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Spawning Qutput (trillions of eggs)

Figure 3. (a) Projected spawning output (trillions of eggs) of rougheye/blackspotted rockfish under Alternative
1 and Alternative 2 HCRs, 2027-36 (b.) Projected depletion (fraction unfished) of rougheye/blackspotted
rockfish under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2, 2027-36.

Widow rockfish

Two sub-options were adopted for full evaluation in this Impact Analysis under Alternative 2.
Alternative 2, Sub-option 2b (hereinafter “Sub-option 2b”) ACLs are 2,124 mt and 1,910 mt
greater than Alternative 1 in 2027 and 2028, respectively (Table 5) and 438 mt higher than
Alternative 2, Sub-option 2d (hereinafter “Sub-option 2d”’). However, the Sub-option 2b ACL is
above the SSC’s recommended OFL (Agenda Item C.3.a, Supplemental SSC Report 1, April, 2026
and Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental SSC Report 1, June 2026). This Sub-option is therefore
contrary to National Standard 1 guidance and to the SSC’s role in recommending OFLs and ABCs
to the Council, as described in the MSA and the Groundfish FMP (PFMC, 2025). Sub-option 2d
ACLs are 1,262 mt and 1,048 higher than the Alternative 1 ACLs in 2027 and 28, respectively
(Table 5). Sub-option 2d would set catch limits below the SSC’s recommended OFL (Agenda [tem
3.a, Supplemental SSC Report 1, April, 2026 and Agenda Item E.6.a, Supplemental SSC Report
1, June 2026).

At the start of the biennium, the unfished biomass for widow rockfish is estimated at approximately
42 percent depletion under Alternative 1, Sub-option 2b, and Sub-option 2d. By the end of the
biennium, the biomass under Alternative 1 is projected to be at 46.1 percent fraction unfished
biomass, while Sub-option 2b and Sub-option 2d are projected to be at approximately 44.9 and
45.2 percent respectively (Agenda Item E.6, Attachment 4, June 2026). Under Alternative 1 and
Sub-option 2d, the biomass is projected to stay above Bao, throughout the entire 10-year projection
period; whereas, under Sub-option 2b, the biomass is expected to drop slightly below Bage, in 2029
to 39.7 percent.

Alternative 1 would yield the lowest ACL to the fishery, about 59 percent lower (approximately
5,000 mt) than No Action; whereas ACLs under Sub-option 2b and Sub-option 2d are expected to
be about 40 percent (approximately 3,000 mt) and 48 percent (approximately 2,000 mt) lower than
the No Action ACL, respectively. Sub-option 2b projected depletion is approximately 43 percent,
on average, higher than Alternative 1 and Sub-option 2d projected depletion is about 33 percent
higher than Alternative 1 (Table 5). Alternative 1 therefore would provide the least yield to the
fishery, with Sub-option 2b providing the most yield and Sub-option 2d the second highest yield
to the fishery. While Sub-option 2b would offer the most opportunity and flexibility to the fishery,
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45.00" W. long. to 46° 33.00" N. lat., 124° 28.55" W. long. (Figure 14-7). The new closed area
would simplify the regulations and make it easier for anglers to comply with the restrictions. It
would also increase deepwater fishing opportunities in the area proposed for removal from the
closure. The impacts from this change on canary rockfish total mortality are expected to be
minimal. The share of canary rockfish annual total mortality from bottomfish-only trips in Marine
Area 1 has been low, ranging from 0.6 mt to 1 mt per year over the last three years. Additionally,
no appreciable increase in mortality has been observed in June or September since 2021, when the
deepwater lingcod closure was first lifted from June 1 through 15 and September 1 through 30
(prior to 2021, the closure was in effect year-round). Specifically, canary rockfish total mortality
in Marine Area 2 on bottomfish-only trips increased on average by 50% from 2021 to 2025
compared to 2016 to 2020 for the months of June and September combined. This was the same
amount of increase observed for all other months combined over the same period, when the
deepwater closure was in effect. Thus, no additional mortality for canary rockfish is expected from
this action-. Expected impacts on yelloweye rockfish are similar to canary rockfish.
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Figure 14-7. Shape of the new deepwater lingcod closure (dashed red lines) under Option 2 on top of the existing
closure (black lines).

14.2.3 Impact Analysis
Yelloweye Rockfish Sub-bag limit

The goal of allowing limited retention of yelloweye rockfish is not to incentivize targeting but
rather to convert what would otherwise be dead discards to retained landings (discard mortality in
deeper waters where yelloweye are encountered is high) and additionally to provide data from the
Washington recreational fishery for the next stock assessment. If the fishery remained closed, there
would be little opportunity for biological data collection from the Washington recreational fishery,
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Year Stock FMU ACL (mt)
2027 Yellowtail rockfish N of 40°10" N. 1lat. 4,723
2028 Yellowtail rockfish N of 40°10" N. Iat. 4,540
Stock Complexes
2027 Nearshore rockfish north N of 40°10" N. lat. 85
2028 Nearshore rockfish north N of 40°10" N. lat. 83
2027 Nearshore rockfish south S of 40°10" N. lat. 928
2028 Nearshore rockfish south S of 40°10’ N. lat. 924
Shelf rockfish complex ¢/ 1,342
2027 N 0f 40°10" N. lat.
Chilipepper rockfish 225
Shelf rockfish complex ¢/ 1,333
2028 N of 40°10" N. lat.
Chilipepper rockfish 216
2027 Shelf rockfish south S 0f 40°10" N. lat. 1,456
2028 Shelf rockfish south S of 40°10’ N. lat. 1,453
Slope rockfish complex d/ 1,623
2027 N 0f 40°10" N. lat.
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish
Slope rockfish complex d/ 1,602
2028 N of 40°10" N. lat.
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish
Slope rockfish complex d/ 699
2027 S 0f 40°10’ N. lat.
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish
Slope rockfish complex d/ 696
2028 S of 40°10’ N. lat.
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish
2027 Other fish complex Coastwide 223
2028 Other fish complex Coastwide 223
2027 Other flatfish complex Coastwide 6,577
2028 Other flatfish complex Coastwide 6,193
2027 Oregon black/blue/deacon rockfish | Coastwide 448
2028 Oregon black/blue/deacon rockfish | Coastwide 452
2027 OR cabezon/kelp greenling Oregon 174
2028 OR cabezon/kelp greenling Oregon 173
2027 WA cabezon/kelp greenling Washington 15
2028 WA cabezon/kelp greenling Washington 14

a/ Pacific whiting harvest limits are set through an annual bilateral treaty process external to the Council in Spring of
2026, thus values are not reported

b/ Widow rockfish harvest specifications have not been adopted, the Alternative 1 ACLs represent the results of the
October 2025 assessment, as shown in Table 16, of Agenda Item F.3. GMT Report 1, November 2025

