. As noted in the analysis 
supporting Amendment 33 to the FMP, which established the rebuilding plan for California 
quillback rockfish, the rebuilding plan is unlikely to be successful unless the State of California 
independently implements similar restrictions as those included in federal regulation.  

The FMP is likely to improve or maintain the condition of most species in the Shallow Shelf Bin 
as their principal mortality is in the EEZ. The exceptions are calico and rosy rockfishes. The 
condition of calico is unlikely to be affected by the FMP as its mortality is principally in state 
waters. Rosy rockfish has 24.2 percent of its mortality attributed to the EEZ, thus, given the 
uncertainty surrounding mortality data, it is reasonable to assume the FMP could improve the 
condition of this species. Further, the SSC indicated that it is possible that the mortality of rosy 
rockfish in the EEZ will increase in the near future. Calico, freckled, harlequin, halfbanded, and 
pygmy rockfishes have not been assessed, and therefore lack harvest specifications. Without 
reference points, the ability of the FMP to improve the condition of these species is unknown.  

There is considerable uncertainty regarding the two species in the No Mortality Bin. As they have 
no mortality in the study period and no harvest specifications, it is unknown whether the FMP 
could improve or maintain the condition of these species. Given their life history and depth 
distribution, it is likely they are principally found in the EEZ, which suggests the FMP could 
theoretically address their condition. However, given there is no recent recorded mortality of these 
species tied to the groundfish fishery, it is unlikely that the FMP could address their condition.  

The FMP is likely to improve or maintain the condition of most species in the Deep Shelf Bin, as 
their principal mortality is in the EEZ. The exception is tiger rockfish off of California and Oregon, 
as its principal mortality is in state waters for these two states, which indicates that the FMP would 
not be able to maintain or improve the condition of the species. Chameleon rockfish has not been 
assessed and therefore lacks harvest specifications. Without reference points, the ability of the 
FMP to improve or maintain the condition of this species is unknown. 

The FMP is likely to improve or maintain the condition of the species in the Flatfish Bin, except 
for rock and sand soles off of Washington. Those two species have principal mortality, albeit low, 
in state waters and it is unlikely that the FMP would improve or maintain the condition of these 
species off Washington. Additionally, butter and curlfin soles have not been assessed. Without 
reference points, the ability of the FMP to improve or maintain the condition of these species is 
unknown.  

The FMP is unlikely to improve or maintain the condition of leopard sharks, as its mortality is 
principally attributed to state waters. 

The FMP could only maintain or improve the condition of stripetail and rosethorn rockfishes in 
the Additional deep Shelf Species Bin. For harlequin rockfish, despite the area of principal 
mortality, the level of annual mortality, paucity of information regarding this species, and the lack 
of assessments and harvest specifications, draws into question how effective the FMP can be at 
maintaining and/or improving its condition. 
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3.4 Factor (iv) - The stock is a target of a fishery 

Factor (iv) seeks to determine whether a stock is a target of a Federal fishery.  Target stocks are 
stocks or stock complexes that fishery participants  “…seek to catch for sale or personal use, 
including such fish that are discarded for economic or regulatory reasons as defined under MSA 
sections 3(9) and 3(38)” (50 CFR §600.305(d)(11)). Target stocks, when considered as defined, 
can be indicated by the presence of the species either as landings or discard. Non-target stocks, as 
defined at §600.305(d)(12), are “…fish caught incidentally during the pursuit of target stocks in a 
fishery. Non-target stocks may require conservation and management and, if so, must be included 
in a FMP and be identified at the stock or stock complex level”. Currently, there is considerable 
fluidity between groundfish fishing off the U.S. West Coast that occurs in state waters and in 
Federal waters; with many management measures such as trip limits and bag limits accounting for 
fishing across both areas. Therefore, the evaluation of this factor considers groundfish fishing in 
both state and Federal waters.   

Landings data is evaluated under this factor to calculate the relative catch of each species on a per 
trip basis. The species comprising the largest portion of single trips from 2015 through 2024 
(excluding at sea whiting trips) was categorized as the ‘target’ species for that trip. The targets of 
each trip from 2015 through 2024 were analyzed to determine whether a portion of the groundfish 
fleet has targeted particular species over this time period. 

The rationale for targeting and even retaining non-target species may differ across sectors. Species 
may be targeted due to price, processor needs, or even personal preference. In the recreational 
sector, only a select few species are ‘targeted,’ but many others are retained when encountered and 
may be frequently retained with ‘target’ species. Meanwhile in the commercial sector, particularly 
the Shoreside trawl sector where most catch must be accounted for with individual fishing quota, 
certain retained species could be considered distinctly non-targets. Further, quantitative data may 
be able to indicate what a target is in portions of the sector, but the target could also be masked by 
retention of other species or by the retention of multiple, interchangeable targets. As a hypothetical 
example, Species 1 could be the target of a trip as it fetches a high price in the live market, but the 
fishermen may retain Species 2 at higher numbers than Species 1 during that trip, due to high 
prevalence of that species in the area fished. The data would indicate Species 2 was the target in 
this example. Therefore, to understand what species are targeted, analysts also consulted with 
industry members from the GAP and the GMT, and with Treaty Tribal representatives. 

3.4.1 Qualitative Consultation     

The GMT, GAP, and the Tribal representatives on each body were asked to identify key target 
groundfish species in commercial, recreational, and Tribal fisheries along the West Coast. Eight 
members of the GAP representing commercial and recreational sectors as well as processers, and 
six members of the GMT representing each West Coast state provided qualitative information, 
each responding to a different set of tailored discussion questions. Six members of the GAP and 
six members of the GMT provided additional information regarding stripetail, rosethorn, and 
harlequin rockfishes once those species were added to the analysis. This information is not 
intended to be able to represent the population of fishery stakeholders on the West Coast, but rather 
is selected, targeted insight based on the lived and observed experiences of the experts who were 

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/part-600/section-600.305#p-600.305(d)(11)
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/part-600/section-600.305#p-600.305(d)(12)
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consulted. The information provided by these individuals was presented in the draft June 2025 10-
Factor analysis, which was reviewed by both the GAP and GMT in their entirety. Discussion 
questions were based on the survey questions used to collect information on the social impacts of 
the West coast groundfish trawl catch share program, a long-term study that began in 2010 (Russell 
2024). Public comments in the Council’s E-portal were also reviewed for qualitative information 
on target species. 

Table 4-1 below summarizes the outcomes of consultations with the GMT. Note that off 
Washington opportunity for nearshore species is limited to a recreational fishery; therefore, none 
of the species included in this analysis are considered targets of a commercial fishery off 
Washington State. 

  

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/west-coast/socioeconomics/west-coast-groundfish-trawl-fishery-social-study#2010-baseline-data-collection
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/west-coast/socioeconomics/west-coast-groundfish-trawl-fishery-social-study#2010-baseline-data-collection
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Table 4 - 1. Identification of target species among those included in this document’s analysis by state and sector (identification of 
target species completed through consultation with members of the GMT). ‘X’ indicates that a species has been identified as a 
target species in that state and sector. ‘X*’ indicates that a species has been identified as not directly targeted, but still often 
captured and retained with other, targeted species. No species included in this analysis are available for the WA commercial sector. 
This table is the corrected version that was available in the Errata posted in the June 2025 briefing book (Agenda Item E.6 
Attachment 3)  

Species CA Rec CA Comm OR Rec OR Comm WA Rec WA Comm (N/A) 
Shallow Nearshore 
Black and Yellow 
Rockfish X* X X* X   
Gopher Rockfish X X X* X   
Cabezon X X X X X  
Kelp greenling X* X X* X X  
China Rockfish X* X X* X X  
Kelp Rockfish X* X* X* X   
Grass Rockfish X* X X* X   
Deeper Nearshore 
Black Rockfish X X X X X  
Blue/Deacon Rockfish X X X X X  
Brown Rockfish X X X* X   
Copper Rockfish X X X* X X  
Olive Rockfish X* X  X   
Quillback Rockfish   X* X X  
Treefish X* X     
Shallow Shelf 
Calico Rockfish       
Flag Rockfish X* X* X*    
Freckled Rockfish       
Halfbanded Rockfish       
Honeycomb Rockfish X* X*     
Pygmy Rockfish       
Rosy Rockfish X* X* X*    
Speckled Rockfish X* X* X*    
Swordspine Rockfish       
Deep Shelf 
Bronzespotted Rockfish       
Chameleon Rockfish       
Greenblotched Rockfish X* X*     
Mexican Rockfish X* X*     
Pink Rockfish       
Pinkrose Rockfish       
Tiger Rockfish   X* X X  
No Mortality 
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Light Dusky Rockfish       
Dwarf-Red rockfish       
Flatfish 
Butter sole   X*    
Curlfin sole   X*    
Rock sole   X*    
Sand sole  X* X*    
Starry flounder  X X*    
Leopard shark X X     
Additional Deep Shelf Species 
Stripetail Rockfish  X*  X*  X* 
Rosethorn Rockfish X*  X* X* X* X* 
Harlequin Rockfish    X*   

Based on consultation with the GMT, the Shallow Nearshore Species Bin is targeted in the 
California and Oregon non-Tribal commercial fishery8 and certain species are sought after more 
so than others. Cabezon and kelp greenling are also targeted by Tribal fisheries. The recreational 
fishery, coastwide, does not, in general, specifically target most species in this bin, but retains 
many of them. The exceptions being that cabezon is considered a target species in the recreational 
sector coastwide, gopher rockfish is targeted in the California recreational sector, and kelp 
greenling and China rockfish are considered targeted in the Washington recreational sector. Black 
and yellow, China, grass, and kelp rockfishes, and kelp greenling are not targeted in the California 
and Oregon recreational sectors but are retained when caught to fill out bag limits. Black and 
yellow, gopher, and grass rockfishes, cabezon, and kelp greenling are targeted in the California 
and Oregon commercial sectors but are not targeted in the Washington commercial sector.9 Kelp 
rockfish is also targeted in the Oregon commercial sector. 

Species in the Deeper Nearshore Bin are targeted in both commercial and recreational sectors. 
Black, blue, copper, and deacon rockfishes are considered targets in all states and in non-Tribal 
commercial, recreational, and Tribal (excluding copper) fisheries, where allowed by regulations. 
Quillback rockfish was also identified as increasingly caught in the Washington Treaty Tribal 
commercial fishery, though not directly targeted by these vessels. The species in this bin are 
considered the primary targets of the recreational sector on the West Coast, depending on the 
location of the trip. Black, blue, and deacon rockfishes are schooling species and are often targeted 
on recreational trips in all three states to fill bag limits. Brown rockfish are also targeted in the 
California recreational sector and retained, but are not targeted in the Oregon recreational sector. 
Olive rockfish are retained, but not highly targeted in the California recreational sector. Based on 
qualitative information, the species may be an important live market species targeted in the 
California and Oregon commercial sectors. Landings data reveals, however, that olive rockfish 
sees an average mortality of about 0.02 mt annually in Oregon. Therefore, qualitative information 
on which species could be targets in each state and sector should also be balanced with evidence 

 
8 Washington regulations prohibits a state water commercial, i.e., groundfish fishery. 
9 Id. 
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of which species are actually landed. Retention of the California stock of quillback rockfish is 
currently prohibited in California to achieve the rebuilding plan’s goals and objectives, and 
therefore California quillback rockfish is not targeted in either sector off California. While the 
2025 assessment (Langseth et al, 2025) indicated California quillback rockfish is above 
management target, that assessment has not yet been reviewed by the SSC or adopted by the 
Council. The resulting harvest specifications from the assessment may allow for harvest; however, 
to comment on that potential is speculative at this point. Oregon and Washington allow limited 
recreational and commercial fishery harvest of quillback rockfish and consider it a target in Oregon 
commercial and Washington recreational sectors. Treefish are caught and retained to fill bag limits 
in the recreational fishery in California, but not typically directly targeted. They are, however, 
directly targeted in the California commercial sector. 

Species in the Shallow Shelf Bin are not typically targeted in commercial and recreational 
fisheries. The catch of these species is dependent on the context of the mixed-stock fishery. Flag, 
honeycomb, rosy, and speckled rockfishes are occasionally caught and retained with other rockfish 
species, particularly in California commercial and recreational sectors. The retention of these 
species in the fishery varies and appears to be highly dependent on their geographic distribution 
along the coast, creating high variation in which species are considered potential ‘targets’ by state. 
However, none of these species are considered directed targets. Rather, they are retained when 
caught with other, targeted rockfish. Calico, freckled, halfbanded, pygmy, and swordspine 
rockfishes are not considered a target species or likely to be caught with other target species in any 
state or sector. 

A few species in the Deep Shelf Bin are considered targets, depending on their geographic 
distribution by state, though several species are not considered targets at all. Bronzespotted, 
chameleon, pink, and pinkrose rockfishes are not considered target species in any state or sector. 
As established under Factor (ii), they have de minimis mortality and retention is very irregular. 
Greenblotched and Mexican rockfishes are retained but not directly targeted in the California 
recreational and commercial sectors. Tiger rockfish was the only species identified as a direct 
target in this bin, in Oregon commercial and Washington recreational sectors. Tiger are also 
retained when caught in the Oregon recreational sector. However, tiger rockfish also have de 
minimis mortality in the fishery, per analysis under Factor (ii). 

Most species in the Flatfish Bin are not considered directed target species in any state or non-
Tribal sector. The exception is starry flounder, which was identified as targeted in the California 
commercial sector. All flatfish species are retained when encountered in the Oregon recreational 
sector, though not considered directed targets. Sand sole is also caught with other, target species 
in the California commercial sector. Fishery data (Somers et al, 2024) indicates there was a target 
fishery for butter sole, sand sole, and starry flounder in the early part of the 2000s, but that this 
target fishery has since disappeared. Rock sole was also identified as a target species in 
Washington Treaty Tribal fisheries, though, as with non-Tribal commercial fisheries, has not seen 
high landings in recent years. 

The GMT was consulted again on the Additional Deep Shelf Species. Stripetail, rosethorn, and 
harlequin rockfishes are not individually targeted in any states, in any sectors. In some cases, these 
species are retained when they are encountered, but they are not considered targets on their own. 
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For instance, stripetail rockfish has recently been retained in the California commercial sector, 
though it was previously mostly discarded by trawl vessels and has a low unit price. Similarly, 
stripetail is retained and sold when encountered in the Oregon and Washington commercial 
sectors, though not directly targeted. Rosethorn rockfish is described as rarely encountered in all 
states and sectors, though is retained when encountered in Oregon and Washington recreational 
sectors, as well as California, Oregon, and Washington commercial sectors. Lastly, harlequin 
rockfish is rare or not documented in all states and sectors. It is sometimes retained and sold for a 
low value in the Oregon commercial sector. Note that Washington regulations prohibit a state 
water commercial fishery. Tribal representatives noted that stripetail and harlequin rockfishes are 
not encountered at all in Tribal fisheries. Rosethorn rockfish, however, is incidentally encountered 
in Tribal fisheries in federal waters. It is retained when encountered but is not considered targeted.   

The GMT was also consulted on the unique, non-binned species. Leopard shark is only targeted in 
California, in both commercial and recreational sectors. Light dusky rockfish and dwarf-red 
rockfish have seen no recent mortality (see Factor (ii)) in any state or fishery, and are therefore not 
considered targets in any West Coast groundfish fisheries. 

Members of the GAP were also consulted on which species included in this document’s analysis 
are considered targets in commercial and recreational fisheries. Tables 4-2 and 4-3, below, 
summarize the outcomes of this consultation.  
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Table 4 - 2. Categorization of evaluated species by GAP members in terms of presence in the commercial sector 

Frequently Identified as 
Targets 

Occasionally Identified 
as Targets 

Not Targeted but 
Identified as Caught by 
the Commercial Sector 

Not Identified in the 
Commercial Sector 

● Black rockfish  
● Blue rockfish 
● Brown rockfish  
● Cabezon 
● Copper rockfish 

 

● Grass rockfish 
● Greenblotched 

rockfish 
● Kelp rockfish  
● Leopard shark 
● Olive rockfish 
● Deacon rockfish 

● Black and yellow 
rockfish 

● Bronzespotted 
rockfish 

● Butter sole 
● Calico rockfish 
● China rockfish 
● Curlfin sole 
● Gopher rockfish 
● Honeycomb 

rockfish 
● Kelp greenling  
● Light dusky 

rockfish 
● Pink rockfish,  
● Pinkrose rockfish 
● Rosethorn 

rockfish 
● Stripetail 

rockfish 
● Tiger rockfish 
● Treefish  
● Mexican rockfish 

● Chameleon 
rockfish 

● Freckled rockfish 
● Halfbanded 

rockfish 
● Harlequin 

rockfish 
● Pygmy rockfish 

 

GAP members consulted were able to provide a relative categorization of the species included in 
this document’s analysis (Table 4 - 2). Certain species were frequently identified by those 
consulted as targets. However, other species were identified as targets by some, but not all, 
members consulted. This highlights that there may be differences, by region, sector, or otherwise, 
in which species are considered targets. Other species were described as caught by the commercial 
sector, but not targeted (Table 4 - 2). Lastly, a subsect of species was identified that is neither 
targeted, nor present in the commercial sector. Note that while GAP members described dwarf-red 
and light dusky rockfish as present in the fishery, there is no recorded catch of dwarf-red or light 
dusky rockfish in recent years. Therefore, this qualitative information should be interpreted in the 
context of all available data presented in this analysis. 
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Table 4 - 3. Categorization of evaluated species by GAP members in terms of presence in the recreational sector 

Frequently Identified as 
Targets 

Occasionally Identified 
as Targets 

Not Targeted but 
Identified as Caught by 
the Recreational Sector 

Not Identified in the 
Recreational Sector 

● Black rockfish 
● Blue rockfish 
● Brown rockfish 
● Olive rockfish 

● Cabezon 
● Calico rockfish 
● Copper rockfish 
● Deacon rockfish 
● Grass rockfish 
● Greenblotched 

rockfish 
● Leopard shark 
● Starry flounder 
● Mexican rockfish 

● Black and yellow 
rockfish 

● Bronzespotted 
rockfish 

● Butter sole 
● China rockfish 
● Dwarf-red 

rockfish 
● Flag rockfish 
● Freckled rockfish 
● Gopher rockfish 
● Halfbanded 

rockfish 
● Honeycomb 

rockfish 
● Kelp greenling 
● Kelp rockfish 
● Pink rockfish 
● Pinkrose rockfish 
● Quillback 

rockfish 
● Rock sole 
● Rosy rockfish 
● Sand sole 
● Speckled 

rockfish 
● Swordspine 

rockfish 
● Tiger rockfish 
● Treefish 

● Curlfin sole 
● Harlequin 

rockfish 
● Pygmy rockfish 
● Rosethorn 

rockfish 
● Stripetail 

rockfish 

Several species were identified by GAP members as targets in the recreational sector (Table 4 - 3). 
Black rockfish were identified as the primary target species for recreational anglers and charter 
boats, especially off Oregon and Washington. Blue and copper rockfish, as well as colorful, 
‘unique,’ or ‘unusual’ species like tiger rockfish, were also identified as targeted or frequently 
caught in the recreational sector. Overall, the recreational sector relies on the experience value for 
the recreational angler or guest, which can allow for interchangeable targets and variation in targets 
based on locality. Targeting of particular species is highly localized and dependent on the 
geographic distributions of the species; for instance, black rockfish are predominant in northern 
California, Oregon, and Washington, while copper rockfish are a frequent target in southern 
California.  

Lastly, public comments in the Council’s E-portal were reviewed for qualitative information on 
target species. Comments identified black, blue, brown, and olive rockfishes as target species, 
particularly in the recreational sector. In the commercial sector, these same species were noted to 
not as frequently be retained. Cabezon was also identified as a recreational target. On the other 
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hand, comments related to management measures intended to conserve and rebuild quillback 
rockfish helped identify this species as a non-target species. A review for the shallow shelf, deep 
shelf and flatfish species, as well as light dusky rockfish, dwarf-red rockfish, and leopard shark, 
returned no comments speaking to whether these species are targeted. 

3.4.2 Quantitative Analysis of Non-Tribal Landings 

To understand whether a portion of the non-Tribal groundfish fleet is targeting particular species, 
landings data was analyzed on a per-trip basis. Tribal landings were not analyzed due to data 
availability. For 2015 through 2024, about 140,000 total individual vessel trips were 
characterized by the top species by landed weight. The species comprising the largest portion of 
the trip’s landings is considered the target species for the trip. While there may be multiple 
species targeted on a single trip, it is assumed that interchangeable targets will average out over 
the ten year time frame. At-sea whiting trips were excluded as they are known not to target the 
species included in this analysis. Small corrections were made to the calculations in this analysis 
since it was originally presented as a draft in June 2025. The scale of the changes in the results is 
negligible and does not change the outcomes of the analysis. 

3.4.2.1 Commercial Sector 

Figures 4-2 through 4-7 show the number of non-Tribal commercial groundfish trips targeting 
each species by this definition, excluding at-sea whiting trips. 

 

 

Figure 4 - 1. Number of non-Tribal commercial trips where shallow nearshore species were landed as the highest landing volume 
per trip from 2015 through 2024. Scaled to maximum count in this analysis, relative to about 140,000 total non-Tribal commercial 
groundfish trips in the same time period, excluding the at-sea whiting sector. 
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Figure 4 - 2. Number of non-Tribal commercial trips where deeper nearshore species were landed as the highest landing volume 
per trip from 2015 through 2024. Scaled to maximum count in this analysis. 