¢/ chilipepper north of 40°10" N. lat. is managed under the shelf rockfish complex north of 40°10’ N. lat. and their
OFL/ABC/ACL contribute to the complex OFL/ABC/ACL total.

d/ Rougheye/blackspotted rockfishes are managed under the slope rockfish complexes and their OFL/ABC/ACL
contribute to the complex OFL/ABC/ACL total

1.3 Alternative 2 -Alternative HCR Harvest Specifications

Alternative 2 considers alternative HCRs for the seven stocks shown in Table 1-3. The draft harvest
specifications are shown in Table 1-4 for these stocks, noting that the harvest specification for the
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shelf rockfish complex north of 40°10" N. lat. and both slope rockfish complexes are shown to
account for the contributions from chilipepper rockfish and rougheye/blackspotted rockfishes,
respectively. The widow rockfish 2027-28 ACLs are considered draft and are only used to
‘bookend’ overwinter analyses. The Council directed the analysis of widow rockfish to use the
results of the October 2025 stock assessment model for Alternative 2 for 2027 and 2028 to be
analyzed, as shown in Table 16, of Agenda Item F.3. GMT Report 1, November 2025, PPA will
be identified at a later meeting.

Table 1-3. Alternative 2: Stocks with alternative harvest control rules (HCR).

Stock Alternative HCR

YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH Constant ACL = 85 mt

Canary rockfish ABC = ACL, P* 0.45, no 40-10 adjustment
Chilipepper rockfish Constant ACL =2,114 mt

Petrale sole Constant ABC = ACL 2,489 mt
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish Constant ACL =300 mt

Shortspine thornyhead Constant ABC = ACL 902 mt

Yellowtail rockfish north of 40° 10’ N. lat. | Ad hoc phase-in

Widow rockfish 2025 stock assessment model ACL

Table 1-4. Alternative 2: Draft 2027-28 annual catch limits (ACL) in whole metric tons (mt).

Year Stock FMU ACL (mt)
2027 YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH Coastwide 85
2028 YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH Coastwide 85
2027 Canary rockfish Coastwide 643
2028 Canary rockfish Coastwide 664
2027 Chilipepper north of 40°10" N. lat. 1,966
2028 Chilipepper north of 40°10’ N. lat. 1,966
2027 Petrale sole Coastwide 2,489
2028 Petrale sole a/ Coastwide 2,489
2027 Shortspine thornyhead Coastwide 902
2028 Shortspine thornyhead Coastwide 902
2027 Widow rockfish a/ Coastwide 9,755
2028 Widow rockfish a/ Coastwide 9,255
2027 Yellowtail rockfish north of 40° 10’ N. lat. 5,050
2028 Yellowtail rockfish north of 40° 10’ N. Iat. 4,730
Stock Complexes
Shelf rockfish complex north b/ 1,265
2027 north of 40°10" N. lat.
Chilipepper rockfish 148
Shelf rockfish complex b/ 1,265
2028 north of 40°10" N. lat.
Chilipepper rockfish 148
Slope rockfish complex north ¢/ 1,090
2027 north of 40°10" N. lat.
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish 294
2028 Slope rockfish complex north ¢/ | north of 40°10" N. lat. 1,086
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Year Stock FMU ACL (mt)
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish 294
Slope rockfish complex south ¢/ 688
2027 south of 40°10" N. lat.
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish 6
2028 Slope rockfish complex ¢/ south of 40°10" N. lat 686
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish 6

a/ Widow rockfish harvest specifications have not been adopted, the Alternative 1 ACLs represent the results of the
2023 assessment, as shown in Table 16, of Agenda Item F.3. GMT Report 1, November 2025b/ chilipepper north of
40°10" N. lat. is managed under the shelf rockfish complex north of 40°10’ N. lat. and their OFL/ABC/ACL contribute
to the complex OFL/ABC/ACL total.

¢/ Rougheye/blackspotted rockfishes are managed under the slope rockfish complexes and their OFL/ABC/ACL
contribute to the complex OFL/ABC/ACL total

1.4 Comparison of ACLs
1.4.1 Comparison of No Action to Alternative 1

Table 1-5 is provided as a reference point for comparison between the No Action and Alternative
1 ACLs. It is not a meaningful comparison as No Action cannot be adopted for ACLs. Of the stocks
and stock complex ACLs under Alternative 1, ACLs increase for 11 stocks and 4 stock complexes.
There is no change for two stocks and three stock complexes. The ACLs for 19 stocks and 4 stock
complexes decrease. Overall, 63 percent of stocks/stock complex ACLs decrease relative to the
No Action values.

As a reminder, this analysis uses temporary harvest specification values for widow rockfish. The
Council directed analysis of widow rockfish use the 2023 Catch-only projection OFL, ABC, and
ACLs and the results of the October 2025 stock assessment model for the bookends of the Range
of Alternatives for 2027 and 2028 to be analyzed, as shown in Table 16, of Agenda Item F.3. GMT
Report 1, November 2025.

Table 1-5. A comparison of the annual catch limits (ACL) under No Action (2025) and Alternative 1 (2027) ,
showing the percent (%) increase or decrease between the two Alternatives for all Council managed groundfish
stocks and stock complexes Stocks/stock complex ACLs that increase relative to 2025 are in bold.