 

 

 

Figure 4 - 3. Number of non-Tribal commercial trips where shallow shelf species were landed as the highest landing volume per 
trip from 2015 through 2024. Scaled to maximum count in this analysis. 
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Figure 4 - 4. Number of non-Tribal commercial trips where deep shelf species were landed as the highest landing volume per trip 
from 2015 through 2024. Scaled to maximum count in this analysis. 

 

 

Figure 4 - 5. Number of non-Tribal commercial trips where flatfish species were landed as the highest landing volume per trip 
from 2015 through 2024. Scaled to maximum count in this analysis. 
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Figure 4 - 6. Number of non-Tribal commercial trips where leopard shark were landed as the highest landing volume per trip from 
2015 through 2024. Scaled to maximum count in this analysis. 

Of the species included in this analysis, black rockfish were the most highly targeted in the 
commercial groundfish sector on a per-trip basis. Gopher rockfish, cabezon, blue rockfish, and 
black and yellow rockfish were also targeted more frequently, comprising the highest landing 
weight on at least 2,000 trips each. For these species, effort was also distributed among many 
vessels, rather than attributable to only a very small portion of the fleet. Every other species 
evaluated was very infrequently the top species landed on individual trips. In analyzing the 
Additional Deep Shelf Species bin there were zero trips since 2015 where stripetail or harlequin 
rockfishes were the top species by landed weight. There was one trip where rosethorn rockfish 
was the top species by landed weight in this same time period. Therefore, this bin is not graphed 
above as the instances of trips with these species identified as targets were so limited. 

3.4.2.2 Recreational Sector 

Due to the structure of recreational data, empirical probabilities were used to understand the 
relative probability of a species being one of the top 5 species retained in a recreational bottomfish 
trip in any random year between 2015 and 2024. Scaled to all species caught in bottomfish trips, 
only black rockfish and blue rockfish had a significant probability of being in the 5 highest retained 
species in a given year, at 20, and 16 percent, respectively. 
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Figure 4 - 7. Probability of species being the top retained in any particular year, between 2015 and 2024, in the bottomfish 
recreational sector. Note, out of the top 10 species shown here, only two (black and blue rockfishes) are under consideration for 
all 3 Alternatives in this action and analyzed in this document. 

3.4.3 Conclusions 

Overall, the species considered in this document’s analysis may be caught in both commercial and 
recreational sectors, but vary in whether they are directly targeted, targeted in terms of being 
caught in the mixed stock fishery, or not targeted at all. In the Shallow Nearshore Species Bin, 
black and yellow, gopher, grass, and kelp rockfishes, and cabezon may be considered targets of a 
fishery in the sense that they are caught in a targeted mixed stock fishery, but they are not often 
specifically targeted in the sense that they are the only or primary species retained. Cabezon and 
grass rockfish may fetch relatively higher market prices as live market targets. The Deeper 
Nearshore Bin is the most highly targeted group overall, with black rockfish standing out as a 
predominant commercial and recreational target species. Copper rockfish, blue rockfish, deacon 
rockfish, and brown rockfish may also be considered target species in this bin, particularly in 
geographically localized recreational fisheries. On the other hand, little to no targeting of most 
shallow shelf species occurs in either the commercial or recreational sectors. Many diminutive 
species in this bin (e.g., honeycomb, rosy, swordspine rockfishes, etc.) are discarded and, for those 
that are retained, it is often because they co-occur with other, target species. Similarly, deep shelf 
and flatfish species similarly see little to no direct targeting in the commercial sector, though 
particular species, like the tiger rockfish, may be desirable for recreational anglers and many 
species co-occur with target species. Leopard shark, analyzed on its own, may be considered a 
target species for commercial and recreational sectors, but solely in California. The Additional 
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Deep Shelf Species are caught in both commercial and recreational sectors, but they are not 
considered target species. Lastly, light dusky rockfish and dwarf-red rockfish, as they have seen 
no recent recorded catch, cannot be considered target species in any West Coast groundfish sectors. 

3.5 Factor (v) - The stock is important to commercial, recreational, and 
subsistence users. 

An analysis of whether conservation and management in the EEZ is necessary for a species or 
stock must take into account the importance of fishery resources to fishery participants and fishing 
communities. Factor (v) focuses on whether species are important to commercial, recreational, and 
subsistence users. 

A combination of qualitative and quantitative methods were used to evaluate the relative 
importance of the species included in this analysis. Quantitative data from the SAP tool and 
landings data create relative indices by which to compare the species in this analysis. However, 
‘importance’ is also highly subjective, and qualitative information collected from the GAP, the 
GMT, Tribal representatives, and the Council’s public comment E-portal (same individuals 
consulted and same search criteria as Factor (iv)) provide additional context as to why some 
species may be important in certain sectors while others are not considered important. As described 
under Factor (iv), this qualitative information is not intended to be able to represent the population 
of fishery stakeholders on the West Coast, but rather is selected, targeted insight based on the lived 
and observed experiences of the individuals who were consulted. The information provided by 
these individuals was presented in the draft June 2025 10-Factor analysis, which was reviewed by 
both the GAP and GMT in their entirety. This evaluation, though using multiple forms of 
information, must also be caveated with the fact that it is difficult to capture the full subjective 
‘value’ of each species in terms of their unique importance to a wide range of fishery participants 
on the West Coast. 

3.5.1 GAP and GMT Consultation 

Upon consultation of GAP members, none of the species in this document’s analysis were 
identified as significant contributors to commercial groundfish landings or to fishermen’s and 
processors’ incomes. The diminutive rockfish species are generally considered too small or 
undesirable to retain and the species in the Flatfish Bin have seen little market demand in recent 
years. For these reasons, the species included in this document’s analysis are not important to or 
desired by processors. However, the GAP members consulted were able to make relative 
distinctions of importance among the species in terms of all species encountered in their respective 
groundfish sector, highlighting some species as targeted to some extent, others as present in catch 
based on the mixed-stock nature of the fishery, and still others as not present in the catch at all (see 
Table 4 - 2 in the previous section). Certain species were frequently identified by those consulted 
as targets. Still, other species were identified as targets by some, but not all, GAP members, 
highlighting that there may be differences by region, sector, or otherwise, in the relative valuation 
of species. Some species were universally considered unimportant in the commercial sector; 
bronzespotted, pink, tiger, chameleon, light dusky, calico, freckled, halfbanded, honeycomb, 
pinkrose, pygmy, swordspine, stripetail, rosethorn, and harlequin rockfishes were identified as 
species of little to no importance in the fishery, as they rarely encountered or are often discarded 



 

65 

(see Table 4 - 2 and Table 4 - 3 under Factor (iv)). Note, while GAP members described dwarf-
red and light dusky rockfish as present in the catch, there is no recorded catch of dwarf-red or light 
dusky rockfish in recent years. 

Several species were identified by GAP members as important to the recreational sector. Relative 
categorizations of targets and non-targets are provided in Table 4 - 3 (see previous section). Black 
rockfish were identified as highly important for recreational anglers and charter boats. Blue and 
copper rockfishes, as well as colorful, ‘unique,’ or ‘unusual’ species, like tiger and China 
rockfishes, were also identified as important to the recreational sector. However, the importance 
of particular species is highly localized and dependent on the geographic distributions of the 
species that may be retained to fill out a bag limit. Hence, species may be of relatively equal 
importance due to their aesthetic characteristics, but their value will vary by where they are 
typically found.  

From discussions with the Tribal representatives on the GMT and GAP, it was established that the 
Washington Treaty Tribes have identified several species included in this analysis as important to 
Tribal fisheries. These species include black rockfish, blue rockfish, deacon rockfish, quillback 
rockfish, rock sole, sand sole, cabezon, and kelp greenling. These species are important to both 
commercial and subsistence fisheries for Tribal users. In particular, black rockfish, blue rockfish, 
deacon rockfish, cabezon, and kelp greenling have been identified as potential species that may be 
undergoing increased, directed harvest in the Tribal commercial sector. Qualitative information 
provided by the representatives suggests that Tribal fishermen are currently making investments 
to increase access to the nearshore fishery, particularly for these species. The flatfish species 
identified as important - rock sole and sand sole - have a history of importance in Tribal 
commercial fisheries; with targeted harvest in the case of rock sole, and non-targeted high bycatch 
events in the case of sand sole. While landings are currently low, there is potential for them to 
increase again in the future with only minor changes in fishery behavior. Lastly, quillback rockfish, 
though not directly targeted in Tribal fisheries, have been landed with increasing regularity by 
Tribal longline and halibut fisheries occurring in Federal waters. For the three species added to the 
analysis, additional consultation with Tribal representatives on the GMT revealed that stripetail, 
rosethorn, and harlequin rockfishes are not considered ‘important’ to Tribal fisheries. Stripetail 
and harlequin rockfishes are not encountered at all and, while rosethorn rockfish is retained when 
encountered, it is not considered individually targeted or important. The Tribes did not express a 
particular recommendation for whether the species’ relative importance to the Tribes would 
support or go against continued Federal management of these species.  

3.5.2 Public comment 

Public comments on groundfish actions were also reviewed for information on the importance of 
specific species and analyzed qualitatively. The Council’s E-portal public comment database was 
searched for species names (e.g., “blue rockfish”). Some species did not return comments based 
on the search criteria, and were therefore excluded from this portion of the analysis. Information 
from public comments were included if the focus of the comment or a section of the comment 
pertained to the species of concern and the statement was referring to the fishery and the use of the 
resource. Statements were excluded when focused on modelling or other theoretical approaches to 
understanding the species, stock assessments, or scientific research more broadly. Comments were 
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also excluded if a species was referenced, but was not a major topic of the comment. Comments 
were analyzed by key themes relevant to the 10-Factor analysis, including significant impacts on 
and the importance to fishing communities and entities, specific targeting of analyzed species, and 
common capture or association with target species. The same pool of comments were also analyzed 
for relevance to other factors and coded for themes such as disparity of impacts between sectors 
(Factor (vii)). 

For the majority of species included in this analysis, public comment did not reveal additional 
information on importance. Many comments, however, reaffirmed the importance of retaining 
access to deeper nearshore species like black, blue, brown, and olive rockfishes, particularly for 
recreational, charter boat, and small-scale commercial users. 

3.5.3 Index Scoring 

The qualitative information presented above is also congruent with the SAP index scoring of the 
importance of species in commercial, recreational, and Tribal fisheries.  

Similar to the ecosystem importance index scoring (see Factor (i)), the SAP has developed index 
scores for the commercial (non-Tribal), recreational, and Tribal importance of species (Wetzel et 
al. 2025). Thresholds can be similarly used to categorize species by low, medium, or high 
importance for each fishery type. The commercial importance score is based on coastwide ex-
vessel revenue, transformed logarithmically to compress the distribution into a 0-10 index score. 
The recreational importance score is based on a pseudo-revenue, calculated by multiplying 
recreational-catches with state- and species- specific weights. The Tribal importance score 
includes the value of subsistence fishing, as well as fishing for commercial sale and ceremonial 
uses. These species scores were refined through consultation with Tribal representatives with the 
values initially developed in 2016 and updated in 2024. It is important to note that these scores 
reflect which species are prioritized for stock assessments by Tribal representatives, but do not 
capture the cultural importance or other aspects of a holistic definition of Tribal ‘importance’. 
More details on use of the index scores can be found in the draft June 2025 10-Factor analysis, 
which is incorporated by reference. For each species, the commercial, recreational, and Tribal 
importance score is defined, then binned into quantiles of low, medium, and high importance. 
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Tables 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3, below summarize the adjusted index scores and relative importance of 
each species included in the SAP tool across commercial, recreational, and Tribal groundfish 
fisheries, respectively. Note that the species not included in index scoring (indicated by NA in the 
tables) are not currently assessed and are therefore not assigned a score within this dataset. 
However, this lack of data may not just be a data gap but could indicate that unassessed species 
are likely of low importance to commercial, recreational, and Tribal fisheries. 

Table 5 - 1. Summary of adjusted commercial importance index scores and related thresholds for species included in this analysis 
available in the SAP tool. Z-score indicates the variation of the value from the mean. 

Species Adjusted Index Score Z-Score Relative Importance 
Shallow Nearshore 

Gopher/Black and Yellow 
rockfish 7.85 1.00450326 

High 

Cabezon 7.76 0.96697871 High 
Grass rockfish 6.82 0.57505566 High 
Kelp greenling 6.71 0.52919233 High 
China rockfish 6.3 0.35824717 Medium 
Kelp rockfish 3.74 -0.70911772 Low 

Deeper Nearshore 
Black rockfish 8.14 1.12541568 High 
Blue rockfish 6.32 0.36658596 Medium 
Brown rockfish 7.03 0.66261294 High 
Copper rockfish 6.59 0.47915960 Medium 
Deacon rockfish 6.32 0.36658596 Medium 
Olive rockfish 4.07 -0.57152771 Low 
Quillback rockfish 5.50 0.02469564 Medium 
Treefish 5.35 -0.03784527 Low 

Shallow Shelf 
Calico rockfish NA  NA NA  
Flag rockfish 2.02 -1.42625351 Low 
Freckled rockfish NA  NA NA  
Halfbanded rockfish NA  NA  NA 
Honeycomb rockfish 1.00 -1.85153170 Low 
Pygmy rockfish NA  NA NA  
Rosy rockfish 3.12 -0.96762015 Low 
Speckled rockfish 3.55 -0.78833621 Low 
Swordspine rockfish NA  NA NA  

Deep Shelf 
Bronzespotted rockfish NA  NA NA 
Chameleon rockfish NA NA NA 
Greenblotched rockfish NA NA NA 
Mexican rockfish NA NA NA 
Pink rockfish NA NA NA 
Pinkrose rockfish NA NA NA 
Tiger rockfish NA NA NA 

No Mortality 
Light dusky rockfish NA NA NA 
Dwarf-red rockfish NA NA NA 

Flatfish 
Butter sole NA NA NA 
Curlfin sole 2.04 -1.41791472 Low 
Rock sole 2.42 -1.25947774 Low 



 

68 

Sand sole 4.33 -0.46312347 Low 
Starry flounder 4.22 -0.50898680 Low 
Leopard shark 3.69 -0.72996469 Low 

Additional Deep Shelf Species 
Stripetail rockfish 2.31 -1.32 Low 
Rosethorn rockfish 3.88 -0.66 Low 
Harlequin rockfish NA NA NA 

 

Table 5 - 2. Summary of adjusted recreational importance index scores and related thresholds for species included in this analysis 
available in the SAP tool 

Species Adjusted Index Score Relative Importance 
Shallow Nearshore 

Gopher/Black and Yellow 
rockfish 6.46 High 
Cabezon 6.46 High 
Kelp greenling 5.45 Medium 
China rockfish 5.2 Medium 
Kelp rockfish 3.6 Medium 
Grass rockfish 2.87 Medium 

Deeper Nearshore 
Black rockfish 9.79 High 
Blue rockfish 9.19 High 
Brown rockfish 7.35 High 
Copper rockfish 7.69 High 
Deacon rockfish 9.19 High 
Olive rockfish 6.32 High 
Quillback rockfish 5.78 High 
Treefish 3.82 Medium 

Shallow Shelf 
Calico rockfish NA  N 
Flag rockfish 4.54 Medium 
Freckled rockfish NA NA 
Halfbanded rockfish NA NA 
Honeycomb rockfish 3.35 Medium 
Pygmy rockfish NA  NA 
Rosy rockfish 0 Low 
Speckled rockfish 3.83 Medium 
Swordspine rockfish NA  NA 

Deep Shelf 
Bronzespotted rockfish NA NA 
Chameleon rockfish NA NA 
Greenblotched rockfish NA NA 
Mexican rockfish NA NA 
Pink rockfish NA NA 
Pinkrose rockfish NA NA 
Tiger rockfish NA NA 

No Mortality 
Light dusky rockfish NA NA 
Dwarf-red rockfish NA NA 

Flatfish 
Butter sole NA  NA 
Curlfin sole 0 Low 
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Rock sole 2.03 Medium 
Sand sole 0.74 Medium 
Starry flounder 1.12 Medium 
Leopard Shark 0 Low 

Additional Deep Shelf Species 
Stripetail rockfish 0 Low 
Rosethorn rockfish 0 Low 
Harlequin rockfish NA NA 

 

Table 5 - 3. Summary of Tribal importance scores and relative importance  for species included in this analysis available in the 
SAP tools. Represents importance of stock assessments for each species, but does not reflect cultural or other holistic aspects of 
‘importance.’ 

Species Tribal Score Relative Importance 
Shallow Nearshore 

Gopher/Black and Yellow 
rockfish 0 Low 
Cabezon 2 High 
Kelp greenling 2 High 
China rockfish 2 Low 
Kelp rockfish 0 Low 
Grass rockfish 0 Low 

Deeper Nearshore 
Black rockfish 2 High 
Blue rockfish 2 High 
Brown rockfish 2.5 High 
Copper rockfish 2 High 
Deacon rockfish 2 High 
Olive rockfish 0 Low 
Quillback rockfish 2 High 
Treefish 0 Low 

Shallow Shelf 
Calico rockfish 0 Low 
Flag rockfish 0 Low 
Freckled rockfish NA  NA 
Halfbanded rockfish NA  NA 
Honeycomb rockfish 0 Low 
Pygmy rockfish NA  NA 
Rosy rockfish 0 Low 
Speckled rockfish 0 Low 
Swordspine rockfish NA  NA 

Deep Shelf 
Bronzespotted rockfish NA NA 
Chameleon rockfish NA NA 
Greenblotched rockfish NA NA 
Mexican rockfish NA NA 
Pink rockfish NA NA 
Pinkrose rockfish NA NA 
Tiger rockfish NA NA 

No Mortality 
Light dusky rockfish NA NA 
Dwarf-red rockfish NA NA 

Flatfish 
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Butter sole NA   
Curlfin sole 0 Low 
Rock sole 0 Low 
Sand sole 1.5 High 
Starry flounder 1.5 High 
Leopard Shark 0 Low 

Additional Deep Shelf Species 
Stripetail rockfish 0 Low 
Rosethorn rockfish 0 Low 
Harlequin rockfish NA NA 

Based on the categorization of index scoring, some shallow nearshore, deeper nearshore, and 
flatfish species may be considered important in commercial, recreational, and Tribal fisheries. 

In the commercial sector (Table 5 - 1), only shallow nearshore and deeper nearshore species were 
categorized as at least of “medium” importance. Gopher rockfish, black and yellow rockfish, grass 
rockfish, kelp greenling, black rockfish, and brown rockfish were all categorized as of “high” 
importance. China rockfish, blue rockfish, copper rockfish, deacon rockfish, and quillback 
rockfish were categorized as of “medium” importance. Leopard shark, as well as the shallow shelf, 
deep shelf, additional deep shelf, and flatfish species, were all categorized as “low” importance or 
not assessed. In the recreational sector (Table 5 - 2), the deeper nearshore species were of the 
highest importance in this index score categorization, with black rockfish, blue rockfish, brown 
rockfish, copper rockfish, deacon rockfish, and quillback rockfish all categorized as “high” 
importance. In the Shallow Nearshore Bin, cabezon and kelp greenling also scored as “high” 
importance, and in the Flatfish bin sand sole and starry flounder scored as “high” importance. The 
Tribal scores (Table 5 - 3) mirror a similar categorization, with cabezon, kelp greenling, black 
rockfish, blue rockfish, brown rockfish, copper rockfish, deacon rockfish, quillback rockfish, sand 
sole, and starry flounder identified as species important to prioritize for assessment. For each of 
these categorizations, it is important to consider that the SAP tool was created for the specific 
purpose of prioritizing which stocks to assess in a given year. While the data, combined with the 
thresholds created in this analysis, provide a relative scaling of species, these scores should not be 
considered absolute and are not intended to reflect all aspects of why a species may be important 
to various fishery participants. These scores should be considered in the context of all information 
provided in this section. Most of the shallow shelf and deep nearshore species, as well as light 
dusky rockfish and dwarf-red rockfish, which have seen no recent catch in any sector, are also not 
assessed and therefore not included in this scoring. The lack of data in the SAP for these species 
is a data gap, but may also be interpreted as a lack of need to assess the species for fisheries 
management and therefore a low importance in all sectors. 

This list of species identified as important to Tribal fisheries is relatively consistent with those 
identified as ‘high importance’ by the SAP Tribal scores and related thresholds (Table 5 - 3). Note, 
the species identified as ‘important’ via the SAP scoring reflect those that have previously been 
identified as a priority for stock assessment by the Washington Treaty Tribes. The species list 
provided by Tribal representatives in this document may be considered more up-to-date 
information, and thus a better identification of those species that may be in need of conservation 
and management in the EEZ and could be appropriate to retain in the FMP. The differences 
between the SAP scoring and the species list provided by the Tribes include: 1) omission of brown, 
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China, and copper rockfishes in the list provided by Tribes, and 2) inclusion of rock sole, but not 
starry flounder, in the list provided by Tribes. 

3.5.4 Calculation of Local Quotients 

Considering some species may be important to fisheries on a local or regional level, if not the 
whole West Coast, a Local Quotient (LQ) was used to understand locally-important species. The 
Local Quotient is a measure of the importance of a particular species or species group, relative to 
all species in a particular area. It is calculated by dividing the local value of the species by the total 
community or port fishery value. For the commercial sector, this value was calculated via ex-
vessel revenue. For the recreational sector, this value was calculated by counts, which may also be 
considered a proxy to the amount of access a particular species provides to the recreational fishery 
experience. This information was overlaid with data on commercial and recreational fishery 
engagement and dependence to understand whether regions where species have high local landings 
are also particularly reliant on the fishery. 