No Action Alt1 Difference %
Stock FMU 2025 ACL 2027 (mt) incr./decr
(mt) ACL (mt)
QUILLBACK ROCKFISH California 1.3 12 +11 +823.1%
YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH Coastwide 56 113 +57 +101.8%
Arrowtooth flounder Coastwide 11,193 7,947 -3,246 -29.0%
Big skate Coastwide 1,224 1,155 -69 -5.6%
Black rockfish Washington 245 240 -5 -2.0%
Black rockfish California 234 249 15 +6.4%
Bocaccio S of 40°10’ N. lat. 1,681 2,288 +607 +36.1%
Cabezon California 162 150 -12 -7.4%
California scorpionfish S of 34°27' N. lat. 244 233 -11 -4.5%
Canary rockfish Coastwide 572 606 +34 +6.0%
Chilipepper Coastwide 2,815 2,986 +171 +6.1%
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No Action Alt1 Difference %
Stock FMU 2025 ACL 2027 (mt) incr./decr
(mt) ACL (mt)
Cowcod S of 40°10" N. lat. 77 74 -3 -3.9%
Darkblotched rockfish Coastwide 754 773 +19 +2.5%
Dover sole Coastwide 47,424 38,573 -8,851 -18.7%
English sole Coastwide 8,884 3,168 -5,716 -64.3%
Lingcod N of 40°10" N. lat. 3,631 3,482 -149 -4.1%
Lingcod S of 40°10’ N. lat. 748 789 +41 +5.5%
Longnose skate Coastwide 1,616 1,546 -70 -4.3%
Longspine thornyhead Coastwide
Longspine thornyhead N of 34°27' N. lat. 2,050 1,878 -172 -8.4%
Longspine thornyhead S of 34°27' N. lat. 648 593 -55 -8.5%
Pacific cod Coastwide 1,600 1,600 0 +0.0%
Pacific ocean perch N of 40°10" N. lat. 3,328 3,123 -205 -6.2%
Pacific spiny dogfish Coastwide 1,361 1,278 -83 -6.1%
Pacific whiting a/ Coastwide 295,520 - - -
Petrale sole Coastwide 2,354 2,449 +95 +4.0%
Sablefish Coastwide
Sablefish | N of 36°N. lat. 26,688 10,962 -15,726 -58.9%
Sablefish | S of 36°N. lat. 7,857 3,002 -4,855 -61.8%
Shortspine thornyhead Coastwide 815 847 32 +3.9%
Splitnose rockfish S of 40°10" N. lat. 1,508 620 -888 -58.9%
Starry flounder Coastwide 392 393 +1 0.3%
Widow rockfish b/ Coastwide 11,237 4,796 -6,441 -57.3%
Yellowtail rockfish N of 40°10’ N. lat. 6,241 4,723 -1,518 -24.3%
Stock Complexes
Nearshore rockfish complex north N of 40°10" N. lat. 88 85 -3 -3.4%
Nearshore rockfish complex south S of 40°10’ N. lat. 932 928 -4 -0.4%
Shelf rockfish complex north ¢/ 1,330 1,342 +12 +0.9%
Chilipepper | 1 OTA010"N. fat. 212 225 14 +6.1%
Shelf rockfish complex south S 0f 40°10’ N. lat. 1,457 1,457 0 0.0%
Slope rockfish complex north d/ 1,488 1,623 +135 +9.1%
N of 40°10’ N. lat.
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish 185 827 +642 +347.0%
Slope rockfish complex south d/ 693 699 +6 +0.9%
S of 40°10’ N. lat.
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish 4 17 +13 +325.0%
Other fish complex Coastwide 223 223 0 0.0%
Other flatfish complex Coastwide 7,974 6,577 -1,397 -17.5%
Oregon black/blue/deacon rockfish Coastwide 423 448 +25 +5.9%
OR cabezon/kelp greenling complex Oregon 177 174 -3 -1.7%
WA cabezon/kelp greenling complex Washington 15 15 0 0.0%

a/ Pacific whiting specifications are set by a process external to the Council.
b/ Widow rockfish harvest specifications have not been adopted, the Alternative 1 ACLs represent the results of the
October 2025 assessment, as shown in Table 16, of Agenda Item F.3. GMT Report 1, November 2025
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¢/ chilipepper north of 40°10" N. lat. is managed under the shelf rockfish complex north of 40°10" N. lat. and their
OFL/ABC/ACL contribute to the complex OFL/ABC/ACL total.

d/ Rougheye/blackspotted rockfishes are managed under the slope rockfish complexes and their OFL/ABC/ACL
contribute to the complex OFL/ABC/ACL total

1.4.2 Comparison of No Action to Alternative 2

The comparison of No Action ACLs to Alternative 2 ACLs is shown in Table 1-6 Under Alternative
2, four stock’s ACLs increase relative to No Action .

Table 1-6. A comparison of the annual catch limits (ACL) under No Action (2025) and Alternative 2 (2027) ,
showing the percent (%) increase or decrease between the two Alternatives for all Council managed groundfish
stocks and stock complexes. Stocks/stock complex ACLs under Alternative 2 that increase relative to No Action
are in bold

No Action | Alt2 ACL | Difference %
Stock FMU ACL (mt) |  (mt) (mt) | incr./decr
YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH Coastwide 56 85 +29 +51.8%
Canary rockfish Coastwide 571 643 +72 +12.6%
Chilipepper rockfish S of 40°10’ N. lat. 2,815 1,966 -849 -30.2%
Petrale sole Coastwide 2,354 2,489 +135 +5.7%
Shortspine thornyhead Coastwide 815 902 +87 +10.7%
Widow rockfish a/ Coastwide 11,237 9,755 -1,482 -13.2%
Yellowtail rockfish. N of 40° 10’ N. lat 6,241 5,050 -1,191 -19.1%
Stock Complexes
Shelf rockfish complex north b/ 1,330 1,265 -65 -4.9%
N. of 40° 10" N. lat
Chilipepper 212 148 +64 -30.2%
Slope rockfish complex north ¢/ 1,488 1,090 -398 -26.7%
N 0f 40°10" N. lat.
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish 185 294 +109 +58.9%
Slope rockfish complex south c/ 693 688 -5 -0.7%
S of 40°10’ N. lat.
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish 4 6 +2 +50.0%

a/ Widow rockfish harvest specifications have not been adopted, the Alternative 2 ACLs represent the results of the
2023 assessment, as shown in Table 16, of Agenda Item F.3. GMT Report 1, November 2025

b/ chilipepper north of 40°10" N. lat. is managed under the shelf rockfish complex north of 40°10’ N. lat. and their
OFL/ABC/ACL contribute to the complex OFL/ABC/ACL total.

¢/ Rougheye/blackspotted rockfishes are managed under the slope rockfish complexes and their OFL/ABC/ACL
contribute to the complex OFL/ABC/ACL total

1.4.3 Comparison of ACLs for Stocks and Stock Complexes Considered under Alternative 1
and Alternative 2

As shown in Table 1-7, the comparison of seven stocks and three stock complexes considered
under both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 ACLs show only canary, widow, and yellowtail (north
of 40°10" N. lat.) rockfishes, petrale sole, and shortspine thornyhead increase under Alternative 2
relative to Alternative 1. The difference between canary and yellowtail (north of 40°10" N. lat.)
rockfishes and shortspine thornyhead under Alternative 2 and Alternative 1 is, on average, about a
six percent. The difference between Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 for petrale sole is, on average,
about two percent All stock complexes and yelloweye and chilipepper rockfishes have higher
ACLs under Alternative 1.