LQ were calculated for each species, representing the species’ relative contribution to local ports’ 
revenues. This metric is calculated by dividing the total species revenue (commercial) or catch 
(recreational) contribution to a port’s (commercial) or port district’s (recreational) total sum of 
revenue or catch in each respective sector. This metric helps identify patterns of local importance 
of particular species or fisheries that may not be visible on the regional scale.   

Figures 5-1 through 5-4 below summarize the commercial and recreational LQs calculated for all 
species included in this analysis. 

 

Figure 5 - 1. Maximum commercial LQ at any given West Coast port, on average from 2015 through 2024, for analyzed species. 
For species with both identified and nominal landings, these values are summed 
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Figure 5-1a. Maximum commercial LQ for the Shallow Nearshore Species Bin at any given West Coast port, on average from 2015 
through 2024, for analyzed species.  

 

Figure 5-1b. Maximum commercial LQ for the Deeper Nearshore Species Bin at any given West Coast port, on average from 2015 
through 2024, for analyzed species. 
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Figure 5-1c. Maximum commercial LQ for the Shallow Shelf Species Bin at any given West Coast port, on average from 2015 
through 2024, for analyzed species.  

 

Figure 5-1d. Maximum commercial LQ for the Deep Shelf Species Bin at any given West Coast port, on average from 2015 through 
2024, for analyzed species. 
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Figure 5-1e Maximum commercial LQ for the Flatfish Bin at any given West Coast port, on average from 2015 through 2024, for 
analyzed species. 

 

Figure 5-1f. Maximum commercial LQ for leopard shark at any given West Coast port, on average from 2015 through 2024, for 
analyzed species.   
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Figure 5-1g. Maximum commercial LQ for the additional deep shelf species at any given West Coast port, on average from 2015 
through 2024, for analyzed species.   

 

  

Figure 5 - 2. Mean commercial LQ across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 through 2024, for analyzed species. Includes 
both identified and nominal catch 
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Figure 5-2a. Mean commercial LQ for the Shallow Nearshore Species Bin across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 
through 2024, for analyzed species. 

 

Figure 5-2b. Mean commercial LQ for the Deeper Nearshore Species Bin across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 
through 2024, for analyzed species. 
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Figure 5-2c. Mean commercial LQ for the Shallow Shelf Species Bin across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 through 
2024, for analyzed species. 

 

Figure 5-2d. Mean commercial LQ for the Deep Shelf Species Bin across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 through 
2024, for analyzed species. 
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Figure 5-2e. Mean commercial LQ for the Flatfish Species Bin across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 through 2024, 
for analyzed species. 

 

Figure 5-2f. Mean commercial LQ for leopard shark across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 through 2024, for analyzed 
species. 
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Figure 5-2g. Mean commercial LQ for additional deep shelf species across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 through 
2024, for analyzed species. 

 

 

Figure 5 - 3. Maximum recreational LQ in any given West Coast district, on average from 2015 through 2024 for analyzed species. 
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Figure 5-3a. Maximum recreational LQ of the Shallow Nearshore Species Bin in any given West Coast district, on average from 
2015 through 2024 for analyzed species. 

 

 

Figure 5-3b. Maximum recreational LQ of the Deeper Nearshore Species Bin in any given West Coast district, on average from 
2015 through 2024 for analyzed species. 
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Figure 5-3c. Maximum recreational LQ of the Shallow Shelf Species Bin in any given West Coast district, on average from 2015 
through 2024 for analyzed species. 

 

Figure 5-3d. Maximum recreational LQ of the Deep Shelf Species Bin in any given West Coast district, on average from 2015 
through 2024 for analyzed species. 
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Figure 5-3e. Maximum recreational LQ of the Flatfish Species Bin in any given West Coast district, on average from 2015 through 
2024 for analyzed species. 

 

Figure 5-3f. Maximum recreational LQ of leopard shark in any given West Coast district, on average from 2015 through 2024 for 
analyzed species. 
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Figure 5-3g. Maximum recreational LQ of Additional Deep Shelf Species bin in any given West Coast district, on average from 
2015 through 2024 for analyzed species. No recorded harlequin rockfish recreational landings during the evaluated time period 

 

 

Figure 5 - 4. Mean recreational LQ across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 through 2024, for analyzed species. 
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Figure 5-4a. Mean recreational LQ of the Shallow Nearshore Species Bin across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 
through 2024, for analyzed species. 

 

Figure 5-4b. Mean recreational LQ of the Deeper Nearshore Species Bin across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 
through 2024, for analyzed species. 
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Figure 5-4c. Mean recreational LQ of the Shallow Shelf Species Bin across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 through 
2024, for analyzed species. 

 

Figure 5-4d. Mean recreational LQ of the Deep Shelf Species Bin across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 through 2024, 
for analyzed species. 
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Figure 5-4e. Mean recreational LQ of the Flatfish Species Bin across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 through 2024, 
for analyzed species. 

 

Figure 5-4f. Mean recreational LQ of leopard shark across all West Coast ports, on average from 2015 through 2024, for analyzed 
species. 

Tables 5 - 4 and 5 - 5 below show the average and maximum LQ values across West Coast ports 
from 2015 to 2024, by species, indicating how important a species typically is locally, on average 
on the West Coast and whether particular species are highly important on a very localized scale, 
respectively. 

Table 5 - 4. Mean and maximum commercial LQ across West Coast ports from 2015-2024. LQ represents the relative value each 
species contributes to total port revenue, as a proportion, converted to a percentage in this table. Values rounded to 3 percentage 
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decimal places. Some corrections were made to the draft version of this analysis (presented in June 2025) to incorporate nominal 
catch accurately. 

Species Mean LQ Max LQ 
Shallow Nearshore 

Gopher rockfish 3.834%  23.845% 
Black and Yellow rockfish 4.604%  18.567% 
Cabezon 6.485%  47.207% 
Kelp greenling 2.199% 14.650% 
China rockfish 1.786%  10.357% 
Grass rockfish 5.164% 41.255% 
Kelp rockfish 0.059%  0.297% 

Deeper Nearshore 
Black rockfish 4.604%  79.096% 
Blue rockfish 0.896%  9.032% 
Brown rockfish 1.348%  28.275% 
Copper rockfish 2.414% 55.960% 
Deacon rockfish 0.773%  2.127% 
Olive rockfish 0.375%  4.687% 
Quillback rockfish 0.680%  10.563% 
Treefish 0.077% 0.676% 

Shallow Shelf 
Calico rockfish 0.002%  0.009% 
Flag rockfish 0.266% 3.466% 
Freckled rockfish 0.006%  0.014% 
Halfbanded rockfish 0%  0% 
Honeycomb rockfish 0.613%  6.412% 
Pygmy rockfish 0%  0% 
Rosy rockfish 0.084% 0.747% 
Speckled rockfish 0.218%  1.272% 
Swordspine rockfish 0%  0.003% 

Deep Shelf 
Bronzespotted rockfish 0.124% 0.384% 
Chameleon rockfish 0.008%  0.008% 
Greenblotched rockfish 2.376%  39.743% 
Mexican rockfish 1.484%  6.390% 
Pink rockfish 0.117% 0.925% 
Pinkrose rockfish 0.004% 0.031% 
Tiger rockfish 0.034% 0.284% 

No Mortality 
Light dusky rockfish 0%  0% 
Dwarf-red rockfish 0%  0% 

Flatfish 
Butter sole 0%  0% 
Curlfin sole 0.075% 1.088% 
Rock sole 1.315%  45.940% 
Sand sole 0.116%  2.000% 
Starry flounder 0.105% 1.677% 
Leopard Shark 0.932%  11.042% 

Additional Deep Shelf Species 
Stripetail rockfish 0.025% 0.359% 
Rosethorn rockfish 0.032% 0.378% 
Harlequin rockfish 0% 0% 
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Table 5 - 5. Mean and maximum recreational LQ across West Coast ports from 2015-2024. LQ represents the relative numbers 
each species contributes to total port district landings, as a proportion, converted to a percentage in this table. Some corrections 
were made from the draft version due to a coding error that distorted values. Values rounded to 3 percentage decimal 

Species Mean LQ Max LQ 
Shallow Nearshore 

Gopher rockfish 1.215%  6.293% 
Black and Yellow rockfish 0.143%  0.639% 
Cabezon 0.820%  2.150% 
Kelp greenling 0.698%  1.904% 
China rockfish 0.665%  3.321% 
Kelp rockfish 0.144%  0.578% 

Deeper Nearshore 
Black rockfish 31.469%  60.037% 
Blue rockfish 4.640%  21.757% 
Brown rockfish 1.033%  7.845% 
Copper rockfish 1.520%  5.352% 
Deacon rockfish 3.490% 5.057% 
Olive rockfish 1.061%  5.067% 
Quillback rockfish 0.624%  1.220% 
Treefish 0.312% 0.593% 

Shallow Shelf 
Calico rockfish 0.070%  0.211% 
Flag rockfish 0.199%  0.714% 
Freckled rockfish 0.008%  0.016% 
Halfbanded rockfish 0.330%  0.872% 
Honeycomb rockfish 0.219% 0.779% 
Pygmy rockfish 0%  0% 
Rosy rockfish 0.006%  1.732% 
Speckled rockfish 0.204%  0.785% 
Swordspine rockfish 0.024%  0.070% 

Deep Shelf 
Bronzespotted rockfish 0%  0.001% 
Chameleon rockfish 0% 0% 
Greenblotched rockfish 0.081%  0.384% 
Mexican rockfish 0.331%  0.577% 
Pink rockfish 0%  0% 
Pinkrose rockfish 0%  0.007% 
Tiger rockfish 0.084%  0.220% 

No Mortality 
Light dusky rockfish 0%  0% 
Dwarf-red rockfish 0%  0% 

Flatfish 
Butter sole 0.003%  0.012 
Curlfin sole 0% 0.002% 
Rock sole 0.019%  0.060% 
Sand sole 0.028%  0.133% 
Starry flounder 0.012%  0.091% 
Leopard Shark 0.075%  0.333% 

Additional Deep Shelf 
Stripetail rockfish 0.005% 0.010% 
Rosethorn rockfish 0.013% 0.053% 
Harlequin rockfish 0% 0% 
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3.5.4.1 Shallow Nearshore Bin and Deeper Nearshore Bin 

Based on the mean LQ across ports, except for cabezon, each of the shallow nearshore and deeper 
nearshore species contributes less than 5 percent of revenue in West Coast ports in the shoreside 
commercial sector, on average, across ports from 2015 to 2024. Cabezon averaged just above 5 
percent, at 6 percent. In the Deeper Nearshore Bin, black rockfish had the highest mean LQ across 
ports, at just below 5 percent. 

In the Shallow Nearshore Species Bin, all species except kelp rockfish had relatively high 
commercial LQ maximums, demonstrating that they may be important in particular localized 
areas. Cabezon, gopher, and grass rockfish were particularly of note; they contributed a maximum 
of about 47, 24, and 41 percent to commercial port revenue, respectively, on average from 2015 
to 2024. Cabezon brought in relatively high revenue in Port Orford, Avila, Morro Bay, and Depoe 
Bay. Gopher rockfish brought in relatively high revenue in Avila and Morro Bay. Grass rockfish 
brought in relatively higher revenue in Santa Barbara, Morro Bay, and Avila ports. Therefore, 
these species are important on a localized scale of the West Coast, particularly off Central 
California. Black and yellow rockfish, kelp greenling, and China rockfish also had maximum 
commercial LQs of at least 10 percent. 

In the Deeper Nearshore Species Bin, black rockfish, brown rockfish, and copper rockfish each 
had high commercial LQ maximums, demonstrating that they could also be important localized 
areas. These species contributed a maximum of 79 and 28, and 56 percent to commercial port 
revenue, respectively, on average from 2015 to 2024. Deeper nearshore species, particularly black 
rockfish, brought in relatively higher revenue in Crescent City, Port Orford, and Depoe Bay. 
Therefore, this species bin may have higher localized importance in areas of southern Oregon and 
Northern California. Quillback rockfish also had a maximum commercial LQs of over 10 percent.  

Except for gopher rockfish, the mean recreational LQ was less than 1 percent for all shallow 
nearshore species. The mean LQ for gopher rockfish was just above 1 percent. Gopher rockfish 
was the only shallow nearshore species to have a maximum recreational LQ greater than 5 percent, 
at 6 percent. These results reiterate that the species in the shallow nearshore bin are not as important 
as other nearshore species recreationally, even at a local scale.  

The recreational LQs for deeper nearshore species indicated higher localized importance in the 
recreational sector, particularly for black rockfish (max = 60 percent), blue rockfish (max = 22 
percent), and brown rockfish (max = 8 percent). The remainder of the species in the Deeper 
Nearshore Bin had maximum recreational LQs of 5 percent or less. Save for the few key target 
species, the lower LQs for most nearshore rockfish in the recreational sector highlight that many 
of these rockfish species are interchangeable when contributing to the value of a recreational trip. 

3.5.4.2 Other Species Bins 

Across the board, shallow shelf, deep shelf, additional deep shelf and flatfish species as well as 
leopard shark did not show indications of localized importance through calculation of the LQ. No 
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species, except for rosy rockfish (max = 2 percent), contributed a maximum, on average from 2015 
through 2024, of greater than 1 percent of localized catch in the recreational sector. In the 
commercial sector, most shallow and deep shelf species contributed a maximum, on average from 
2015 through 2024, of less than 5 percent, if not close to zero. The exceptions were honeycomb 
rockfish at 6 percent, greenblotched rockfish at 40 percent, and Mexican rockfish at 6 percent. 
Each of these species with high maximums contributed a mean, on average from 2015 through 
2024, of less than 3 percent across all ports, indicating that spikes in importance are highly 
localized. The Flatfish Bin saw similar patterns of very low mean LQ across ports, but some 
relatively higher maximum values, particularly for rock sole (max = 50 percent). Species with no 
mortality off the West Coast were not included in these calculations and cannot be considered 
important, locally, without any recent recorded catch in any fishery sector. 

3.5.5 Conclusion 

In summary, the qualitative and quantitative information presented in this section converges 
towards identifying a select group among the species analyzed that may be important to 
commercial, recreational, Tribal, and subsistence users. In both the commercial and recreational 
sectors, shallow nearshore and deeper nearshore species were identified as the highest importance 
in the fishery. For the non-Tribal commercial sector, black rockfish, brown rockfish, gopher 
rockfish, black and yellow rockfish, cabezon, and kelp greenling were primarily identified as the 
species of highest importance. In the recreational sector, black rockfish, blue rockfish, brown 
rockfish, copper rockfish, deacon rockfish, cabezon and quillback rockfish were identified as the 
species of the highest importance. Black rockfish stand out as the species of highest importance 
across sectors, but brown rockfish, cabezon, and copper rockfish follow close behind. For Tribal 
sectors, black rockfish, blue rockfish, deacon rockfish, quillback rockfish, cabezon, and kelp 
greening were identified as species of importance. From public comments and consultation with 
the GAP, it is clear that maintaining access to nearshore species is important across sectors, but 
particularly for recreational anglers, charter boat businesses, and small-scale commercial 
participants. The shallow nearshore and deeper nearshore bins did demonstrate highly localized 
variations in importance, demonstrating that the species may not be universally important across 
the West Coast. In contrast, the analysis demonstrates that shallow shelf, deep shelf, and flatfish 
species, as well as leopard shark and species with little to no recorded catch, are largely considered 
unimportant across sectors. Most diminutive rockfish species, like calico, pygmy, freckled, and 
swordspine rockfishes, in the shallow shelf bins are too small to retain and often discarded, 
contributing little to local or regional revenue and recreational landings. Others, including flag, 
rosy, and speckled rockfishes, are larger-bodied and retained when encountered, but are 
encountered very rarely, contributing very little overall to local or regional revenue and 
recreational landings. Similarly, in the deep shelf bin, while the deep shelf species are larger-
bodied and sometimes valued and retained when encountered, they are not encountered frequently 
enough to be considered ‘important’ or make significant contributions to local and regional 
revenue and landings. Low mortality of (and revenue from) bronzespotted rockfish is also likely 
due to area and depth restrictions mostly driven by cowcod conservation areas, though it could be 
considered valuable if accessible and encountered. Retention of bronzespotted rockfish has been 
prohibited for many years. A decline in market demand for flatfish has also consigned these species 
to be considered relatively unimportant across sectors, though Tribal representatives see potential 
for landings of rock sole and sand sole to increase again in the future. Those species with no 
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mortality (light dusky and dwarf-red rockfishes), as well as those with very minimal catch and 
resulting revenue (i.e., bronzespotted rockfish, pygmy rockfish, swordspine rockfish, pink 
rockfish, and chameleon rockfish), are in no way considered important in any fishery sector along 
the West Coast. Overall, the sum of this information provides insight into the relative importance 
of each species analyzed, which can be utilized to determine which species may be in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ. However, the Council should also rely on the input of 
advisory bodies and the public to determine which species are important to fishery participants 
throughout the West Coast. 

3.6 Factor (vi) - The fishery is important to the Nation or to the regional economy. 

Per the NS1 Guidelines, conservation and management of a fishery in the EEZ may be necessary 
when a fishery supports provision of a net benefit to the Nation, by ensuring long-term 
sustainability of fishery stocks and providing significant net economic benefits. Factor (vi) and 
this analysis considers how substantial the contributions of a particular fishery are relative to the 
regional and national economy. The “region” in this analysis can be defined broadly as the West 
Coast region. 

Information solicited from the Council’s GAP and qualitative analysis of public comments are 
utilized to support an understanding of the relative importance of species to the West Coast region. 
A Regional Quotient (RQ), representing each species’ relative contributions to the West Coast 
region’s economic benefit derived from the groundfish fishery, was also utilized to evaluate the 
relative importance of species’ contributions to local and regional landings. The RQ was calculated 
by dividing the regional revenue or landings of a species by the total regional groundfish ex-vessel 
revenue or landings, excluding whiting and sablefish, as well as the at-sea whiting sector. 

3.6.1 Qualitative Consultation 

The GAP was once again consulted (same individuals as Factors (iv) and (v)) to provide qualitative 
information on the importance of species included in this analysis to the Nation and to the region. 
Besides the blanket statements on relative importance of species, described under Factor (v), 
members of the GAP also spoke to whether a species included in this analysis entered local, 
regional, or national markets. Once again, this information is not intended to be able to represent 
the population of fishery stakeholders on the West Coast, but rather is selected, targeted insight 
based on the lived and observed experiences of the experts who were consulted. The information 
provided by these individuals was presented in the draft version of the10-Factor analysis (June 
2025), which was reviewed by both the GAP and GMT in their entirety. In sum, no species in this 
analysis were identified as sold into national markets. Processors specifically pointed out that there 
is no profitable market for diminutive rockfish species and that market demand for flatfish has 
declined. Several species were noted to have regional markets, i.e., to be bought by West Coast 
processors and consumers. These included: 

● Black rockfish 
● Blue rockfish 
● Brown rockfish 
● Cabezon 
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● China rockfish 
● Copper rockfish 
● Deacon rockfish 
● Flag rockfish 
● Gopher rockfish 
● Grass rockfish 
● Greenblotched rockfish 
● Kelp rockfish 
● Mexican rockfish 
● Olive rockfish 
● Quillback rockfish 
● Rock sole 
● Sand sole 
● Starry flounder 
● Tiger rockfish 
● Treefish 

3.6.2 Calculation of Regional Quotient 

An RQ was calculated for each species included in the analysis. RQ represents the species’ relative 
contribution to the West Coast region’s economic benefit derived from groundfish fisheries. The 
RQ was calculated for both the commercial sector (excluding the at-sea whiting fleet) and the 
recreational sector, by dividing the regional revenue or landings count of a species by the total 
regional groundfish revenue or landings, respectively. Revenue from sablefish and Pacific whiting 
landings were excluded from these calculations, as they make up the majority of total West Coast 
groundfish revenue and would skew the data. At-sea whiting trips were also excluded for 
relevance. The calculation includes landings from 2015 through 2025. These RQ values are 
summarized in Table 6 - 1 below. 

Table 6 - 1. Relative species contributions to regional commercial ex-vessel revenue (excluding sablefish and Pacific whiting), and 
recreational landings, measured via RQ from 2015 through 2024. Values range from 0-1, representing a proportion of total revenue 
and landings. Values less than 0.0001 rounded to zero. 