B-11

Action Items 1-11: Draft Analysis, all mounts are considered preliminary


https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/11/f-3-a-supplemental-gmt-report-1-gmt-report-on-biennial-harvest-specifications-for-2027-28-including-overfishing-limits-and-acceptable-biological-catches.pdf/

Table 1-7. Comparison of Alternative 1 (default HCR) and Alternative 2 (Alternative HCR) annual catch limits
(ACL) showing the difference in metric tons (mt) and the percent (%) increase or decrease of Alternative 2
relative to Alternative 1.

Alt 1 Alt2 Differen o
Year | Stock FMU ACL | AcL | (fnte) 1 iner Mecr
(mt) (mt) ’
2027 | YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH Coastwide 113 85 -28 -24.8%
2028 | YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH Coastwide 113 85 -28 -24.8%
2027 | Canary rockfish Coastwide 606 643 +37 +6.1%
2028 | Canary rockfish Coastwide 623 664 +41 +6.6%
2027 | Chilipepper rockfish S of 40°10’ N. lat 2,986 1,966 -1,020 -34.2%
2028 | Chilipepper rockfish. S of 40°10" N. lat 2,870 1,966 -904 -31.5%
2027 Petrale sole Coastwide 2,449 2,489 +40 +1.6%
2028 Petrale sole Coastwide 2,423 2,489 +66 +2.7%
2027 | Shortspine thornyhead Coastwide 847 902 +55 +6.5%
2028 | Shortspine thornyhead Coastwide 856 902 +46 +5.4%
2027 Widow rockfish a/ Coastwide 4,796 9,755 +4,959 +103.4%
2028 Widow rockfish a/ Coastwide 4,998 9,255 +4,257 +85.2%
2027 | Yellowtail rockfish N of 40°10" N. lat 4,723 5,050 +327 6.9%
2028 Yellowtail rockfish N of 40°10" N. lat 4,540 4,730 +190 4.2%
Stock Complexes
Shelf rockfish complex north b/ 1,342 1,265 -77 -5.7%
2027 N of 40°10" N. lat.
Chilipepper 225 148 =77 -34.2%
Shelf rockfish complex north b/ 1333 1,265 -68 -5.1%
2028 N of 40°10" N. lat
Chilipepper 216 148 -68 -31.5%
Slope rockfish complex north ¢/ 1,623 1,090 -533 -32.8%
2027 S of 40°10’ N. lat
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish 827 294 -533 -64.4%
Slope rockfish complex north ¢/ 1602 1,086 -516 -32.2%
2028 N of 40°10" N. lat
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish 827 294 -533 -64.4%
Slope rockfish complex south c/ 699 688 -11 -1.6%
2027 N of 40°10" N. lat
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish 17 6 -11 -64.7%
Slope rockfish complex south ¢/ 696 686 -10 -1.4%
2028 S 0f 40°10’ N. lat
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish 17 6 -11 -64.7%

a/ Widow rockfish harvest specifications have not been adopted, the Alternative 1 ACLs represent the results of the
October 2025 assessment and Alternative 2 represent the results of the 2023 assessment, as shown in Table 16, of
Agenda Item F.3. GMT Report 1, November 2025

b/ chilipepper north of 40°10" N. lat. is managed under the shelf rockfish complex north of 40°10’ N. lat. and their
OFL/ABC/ACL contribute to the complex OFL/ABC/ACL total.

¢/ Rougheye/blackspotted rockfishes are managed under the slope rockfish complexes and their OFL/ABC/ACL
contribute to the complex OFL/ABC/ACL total

, widow, and yellowtail (north of 40°10" N. lat.) rockfishes, petrale sole, and shortspine thornyhead
relative to Alternative 1.
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1.4.4 Analysis relative to the PPA

The Council adopted Alternative 2 HCRs for, chilipepper, canary, rougheye/blackspotted, widow,
and yellowtail (north of 40°10" N. lat.). yelloweye rockfish rockfishes, petrale sole, and shortspine
thornyhead as their PPA for the 2027-28 harvest specifications.

The canary rockfish Alternative 2 HCR removes the 40-10 rule and increases ACLs by a little more
than sex percent over Alternative 1. Application of the 40- 10 rule is a policy decision by the
Council. Canary rockfish ACLs are generally underattained; however, even when the ACL is
underattained, individual sectors or vessels can be constrained by lower allocations. Removal of
the 40-10 rule may provide some relief to all fishing sectors and improve operational flexibility
and help to minimize socioeconomic impacts from this constraining stock.

The chilipepper Alternative 2 HCR is a constant ACL of 2,114 mt. After this biennium, the HCR
would revert back to ABC = ACL P* 0.45. Alternative 2 takes into account recent fishery
performance and allows for the fraction of unfished biomass to decrease at a slower rate than
Alternative 1, which may reduce the risk of decreasing harvest limits in the future Agenda Item
F.3.a, Supplemental GMT Report 1, November 2025).

The rougheye/blackspotted rockfish Alternative 2 HCR is a constant coastwide ACL of 300 mt for
2027-28 only and then reverts to the default HCR of ABC = ACL, P* 0.45 in 2029. The 300 mt
constant catch reflects the maximum mortality reported in the Estimated Discard and Catch of
Groundfish Species in the 2024 U.S. West Coast Fisheries (Somers et al, 2025) data product for
this stock. This stock is managed in the slope rockfish complexes north and south of 40°10’ N. lat.
and increases or decreases in the ACL affect the slope rockfish complexes by the amount
contributed to the complex OFL/ABC/ACL/ This HCR is meant as a precautionary step to address
the uncertainty that surrounds the estimate of biomass from the assessment’s and reduce the risk
of inadvertently overfishing the other stocks within the slope rockfish complexes (Agenda Item
F.3.a, Supplemental GMT Report 1, November 2025).

Widow Rockfish: Default HCRs and any alternative HCRs have not been adopted by the Council.
This section will be completed after the April 2026 Council meeting.