Species Comm RQ 
(revenue) 

Rec RQ 
(landings) 

Shallow Nearshore 
Black and Yellow rockfish 0.004958637 0.001579168 
Gopher Rockfish 0.014691661 0.015471435 
Cabezon 0.017813 0.003380928 
Kelp greenling 0.005944 0.00247817 
China rockfish 0.003767 0.003626 
Kelp rockfish 0.000164 0.002036 

Deeper Nearshore 
Black rockfish 0.025264 0.097368 
Blue rockfish 0.003139 0.046526 
Brown rockfish 0.00194 0.018728 
Copper rockfish 0.003979 0.018148 
Deacon rockfish 0.000589 0.003167 
Olive rockfish 0.000388 0.009046 
Quillback rockfish 0.000397 0.002081 
Treefish 0.000223 0.002674 
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Shallow Shelf 
Calico rockfish 0 0.000855 
Flag rockfish 0 0.003054 
Freckled rockfish 0 0 
Halfbanded rockfish 0 0.003271 
Honeycomb rockfish 0 0.002911 
Pygmy rockfish 0 0 
Rosy rockfish 0 0.007855 
Speckled rockfish 0.000193 0.003647 
Swordspine rockfish 0 0.000254 

Deep Shelf 
Bronzespotted rockfish 0 0 
Chameleon rockfish 0 0 
Greenblotched rockfish 0.000183 0.001119 
Mexican rockfish 0.000414 0.002175 
Pink rockfish 0 0 
Pinkrose rockfish 0  0 
Tiger rockfish 0 0.000194 

No Mortality 
Light dusky rockfish 0  0 
Dwarf-red rockfish 0  0 

Flatfish 
Butter sole 0 0 
Curlfin sole 0 0 
Rock sole 0 0.000213 
Sand sole 0.000574 0.000101 
Starry flounder 0.000344 0 
Leopard Shark 0 0.000766 
Additional Deep Shelf Species 
Stripetail rockfish 0 0 
Rosethorn rockfish 0.000193 0.000123 
Harlequin rockfish 0 0 
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Figure 6 - 1. Relative species (denoted by species name in PacFIN) contributions to regional commercial ex-vessel revenue, 
measured as a proportion of total regional revenue, excluding sablefish and Pacific whiting. “Nom.” indicates only nominal catch 
recorded of that species. Nominal catch summed with identified catch for species for which both are recorded. Shallow nearshore 
and deeper nearshore species presented in figures (6-1a and 6-1b) below. RQ for species in all other bins was too small to present 
on the same scale (< 0.01). 

 

Figure 6-1a. Relative shallow nearshore species (denoted by species name in PacFIN) contributions to regional commercial ex-
vessel revenue, measured as a proportion of total regional revenue, excluding sablefish and Pacific whiting. Scaled to the maximum 
of all species included in this analysis. 
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Figure 6-1b. Relative deeper nearshore species (denoted by species name in PacFIN) contributions to regional commercial ex-
vessel revenue, measured as a proportion of total regional revenue, excluding sablefish and Pacific whiting. Scaled to the maximum 
of all species included in this analysis. 

 

 

Figure 6-1.Relative species contributions to regional recreational landings from 2015 through 2024, measured as a proportion of 
total regional landings (count).  Shallow Nearshore, Deeper Nearshore, and Shallow Shelf Species Bins presented in figures (6-2a 
- 6-2c) below. RQ for species in all other bins was too small to present on the same scale (< 0.01). 
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Figure 6-2a. Relative shallow nearshore species contributions to regional recreational landings from 2015 through 2024, 
measured as a proportion of total regional landings (count). Scaled to maximum RQ of all species included in the analysis. 

 

Figure 6-2b. Relative deeper nearshore species contributions to regional recreational landings from 2015 through 2024, measured 
as a proportion of total regional landings (count). Scaled to maximum RQ of all species included in the analysis. 
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Figure 6-2c. Relative shallow shelf species contributions to regional recreational landings from 2015 through 2024, measured as 
a proportion of total regional landings (count). Scaled to maximum RQ of all species included in the analysis. 

Black rockfish, cabezon, and gopher rockfish each contributed at least 1 percent of regional 
commercial revenue from 2015 through 2024, excluding sablefish and Pacific whiting revenue 
(2.5, 1.8, and 1.5 percent, respectively, see Table 6 - 1 and Figure 6 - 1). Several species contributed 
less than 1 percent, but more than 0.1 percent, of revenue from 2015 through 2024, including kelp 
greenling and grass, black and yellow, copper, China, blue, and brown rockfishes. The majority of 
species analyzed comprise less than 0.1 percent of commercial regional revenue, excluding 
sablefish and Pacific whiting revenue. Therefore, while some of these species may be described as 
‘targets,’ in portions of the fleet, in the reality of a mixed stock fishery, they make up a very small 
proportion of total landings and revenue on a regional scale. Those species with very minimal 
landings, particularly the diminutive rockfish species, logically contribute close to zero revenue to 
the region. It should be noted that while many species included in this analysis contributed a very 
low proportion of revenue to the regional economy, this may not reflect their importance in a 
regionally important stock complex. Many of the species included in this analysis are also managed 
within regional complexes. Their relative contributions to their respective complexes and the 
impacts of removing these species are analyzed within the environmental assessment for this 
action.  

The RQ of recreational landings by species also highlighted certain species that contribute a 
significant proportion of total regional recreational landings (Table 6 - 1 and Figure 6 - 1). Black, 
blue, brown, copper, and gopher rockfishes contributed about 20 percent of total regional 
recreational landings, combined, with black rockfish comprising about 10 percent of total regional 
recreational landings alone. On the other end of the spectrum, species like starry flounder, freckled 
rockfish, pinkrose rockfish, butter sole, bronzespotted rockfish, curlfin sole, and chameleon 
rockfish contributed close to zero percent of total recreational landings. Note, landings of 
bronzespotted rockfish are prohibited. Nearshore species that contributed less than 1 percent, but 
at least 0.1 percent, of regional landings further reflect their inclusion, but interchangeability, in a 
mixed-stock recreational fishery. For the recreational fishery, it is hard to piece out exactly how 
much value any particular species brings economically to the region by driving more recreational 
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anglers to take trips and book charters. Some species, though not a significant portion of the 
landings, like tiger rockfish or cabezon, are aesthetically valued, may increase the overall value of 
the recreational trip, and may help drive the number of trips taken in the region, yet the value of 
those species is not captured as highly landed regionally in the data. Further, the same caveat 
provided for the commercial sector above, regarding stock complexes, also applies to the 
recreational sector. Therefore, the importance of individual species, as identified under the analysis 
for Factor (v), may help identify those species that help drive regional economic benefit in the 
recreational sector. 

Overall, several species, namely nearshore species like black, blue, brown, copper, gopher 
rockfishes, and cabezon, may be considered important to the regional economy. However, the 
majority of the species considered in this analysis have a negligible impact on the regional 
economy. 

3.7 Factor (vii) - The need to resolve competing interests and conflicts amongst 
user groups and whether an FMP can further that resolution. 

Competing interests and conflicts in a fishery may include competing needs between states, 
competition between sectors, and competition between resource user types. The analysis of Factor 
(vii) considers whether an FMP has been useful in moderating these issues or is anticipated to be 
useful in moderating these issues in the future. This analysis is primarily qualitative, combining 
insights from the GAP and GMT discussions, and review of the public comment E-portal 
identifying themes such as disparity of impacts between sectors and states. 

Broadly, an FMP may be useful to facilitate resolution of potential conflicts or competing interests 
in a fishery. However, for the majority of species analyzed, no particular competing interests or 
conflicts among user groups were identified that would require an FMP to resolve or manage those 
conflicts. This conclusion was determined through consultation with the GMT, the GAP, and 
NMFS and state agency staff, as well as through a review of public comments in the Council’s E-
portal. 

Exceptions to this general rule were revealed for some shallow nearshore and deeper nearshore 
species. From both the review of public comments and consultation with state representatives on 
the GMT, it is clear that the FMP has been used as a tool to coordinate and facilitate collaborative 
management of nearshore species between states; mitigating potential conflict before it starts, and 
assisting in resolving conflict when it arises. While the states manage individual bag limits and 
opportunities for sectors within their state waters, the FMP provides the harvest guidelines, which 
are tools with a high level of accountability from which these smaller limits are derived. Inclusion 
of these species in the FMP also provides management benefits derived from regional science 
resources, and a transparent public Council process. These resources help preempt doubt from 
fishery participants in the validity of management decisions. While some conflicts do still occur 
between fishery participants in different states - for instance, perceptions of one state’s fishermen 
‘taking’ another state’s fish or of the inequitable geographic distribution of the impacts of 
management measures, which have been identified in public comments - the inclusion of certain 
groundfish species in the FMP may allow for the perspective of different fishery users and 
constituents from different states to be shared publicly during the decision making process in order 
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to help resolve potential conflicts and tensions. On the other hand, the FMP could also be a tool 
that occasionally generates, rather than resolves, conflict between user groups. For instance, a 
review of public comments revealed that management measures set to rebuild California quillback 
rockfish, through a rebuilding plan guided by the requirements of the MSA, may have led to 
conflicts between user groups due to the perception that the rebuilding plan would lead to undue 
and inequitable impacts. Overall, with respect to this factor, the benefits of inclusion in the FMP 
are most pertinent to those stocks that are defined as crossing state lines, such as copper rockfish. 
Stocks of black rockfish and quillback rockfish, for example, though potentially relevant under 
this factor based on conflicts identified in public comments, are currently defined in stocks by 
state, which reduces the FMP’s ability to resolve any potential conflicts on a coastwide basis. 
Finally, it is not possible to discern, in this analysis, whether the benefits under this factor that are 
assumed to be achieved by inclusion in the FMP could be achieved through other means were 
certain species removed from the FMP. Moreover, there may be additional drawbacks under this 
factor incurred through federal management. 

It is important to note that the states already take on a significant amount of work resolving 
conflicts and competing interests between user groups within components of the West Coast 
groundfish fisheries that operate in both Federal and state waters, in terms of mediating between 
the interests of the recreational versus commercial sectors, and between user groups within those 
sectors (i.e., small-scale vs. corporate), as many of these fisheries occur in state waters. For 
instance, the differential impacts of closed areas on large-scale commercial, small-scale 
commercial, and recreational sectors were identified as an issue in public comments to the Council; 
however, it is an issue that is taken up at the state level due to the prominence of area management 
within state waters and the principal mortality of nearshore species within state waters. Another 
example is the use of Black Rockfish Management Areas (BRMAs), which have historically been 
used by Oregon to reduce potential conflicts between commercial and recreational users. Lastly, 
as many of the species included in this analysis are principally caught in state waters, where NMFS 
has no management jurisdiction, the burden would be on the states to resolve any potential conflicts 
or competing interests between the sectors participating in those areas. 

3.8 Factor (viii) - The economic condition of a fishery and whether an FMP can 
provide more efficient utilization & Factor (ix) - The needs of a developing fishery, 
and whether an FMP can foster orderly growth. 

Factors (viii) and (ix) concern trends in utilization and development, respectively, of a fishery for 
each species evaluated in this analysis. Factor (viii) characterizes trends in utilization of a species 
within the fishery to determine whether there is potential for more efficient utilization via 
implementation of an FMP. Factor (ix) identifies fisheries (if any) for a species that are under 
development and the growth of these developing fisheries, including whether that growth has been 
or could be guided by an FMP. Analysis considers whether trends in landings reflect market 
replaceability and interchangeability of groundfish species, versus true development of a unique 
fishery for a particular species. All landings for a species were analyzed and no differentiation was 
made between catch in state waters and the EEZ. However, overall trends in landings should also 
take into account where those landings are principally caught, via the threshold analysis in Factor 
(ii). 

https://oregon.public.law/rules/oar_635-004-0365
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Generally speaking, the West Coast groundfish fishery has been efficiently utilized and has not 
seen recent efforts to develop the fishery further. Chapter 1 of the Groundfish FMP provides the 
history of the groundfish fishery and is incorporated by reference. The FMP was implemented in 
1982. Prior to that, management of the domestic groundfish fishery was under the jurisdiction of 
California, Oregon, and Washington. The MSA established the Council and the FMP. Since 1982, 
the FMP has been amended many times to meet the Council’s goals and objectives for the 
groundfish fishery in the EEZ. While the needs of the fishery have changed, and are likely to keep 
changing, the needs of the fishery have been largely accommodated. The species targeted in the 
groundfish fishery, to varying degrees, have been heavily utilized. There is little room for growth 
in the fishery at present. While some species have seen specific demand and therefore fisheries for 
those species have been specifically developed (i.e., the Pacific whiting sectors or live lingcod 
fisheries), most of the species under evaluation in this analysis do not elicit specific demand, and 
therefore would not warrant the specific development of a unique fishery. Most diminutive 
rockfish species are interchangeable in the commercial market or equally contribute to a positive 
recreational “experience.” Further, many of these species are managed within stock complexes; 
meaning specific utilization of individual species is not necessarily within the goals of the current 
management framework. 

From qualitative information provided by Tribal representatives on the GMT and GAP, it is 
possible that several species included in this analysis are subject to a developing commercial Tribal 
fishery. Tribal representatives reported that there are currently investments being made by 
Washington Treaty Tribal fishermen to increase their capacity to fish nearshore species, 
particularly black, blue, and deacon rockfishes, and cabezon and kelp greenling. Trends in landings 
reflect this qualitative information and were discussed in the Tribal report submitted for the 
briefing book for the Council’s June 2025 meeting (Agenda Item E.6.a Supplemental Tribal Report 
1). 

3.8.1 Analysis of Landings 

Trends in the landings of the species analyzed in this document were plotted over time (from 2015 
through 2024, see Figures 8 - 1 through 8 - 12) to evaluate whether significant changes may 
indicate the development of a fishery for, or changes in the utilization of, any particular species. 
Light dusky rockfish and dwarf-red rockfish have seen no recent catch off the West Coast and are 
therefore not included in the plots below. It can be assumed that there is currently no utilization or 
development of a fishery for these species. Chameleon rockfish has also seen no commercial catch 
over the plotted timeframe, though it was present in recreational landings. Similarly, pink rockfish 
and harlequin rockfish were not present in recreational landings in the plotted timeframe, though 
they did show up in the commercial data. From these data gaps, it can be assumed that there is no 
utilization or development of a fishery in the EEZ for chameleon rockfish in the commercial sector 
and no utilization or development of a fishery for pink rockfish in the recreational sector. 
Commercial landings of pink rockfish, calico rockfish, butter sole, swordspine rockfish, pygmy 
rockfish, and halfbanded rockfish cannot be disclosed in the plots below due to confidentiality 
requirements. However, as indicated in the Factor (ii) analysis, catch of each of these species in 
the EEZ is minimal in both the commercial and recreational sectors and no species showed 
significant changes in utilization over this time period. 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-tribal-report-1-tribal-report-on-40-groundfish-species-selected-for-additional-10-factor-analysis.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-tribal-report-1-tribal-report-on-40-groundfish-species-selected-for-additional-10-factor-analysis.pdf/
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Commercial landings (mt), excluding landings in the at-sea whiting sector, were analyzed over 
time by species bin to determine whether there are clear patterns of growth or other trends in 
utilization over the last 10 years. These trends are graphed in Figures 8-1 through 8-6 below. 

 

 

Figure 8 - 1.a. Trends in non-Tribal commercial landings of shallow nearshore species from 2015 to 2024. See kelp greenling 
plotted separately below. 

 

Figure 8 - 1b. Trends in non-Tribal commercial landings of shallow nearshore species from 2015 to 2024. See kelp greenling 
plotted separately below. 
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Figure 8 - 2. Trends in non-Tribal commercial landings of deeper nearshore species from 2015-2024. Note, calico rockfish are not 
shown due to confidentiality requirements. 

 

Figure 8 - 3. Trends in non-Tribal commercial landings of shallow shelf species from 2015-2024. Note, freckled, halfbanded, pygmy 
and swordspine rockfish are not shown due to confidentiality requirements. 
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Figure 8 - 4a. Trends in non-Tribal commercial landings of deep shelf species from 2015-2024. See pinkrose and bronzespotted 
rockfishes plotted below. Note, pink rockfish are not shown due to confidentiality requirements. 

 

Figure 8 - 4b. Trends in non-Tribal commercial landings of pinkrose rockfish from 2015-2024. *2019 landings not shown due to 
confidentiality requirements.  

 

Figure 8 - 4c. Trends in non-Tribal  commercial landings of bronzespotted rockfish from 2015-2024. *2015 landings are not shown 
due to confidentiality requirements.  
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Figure 8 - 5. Trends in non-Tribal commercial landings of flatfish species from 2015-2024. Note, butter sole is not shown due to 
confidentiality requirements. 

 

Figure 8 - 6. Trends in commercial landings of leopard sharks from 2015-2024. 



 

105 

 

Figure 8 - 7. Trends in commercial landings of stripetail, rosethorn, and harlequin rockfishes from 2015 to 2024 

Overall, the shallow nearshore, deeper nearshore, and flatfish species have seen patterns of steady, 
though oscillating, levels of commercial landings (China, gopher , grass, blue, brown, deacon, 
olive, and harlequin rockfishes, and cabezon, treefish, and butter sole); slightly declining 
commercial landings (black and yellow rockfish, kelp greenling, and curlfin sole); or sharply 
declining commercial landings (black rockfish, rock sole, sand sole, starry flounder), from 2015 
through 2024. Oscillations in commercial landings indicate that there is no particularly developed 
market for any of the species alone, but rather the species are interchangeable within a mixed-
stock fishery and/or a generalized market. Declines in flatfish landings (Figure 8 - 5) reflect 
anecdotal evidence from regional processors that the market no longer facilitates a more highly 
utilized flatfish fishery (GAP members, pers. comm) and that historical exploitation of sand sole 
and starry flounder are not likely to increase in the near future. Landings of leopard shark have 
also largely declined in recent years (Figure 8-6). Landings of shallow shelf species have remained 
minimal over the last ten years, and while the plots may show spikes in landings in particular years 
(Figure 8 - 3), the scale of overall landings does not indicate a particular trend in utilization or 
fishery development. Commercial landings of deep shelf species have been minimal over the last 
ten years (Figure 8 - 3), with bronzespotted, pinkrose and tiger rockfishes seeing almost no 
landings (note, retention of bronzespotted rockfish is prohibited). Landings of greenblotched and 
Mexican rockfish saw an uptick starting in 2019, though this trend has already subsided for 
greenblotched rockfish, so it is unclear whether the pattern will persist for Mexican rockfish. The 
spike does coincide with increased access to deeper shelf areas for the mixed stock fishery. In the 
end, the trends (increasing and decreasing) in the commercial landings of the species evaluated in 
this document may be a factor of changing regulations, rather than the result of a market or other 
desire for utilization of a particular species. Landings of rosethorn and stripetail rockfishes also 
saw some change over time. In 2019, there was a spike in rosethorn rockfish landings in the 
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commercial sector. However, it is again unclear whether, over this short time series, this spike 
represent a larger trend of development in the fishery or if they are one-off spikes. Stripetail 
rockfish, on the other hand, has seen consistent growth in commercial landings since 2015. 
Therefore, there may be changes occurring in the fishery or location of the fish that are driving a 
change in encounters with stripetail rockfish, but it is not yet clear whether there is a specific 
commercial fishery developing for stripetail rockfish, at least in the context of a mixed-stock 
fishery.  

Recreational landings (counts) were also analyzed over time, by species bin, to determine whether 
there are clear patterns of growth or other trends in utilization over the last 10 years. These trends 
are graphed in Figures 8-8 through 8-14 below. 

 

 

Figure 8 - 8. Trends in recreational landings of shallow nearshore species from 2015 to 2024. 

 



 

107 

 

Figure 8 - 9. Trends in recreational landings of deeper nearshore species from 2015 to 2024. 

 

Figure 8 - 10. Trends in recreational landings of shallow shelf species from 2015 to 2024. 
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Figure 8 - 11.. Trends in recreational landings of deep shelf species from 2015 to 2024. Note, pink rockfish is not included in 
figure, as no recreational landings available over time period. 

 

Figure 8 - 12. Trends in recreational landings of flatfish species from 2015 to 2024. 
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Figure 8 - 13. Trends in recreational landings of leopard shark from 2015 to 2024. 

 

Figure 8 - 14. Trends in recreational landings of stripetail and rosethorn rockfishes from 2015 to 2024 

Recreational landings of many of the groundfish species evaluated herein remained relatively 
steady (brown, deacon, freckled, honeycomb, swordspine, bronzespotted, tiger rockfishes, and 
curlfin sole); showed oscillations, but no clear trend of increased or decreased utilization (black 
and yellow rockfish, China rockfish, gopher rockfish, stripetail rockfish, sand sole, and leopard 
shark); or showed trends of decline (kelp greenling, black rockfish, blue rockfish, olive rockfish, 
and speckled rockfish), during the 2015 to 2024 period. Thus, an evaluation of recreational 
landings is not showing any clear patterns of growth, development, or other changes in utilization 
within the fishery in the recreational sector. Pinkrose rockfish saw almost no recreational landings 
over the time series. Landings of greenblotched and Mexican rockfish sharply increased in 2023, 
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though it is unclear given the short time series whether this reflects a developing fishery or a one-
off spike. Halfbanded rockfish, rosy rockfish, rock sole, and starry flounder have also seen spikes 
in landings, in various years over the time series, though none of these species show a consistent 
trend in changes in utilization. Landings rosethorn rockfish did show some change over time. From 
2022 through 2024, there was a spike in recreational landings of rosethorn rockfish. However, as 
with the spike in commercial landings, described above, it is unclear whether, over this short time 
series, these spikes represent a larger trend of development in the fishery or if they are one-off 
spikes.  

3.8.2 3.8.2 Conclusions 

Overall, no developing fisheries or areas for increased efficiency in utilization within the fishery 
were identified for any of the species evaluated in this analysis. While greenblotched and Mexican 
rockfish show recent spikes in landings, it is unclear whether this elevated mortality will be 
sustained and/or whether this short-term trend signifies a larger trend of a developing fishery for 
either of these species. The mixed-stock groundfish fishery is currently considered fully 
developed. Further, many diminutive rockfish in the mixed stock fishery are managed within stock 
complexes. Therefore, current management focuses on weak stocks, and utilization of all 
individual species within the mixed stock fishery is not the overall management goal. Therefore, 
while some species may be minimally utilized (i.e., freckled rockfish or swordspine rockfish, 
among others), the FMP would not facilitate an increased net benefit were utilization of these 
species to increase.  