Under Alternative 2, the yelloweye rockfish HCR is a constant catch set at 85 mt, which is a
midpoint between the 2026 ACL and the 2027 Alternative 1 HCR ACL. The 2026 ACL is 56.6 mt
and the 2027 ACL under the default HCR is 113 mt; 85 mt provides a catch limit in the middle,
which provides some relief to the fishery with the higher ACLs while balancing a precautionary
approach After this biennium, yelloweye rockfish HCR would revert back to the default
(ABC=ACL, P* 0.40). The Council recognizes that the assessment (Johnston et al, 2025) indicates
that yelloweye rockfish is rebuilt?. The SSC noted that although this stock could be considered
rebuilt following this update assessment (fraction unfished = 0.443 in 2027), the particular life
history traits of yelloweye rockfish make it particularly vulnerable to fishing (Agenda Item G.3.a,
supplemental SSC Report 2, September 2025).).This HCR acknowledges uncertainty of the
assessment and is a conservative measure to maintain its positive biomass trajectory of the stock
as it comes out of its rebuilding period.

2 As noted by the SSC in Agenda Item G.3.a, Supplemental SSC Report 2, September 2025
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Under Alternative 2, the yellowtail rockfish (north of 40°10" N. lat.)HCR is an ad-hoc phase-in
approach to ramp down the ACL. In 2027, the HCR is ABC = ACL of 5,050 mt (one mt below the
OFL) and in 2028, the HCR uses a mid-point of the newly calculated OFL and ABC = ACL. After
this biennium, the HCR reverts to the default HCR (ABC = ACL, P* 0.45).The rationale for
selection of this alternative HCR reflects the Council’s concern of impact on the midwater trawl
fishery. The OFLs predicted from this assessment (Oken et al, 2025), which are based on full
attainment of the ACL, are only 20-24 percent above estimated catches in 2025 and 2026, and
thus, are likely to put constraints on individual commercial trawl vessel limits. This phase-in
approach would keep the ABC and ACL below the OFL and would provide the trawl fleet
immediate relief while transitioning to the lower limits Agenda Item F.3.a, Supplemental GMT
Report 1, November 2025).

The Alternative 2 HCR for shortspine thornyhead: is a constant catch ABC equals ACL of 902 mt
for both 2027 and 2028. This HCR 1is an ad-hoc phase in approach used to set a constant ABC =
ACL of 902 mt for 2027-28 only. The 2027 ABC/ACL is the ABC for 2026), The HCR would
revert back to the default HCR (ABC>ACL, P*0.45, 40-10 adjustment) after this biennium.
Shortspine thornyhead is a constraining stock in the groundfish fishery as it limits attainments of
other co-occurring stocks. Given that 2027-2028 ACLs are anticipated to constrain the commercial
fishery further, this approach may allow the fishery to adjust to lower limits without exceeding the
OFL by ramping down the ACL to the harvest specification amounts projected for 2029 and
beyond (Agenda Item F.3.a, Supplemental GMT Report 1, November 2025).

The Alternative 2 HCR for petrale sole is a constant ABC equals ACL of 2,489 mt for both 2027
and 2028. This ad-hoc phase in approach is for 2027-28 only and in the next biennium, the HCR
would revert to the default HCR of ABC = ACL , P* 0.45. Petrale sole is a highly attained stock.
Due to anticipated constraints to the fishery, particularly the bottom trawl fleet, this HCR allows
the fishery to adjust to lower limits without exceeding the OFL by ramping down the ACL to the
harvest specification amounts projected for 2029 and beyond (Agenda Item F.3.a, Supplemental
GMT Report 1, November 2025).

Conclusion:

Alternative 1 offers higher ACLs for yelloweye rockfish, chilipepper rockfish south of 40°10" N.
lat., the shelf rockfish complex north of 40°10’ N. lat., and the slope rockfish complexes north and
south of 40°10" N. lat. relative to Alternative 2. Alternative 2 offers higher ACLs for only canary
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2. Action Iltem 2: Area Management

In the biennial process, the Council may modify groundfish conservation areas (GCA) to address
such issues as waypoint corrections and other minor revisions, as appropriate. Geographic
coordinates (i.e. waypoints) for GCAs are listed in the Federal regulations at §660.70 - § 660.79,
Their associated fishing restrictions are found in the sector-specific management measures sections
at § 660.130, § 660.230, § 660.330, and § 660.360.

2.1 No Action

Under No Action, no modifications would be made to waypoints and area management area
boundaries. The modifications adopted by the Council in the 2025-26 biennial process correcting
specified in Agenda Item F.6.a Supplemental CDFW Report 1 June 2024 would remain. These
waypoint corrections improved the alignment of the 50-fathom (fm) Rockfish Conservation Areas
(RCA) boundary coordinates with chart-based depth contours off the coast of Bodega Bay,
California.

2.2 Alternative 1

Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Areas

Under Alternative 1, the Council is not considering GCA waypoint revisions. The Council is
considering a GCA modification to remove Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Areas (YRCA) off
the coasts of California and Oregon that have never been activated.

YRCAs are spatial area closures defined by a series of connected waypoints listed in 50 CFR
660.70 (Figure 1; see the NMFS Pacific Coast Non-Trawl Fishery Closures Map). The YRCAs
were generally designed around known hotspots for yelloweye rockfish, so these closures are
intended to limit incidental encounters with this species. YRCAs generally prohibit non-trawl gear
types, and can apply to the non-trawl commercial sector, recreational sector, or both. These areas
may be activated inseason and deactivated as needed to mitigate yelloweye rockfish mortality. The
first YRCAs were designed beginning in 2003 to reduce non-trawl impacts on yelloweye rockfish
by preventing effort in key habitat areas, existing as flexible management tools which can be
activated and deactivated as needed to support conservation objectives. The need, at the time of
their creation, was to reduce impacts on this rebuilding stock. Several YRCAs have never been
implemented but remain in Federal regulations as available tools.

There are 17 YRCAs in regulation off the west coast (Table 2-1): five off of Washington, seven
off of Oregon, and five off of California. As recommended by the GMT (Agenda Item F.8.a,
Supplemental GMT Report 1, November 2025), the Council is considering removing the YRCAs
in regulation that are not active and have never been active, which includes several YRCAs off
Oregon and California. The Council requested 10 YRCAs for inclusion within the range
considered for 2027-28 management measures, which are the Tillamook, Newport, Stonewall
Bank Expansions 1 and 2, Florence, Point St. George, South Reef, Reading Rock, Point Delgada
(North) and Southern Point Delgada YRCAs (Agenda Item F.8, Motions in Writing, November
2025) (§660.70 (g), (h), (§), (k), (1), and (n)-(r)). The remaining YRCAs are not considered at this
time. It is important to note many of the YRCAs that were requested for inclusion in the analysis
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(e.g., Tillamook, Newport, Florence, Heceta Bank) are also included in Federal Pacific halibut
regulations as detailed at 50 CFR 300.63(f).