Further, as discussed under Factors (ii) and (iii), for species principally caught in state waters any 
efforts to further utilize these species, or to develop a unique fishery, would need to occur 
principally in state waters and, because of the boundaries of Federal jurisdiction, would be best 
addressed through future state management. As described in the Factors (ii) and (iii) analysis, at 
the coastwide scale, the mortality for all species in the Shallow and Deeper Nearshore Bins is 
principally attributed to state waters. The FMP is therefore unlikely to provide more efficient 
utilization of the species in these bins with principal mortality in state waters, even if there were 
an opportunity. The mortality of the species in the Shallow and Deep Shelf Bins are principally 
attributed to the EEZ, except for calico, rosy, and tiger rockfishes. Based strictly on the area of 
mortality, except for the species noted, it is reasonable to conclude that the FMP could provide 
more efficient utilization of the species. However, based on the analysis presented here under 
Factor (viii), there is currently no potential for more efficient utilization. Dwarf-red and light dusky 
rockfishes have no recent fishery mortality (see Factors (ii) and (iii)). While there is a likelihood 
these species would have principally mortality in the EEZ, were they to be caught by the fishery 
and based upon their known range, the fact that they are not caught in the fishery means it is 
unlikely that continued management under the FMP would provide for more efficient utilization 
of these species.  The majority of species in the Flatfish Bin have principal mortality in the EEZ, 
with the exceptions of rock and sand soles off of Washington, whose principal mortality is 
attributed to state waters. Based strictly on the area of mortality, except for the species noted, it is 
reasonable to conclude that the FMP could provide more efficient utilization of the species. 
However, based on the analysis presented here under Factor (viii), there is currently no potential 
for more efficient utilization. The mortality of leopard shark is principally attributed to state 
waters, with 3.3 percent of its mortality linked to the EEZ (see section 3.2.7). It is therefore not 
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reasonable to conclude that the FMP would provide more efficient utilization of the species, even 
if there were opportunity, as management measures in the FMP are limited to fishing in the EEZ. 
For the additional deep shelf species that were analyzed, based strictly on the area of mortality, it 
is reasonable to conclude that the FMP could provide more efficient utilization of the species 
evaluated within this document. Given the analysis presented here under Factors (viii) and (ix), 
however, there is no potential for more efficient utilization of harlequin rockfish despite the area 
of principal mortality. For rosethorn and stripetail rockfishes, the FMP may be able to provide 
more efficient utilization if the scale of landings continues to change over time.  

Finally, developments in the groundfish fishery that may facilitate future changes in the fishery in 
the EEZ, including changes in the utilization of certain species, like novel gear types, fishery 
innovation, or market changes, could still be monitored for future potential impacts on species, 
even were those species to be removed from the FMP under the Phase 2 stock definitions action. 
Further, if there is a future change in fishing effort, for any of those species or stocks determined 
not to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ as part of this Phase 2 action, and 
catch of that species or stock is, in the future, occurring predominantly in the EEZ, then the 
determination that the stock is not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ can be 
revisited and the stock could be added back into the FMP, as appropriate. 

3.9 Factor (x) - The extent to which the fishery is already adequately managed by 
states, by state/Federal programs, or by Federal regulations pursuant to other 
FMPs or international commissions, or by industry self-regulation, consistent 
with the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and other applicable law. 

Factor (x) applies to all species evaluated in this document, but is most relevant when species are 
already, in the current management landscape, managed under state programs, other Federal 
programs, or by Federal regulations pursuant to other FMPs or international commissions, or by 
industry self-regulation.  
 
The MSA is clear that, except in the limited circumstances where preemption may be 
appropriate, nothing in the statute should be interpreted as extending or diminishing the 
jurisdiction or authority of any state within its boundaries. 16 U.S.C. 1856(a)(1) and 1856(b). 
The MSA further recognizes the authority of a state to regulate fisheries within its boundaries 
and authorizes a state, under certain circumstances, to regulate its vessels outside state 
boundaries. 16 U.S.C. 1856(a)(3). Additionally, the MSA mandates that the conservation and 
management measures established for managed stocks under an FMP, where practicable, should 
minimize costs and avoid unnecessary duplication. 16 U.S.C. 1851(a)(7) (16 U.S.C. 1851(a)(7) 
(National Standard 7) and 1856(a)(3) (state jurisdiction)). Thus, the regulations at 50 CFR 
600.305(c) recognize the need to consider the extent to which a stock is already managed by 
existing state, or other, programs when evaluating whether that stock should be removed from, or 
continue to be included in, an FMP. 50 C.F.R. 600.305(c)(4). Moreover, the regulations provide 
that adequate management of a stock by a state, state/Federal program, or another Federal FMP 
would weigh against adding a stock to an FMP (50 C.F.R. 600.305(c)(3)). 
 
In this context, Factor (x) requires the Council to consider existing state management programs 
for the stocks evaluated in this analysis, as part of its evaluation of whether these stocks are in 

https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/16/1851
https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/16/1851
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need of conservation and management in the EEZ and thus should continue to be included in the 
Groundfish FMP as a managed stock, or removed from the FMP, or designated as an EC species. 
This analysis does not, however, require the Council to evaluate the efficacy of (or oversee) state 
management programs. Put simply, the inquiry under 50 CFR 600.305(c) is not whether state 
management of a stock is sufficient, but whether a stock is in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ. The question of whether a species is in need of conservation and 
management in state waters, where NMFS and the Council have no management jurisdiction, or 
of whether state management may be adequate in state waters, is not part of the test for whether a 
stock is in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. Rather, if (and only when) a stock 
is determined to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ would the Council and 
NMFS evaluate the adequacy of state management as a means to determine whether delegation 
of that stock’s management, in the EEZ, may be appropriate. If state management is adequate, 
and a state accepts delegation, then adding that stock to the FMP may not be warranted.  
 
In sum, Factor (x) does not alter or extend the limits on Federal jurisdiction. Instead, it instructs 
the Council to consider state, or other Federal or international, management programs generally 
in its analyses, and to minimize costs and avoid unnecessary duplication with respect to the 
management of managed stocks (i.e., those in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ), in the context of those jurisdictional boundaries. 

Below, current management outside of the FMP is described, including any aspects of management 
that are already under state programs, other Federal programs, or by Federal regulations pursuant 
to other FMPs or international commissions. 

3.9.1 Summary of State Programs 

Current programs outside the Groundfish FMP that contribute to management of the West Coast 
groundfish fishery are summarized in Table 10 - 1, below. Generally, none of the species 
analyzed in this document are managed comprehensively, coastwide, by another program or 
institution. For the reasons above, this analysis does not evaluate the efficacy of state or other 
programs. 

Table 10 - 1. Summary of State management of commercial and recreational fisheries. 

  California Oregon Washington 

Recreational Ocean Sport Fishing 
License, bag limits, time 
and area closures, depth 
restrictions. 

Summary of 
Recreational Groundfish 
Fishing Regulations. 

Oregon Angling License, 
bag limits, time and area 
closures. 

Sport bottomfish seasons 
| Oregon Department of 
Fish & Wildlife 

WDFW saltwater 
fishing license, bag 
limits, time and area 
closures, depth 
restrictions. 

Recreational bottomfish 
and halibut - 
Washington Department 
of Fish & Wildlife 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Ocean/Regulations/Groundfish-Summary
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Ocean/Regulations/Groundfish-Summary
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Ocean/Regulations/Groundfish-Summary
https://myodfw.com/sport-bottomfish-seasons
https://myodfw.com/sport-bottomfish-seasons
https://myodfw.com/sport-bottomfish-seasons
https://wdfw.wa.gov/fishingregulations/halibut
https://wdfw.wa.gov/fishingregulations/halibut
https://wdfw.wa.gov/fishingregulations/halibut
https://wdfw.wa.gov/fishingregulations/halibut
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Commercial Area limits, trip limits by 
species, length 
requirements, Limited 
Entry Nearshore permits 
(shallow and deeper) 

Commercial Take of 
Nearshore Fishes.  

Area limits, trip limits by 
species, Black and Blue 
Rockfish Permits WITH 
a  Nearshore 
Endorsement and 
WITHOUT a Nearshore 
Endorsement 

Commercial Fishing 
Rules and Regulations - 
Nearshore Fisheries 

 None 

3.9.2 Nearshore Fishery Permits 

California is the only West Coast state with a Nearshore Fishery Management Plan, which 
includes species in the Shallow and Deeper Nearshore Species Bins. For the recreational fishery, 
each state has state specific sport fishing licenses, bag limits or sub-bag limits by species, and 
time and area closures. California and Oregon are the only states that have a nearshore 
commercial fishery, and both offer commercial limited entry nearshore permits (see Table 10 - 2 
for details). Nearshore rockfish opportunity in Washington is limited to recreational fishing. 

Species included in California’s and Oregon’s nearshore permit programs include those listed in 
Table 10 - 2 below. Species in this document’s analysis included under California’s two 
nearshore fishery permits include the species identified below, per the California Fish and Game 
Code §8586 (T14 CCR §1.90). These California permits comprise a limited entry program, with 
around 180 permits, not all of which are actively fished in a given year. The Oregon "Nearshore" 
Permit covers the species included in this document’s analysis that are identified below (OAR 
635-004-0200, ORS 506.011). Without a nearshore permit, a vessel in Oregon waters is not able 
to ‘target’ nearshore species. Non-target catch is defined as allowing up to 15 pounds of 
incidental catch per landing, which can only be up to 25 percent of an overall landing. 

Table 10 - 2. Summary of species in this document’s analysis that are covered by nearshore permit programs in California and 
Oregon. 

California Nearshore Permit Species Oregon Nearshore Permit Species 

● Black rockfish 
● Black and yellow rockfish  
● Blue rockfish 
● Brown rockfish 
● Cabezon  
● Calico rockfish  
● China rockfish 
● Copper rockfish 
● Gopher rockfish 
● Grass rockfish 
● Greenlings of the genus Hexagrammos, 

including kelp greenling 

● Black and yellow rockfish 
● Brown rockfish 
● Cabezon 
● Calico rockfish 
● China rockfish 
● Copper rockfish 
● Gopher rockfish 
● Grass rockfish 
● Kelp greenling 
● Kelp rockfish 
● Olive rockfish 
● Quillback rockfish 

https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/IFE4ACC73059B11F0B600E11C16720AC8?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)&bhcp=1
https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/IFE4ACC73059B11F0B600E11C16720AC8?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)&bhcp=1
https://www.dfw.state.or.us/MRP/regulations/commercial_fishing/gfregs/index.asp#Nearshore2
https://www.dfw.state.or.us/MRP/regulations/commercial_fishing/gfregs/index.asp#Nearshore2
https://www.dfw.state.or.us/MRP/regulations/commercial_fishing/gfregs/index.asp#Nearshore2
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● Kelp rockfish  
● Olive rockfish 
● Quillback rockfish 
● Treefish 

● Tiger rockfish 
● Treefish 

 

3.9.3 Notable State Management Measures 

Oregon and California have several closures and management measures in place that apply to 
species included in this analysis. The Oregon commercial nearshore fishery has utilized Black 
Rockfish Management Areas (BRMAs), as recently as 2021, to reduce potential conflicts between 
commercial and recreational sectors. While the BRMAs are currently suspended (2022-2025), they 
could be used again in the future. California also uses an area closure for commercial groundfish, 
from 42° N. Lat. to 37°07′ N. Lat., from the 20fm line to the shoreward boundary of the EEZ. 
Retention of bronzespotted rockfish and quillback rockfish is also prohibited in California. 

3.9.4 Conclusions 

Overall, states provide complementary management measures to the Groundfish FMP to manage 
fishing for the species evaluated in this document, particularly through licensing, area closures, 
and species-specific restrictions. For example, Oregon and California nearshore permits cover the 
shallow and deeper nearshore species listed in Table 10 - 2. This analysis does not evaluate the 
adequacy of these state programs, however. Furthermore, we do not speculate as to whether stocks 
evaluated herein could or would be adequately managed by the states if such stocks are determined 
not to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ and removed from the FMP. 

3.10 Other Considerations Beyond the §600.305(c) Factors 

The 10-Factor test in 50 CFR §600.305(c) is non-exhaustive. Indeed, the National Standard 
Guidelines at §600.305(c)(4) specifically provide that: “When considering removing a stock from, 
or continuing to include a stock in, an FMP, Councils should prepare a thorough analysis of factors 
in paragraphs (c)(1)(i) through (x) of this section, and any additional considerations that may be 
relevant to the particular stock.” This section reviews other considerations that may be relevant to 
those species currently managed in the Groundfish FMP that are evaluated herein. 

3.10.1 Vulnerability 

An additional consideration to evaluate species under the action alternatives (i.e., to the question 
of whether a species should be retained in or removed from the FMP, or designated as an EC 
species) is the productivity, susceptibility, and vulnerability of each species. At their March 2025 
meeting, the SSC recommended considering the results of the productivity-susceptibility analysis 
conducted in 2011 by Cope et al. when evaluating species as candidates for EC designation. In 
particular, the SSC noted that species with “low vulnerability” characterization were good 
candidates for EC designation (H.6.a Supplemental SSC Report 1, March 2025). Assessing the 
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productivity, susceptibility, and vulnerability of the species evaluated in this analysis may 
therefore help to determine whether species are in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ, based on their vulnerability characterization. 

The terms productivity, susceptibility, and vulnerability were defined in Patrick et al (2009). 
National Standard 1 (§600.310(b)(4)) defines productivity as “the capacity of the stock to produce 
MSY and to recover if the population is depleted” and, as noted in Patrick et al (2009), productivity 
can be estimated by species life-history attributes (e.g., age at maturity, fecundity, etc.). 
Susceptibility (§600.310(b)(4)) is the “potential for the stock to be impacted by the fishery, which 
includes direct captures, as well as indirect impacts of the fishery (e.g., loss of habitat quality)” or, 
in different terms, susceptibility is the degree to which a fishery can negatively impact a species 
(Patrick et al, 2009). Vulnerability (§600.310(b)(4)) “is a combination of its productivity, which 
depends on its life history characteristics, and its susceptibility to the fishery.” Cope et al (2011) 
expanded on this definition, noting vulnerability refers to the [species] potential to become 
overfished under current fishery conditions.   

It is important to state at the outset that the productivity and susceptibility analysis (PSA) used in 
this section is from the Cope et al. (2011) paper, which is more than a decade old. Cope et al (2011) 
conducted a PSA on all the managed groundfish species (as of 2011) at the coastwide scale and 
estimated vulnerability of these managed species. While this analysis is dated, the information may 
be useful as adjunct information for Council consideration. The SSC suggested that in the absence 
of more updated information, the 2011 PSA analysis could be useful in the evaluation of species 
for designation as EC species (H.6.a Supplemental SSC Report 1, March 2025). There are key 
caveats to understand when considering these data, however. For example, some advances in the 
understanding of the productivity of each species may have occurred in the intervening time. 
Additionally, the susceptibility of each species to fishing may have changed since the paper was 
written. This information is brought forward in this analysis, however, as it has been noted multiple 
times in Council, GMT, and SSC discussions, as data of interest in the decision making process 
for the larger Phase 2 stock definitions action.  

In Table 11 - 1, vulnerability scores are used, by species bins, to indicate a species’ level of 
concern. 

Table 11 - 1. Productivity (P), susceptibility (S), and vulnerability (v) scores from Cope et al (2011). Productivity is scored based 
on a rating of 1, 2, or 3; where 1 is the highest productivity. Susceptibility is scored in the same manner, where 3 is the most 
susceptible to fishing. Vulnerability scores of less than 1.8 are of low concern, values between 1.8 and 2.0 are of medium concern, 
values between 2.0 and 2.2 are of high concern, and values greater than 2.2 are of major concern of being overfished based on 
their productivity and susceptibility. 

Species/Bin P S V  Species/Bin P S V 
Shallow Nearshore  Deeper Shelf 
Black and yellow 
rockfish 1.89 2.29 1.70 

 Bronzespotted rockfish 1.22 2.16 2.12 
Cabezon 1.72 2.08 1.68  Chameleon rockfish 1.39 2.24 2.03 
China rockfish 1.33 2.48 2.23  Greenblotched rockfish 1.28 2.24 2.12 
Gopher rockfish 1.56 2.00 1.76  Harlequin rockfish a/ 1.31 1.95 1.94 
Grass rockfish 1.61 2.29 1.89  Mexican rockfish 1.50 2.00 1.80 
Kelp rockfish 1.83 2.12 1.62  Pink rockfish 1.33 2.14 2.02 

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/part-600/section-600.310#p-600.310(b)(4)
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/part-600/section-600.310#p-600.310(b)(4)
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/part-600/section-600.310#p-600.310(b)(4)
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/part-600/section-600.310#p-600.310(b)(4)
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Species/Bin P S V  Species/Bin P S V 
Kelp greenling 1.83 2.04 1.56  Pinkrose rockfish 1.31 1.67 1.82 
Treefish 1.67 2.02 2.05  Tiger Rockfish 1.25 2.10 2.06 
Deeper Nearshore  No Mortality 
Black rockfish 1.33 2.00 1.94  Light dusky rockfish 1.28 0.00 1.99 
Blue/Deacon 
rockfish 1.39 2.20 2.01 

 Dwarf-red rockfish 1.83 0.00 1.54 

Brown rockfish 1.61 2.43 1.99  Flatfish 
Calico rockfish 1.75 1.76 1.46  Butter sole 2.45 2.05 1.18 
Copper rockfish 1.36 2.57 2.27  Curlfin sole 2.45 2.10 1.23 
Olive rockfish 1.69 2.33 1.87  Rock sole 1.95 1.95 1.42 
Quillback rockfish  1.31 2.43 2.22  Sand sole 2.35 2.05 1.23 
Shallow Shelf  Starry flounder 1.25 2.14 2.09 
Flag rockfish 1.33 2.05 1.97  Leopard Shark 
Freckled rockfish 1.78 1.76 1.44  Leopard shark 1.26 2.00 2.00 
Halfbanded rockfish 2.00 1.76 1.26  Additional Deep Shelf Species 
Honeycomb rockfish 1.36 2.10 1.97  Stripetail rockfish 1.29 1.81 1.80 
Pygmy rockfish 1.78 1.71 1.42  Rosethorn rockfish 1.19 2.05 2.09 
Rosy rockfish 1.61 2.29 1.89  Harlequin rockfish 1.31 1.95 1.94 
Speckled rockfish 1.33 2.29 2.10  - - - - 
Swordspine rockfish 1.33 2.00 1.94  - - - - 

Of the species evaluated in this document, 3 species were identified as of major concern, 11 are 
identified as of high concern, 12 are identified as of medium concern, and 14 are identified as of 
low concern. These PSA scores, on their own, and when integrated with the findings of Factor (ii), 
may help to inform the analysis of whether a species is vulnerable to the fishery. 

The 3 species in the major concern category (China, copper, and quillback rockfishes) have 
principal mortality in state waters off of California and Oregon, therefore, based on the area of 
principal mortality, the FMP is unlikely to change the potential for overfishing and/or for these 
species to become overfished. However, off of Washington, principal mortality of these species is 
attributed to the EEZ and it is therefore reasonable to conclude that these species are highly 
vulnerable to the fishery, particularly off Washington. The SSC has recommended in several 
statements that species with high vulnerability, per the PSA, not be considered for EC designation 
(Agenda Item H.6.a Supplemental SSC Report 1, March 2025; Agenda Item E.6.a Supplemental 
SSC Report 1, June 2025). However, the PSA did not account for the principal area of mortality, 
which should also be taken into account in determining whether a species is vulnerable to the 
fishery in Federal waters and in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. 

There are 12 species in the high concern category: treefish, blue/deacon rockfish, speckled 
rockfish, bronzespotted rockfish, chameleon rockfish, greenblotched rockfish, pink rockfish, tiger 
rockfish, starry flounder, leopard shark, and rosethorn rockfish. Of these, seven species 
(bronzespotted, chameleon, greenblotched, pink, speckled, tiger, and rosethorn rockfishes) have 
principal mortality in the EEZ.  And based on the area of catch, it is reasonable to conclude that 
these species may have high vulnerability to the fishery in Federal waters. The other five species 
in this category (blue/deacon rockfish, leopard shark, starry flounder, and treefish) do not have 
principal mortality in the EEZ and, thus, while they may be vulnerable to a fishery, this fishery is 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/03/h-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
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principally located in state waters. As described above, the SSC has recommended that species 
with high vulnerability not be considered for EC designation. However, the PSA did not account 
for the principal area of mortality, which should also be taken into account in determining whether 
a species is vulnerable to the fishery in Federal waters and in need of conservation and management 
in the EEZ. 

There are 13 species in the medium concern category: grass, black, brown, olive, flag, honeycomb, 
rosy, swordspine, harlequin, Mexican, pinkrose, light dusky, and stripetail rockfishes. Of these 12 
species, 9 species: flag, harlequin, honeycomb, light dusky, Mexican, pinkrose, rosy, swordspine, 
and stripetail rockfishes, have principal mortality attributed to the EEZ coastwide. Black rockfish 
off of Washington also has principal mortality attributed to the EEZ. Based on the area of catch, it 
is therefore reasonable to conclude that these species may be somewhat vulnerable to the Federal 
fishery.  

There are 14 species in the lowest concern category: black and yellow rockfish, cabezon, gopher 
rockfish, kelp rockfish, kelp greenling, calico rockfish, freckled rockfish, halfbanded rockfish, 
pygmy rockfish, dwarf-red rockfish, butter sole, curlfin sole, rock sole, and sand sole.  Only 4 of 
the 14 species in the lowest concern category have principal mortality in the EEZ: dwarf-red, 
freckled, halfbanded, and pygmy rockfishes. As the SSC has suggested, these species with low 
vulnerability may not be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, and, depending on 
the rest of the §600.305(c) 10-Factor analysis, may be candidates for EC designation or removal 
from the FMP. 

As a note, neither dwarf-red nor light dusky rockfish have mortality in the Federal fishery in at 
least the past 21 years (NMFS, 2023). While these species have medium and low vulnerabilities 
per the PSA, and are principally linked to the EEZ by the science on their ecological ranges, there 
are no reference points to understand their status or inform management. 
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4 Synthesis of Factor Analysis 

In this section, the overall conclusions for Factors (i) through (x) are synthesized to assist the 
Council in their determination of whether the stocks evaluated herein are in need of conservation 
and management in the EEZ, and in their decision on a final preferred alternative for each stock. 
As stated in the introductory materials, the National Standard Guidelines provide, at 50 CFR 
§600.305(c)(3), that “no single factor is dispositive or required. One or more of the above factors, 
and any additional considerations that may be relevant to the particular stock, may provide the 
basis for determining that a stock requires conservation and management.” Further, as described 
in the analytical framework, for any conclusions made under each species, it is important to 
consider what the Council and the FMP could actually achieve within the boundaries of its 
jurisdiction. The FMP is a tool that may be used to manage groundfish species and stocks of species 
in need of conservation and management; however, such management is limited – concurrent with 
the limitations on Federal jurisdiction – to Federal waters (i.e., within the EEZ). 

The National Standard Guidelines at §600.305(c)(4) state that Factors (i) – (iii) should be 
considered first when councils consider whether species or stocks of species are in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ. The Guidelines next direct councils to consider Factors 
(iv) – (ix), which set forth key economic, social, or other reasons which, if answered positively, 
would argue for maintaining a stock within an FMP. Following this stepwise process and based 
on the analysis provided in sections 3.1 through 3.9, this synthesis is presented for the Council to 
consider recommending an FPA for each species (or particular stock of a species, if applicable). 

The synthesis below evaluates the §600.305(c) Factors on a species-bin basis, discussing specific 
species and species- or stock- specific considerations where appropriate. The species-bin analysis 
focuses on the application of Factors (ii) and (iii) and Factors (iv) through (vi) to the species in 
each species bin. Before tackling the species-bin analysis, we discuss Factors (i), (vii), (viii), (ix) 
and (x) as applied to all 42 of the groundfish species currently managed in the FMP that are 
evaluated in this document. For these Factors (i), (vii), (viii), (ix) and (x), we have concluded that 
the analysis and conclusions are generally equivalent across all 42 species, as described below. 
For all factors, any unique conclusions for a particular species, outside of generalized or ‘binned’ 
conclusions are noted. While the synthesis groups together conclusions by species bin for 
organizational purposes, all findings with respect to whether a species or stock is ‘in need of 
conservation and management’ in the EEZ are on the species- or stock- specific level, as stocks 
can be removed from or retained in the FMP on a species-by-species or stock-by-stock basis, 
depending on species- or stock- specific considerations and how the stock units for a species are 
defined. 

Regarding Factor (i), the species in this analysis occupy a diverse range of habitats, depths, and a 
multitude of benthic habitats and serve both as predator and prey to several fishes, including 
rockfishes themselves, marine mammals, and seabirds. Overall, the species are all considered 
important components of the marine environment. As mentioned in the above analysis, however, 
some species of groundfish may play the same role in the ecosystem and may be ecologically 
interchangeable with others that occupy the same habitat. Therefore, some individual species of 
groundfish may have less importance than the overall importance of groundfish as a whole. In 
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sum, Factor (i) may support finding species evaluated in this document to be in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ. 

Regarding Factor (vii), inclusion of the species in this analysis for management through the FMP, 
taken broadly, may provide benefits in the form of the mitigation and resolution of conflicts 
between user groups. The FMP and the Council process provide an avenue for communication, 
stakeholder input, and inclusion of the best scientific information available in the conservation and 
management of such species. However, this benefit of the FMP may be limited (or even 
unnecessary) for the species in this analysis, as conflicts between user groups more often than not 
occur (and are resolved) in state waters, and Factor (vii) may therefore support the removal of most 
of the species from the FMP. Overall, analysis of Factor (vii) does provide support either in favor 
or against finding the species evaluated in this document to be in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ. 

Regarding Factors (viii) and (ix), no developing fisheries or areas for increased efficiency were 
specifically identified for the groundfish species in this analysis. The West Coast groundfish 
fishery is considered fully developed, and focuses on management of weak stocks rather than 
individual utilization of every species. Therefore, Factors (viii) and (ix) do not support finding any 
of the stocks included in this analysis to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. 
The Council may, however, wish to monitor any future development of new gear types or other 
fishery innovation (consistent with the prohibitions at 50 CFR §600.725(v)), which could alter 
species utilization within the EEZ in the future. And, if there is a future change in fishing effort or 
utilization, for any of those species or stocks determined not to be in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ, and catch of that species or stock is, in the future, occurring 
predominantly in the EEZ, or the 10-Factor analysis otherwise warrants, then the determination 
that the stock is not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ can be revisited. Mexican 
and greenblotched rockfishes may be particular species to monitor, given recent spikes in 
mortality. 

Regarding Factor (x), several state programs currently contribute to the overall management of 
species included in the West Coast groundfish fishery, particularly nearshore species. This analysis 
identifies and considers this state management. However, for the reasons outlined in Section 3.9, 
the analysis does not evaluate the adequacy of these programs. Overall, our analysis of Factor (x), 
and the existence of state nearshore programs, neither weighs in favor or against finding the species 
evaluated in this document to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. Further, the 
analysis does not intend to speak to the states’ ability to adequately manage the species evaluated 
in this document were they to be removed from the FMP. 

4.1 Shallow Nearshore Bin 

Following the Guidelines at §600.305(c)(4), Factors (ii) and (iii) weigh against finding the species 
in the Shallow Nearshore Bin to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. Analysis 
of Factor (ii) indicates that the species in this bin are not caught by the fishery, as their mortality 
in the EEZ is significantly less than the 25 percent threshold. At the state scale, all species, except 
China rockfish off of California, have less than 10 percent of their mortality attributed to the EEZ. 
China rockfish has 12 percent of its mortality attributed to the EEZ off of California. The Factor 
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(iii) analysis further indicates that management under the FMP cannot maintain or improve the 
condition of the species in this bin, as the effects of any management processes contained in the 
FMP would be limited to a minor portion of the species’ range and mortality. As these species’ 
principal mortality occurs in state waters, Federal management would do little to change the 
condition of these species.   

Next, Factors (iv), (v), and (vi) weigh against finding that the species of the Shallow Nearshore 
Bin require conservation and management in the EEZ. In terms of Factor (iv), while shallow 
nearshore species are caught within the context of the mixed-stock fishery, these species are not 
individually targeted or exclusively retained. Further, under Factor (v), the only species within the 
Shallow Nearshore Bin that are identified as important to the fishery include black and yellow 
rockfish, gopher rockfish, cabezon, and kelp greenling. Meanwhile, the analysis for Factor (vi) 
indicated that only gopher rockfish contributed significantly to the regional economic benefit 
derived from the groundfish fishery through revenue and landings. The Tribes did, however, 
identify cabezon and kelp greenling as important species to Tribal commercial and subsistence 
fisheries. Given that the outcomes of the analysis of Factors (iv) through (vi) should be weighed 
in the context of Factors (i) through (iii), the analysis of Factors (iv) through (vi) should also 
consider whether Federal management would support increased access to the species under 
evaluation. And, since all of the species in the Shallow Nearshore Species Bin that are identified 
as ‘important’ or ‘targets’ are also principally caught in state waters (not in the EEZ), we conclude 
that there is little the FMP could do to effectively increase access and opportunity or to constrain 
landings and prevent overfishing.  

Overall, the 10-Factor analysis concludes that the species in the Shallow Nearshore Bin are not in 
need of conservation and management in the EEZ. 

4.2 Deeper Nearshore Bin 

Based on the analysis contained herein, Factors (ii) and (iii) weigh against finding the species in 
the Deeper Nearshore Species Bin to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. 
Except for black, copper, and quillback rockfishes off of Washington, mortality for the species in 
the Deeper Nearshore Species Bin is principally in state waters based on the 25 percent threshold. 
Thus, with the exceptions noted, these species are not considered caught by the fishery (Factor 
(ii)). Washington black, copper, and quillback rockfishes have mortality principally attributable to 
the EEZ and could be considered caught by the fishery. Off California and Oregon, principal 
mortality of black, copper, and quillback rockfishes and other deeper nearshore species is in state 
waters; thus, as summarized under Factor (x), Oregon and Washington have historically managed 
these and other nearshore rockfish species. This suggests that Federal management could be 
appropriate for black, copper, and quillback rockfishes off of Washington, but not off California 
and Oregon. Noting, however, that copper rockfish has been defined as a stock north and south of 
42° N. lat. (i.e., in Oregon/Washington and California) and, consistent with the current stock 
definition, copper rockfish off Oregon/Washington is not considered caught by the fishery. While 
the analytical results in Washington may seem inconsistent with the Oregon and California 
findings, it is likely that the biogeography off of coastal Washington drives the differences, rather 
than differences in fishing strategies, as described in the analysis under Factor (ii).  
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Based on the analysis of Factor (iii), the FMP cannot maintain or improve the condition of the 
majority of the species in this bin, as they are principally caught in state waters and any 
management measures within the FMP are limited to the EEZ. Applying current stock definitions, 
and thus existing management units, the exceptions to this are black and quillback rockfishes off 
of Washington. As they are principally caught in the EEZ, it is reasonable to conclude that the 
FMP could maintain or improve their condition. 

Of special note, California quillback rockfish has just slightly above 20 percent of its total 
combined fishery sector mortality attributed to the EEZ, which is below the 25 percent threshold 
used to determine area of principal mortality. Therefore, under the threshold it is not considered 
caught by the fishery. This finding gives rise to the question of whether continued Federal 
management would be appropriate to maintaining or improving the California stock of quillback 
rockfish as management measures in the FMP are limited to fishing activity in the EEZ (Factor 
(iii)). While the status of California stock of quillback rockfish is currently of the major concern 
category, in regards to the species’ vulnerability to being overfished or undergoing overfishing 
(see Section 3.10, other considerations), the majority of the species’ mortality is attributed to state 
waters. Management measures in the FMP and the existing rebuilding plan for California quillback 
rockfish are limited to the portion of its range found in the EEZ. Therefore, as noted in the 
Environmental Assessment and MSA Analysis for the 2025-2026 Harvest Specifications and 
Management Measures (Amendment 33 to the Groundfish FMP)10, which implemented the 
California quillback rockfish rebuilding plan, whether the rebuilding plan could be achieved would 
depend on the State of California implementing management in its waters to complement that 
federal action. The Council and NMFS only have the authority to implement fishery management 
regulations in federal waters, and the State of California has discretion to implement management 
complementary to federal action, or other management actions, in its state waters. Therefore, the 
current California quillback rockfish rebuilding plan is only in effect in the EEZ, and, because this 
is a trans-boundary stock with principal mortality in state waters, whether or not rebuilding can be 
achieved depends on the State of California implementing management in its waters.11  

Analysis of Factors (iv) through (vi), as applied to species in the Deeper Nearshore Bin, may weigh 
in favor of the finding that the species in this bin are in need of conservation and management, 
though it is not clear that this need is within the EEZ. In the analysis of Factor (iv), black rockfish, 
copper rockfish, blue rockfish, deacon rockfish, brown rockfish, and treefish were each identified 
as target species. Further, the analysis of Factor (vi) emphasized the contributions these species 
make to the regional recreational sector. The Tribes have also identified black, blue, deacon, and 
brown rockfish as important to Tribal commercial and subsistence fisheries. Therefore, as these 
species are considered important to both individual fishery participants (Factor (v)), as well as to 
the West Coast region as a whole, under these factors, there may be rationale to retain these species 
or certain stocks of these species in the Groundfish FMP. Treefish, though not identified as 
individually targeted or important through the analysis of Factors (iv) through (vi), may be 
considered for retention in the FMP, as well, due to their presence in a mixed-stock fishery that 

 
10 Amendment 33 to the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan, 2025-26 Harvest Specifications, and 
Management Measures. 
11 The latest assessment of the California stock of quillback rockfish concluded that the species is rebuilt (no longer 
considered overfished). This assessment has not yet been adopted by the SSC or the Council, but will be under 
consideration for adoption in September 2025. 

https://www.google.com/url?q=https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/s3/2024-12/SpexA33-EA-MSA-RIR-IRFA-FONSI-FINAL.pdf&sa=D&source=docs&ust=1747327403854527&usg=AOvVaw2LuoQxc8_hxbL7HcHuRz8T
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values the important, target species above. The relative importance of deeper nearshore species as 
identified under Factors (iv) through (vi) must, however, be weighed with the findings of the 
analyses of Factors (ii) and (iii), which identified all but a few of these species as not caught in the 
fishery nor capable of being maintained or improved through management under the FMP. While 
these species are considered targets and important to fishery participants, they are such principally 
within state waters. Further, while some species, like blue, deacon, and brown rockfish, are caught 
in the same nearshore mixed-stock fishery as black rockfish, it is clear that most of this mixed 
catch occurs in state waters, given the relative areas of mortality of each species. In the end, and 
applying current stock definitions, given that black and quillback rockfishes do show principal 
mortality in the EEZ off Washington, the FMP may be an appropriate tool to manage these species 
and the economic benefits they contribute to the commercial and recreational sectors. However, 
applying existing stock units, for blue, deacon, brown, and copper rockfishes, the FMP would have 
less influence on these species since commercial and recreational fishery participants are 
principally accessing these species in state waters.  

Overall, all ten factors should be considered when determining whether the species or particular 
stocks of species in the Deeper Nearshore Bin are in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ, and these factors should be weighted in accordance with the recommendations outlined in 
§600.305(c). Taken together, and applying current stock units, while Factors (ii) and (iii) do not 
support a finding that the majority of the deeper nearshore species are in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ (with the exception of black and quillback rockfish stocks off of 
Washington), other social and economic considerations highlighted in Factors (iv) through (vi) 
provide compelling rationale that supports continued management in the FMP. Consistent with the 
guidance at §600.305(c), however, Factors (i) - (iii) “weigh heavily” in this analysis and “should 
be considered first”. See 50 C.F.R. §600.305(c)(3) and (c)(4). In sum, the 10-Factor analysis 
concludes that only black and quillback rockfish stocks off the coast of Washington are in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ. The remaining species and stocks in the Deeper 
Nearshore Bin, including black, and quillback rockfish stocks off the coasts of Oregon and 
California, and copper rockfish in general, are not in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ.  

4.3 Shallow Shelf Bin 

Consideration of Factors (ii) and (iii), in terms of the area of principal mortality, weigh in favor of 
finding all of the species in the Shallow Shelf Species Bin to be in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ, except for calico and rosy rockfishes. For calico and rosy rockfish, these 
factors weigh against requiring conservation and management in the EEZ because those species 
do not have principal mortality in the EEZ. To be specific, the Factor (ii) analysis indicates that 
eight of the ten shallow shelf bin species are caught by the fishery, as they have principal mortality 
in the EEZ. Calico and rosy rockfishes (off of California only), however, have 17 and 23 percent, 
respectively, of their total sector mortality attributed to the EEZ. Calico rockfish is therefore 
considered not caught by the fishery, when applying the 25 percent threshold, as its principal 
mortality is in state waters. Rosy rockfish is on the cusp of the 25 percent mortality threshold in 
Federal waters off California. It has de minimis catch, however, in the EEZ off Oregon. Based on 
the area of mortality analysis of Factor (ii), the Factor (iii) evaluation indicates that, with the 
exception of calico rockfish and possibly rosy rockfish, the FMP could maintain or improve the 
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condition of the species in this bin through its harvest specification framework. The 25 percent 
threshold captures only the relative amount of catch in Federal and state waters, however, and does 
not account for the total amount of catch for a species, which, for many of the species in the 
Shallow Shelf Bin, is minimal. The de minimis mortality of calico, pygmy, freckled, and 
swordspine rockfishes in the EEZ calls into question whether these species can be considered 
significantly ‘caught’ by the fishery and thus whether the FMP could have a significant impact on 
these species’ status. There is also a paucity of information available regarding the species in this 
bin, which draws into question how effective the FMP could be at maintaining and/or improving 
their condition. Accordingly, the Council should consider the de minimis mortality of calico, 
pygmy, freckled, and swordspine rockfishes in the EEZ, and the extent of information available 
on a species, as important factors in determining whether these species could be effectively, and 
thus should be actively, managed in the FMP.   

Regarding Factors (iv) - (vi), there is support for the finding that none of the species in this bin 
require conservation and management in the EEZ. These shallow shelf species are not considered 
targets in the nearshore or recreational sectors, though some may co-occur with target species in 
the fishery. Most, however, are too small to be retained and are therefore discarded; resulting in 
the de minimis mortality of calico, pygmy, freckled, and swordspine rockfishes, as described 
above. Others, including flag, rosy, and speckled rockfishes, are larger-bodied and retained when 
encountered, but are encountered very rarely.  With de minimis catch of these species, there is little 
importance to commercial, recreational or subsistence users, and little economic contribution to 
the commercial or recreational sectors on a regional scale. 

Overall, the 10-Factor analysis concludes that the species in the Shallow Shelf Bin are not in need 
of conservation and management in the EEZ. 

4.4 Deep Shelf Bin 

The Factor (ii) analysis indicates that the species in the Deep Shelf Bin have principal mortality in 
the EEZ based on the 25 percent threshold and are therefore considered caught by the fishery. One 
exception to this generalization is that tiger rockfish off of California and Oregon have 24.2 percent 
and 15.4 percent of mortality attributed to the EEZ, respectively, and are therefore considered not 
caught by the fishery based on the 25 percent threshold. Off of Washington, however, 67 percent 
of tiger rockfish’s mortality is attributed to the EEZ, and it is therefore considered caught by the 
fishery. Additionally, on a coastwide scale, tiger rockfish has principal mortality in the EEZ. An 
important note about the species in this bin is that only greenblotched and Mexican rockfishes have 
mortality in the EEZ exceeding 0.1 mt. Because the Factor (ii) question of whether a species is 
caught by the fishery should account not only for the relative catch between Federal and state 
waters, but also for the total amount of a species caught in the EEZ, the de minimis mortality of 
chameleon, harlequin, pink, pinkrose, and bronzespotted rockfishes in the EEZ is an important 
consideration with respect to whether these species require conservation and management in 
Federal waters, and could weigh heavily in the Council’s consideration of whether these species 
should be actively managed in the FMP.  Based on the goals and objectives of the FMP, its 
jurisdictional boundaries, and the fact that the principal area of mortality for many of the species 
in this bin is in the EEZ (Factor (ii)), the FMP would be expected to improve or maintain the 
condition of many of the deep shelf species (Factor (iii)), with the exception of tiger rockfish off 
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California and Oregon. The de minimis mortality of chameleon, harlequin, pink, pinkrose, and 
bronzespotted rockfishes in the EEZ is also an important consideration for this factor, however. 

Analysis of Factors (iv) - (vi) weigh against all of the species in this bin being found to require 
conservation and management in the EEZ, with particular caveats for tiger, greenblotched, and 
Mexican rockfishes to consider. Like the shallow shelf species, most of the deep shelf species are 
not considered targets or important in the nearshore or recreational sectors, though some may co-
occur with target species in the fishery. Tiger rockfish was the one deep shelf species identified as 
an aesthetically valued recreational target. Except for greenblotched and Mexican rockfishes, 
however, the deep shelf species have de minimis mortality in the EEZ; a result of these species 
being too small to be valued or retained in the commercial sector, and too rare to be consistently 
encountered in the recreational sectors. Low mortality of bronzespotted rockfish is also likely due 
to area and depth restrictions and a long-standing prohibition on retention, though it could be 
considered valuable if accessible and encountered. General de minimis mortality of the deep shelf 
bin applies to tiger rockfish, despite its aesthetic value and the fact that it is considered targeted in 
some states and sectors. Overall, while the deep shelf species are larger-bodied and sometimes 
valued and retained when encountered, they are not encountered frequently enough to be 
considered ‘important.’ With such low landings, the deep shelf species cannot be considered 
important to commercial, recreational or subsistence users, or to the region or the Nation, as these 
species amount to close to zero contributions to regional revenue and/or landings. 

Overall, the 10-Factor analysis concludes that the species in the deep shelf bin are not in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ. 

4.5 Flatfish Bin 

Analysis of Factors (ii) and (iii) weigh in favor of finding butter sole, curlfin sole, and starry 
flounder to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ based on area of principal 
mortality. Analysis of these Factors also weigh in favor of finding rock sole and sand sole off 
Oregon and California to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. The Factor (ii) 
analysis indicates that the mortality for all the flatfish species, except for rock and sand soles off 
of Washington, is principally attributed to EEZ, based on the 25 percent threshold. These species 
are therefore considered caught by the fishery. However, while landings of these species are 
principally located in the EEZ, annual mortality is minimal. Therefore, while these species are 
caught in the fishery, their presence in the fishery is very low and may not facilitate a need for 
active management. Rock and sand soles off of Washington have de minimis mortality and have 
principal mortality in state waters. These species are therefore not considered caught by the fishery 
and Factor (ii) would weigh against these species being found to be in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ off Washington. Note, butter and curlfin sole are not found off 
Washington. The Factor (iii) analysis indicates that the FMP is likely to improve or maintain the 
condition of the species in the flatfish bin, except for rock and sand soles off of Washington. Those 
two species have principal mortality, albeit low, in Washington state waters.  