There are three focal reasons for analyzing removal of the YRCAs listed above (in no particular
order):

1. The 2025 yelloweye rockfish stock assessment estimates that the stock’s spawning output
in now 40.1 percent of the unfished level and exceeds the management target of 40 percent,
signaling recovery after decades of rebuilding (Johnston et al., 2025).

2. There are other, more finely tuned management tools currently used in the non-trawl sector
that reduce impacts to yelloweye rockfish, such as prohibited retention, season and
Rockfish Conservation Areas (RCAs)?, and descending device requirements. YRCAs have
typically only been used when other management measures are not sufficient and as a
precautionary management approach to support rebuilding, hence the option to activate
YRCAs inseason.

3. Removal of YRCAs that have never been needed in the past, and are not likely to be needed
in the future would streamline regulations with presumably little to no impact on the stock
or the fishery.

Only a few YRCAs have ever been activated because other management measures have been
successful in mitigating yelloweye rockfish impacts, thus reducing the need for YRCA activation.
While active YRCAs focus specifically on reducing impacts to yelloweye rockfish, it is likely they
have historically benefitted the conservation of other groundfish, such as canary rockfish.

Brief History of YRCAs

In 2003, the North Coast Recreational (“C-Shaped”) YRCA off Washington (Figure 2) was
activated for recreational fishing and, in addition to prohibiting recreational activity, serves as a
voluntary avoidance area for commercial fixed gear fisheries. A voluntary avoidance area is a
community-based management tool in which the fishing community chooses not to fish in a
specific area to support management objectives, but are not compelled by law to do so. In 2007,
the North Coast Commercial and Salmon Troll YRCAs off Washington were implemented as well
as a portion of the Stonewall Bank YRCA off Oregon for recreational fisheries. At present, these
closures are still active.

3 RCAs are separate depth-based restrictions (rather than specific habitat/reef area closures) and have historically been
used to mitigate both trawl and non-trawl impacts on all groundfish species of concern, including yelloweye rockfish.
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Figure 2-1. North Coast/”C Shaped” YRCA off Washington

The South Coast YRCA off Washington was implemented in 2007 for recreational fishing and in
2009, the Westport Offshore YRCA off Washington was activated for recreational fishing. The
Westport and South Coast YRCAs were deactivated for recreational fisheries during the 2021-22
biennial process (Agenda [tem G.6.a, Supplemental WDEFW Report 1, April 2021). These two
YRCAs remain in regulation and are a voluntary avoidance for commercial fixed gear (§

660.230(d)(3), §660.230(d)(4), §660.330(d)(3), and §660.330(d)(4)).

In order to best summarize the YRCA status and history, there are three status “types” used in
Table 1, based on activity:

1.

2.

Active — Area defined in regulations as a currently active, mandatory area closure for the
recreational and/or commercial non-trawl sectors.

Inactive, previously active — Area defined in regulations, are not currently active closures
for either sector, but has been activated in the past. May currently exist as a voluntary
avoidance area.

Inactive, never active — Area defined in regulations, are not currently active and were
never active at any point for either sector.

There are two Options provided for Council consideration for YRCAs, summarized in Table 2-1,
and further described in the section below.
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Table 2-1. Summary of decision point for Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Areas (YRCA) under each Option,
status, and for which sector(s) each YRCA may apply

Name, Location Status Applicable sector Option 1 Option 2
. Recreational,
I\\IV(Xth Coast Recreational, Active Commercial fixed gear | No change | No change
(voluntary)
I\\chzth Coast Commercial, Active Commercial fixed gear | No change | No change
I\\chzth Coast Salmon Troll, Active Salmon troll vessels No change | No change
Recreational,
Westport, WA Inactive; previously active | Commercial Non-Trawl | No change | No change
(voluntary)
Recreational;
South Coast, WA Inactive; previously active | Commercial Non-Trawl | No change | No change
(voluntary)
Stonewall Bank, OR Active Recreational No change | No change
Stonewgll Bank - Inactive; never active Recreational No change Remov'e from
Expansion 1, OR regulations
Stonew:all Bank - Inactive; never active Recreational No change Remov.e from
Expansion 2, OR regulations
Tillamook, OR Inactive; never active Non-Trawl No change | No change
Newport, OR Inactive; never active Non-Trawl No change | No change
Florence, OR Inactive; never active Non-Trawl No change | No change
Heceta Bank, OR Active Commercial Non-Trawl | No change | No change
Point St. George, CA Inactive; never active Non-Trawl No change Remov'e from
regulations
South Reef, CA Inactive; never active Non-Trawl No change Remov'e from
regulations
Reading Rock, CA Inactive; never active Non-Trawl No change Remov.e from
regulations
Point Delgada (North), CA | Inactive; never active Non-Trawl No change Remov.e from
regulations
Southern Point Delgada, Inactive; never active Non-Trawl No change Remov'e from
CA regulations

Pacific Halibut Considerations

Several of the YRCAs off Oregon which fit the “inactive; never active” criteria are also defined
within Federal Pacific halibut regulations (50 CFR 300.63(f)). These are the Tillamook, Newport,
Florence, and Heceta Bank YRCAs. In order to remove these from regulations, the Council’s
recommendations would also have to proceed through Pacific halibut rulemaking processes, which
could jeopardize the 2027-28 groundfish harvest specifications process. These YRCAs, and other
YRCAs with additional complexity could be addressed through additional follow-on action, if
desired. Therefore, at this time, the YRCAs off Oregon that are also defined within Pacific halibut
regulations were analyzed but ultimately removed from Option 2. This leaves the remaining two
YRCAs off Oregon and all YRCAs off California for consideration.
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Option 1

Under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2, Option 1: YRCA regulations would remain the same.
Inactive YRCAs would be available within regulations (see Table 2-1, above) for implementation,
as appropriate.

Option 2

Under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2, Option 2: YRCAs that fit the inactive; never active criteria
and are not listed within Pacific halibut regulations would be removed from Federal regulations
((§660.70 (g), (h), (j), (k), (1), and (n)-(r)). These are the Point St. George, South Reef, Reading
Rock, Point Delgada (North), and Southern Point Delgada YRCAs (Table 2-1).

Under Option 2, following removal from Federal regulation, these YRCAs would no longer be
available as a management tool to activate as needed in the future, unless a specific rule were
passed to design and activate new YRCAs as was done under Amendment 16. No changes to the
status (i.e., active/inactive) or availability of any other YRCAs in regulations would occur under
Option 2.