Factors (iv) through (vi), weigh in favor of finding that the flatfish species do not require 
conservation and management in the EEZ. Flatfish are not considered directed target species in 
either commercial or recreational sectors on the West Coast. While there may have been a target 
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fishery for butter sole, sand sole, and starry flounder in the early 2000s, a decline in market demand 
explains the low and non-target catch of these species in the present. Without a present demand, 
these species are not deemed important to commercial, recreational or subsistence users, and do 
not make significant contributions to the regional economy or to fishery participants or fish 
processors. This categorization as non-target species comports with the low landings evident in 
the Factor (ii) analysis, providing more context to suggest that these species are not caught in 
significant enough numbers in the fishery to be in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ. The Tribes did, however, identify rock sole and sand sole as species important to Tribal 
fisheries, which should be considered. 

Overall, the 10-Factor analysis concludes that the species in the flatfish bin are not in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ.  

4.6 No Mortality Bin 

Overall, the 10-Factor analysis concludes that the species in the No Mortality Bin are not in need 
of conservation and management in the EEZ. 

The Factor (ii) analysis could not be completed with certainty for these species, as dwarf-red 
rockfish have never had recorded mortality in the fishery and the last time light dusky rockfish had 
recorded mortality was in 2003 (Sommers et al, 2024), when its catch was less than 0.01 mt.  The 
PSA analysis in the other considerations section (see Section 3.10) indicates that dwarf-red and 
light dusky rockfishes have medium and low vulnerability to overfishing, respectively. However, 
that finding is based on a paucity of data regarding their susceptibility to fishing and is therefore 
highly uncertain. Overall, it is reasonable to conclude that the FMP cannot improve or maintain 
the condition of these species, as there are no reference points to understand their biological status.  

With no recent recorded catch, dwarf-red and light dusky rockfishes cannot be considered targets 
of the fishery, or as important to fishery users or the regional economy. However, it should be 
noted that the same analysis under Factors (iv) through (vi) could not be applied to dwarf-red or 
light dusky rockfishes as applied for the rest of the species included in this document, due to the 
lack of available data. Still, it is clear that with no recorded mortality in the fishery within the last 
21 years, and thus no recorded revenue resulting from dwarf-red or light dusky rockfishes catch 
during this time period, Factors (iv) through (vi) indicate that these species do not require 
conservation and management in the EEZ. 

4.7 Leopard Shark 

Factors (ii) and (iii) weigh against finding leopard shark to require conservation and management 
in the EEZ. Under the Factor (ii) analysis, leopard shark mortality was determined to occur 
principally in state waters, and therefore it is found to not be caught by the fishery. Under the 
Factor (iii) analysis, the ability of the FMP to improve or maintain the condition of this species is 
limited, as the principal mortality occurs in state waters.    

Factors (iv) through (vi) provide further support to find that leopard shark does not require 
conservation and management in the EEZ. While the analysis of Factor (iv) shows that leopard 
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shark is a target species in California, it is not targeted in either Oregon or Washington. Further, 
while this species is targeted off California, analysis under Factor (ii) demonstrates that this occurs 
principally in California state waters. In addition, under the analysis of Factors (v) and (vi), leopard 
shark was not identified as important to commercial or recreational fishery participants, or to the 
regional economy on the West Coast.  

Overall, the 10-Factor analysis concludes that leopard shark is not in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ. 

4.8 Additional Deep Shelf Species: Stripetail Rockfish and Rosethorn Rockfish 

Consideration of Factors (ii) and (iii) weigh in favor of finding stripetail and rosethorn rockfishes 
to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, as both of these species have principal 
mortality in the EEZ. Stripetail and rosethorn rockfishes are therefore considered caught by the 
Federal fishery and it is reasonable to conclude that the FMP could maintain or improve the 
condition of these species. However, Factors (iv) – (vii) do not support finding stripetail or 
rosethorn rockfish to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. These species are 
not considered important to commercial, recreational, or Tribal users, do not significantly 
contribute to the regional value of the groundfish fishery, and are not considered target species. 
Lastly, analysis of Factors (viii) and (ix) may weigh in favor of finding stripetail and rosethorn 
rockfishes to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, or at least in need of 
continued monitoring through designation as EC species. Both stripetail and rosethorn rockfishes 
have seen recent increases in commercial and recreational landings, though it is not yet clear 
whether there is a developing fishery present for these species.  

Overall, the §600.305(c) Factors need to be weighed to determine whether stripetail and rosethorn 
rockfishes are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. While these species may not 
have high social and economic importance, and are not directly targeted in the EEZ, they are 
generally important to the marine environment and may have a significant enough presence in the 
Federal fishery (even if mostly discarded) to require conservation and management in the EEZ. 

4.9 Additional Deep Shelf Species: Harlequin Rockfish 

Consideration of Factor (ii) could weigh in favor of finding harlequin rockfish to be in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ, as the area of principal mortality of this species is in 
the EEZ, and it could therefore considered to be caught in the fishery. However, the de minimis 
mortality of harlequin rockfish, and the paucity of information on this species, draws into question 
whether the FMP can maintain or improve the condition of its stock. Therefore, Factor (iii) may 
weigh against finding that harlequin rockfish is in need of conservation and management in the 
EEZ. Factors (iv) – (ix) further weigh against finding harlequin rockfish to be in need of 
conservation and management in the EEZ. Harlequin rockfish is not considered important to 
commercial, recreational, or Tribal users, does not significantly contribute to the regional value of 
the groundfish fishery, and is not considered a target species. Further, recent trends in utilization 
demonstrate that there is no developing fishery present, and that it is not likely that an FMP could 
improve efficiency of the utilization of the species. Overall, the 10-Factor analysis indicates that 
harlequin rockfish is not in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. 
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5 Alternative 1 – Stock Definitions 

The following analysis provides information for species evaluated in this document that the 
Council has identified as PPA under Alternative 1 (i.e., that may be in need of conservation and 
management in the EEZ and thus would continue to be managed in the Groundfish FMP) to inform 
potential adoption of FPA  stock definitions for regional portions of black, blue, deacon, and 
copper rockfishes, cabezon, and kelp greenling and all three state-specific stock units of quillback 
rockfish. Additionally, rosethorn and stripetail rockfishes are included in this section as the 
Council adopted PPA stock definition of Option 1, single stock, single area (coastwide) for these 
species in March 2025; even though, in June of 2025, the Council requested a full 10 Factor 
analysis of these species to guide their decision making. 

Alternative 1 necessitates stocks be defined for those species that have not been previously defined 
that the Council determines are in need of conservation and management in the EEZ. Stock 
definitions for these species are represented under Alternative 1 as Options, where the Option 
number indicates the number of stock units for the species, i.e., Option 1 would define stocks of 
these species as a single geographical unit, Option 2 indicates two stock areas, etc. The Council 
adopted stock definitions for black, copper, and quillback rockfishes under A31 and those stock 
units are not reconsidered in this analysis. Thus, the following is specific to blue, deacon, 
rosethorn, and stripetail rockfishes, cabezon, and kelp greenling. This document only analyzes the 
Council’s PPA stock definitions, as the other Options include areas (e.g., California) that were 
adopted as PPA under Alternative 2. In brief, a meaningful comparison is not possible as the PPA 
would be compared against Options that could not be adopted as it would include areas of the 
species that were adopted as PPA under Alternative 2. 

A quantitative analysis for stock definitions is not possible, therefore, the analysis of the 
Alternative 1 Options follows a qualitative approach. The qualitative comparison weighs the 
tradeoffs between two types of metrics; biological risks to the species and management burden. 
Biological risks may be in the form of localized depletion or the fishery not achieving optimum 
yield (OY). Management burden looks at how management may change as compared to status 
quo, as characterized by the 2025-2026 harvest specifications and management measures (PFMC 
2024). These changes could range from smaller scale monitoring or, potentially, arise in the form 
of allocative management changes. Anticipated effects are described qualitatively, as the actual 
impacts from applying the harvest control rule (HCR) framework in the FMP (PFMC, 2024a) to 
the newly defined stocks would occur in a subsequent harvest specifications and management 
measures process. Thus, at this time, those impacts, if any, are not certain. 

Table S - 1 provides the geographic area stratification of the four different indicators that are 
presented for this analysis: 1) BSIA population structure; 2) NMFS’s current stock status 
determination area, if applicable; 3) ACL scale of current harvest management; and 4) the stock’s 
current assessment stratification and assessment category. 

Table S - 1. The Preliminary Preferred Alternative (PPA) option, proposed stock delineation(s), population structure (Pop Struct), 
current management scale, assessment year (Assess Yr.), assessment category and area stratification for the species without defined 
stocks considered under Option 1  
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Species Opt. Potential Stock 
Delineations 

Pop. 
Struct 

Current 
Management Scale NMFS Status Area Assess 

Yr 
Category & 
Stratification 

Blue/ 
Deacon 
Rockfish 

2 (PPA) Oregon and 
Washington  Y 

California a/ 
Oregon 
Washington a/ 

California Blue and 
Deacon Rockfish 
Complex  
 
Oregon Blue and 
Deacon Rockfish 
Complex 

2017 
2 CA 
2 OR 
3 WA 

Cabezon 1 (PPA) Washington Y 

California 

Oregon 
Cabezon/Kelp 
Greenling Complex  
Washington 
Cabezon/Kelp 
Greenling Complex 

California 
 
Oregon 

2019  

1 CA 
1 OR 
3 WA 

 

Kelp 
Greenling 1 (PPA) Washington Y 

California 

Oregon 
Cabezon/Kelp 
Greenling Complex  
Washington 
Cabezon/Kelp 
Greenling Complex 

California 
 
Oregon 

2019  
1 CA 
1 OR 
3 WA 

Rosethorn 
Rockfish 1 (PPA) Coastwide Unk. 

Shelf  Rockfish 
Complexes N/S 40° 
10′ N. lat.  

Shelf  Rockfish 
Complexes N/S 40° 10′ 
N. lat.  

2011 3, Coastwide 

Stripetail 
rockfish 1 (PPA) Coastwide Unk, 

Shelf  Rockfish 
Complexes N/S 40° 
10′ N. lat.  

Shelf  Rockfish 
Complexes N/S 40° 10′ 
N. lat.  

2013 3, Coastwide 

a/ blue/deacon rockfish are part of the nearshore rockfish complexes; however, Oregon manages the species in the 
blue/deacon/black rockfish complex, which disrupts the management structure of the nearshore rockfish complex, 
thus these species are essentially managed as state-specific units. 
 

5.1 Defining and Delineating Stock Units – Overview 

The process to determine potential stock delineations has been well documented in the Phase 1 
and Phase 2 process (e.g. A31, A35, Agenda Item H.6, Supplemental Revised Attachment 1, 
March 2025, Agenda Item E.6, Attachment 1, June 2025). Those analyses are incorporated by 
reference. In brief, during development of A31, the SSC recommended that the most conclusive 
sources of information on population structure are typically genetic differences (if they exist), 
while less conclusive information on population structure includes the exchange or movement of 
adults, followed by larval dispersal (Agenda Item E.3.a, Supplemental SSC Report 1, November 
2021). The lowest tier of information on population structure is demographic differences, such as 
size at age.  

Note, in June of 2025, the SSC maintained its prior recommendation to keep all spatial components 
(i.e., stock units) of a species in the FMP, if at least one component qualifies for inclusion. This 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-supplemental-revised-attachment-1-phase-2-roa.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-attachment-1-draft-phase-2-stock-definitions-analysis-of-the-preliminary-preferred-alternatives-for-47-groundfish-species-adopted-under-alternative-1-in-march-2025.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2021/11/e-3-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-2.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2021/11/e-3-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-2.pdf/


 

129 

recommendation is based on the assumption that doing so would account for the uncertainty in 
population structure that exists even in a case where there is evidence available to describe a 
population structure. Further, the SSC suggested that cohesion in management across a species’ 
range could help maintain data collection and research coordination (Agenda Item E.6.a, 
Supplemental SSC Report 1, June 2025). However, the SSC has also recommended that nearshore 
rockfish, in general, be managed at a finer-scale than coastwide, even in the absence of species-
specific information on stock structure; a recommendation that it has reiterated in more than one 
statement. (Agenda Item H.5.a Supplemental SSC Report 1, November 2022; Agenda Item E.6.a 
Supplemental SSC Report 1, June 2025). Further, the SSC clarified that this management 
consideration is not directly related to the evaluation of whether a species or a stock is in need of 
conservation and management within the EEZ. Rather, the SSC provided that their 
recommendation to maintain all of a species’ stock units within the FMP, applies only if and where 
one or several stock units of a species are designated as in need of conservation and management 
within the EEZ and other(s) are not (Agenda Item E.6.a Supplemental SSC Report 1, June 2025). 
Therefore, the recommendations of the SSC on this matter should not impact the Council’s 
conclusions with respect to 50 CFR 600.305(c)’s 10-Factor analysis and whether any given species 
or stock unit is in need for conservation and management in the EEZ varies by state. 

Given this background, a differentiation must be made here between species’ population structure 
and stock definitions. A stock is a management unit, defined per the National Standard 3 
Guidelines of the MSA. This definition of a stock is not strictly based on a biological designation 
of a population, but rather defined based on the ability to treat a population or subsect of a 
population of a species as a unit for management. Therefore, the process of delineating or defining 
a stock or stocks, as is required by this action for those species for which stock units have not 
already been defined and are found to be in need of conservation and management in the EEZ, 
depends on multiple sources of information. Evidence of population structure (if available) 
provides a biological guideline for geographic delineations. Meanwhile management implications, 
such as the continuity of data collections is relevant, as is the jurisdictional limits within those 
areas where a species may require conservation and management. 

5.2 Stock Definition Comparison Analysis 

5.2.1 Cabezon 

Cabezon was adopted under Alternative 1 and Option 1 (Washington-Only) in Table S - 2, 
Cabezon was not recommended under Alternative 1 by the GMT (Agenda Item E.6.a, 
Supplemental GMT Report 2) or GAP (Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental Revised GAP Report 1, 
June 2025), but was instead recommended under Alternative 2 (remove from the FMP) by these 
advisory bodies. The Treaty Tribes (Agenda Item E.6.a Supplemental Tribal Report 1, June 2025) 
recommended cabezon remain in the FMP, but were silent about the stock definition. 

Table S - 2. Comparison of the Preliminary Preferred Alternative (PPA) for cabezon to the current management scale, NMFS 
status area, assessment year, assessment stratification and scientific and statistical committee assigned assessment category. 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-ssc-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=6b0acea089174af8594db02314f26914&mc=true&r=SECTION&n=se50.12.600_1320
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gap-report-1-gap-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gap-report-1-gap-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-tribal-report-1-tribal-report-on-40-groundfish-species-selected-for-additional-10-factor-analysis.pdf/
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Option Proposed Stock Definition Management Scale 
NMFS 
Status Area 

Assess 
Yr 

Category & 
Stratification 

1 (PPA) a Washington stock 

California 

Oregon Cabezon/Kelp 
Greenling Complex  

Washington Cabezon/Kelp 
Greenling Complex 

California 
 
Oregon 

2019  

1 CA 
1 OR 
3 WA 

 

 
Biological: The literature review (Agenda Item H.6, Attachment 3, March 2025) indicates there is 
robust information to support finding this species has population structure on a smaller scale than 
coastwide. This species was assessed for each West Coast state in 2019 (Cope et al, 2019). The 
assessments were endorsed by the SSC as BSIA (Agenda Item H.5.a, Supplemental SSC Report 
1, September 2019). Option 1 (Washington stock) (PPA) is consistent with the assessment 
stratification for Washington. However, the Washington assessment is a Category 3 assessment 
and status cannot be determined for this assessment category. 

Management. The PPA, Option 1, would define cabezon as a Washington-only stock. Cabezon is 
currently managed as a single species off the coast of California and as part of the cabezon/kelp 
greenling complexes off the coasts of Oregon and Washington. Option 1 (PPA) is unlikely to 
change the status quo management burden as the definition would directly comport to the current 
management scale off the coast of Washington. Cabezon is not allocated, but is a shared resource 
with the Tribal fishery.  

Synthesis: Option 1 (PPA) would define this species as a single stock within a single geographic 
range, set as Washington. Option 1 is consistent with the literature review findings that the species 
has population structure on a less than coastwide scale. If, in future assessments, the category of 
the assessment was to improve, status determinations for these species could be at the Washington 
scale. Option 1 is the most consistent within the assessment stratification regulatory framework 
for this species’ current management scale off Washington (Table S - 2).  

5.2.2 Kelp Greenling 

Kelp greenling was adopted under Alternative 1 and Option 1 (Washington-Only   as PPA ) Kelp 
greenling was not recommended under Alternative 1 by the GMT (Agenda Item E.6.a, 
Supplemental GMT Report 1, June 2025) or GAP (Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental Revised GAP 
Report 1, June 2025), but was instead recommended under Alternative 2 (remove from the FMP) 
by these advisory bodies. The Treaty Tribes (Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental Tribal Report 1, 
June 2025) recommended kelp greenling remain in the FMP, but were silent about the stock 
definition. 

Table S - 3.  Comparison of the Preliminary Preferred Alternative (PPA) for kelp greenling to the current management scale of 
species, NMFS status area, assessment year, assessment stratification and scientific and statistical committee assigned assessment 
category. 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-attachment-3-stock-structure-literature-review.pdf/
mailto:https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2019/09/agenda-item-h-5-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-2.pdf/
mailto:https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2019/09/agenda-item-h-5-a-supplemental-ssc-report-1-2.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gmt-report-2-gmt-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gmt-report-2-gmt-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gap-report-1-gap-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gap-report-1-gap-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-tribal-report-1-tribal-report-on-40-groundfish-species-selected-for-additional-10-factor-analysis.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-tribal-report-1-tribal-report-on-40-groundfish-species-selected-for-additional-10-factor-analysis.pdf/
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Option Proposed Stock Definition 
Current Management 
Scale 

NMFS 
Status Area 

Assess 
Yr 

Category & 
Stratification 

 
1 (PPA) 

a Washington stock 

Other Fish (California) 
Oregon Cabezon/Kelp 
Greenling Complex  
Washington Cabezon/Kelp 
Greenling Complex 

 
Other Fish 
 
Oregon 

2015  

1 CA 
1 OR 
3 WA 

 

Biological: Kelp greenling off the coast of Washington was last assessed in 2015 (Agenda Item 
I.4, Attachment 4, November 2015). The SSC endorsed the assessment as BSIA in the same year 
(Agenda Item I.4.a, Supplemental SSC Report 1, November 2015). The literature review (Agenda 
Item H.6, Attachment 3, March 2025) indicates there is insufficient information to determine if 
there is population structure. However, as this species is highly linked to the nearshore 
environment, it could be treated in a similar fashion to other nearshore species in the Phase 1 stock 
definition process (see the literature review and A31 for detail), in that its stock units could be 
defined at the less than coastwide scale.  Option 1 (PPA) is consistent with the assessment 
stratification for Washington. However, the Washington assessment is a Category 3 assessment 
and status cannot be determined for this assessment category. 

Management. Kelp greenling is managed as a single species off the coast of California and as part 
of the cabezon/kelp greenling complexes off the coasts of Oregon and Washington. The 
Washington portion of Option 1 (PPA) directly comport to the current management scale for kelp 
greenling. Thus, Option 1 (PPA) would be unlikely to change the status quo management burden, 
as the definition directly comports to the current management scale off the coast of Washington. 
Kelp greenling is not allocated, but is a shared resource with the Tribal fishery. 

Synthesis: Option 1 (PPA) would define this species as a single stock within a single geographic 
range, set as Washington. Option 1 is consistent with the literature review findings that the species 
has population structure on a less than coastwide scale. Option 1 is also the most consistent within 
the assessment stratification regulatory framework for the species’ current management scale off 
Washington (Table S - 3).   

5.2.3 Blue/Deacon Rockfish 

Blue and deacon rockfishes are a cryptic pair. The assessment (Dick et al, 2017) noted that 
historical data streams did not separate the two species at a spatial scale small enough to evaluate 
each species separately, hence these species are considered as a cryptic pair and assessed as a 
single species..  Washington managesblue rockfish as part of the nearshore rockfish complex north 
of 40 10 N. lat.; whereas Oregon manage blue rockfish in theblue,deacon, black rockfish complex. 
These species were originally considered under all three stock definition Options (Agenda Item 
E.6, Supplemental Attachment 2, June 2025). However, as the Council removed the California 
population of blue/deacon rockfishes from consideration as a stock, staff reconfigured the Options 
to reflect the Council’s PPA. As shown in Table S - 4, blue and deacon rockfishes are considered 
as PPA Option 2 (an Oregon and Washington stock). 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2015/10/agenda-item-i-4-attachment-4-harvest-projections-for-select-west-coast-groundfish-species-used-to-inform-harvest-specifications-for-2017-and-beyond.pdf/%23page=12
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2015/10/agenda-item-i-4-attachment-4-harvest-projections-for-select-west-coast-groundfish-species-used-to-inform-harvest-specifications-for-2017-and-beyond.pdf/%23page=12
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2015/11/agenda-item-i-4-a-supplemental-ssc-report.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-attachment-3-stock-structure-literature-review.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/02/h-6-attachment-3-stock-structure-literature-review.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/actions/groundfish-fmp-amendment-31/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-supplemental-attachment-2-phase-2-stock-definitions-10-factor-analysis-of-40-groundfish-species-and-a-range-of-alternatives-to-support-council-decision-making-for-a-preliminary-preferred-alterna.pdf/
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Table S - 4.  Comparison of the PPA for blue/deacon to the current management scale of species, NMFS status area, assessment 
year, assessment stratification and scientific and statistical committee assigned assessment category 

Option Proposed Stock Definition 
Current 
Management Scale NMFS Status Area Assess Yr 

Category & 
Stratification 

2 (PPA) An Oregon stock and a 
Washington stock 

California 
Oregon 

Washington a/ 

California Blue and 
Deacon Rockfish 
Complex  
 
Oregon Blue and 
Deacon Rockfish 
Complex 

2017 
2 CA 
2 OR 
3 WA 

a/ blue/deacon rockfish are part of the nearshore rockfish complex complexes, however, Oregon manages the species 
in the blue/deacon/black rockfish complex which disrupts the management structure of the nearshore rockfish 
complex, thus these species are essentially managed as state-specific units. 
 
Biological: Blue and deacon rockfishes are nearly identical and, due to the difficulties in separating 
these species, they were assessed as a single unit. Blue/deacon rockfish were last assessed (Dick 
et al., 2017) as a cryptic pair in 2017 at the state scale. The SSC endorsed the assessment (Agenda 
Item E.8.a, Supplemental SSC Report 1, September 2017) as BSIA. The literature review indicates 
blue rockfish have distinct population structure, notably north and south of 40°10′ N. lat. (Cope, 
2004, Berntson and Moran 2009, Sivasundar and Palumbi 2010). While the population structure 
for deacon rockfish is largely uncertain. High gene flow was found along the Oregon coast (Vaux 
et al. 2019; Bizzarro et al. 2020), indicating the potential for a single population, at least off of 
Oregon.  Option 2 (PPA) is at the same scale as the Oregon and Washington assessments. However, 
status can only be determined for the Oregon portion of blue and deacon rockfishes, as that 
assessment is a Category 2; whereas, the Washington assessment is a Category 3, wherein status 
cannot be determined. (Table S - 4) 
Management: Option 2 (PPA) is consistent with the current management scale. At present, these 
species are managed as components of the Oregon blue/deacon/black rockfish complex and the 
nearshore rockfish complex north and south of 40°10′ N. lat. However, the Oregon 
blue/deacon/black rockfish complex essentially creates state specific management as it splits the 
coast into three sub-areas. Further, both Oregon and Washington have specific harvest 
specifications as a result of the state-specific assessments, which therefore allows for state-specific 
management. If stocks of these species are defined as state specific, the current management scale 
could be continued. Of note, deacon rockfish is not considered a managed species off the coast of 
Washington, but rather as part of the blue/deacon rockfish cryptic pair. 

5.2.4 Rosethorn and Stripetail Rockfishes 

In Agenda Item E.6, Attachment 1, June 2025, the Council’s PPA for rosethorn and stripetail 
rockfishes was Option 1, single stock, single area where the stock definition was described as 
coastwide. At the June 2025 meeting, the Council recommended evaluating these species under 
the full 10-Factor analysis, in order to better inform their decision making. The Council did not 
change their PPA (Option 1, coastwide) for the species at that time, thus, the Option 1 stock 
definition PPA for these species is presented here. 

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2017/09/e8a_sup_ssc_rpt1_stock_assessments_sept2017bb.pdf
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2017/09/e8a_sup_ssc_rpt1_stock_assessments_sept2017bb.pdf
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/05/e-6-attachment-1-draft-phase-2-stock-definitions-analysis-of-the-preliminary-preferred-alternatives-for-47-groundfish-species-adopted-under-alternative-1-in-march-2025.pdf/
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Table S - 5. Comparison of the Preliminary Preferred Alternative (PPA) for rosethorn and stripetail rockfishes to the current 
management scale of species, NMFS status area, assessment year, assessment stratification and scientific and statistical committee 
assigned assessment category. 

Species Option 

Proposed 
Stock 

Definition 

Current 
Management 

Scale NMFS Status Area 
Assess 

Yr 
Category & 

Stratification 

Rosethorn 
Rockfish 1 (PPA) Coastwide 

Shelf  Rockfish 
Complexes N/S 
40° 10′ N. lat.  

Shelf  Rockfish 
Complexes N/S 40° 
10′ N. lat.  

2011 3, Coastwide 

Stripetail 
Rockfish 1 (PPA) Coastwide 

Shelf  Rockfish 
Complexes N/S 
40° 10′ N. lat.  

Shelf  Rockfish 
Complexes N/S 40° 
10′ N. lat.  

2013 3, Coastwide 

 
Biological: Genetics, larval dispersal, and/or adult movement data do not support, at present, 
delineating rosethorn or stripetail rockfish species on a finer geographic scale than coastwide  or 
as less than a single stock. These species have unknown population structure. Rosethorn rockfish 
(Dick and MacCall, 2011) and stripetail rockfish (Cope et al. 2013) have been assessed as a single 
geographic unit, i.e., coastwide, and these assessments are designated as Category 3 assessments. 
The assessments of these species were recommended by the SSC as BSIA, adopted by the Council 
(PFMC 2024b). Category 3 assessments are not used to estimate status, per the FMP. 

Management: These two species are currently managed in the Shelf Rockfish Complexes North 
and South of 40°10′ N. lat. Their harvest specifications are proportionally divided between the two 
areas. Option 1 is unlikely to require the Council to consider changes to management as part of 
this action, because any future adjustments to formal or informal allocations would occur during a 
future harvest specifications process. However, if the Council were to consider changes to 
allocations, such changes could be controversial, as is the case with any action that adjusts 
allocations.  Moreover, even if stocks of these species are defined as coastwide, the current 
management scale of north and south of 40°10′ N. lat. could be continued.  

Synthesis: Option 1 would define these species as single stocks within a single geographic range, 
set as the U.S. West Coast. A single stock definition is appropriate when no population structure 
is present or when a species has unknown population structure. A single area stock indicates that 
harvest in one area could affect the trajectory of the stock in all areas. If in future assessments the 
category of the assessments for these species were to improve, status determinations for the species 
would be at the coastwide scale. Overall, Option 1 is the most consistent within the regulatory 
framework for these species. Note, Option 1 was recommended by the GMT (Agenda Item H.6.a, 
Supplemental GMT Report 1, March 2025, Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental GMT Report 1, June 
2025) and the GAP recommended that these species be considered under an additional 10-Factor 
analysis (Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental Revised GAP Report 1, June 2025). As discussed, 
Option 1 presents few new management implications.

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/03/h-6-a-supplemental-gmt-report-1-groundfish-management-team-report-on-a-proposed-framework-in-support-of-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/03/h-6-a-supplemental-gmt-report-1-groundfish-management-team-report-on-a-proposed-framework-in-support-of-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gmt-report-2-gmt-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gmt-report-2-gmt-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-6-a-supplemental-gap-report-1-gap-report-on-phase-2-stock-definitions-final-action.pdf/
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Appendix to Factor (ii) 

Table A - 1. Average combined non-Tribal commercial and recreational sector mortality at the state and coastwide scale in metric 
tons (mt) and percentage of mortality in the EEZ for all species, by bins, for years 2018-19 & 2021-23. 

 California 
Mortality EEZ  Oregon 

Mortality EEZ 
 Washington 

Mortality EEZ 
 Coastwide 

Mortality EEZ 
Species mt %  mt %  mt %  mt % 
Shallow Nearshore 
Black and Yellow Rockfish 0.50 2.5%  0.0 0.0%  0.00 0%  0.50 2.5% 
China Rockfish 1.73 11.8%  0.32 3.5%  0.04 1.8%  2.09 8.8% 
Gopher Rockfish 2.43 3.4%  0.00 1.5%  0.00 0%  2.43 3.4% 
Grass Rockfish 0.12 1.0%  0.01 4.2%  0.00 0.0%  0.13 1.1% 
Kelp Rockfish 0.32 6.3%  0.00 7.1%  0.00 0%  0.32 6.3% 
Treefish Rockfish 0.95 9.2%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.95 9.2% 
Cabezon 2.92 6.2%  1.56 3.8%  0.91 9.3%  5.39 6.0% 
Kelp Greenling 0.16 2.8%  0.46 3.5%  0.07 3.7%  0.69 3.7% 
Deeper Nearshore  
Black Rockfish 14.22 7.7%  11.32 2.6%  89.20 42.0%  114.74 16.2% 
Blue Rockfish 12.36 7.4%  0.32 2.7%  0.15 7.3%  12.83 7.2% 
Brown Rockfish 16.05 15.8%  0.03 10.6%  0.02 18.6%  16.10 15.8% 
Copper Rockfish 19.68 16.1%  0.39 4.3%  0.87 30.7%  20.94 15.8% 
Deacon rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.55 3.5%  0.00 0%  0.55 3.5% 
Olive Rockfish 4.03 10.2%  0.00 1.1%  0.00 0%  4.03 10.2% 
Quillback Rockfish(CA) 2.51 20.3%  - -  - -  2.51 10.7% 
Quillback Rockfish (OR) - -  0.56 6.4%  - -  0.56 6.4% 
Quillback Rockfish (WA) - -  - -  1.09 45.9%  1.09 46.0% 
Shelf Shallow 
Calico Rockfish 0.08 17.3%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.08 17.2% 
Flag Rockfish 4.02 44.8%  0.01 73.7%  0.00 0%  4.03 44.8% 
Freckled Rockfish 0.01 48.2%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.01 45.8% 
Halfbanded Rockfish 1.19 55.0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  1.19 55.1% 
Harlequin Rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.003 100.0%  0.00 0%  0.003 100.0% 
Honeycomb Rockfish 1.55 47.5%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  1.55 47.6% 
Pygmy Rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.003 100%  0.00 0%  0.003 100% 
Rosy Rockfish 2.70 24.2%  0.02 56.2%  0.00 0%  2.72 24.2% 
Speckled Rockfish 5.17 62.8%  0.00 40.0%  0.00 0%  5.17 62.8% 
Swordspine Rockfish 0.24 89.7%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.24 88.2% 
Deep Shelf 
Bronzespotted Rockfish a/ 84.0%  0.0 0%  0.00 0%  a/ 84.0% 
Chameleon Rockfish 0.01 100.0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.01 100.0% 
Greenblotched Rockfish 9.15 90.6%  0.03 96.3%  0.00 0%  9.18 90.6% 
Mexican Rockfish 9.71 93.7%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  9.71 93.7% 
Pink Rockfish 0.01 100.0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.01 100.0% 
Pinkrose Rockfish 0.004 100.0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.004 100.0% 
Tiger Rockfish 0.17 24.2%  0.20 15.4%  0.30 67.2%  0.67 27.2% 
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No Mortality Bin 
Dwarf-red Rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0% 
Light Dusky Rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.00 0% 
Flatfish 
Butter Sole <0.001 100.0%  0.01 59.4%  0.00 0%  0.01 66.7% 
Curlfin Sole 0.46 98.9%  0.09 100.0%  0.00 0%  0.55 98.0% 
Rock Sole 0.59 30.4%  0.76 98.5%  0.00 7.5%  1.35 48.7% 
Sand Sole 0.11 39.4%  1.15 85.3%  0.00 3.3%  1.26 74.4% 
Starry Flounder 0.61 66.3%  1.28 74.6%  0.02 48.6%  1.91 71.3% 
Leopard Shark 
Leopard Shark 0.19 3.3%  0.00 0%  0.00 0%  0.19 3.4% 

a/ 104 bronzespotted rockfish (estimated) with mortality in EEZ, 20 (estimated) with mortality in state waters. No 
weights reported in RecFIN; therefore, percentage of mortality in EEZ based on numbers of fish not weight. 

Document Appendix 

Table A - 2. Average non-Tribal commercial and recreational sector mortality in metric tons (mt), percentage of 
mortality, and principal fishery of mortality  (c=commercial, r = recreational) in the EEZ off of California for years 
2018-19 & 2021-23. Note: dash “-“ indicates no recorded mortality in state. 

Species 

Comm EEZ 
mean 

weight (mt) 

% in 
EEZ 

Comm 

 Rec EEZ 
mean 

weight (mt) 

% in 
EEZ 
Rec 

 
EEZ mean 

weight 
% in 
EEZ 

Black and yellow rockfish 0.36 2.2%  0.14 4.0%  0.5 2.5% 
Black rockfish 0.38 0.9%  13.84 9.7%  14.22 7.7% 
Blue 1.00 5.6%  11.36 7.6%  12.36 7.4% 
Bronzespotted rockfish a/ 84.0%  b/ 100.0%  a/ 84.0% 
Brown rockfish 1.01 5.1%  15.04 18.3%  16.05 15.8% 
Butter sole <0.001 100.0%  0.00 0.0%  <0.001 100.0% 
Cabezon 1.18 5.1%  1.74 7.3%  2.92 6.2% 
Calico rockfish 0.00 15.8%  0.08 17.4%  0.08 17.3% 
Chameleon rockfish 0.01 100.0%  0.00 0.0%  0.01 100.0% 
China rockfish 0.09 4.4%  1.64 13.0%  1.73 11.8% 
Copper rockfish 1.99 14.0%  17.69 16.4%  19.68 16.1% 
Curlfin sole 0.46 98.9%  0.00 0.0%  0.46 98.9% 
Deacon rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Dwarf-red Rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Flag rockfish 0.15 72.6%  3.87 44.1%  4.02 44.8% 
Freckled rockfish 0.03 100.0%  0.01 40.0%  0.01 48.2% 
Gopher rockfish 0.64 2.3%  1.79 4.0%  2.43 3.4% 
Grass rockfish 0.02 0.2%  0.10 5.3%  0.12 1.0% 
Greenblotched rockfish 0.50 68.1%  8.64 92.4%  9.15 90.6% 
Halfbanded rockfish 0.00 0.0%  1.19 55.0%  1.19 55.0% 
Harlequin rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Honeycomb rockfish 0.01 42.9%  1.54 47.6%  1.55 47.5% 
Kelp greenling 0.00 0.0%  0.16 4.8%  0.16 2.8% 
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Species 

Comm EEZ 
mean 

weight (mt) 

% in 
EEZ 

Comm 

 Rec EEZ 
mean 

weight (mt) 

% in 
EEZ 
Rec 

 
EEZ mean 

weight 
% in 
EEZ 

Kelp rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.32 7.8%  0.32 6.3% 
Leopard shark 0.15 25.0%  0.03 0.7%  0.19 3.3% 
Light dusky rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Mexican rockfish 0.41 76.9%  9.31 94.6%  9.71 93.7% 
Olive rockfish 0.35 17.8%  3.69 9.8%  4.03 10.2% 
Pink rockfish 0.01 100.0%  0.00 100.0%  0.01 100.0% 
Pinkrose rockfish 0.004 100.0%  0.00 100.0%  0.004 100.0% 
Pygmy rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Quillback rockfish(ca) 0.55 15.1%  1.96 22.5%  2.51 20.3% 
Rock sole 0.21 64.5%  0.38 23.6%  0.59 30.4% 
Rosy rockfish 0.09 17.1%  2.61 24.5%  2.7 24.2% 
Sand sole 0.11 61.3%  0.00 3.6%  0.11 39.4% 
Speckled rockfish 0.55 85.9%  4.62 60.9%  5.17 62.8% 
Starry flounder 0.52 80.5%  0.09 33.1%  0.61 66.3% 
Swordspine rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.24 89.7%  0.24 89.7% 
Tiger rockfish 0.02 33.0%  0.15 23.4%  0.17 24.2% 
Treefish 0.11 4.3%  0.84 9.2%  0.95 9.2% 

a/ ca/ 104 bronzespotted rockfish estimated, with mortality in EEZ, 20 estimated in state waters. No weights reported 
in RecFIN. -percentage based on #s  

b/ no weights obtained, count only. 
 

Table A - 3.. Average non-Tribal commercial and recreational sector mortality in metric tons (mt), percentage of mortality, and 
principal fishery of mortality  (c=commercial, r = recreational) in the EEZ off of Oregon for years 2018-19 & 2021-23. Note: dash 
“-“indicates no recorded mortality in state. 

Species 

Comm 
EEZ mean 
weight (mt) 

% in 
EEZ 

Comm 

 Rec EEZ 
mean 

weight (mt) 

% in 
EEZ 
Rec  

EEZ mean 
weight 

% in 
EEZ 

Black and yellow rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.00 0.0%  0.00 0.0% 
Black rockfish 2.79 2.4%  8.53 2.7%  11.32 2.6% 
Blue 0.17 2.4%  0.15 3.1%  0.32 2.7% 
Bronzespotted rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Brown rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.03 13.1%  0.03 10.6% 
Butter sole 0.01 100.0%  0.00 23.9%  0.01 59.4% 
Cabezon 1.14 4.2%  0.41 2.9%  1.56 3.8% 
Calico rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Chameleon rockfish - -  - -  - - 
China rockfish 0.23 3.5%  0.09 3.5%  0.32 3.5% 
Copper rockfish 0.05 2.4%  0.34 4.9%  0.39 4.3% 
Curlfin sole 0.09 100.0%  0.00 0.0%  0.09 100.0% 
Deacon rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.55 3.5%  0.55 3.5% 
Dwarf-red Rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Flag rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.01 73.7%  0.01 73.7% 
Freckled rockfish - -  - -  - - 
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Species 

Comm 
EEZ mean 
weight (mt) 

% in 
EEZ 

Comm 

 Rec EEZ 
mean 

weight (mt) 

% in 
EEZ 
Rec  

EEZ mean 
weight 

% in 
EEZ 

Gopher rockfish 0.001 1.2%  0.001 1.9%  0.001 1.5% 
Grass rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.01 10.3%  0.01 4.2% 
Greenblotched rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.03 96.3%  0.03 96.3% 
Halfbanded rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Harlequin rockfish 0.01 100.0%  0.01 100.0%  0.01 100.0% 
Honeycomb rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Kelp greenling 0.33 3.4%  0.13 3.9%  0.46 3.5% 
Kelp rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.001 7.1%  0.001 7.1% 
Leopard shark - -  - -  - - 
Light dusky rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Mexican rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Olive rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.0002 3.7%  0.00 1.1% 
Pink rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Pinkrose rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Pygmy rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Quillback rockfish 0.13 5.2%  0.43 6.8%  0.56 6.4% 
Rock sole 0.75 99.8%  0.00 25.9%  0.76 98.5% 
Rosy rockfish 0.00 30.4%  0.01 57.2%  0.02 56.2% 
Sand sole 1.11 92.9%  0.03 22.9%  1.15 85.3% 
Speckled rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.001 40.0%  0.00 40.0% 
Starry flounder 1.28 75.4%  0.01 23.8%  1.28 74.6% 
Swordspine rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.00 0.0%  0.00 0.0% 
Tiger rockfish 0.01 3.8%  0.19 18.8%  0.20 15.4% 
Treefish rockfish - -  - -  - - 

 

Table A - 4.. Average non-Tribal commercial and recreational sector mortality in metric tons (mt), percentage of mortality, and 
principal fishery of mortality  (c=commercial, r = recreational) in the EEZ off of Washington for years 2018-19 & 2021-23. Note: 
dash “-“indicates no recorded mortality EEZ and/or state. 

Species 

Comm 
EEZ mean 
weight (mt) 

% in 
EEZ 

Comm 

 Rec EEZ 
mean 

weight (mt) 

% in 
EEZ 
Rec  

EEZ mean 
weight 

% in 
EEZ 

Black and yellow rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Black rockfish 0.00 100.0%  89.20 42.0%  89.20 42.0% 
Blue 0.00 0.0%  0.15 7.3%  0.15 7.3% 
Bronzespotted rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Brown rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.02 18.6%  0.02 18.6% 
Butter sole 0.00 0.0%  0.00 0.0%  0.00 0.00 
Cabezon 0.00 0.0%  0.91 9.3%  0.91 9.3% 
Calico rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Chameleon rockfish - -  - -  - - 
China rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.04 1.8%  0.04 1.8% 
Copper rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.87 30.7%  0.87 30.7% 
Curlfin sole - -  - -  - - 
Deacon rockfish - -  - -  - - 
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Species 

Comm 
EEZ mean 
weight (mt) 

% in 
EEZ 

Comm 

 Rec EEZ 
mean 

weight (mt) 

% in 
EEZ 
Rec  

EEZ mean 
weight 

% in 
EEZ 

Dwarf-red Rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Flag rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Freckled rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Gopher rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Grass rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Greenblotched rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Halfbanded rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Harlequin rockfish 0.01 100.0%  0.01 100.0%  0.01 100.0% 
Honeycomb rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Kelp greenling 0.00 0.0%  0.07 3.7%  0.07 3.7% 
Kelp rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Leopard shark - -  - -  - - 
Light dusky rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Mexican rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Olive rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Pink rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Pinkrose rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Pygmy rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Quillback rockfish 0.00 0.0%  1.09 45.9%  1.09 45.9% 
Rock sole 0.004 100.0%  0.00 0.0%  0.004 7.5% 
Rosy rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Sand sole 0.002 100.0%  0.00 0.0%  0.002 3.3% 
Speckled rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Starry flounder 0.01 100.0%  0.01 27.0%  0.02 48.6% 
Swordspine rockfish - -  - -  - - 
Tiger rockfish 0.00 0.0%  0.30 67.2%  0.30 67.2% 
Treefish rockfish - -  - -  - - 
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