The YRCAs were developed as a management tool that could be used to support rebuilding
objectives, within a suite of other tools (seasons and depth restrictions, prohibition, etc.). Yet, none
of the YRCAs under consideration for removal under Option 2 were ever deemed necessary during
rebuilding, when the stock was most vulnerable. Given the stock of yelloweye rockfish is no longer
overfished, it is unlikely that YRCAs, which were not necessary to effectively manage a rebuilding
stock, would be needed to effectively manage a healthy stock. Furthermore, their lack of use in
this recent rebuilding period indicates that these areas would not be useful in a hypothetical
rebuilding scenario for yelloweye rockfish in the future. It is also unknown if the areas which these
YRCAs were designed around still experience high encounter rates. Additionally, other
management tools (as described previously in this section) that have been successful in keeping
yelloweye rockfish mortality within the harvest limits will continue to be available. This change
is likely to streamline regulations with no anticipated impact to groundfish stocks.

Another aspect to consider is that the most recent assessment projected spawning stock biomass at
40.1 percent unfished in 2025, which only narrowly exceeds the management target of 40 percent.
While these YRCASs have never been activated while the stock was rebuilding, keeping the YRCAs
as a readily available tool could be useful as the Council considers allowing for some retention of
yelloweye rockfish in the near future. For example, if any unexpected trends in mortality were
identified, the Council could activate the YRCAs inseason to limit mortality. How effective these
YRCAs would be at limiting mortality is unknown.

2.3 Lasuen Knoll

The Council is considering a removing the 150 fathom boundary line around Lasuen Knoll (50
CFR 660.73(s))in southern California from Federal regulations. This seamount is between the
mainland, near Newport Beach, CA and Santa Catalina Island. The commercial Non-Trawl RCA
boundaries south of 34°27' N. lat., the area where Lasuen Knoll is, extend from the 100 fm
bathymetric line to the 150 fm depth contour Table 2a (South) to Part 660, Subpart E, Title 50).
However, there are no coordinates for a 100 fm and the 150 fm depth contours around Lasuen
Knoll defined in Federal regulations because the area between the 100 fm and 150fm depth contour
is too narrow to be effectively enforced. Without a defined 100 fathom boundary line, the 100-150
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fm closure around Lasuen Knoll is not enforceable. There are no rockfish species of concern that
require protection around Lasuen Knoll, therefore, the 150 fm line is not needed and could be
removed to reduce regulatory complexity and confusion among fishermen regarding whether or
not the knoll is open to fishing. As reference, the Council adopted a similar measure in November
2023 for Osborne Bank, which is another protected bank in southern California with enforcement
concerns. The GMT noted in their statement, Agenda Item E.9.a, Supplemental GMT Report 2,
November 2023, “fo reduce regulatory complexity the GMT does not find it necessary to
implement the 150 fathom RCA around Osborn Bank at this time”.

For clarification and simplification of Federal regulations, options to change the language in the
citation are presented below (red underlined text indicates GMT-proposed addition):

e Option 1 (SQ): “100 fm line — 150 fm line (also applies around islands and banks).”
e Option 2:100 fm line-150 fm line (also applies around islands and banks except for
Lasuen Knoll and Osborne Bank).”

RCA Regulatory Text

Federal non-trawl trip limit tables text would also need to be changed to reflect the proposed
revision (i.e., Table 2a (North) to Part 660,Subpart E, Title 50, Table 2a (South) to Part 660,
Subpart E, Title 50, Table 3a (North) to Part 660, Subpart F, Title 50, Table 3a (South) to Part 660,
Subpart F, Title 50). These tables state, “see appropriate state regulations for state closures,”
however, the states generally have designed their regulations to extend some Federal regulations
(including waypoints) into state waters using their respective authority to govern state waters. The
circular regulatory language is confusing to stakeholders and could create enforcement challenges.
Options to clarify the regulatory text follow (red underlined text indicates proposed replacement):

e Option 1: Maintain the current language in the Federal non-trawl trip limit tables “The
Non-Trawl RCA is an area closed to fishing with particular non-trawl gear types, as
defined at § 660.11. Non-Trawl RCA boundaries apply in the EEZ only, see appropriate
state regulations for state closures. Non-Trawl RCA boundaries may be revised via
inseason action, therefore, users should refer back to this table throughout the year.”

e Option 2: Revise the language in the Federal non-trawl trip limit tables to “The Non-Trawl
RCA is an area closed to fishing with particular non-trawl gear types, as defined at §
660.11. Non-Trawl RCA boundaries apply in the EEZ only, see—appropriate—state
regulationsfor-state-closures, however state regulations may enforce RCA boundaries in
state waters; see appropriate state regulations. Non-Trawl RCA boundaries may be revised
via inseason action, therefore, users should refer back to this table throughout the year.”

The regulation text, paired with changes to state regulations, would allow for continuous
management of fathom-based RCA lines across jurisdictions. Fishery participants would then be
able to download the fathom lines from a single site and enforcement could continue to enforce
the RCA single unit as opposed to two separate closures. These changes would provide positive
impacts to industry as it simplifies regulatory language.
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3. Action Item 3: Annual Catch Limit
Deductions

ACL deductions, called off-the-top deductions (hereinafter called set-asides), are an estimated
amount of yield from an actively managed stock or stock complex to account for groundfish
mortality in the Pacific Coast Treaty Tribe fisheries, scientific research, non-groundfish target
fisheries (hereinafter, incidental open access fisheries), and, as necessary, EFPs. These amounts
are estimated each biennium, as described below. The Council does not directly manage these
fisheries and has not identified specific management measures that could be implemented in the
case where a set-aside is exceeded, with the exception that EFP activities may be terminated by
NMEFS if a set-aside for a species is reached. However, for the non-groundfish fisheries, the total
attainment of a set-aside may not be known until the following year when the annual groundfish
mortality report (i.e., the GEMM) is produced.

3.1 No Action

The 2025 methodology to calculate off-the-top set asides is briefly described below. Full details
are available in the 2025-26 Council analytical document. Table 3-1 presents the set asides under
No Action

Tribal Fishery: Tribal fishery values are established under Treaty provisions as well as specific
requests.

Exempted Fishing Permits: EFP set-asides are estimated and requested by the EFP permit holder
to cover anticipated EFP-specific groundfish mortality. EFP set-asides were not requested for the
2025-26 biennium, therefore all amounts are 0 mt.

Research: Research set-asides are adopted to account for anticipated groundfish mortality in
research fisheries, which include the NMFS trawl survey, International Pacific Halibut
Commission (IPHC) longline survey, and other Federal and state research. Research set-asides are
set based on a ten-year rolling maximum, * which is derived from the GEMM data.

Incidental Open Access (IOA): IOA set-asides are for commercial fisheries® that do not target,
but catch groundfish incidentally.® Under No Action, the IOA set-asides are a ten-year rolling
maximum, ’ which is derived from the GEMM data.

4 See pcouncil.org/documents/2023/11/e-7-a-supplemental-gmt-report-2-2.pdf/ for additional detail.

5 1OA fisheries on the west coast include California state managed species (e.g., California halibut), coastal pelagic
species, highly migratory species, salmon troll, Pacific halibut, Dungeness crab, pink shrimp, ridgeback prawn.

¢ Longnose and big skate were managed within complexes until 2009 and 2015, respectively, and therefore, the
maximums are from only those years where sorting was required.

7 pcouncil.org/documents/2023/11/e-7-a-supplemental-gmt-report-2-2.pdf/ for additional detail.
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Table 3-1. No Action: 2025 off-the-top deduction set-asides in for tribal, exempted fishing permits (EFP),
research, incidental open access (IOA), and the set-aside totals metric tons (mt) for each managed stock and
stock complex and fishery management unit (FMU).

Tribal EFP | Research | I0A Sum (mt)
Stock FMU (mt) (mt) (mt) (mt)
QUILLBACK ROCKFISH California 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1
YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH Coastwide 8.0 0.0 2.92 3.9 14.82
Arrowtooth flounder Coastwide 2,041.0 0.0 13 2,095
Big skate Coastwide 15.0 0.0 5.5 38.9 59.4
Black rockfish Washington 18.0 0.0 0.6 18.6
Black rockfish California 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.2 1.3
Bocaccio S of 40°10" N. lat. 0.0 0.0 5.6 2.2 7.8
Cabezon S of 42° N. lat. 0.0 0.0 0 0.6 0.6
California scorpionfish S of 34°27' N. lat. 0.0 0.0 0.8 1.2 2
Canary rockfish Coastwide 50.0 0.0 10.1 2.8 62.9
Chilipepper S 0f 40°10" N. lat. 0.0 0.0 14.1 13.2 273
Cowcod S 0f 40°10" N. lat. 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.1 10.1
Darkblotched rockfish Coastwide 5.0 0.0 8.5 10.7 242
Dover sole Coastwide 1,497.0 0.0 61.9 25.2 1,584.1
English sole Coastwide 200.0 0.0 8 6.6 214.6
Lingcod N of 40°10" N. lat. 250.0 0.0 17.7 13.4 281.1
Lingcod S 0f 40°10" N. lat. 0.0 0.0 32 8.7 11.9
Longnose skate Coastwide 220.0 0.0 14.7 15.9 250.6
Longspine thornyhead N of 34°27' N. lat. 30.0 0.0 18.4 1.3 49.7
Longspine thornyhead S of 34°27' N. lat. 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.2 1.5
Pacific cod Coastwide 500.0 0.0 0.8 0.6 501.4
Pacific Ocean perch N of 40°10" N. lat. 130.0 0.0 54 10.1 145.5
Pacific spiny dogfish Coastwide 275.0 0.0 41.9 6.7 323.6
Pacific whiting b/ Coastwide 51,716 0.0 750 1500 53,996
Petrale sole Coastwide 290.0 0.0 24.1 4.4 318.5
Sablefish Nof 36°N. lat. See Section 9.1.1
Sablefish S of 36°N. lat. See Section 9.3.1
Shortspine thornyhead Coastwide 50.0 0.0 16.3 5.7
Splitnose rockfish S 0of 40°10" N. Iat. 0.0 0.0 11.2 2.9
Starry flounder Coastwide 2.0 0.0 0.6 14.1
Widow rockfish Coastwide 200.0 0.0 17.3
Yellowtail rockfish N of 40°10" N. lat. | 1,000.0 0.0 20.6 4.5
Stock Complexes
Nearshore rockfish complex north | N of 40°10" N. lat. L5 0.0 0.5 1.1 3.1
Nearshore rockfish complex south | S of 40°10’ N. lat. 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.8 2.5
Shelf rockfish complex north N of 40°10" N. lat. 30.0 0.0 15.3 20.5 65.8
Shelf rockfish complex south S 0of 40°10" N. Iat. 0.0 0.0 15.1 11.5 26.6
Slope rockfish complex north N of 40°10" N. lat. 36.0 0.0 10.5 11.5 58.0
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Tribal EFP | Research | I0A Sum (mt)

Stock FMU (mt) (mt) (mt) (mt)

Slope rockfish complex south S 0f 40°10" N. lat. 0.0 0.0 18.2 0.9 19.1
Other fish complex Coastwide 0.0 0.0 0.1 9.7 9.8
Other flatfish complex Coastwide 60.0 0.0 23.6 87.7 171.3
OR black/blue/deacon rockfish Oregon 0.0 0.0 0.1 L.5 1.6
OR cabezon/kelp greenling Oregon 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.7 0.8
WA cabezon/kelp greenling Washington 2.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 2.4

3.2 Alternative 1:

The Council approved a new methodology to calculate research and IOA set-asides as described
in Agenda Item F.8.a, Supplemental GMT Report 1, November 2025 and summarized in the text
below. The preliminary draft 2027-28 off-the-top deductions are shown in Table 3-2. All values
shown are subject to revision.

Tribal Fishery: The Treaty Tribe 2027-28 set-asides (Agenda Item F.8.a, Supplemental Tribal
Report 1, November 2025) were adopted by the Council in November 2025. The amounts are the
same as No Action except for yelloweye rockfish. For that stock, the Tribes are requesting an
increase from 8 mt to 16 mt under Alternative 1.

Exempted Fishing Permits (EFP): For the 2027-28 biennium, no EFP set-asides were requested
for any stock or stock complex.

Research: The Council adopted a 5-year rolling median research mortality as the 2027-28 research
set-aside for individual stocks and stock complexes (Agenda Item F.8.a, Supplemental GMT
Reports 1 and Report 4, November 2025) with the exception of yelloweye rockfish. The Council
adopted the GMT recommendation to set the yelloweye rockfish research set-aside as 2.92 mt to
accommodate research needs The research set-aside values were obtained from the most recent
GEMM(Agenda Item G.1.b, NWFSC Report 2, September 2025). 8,

IOA: The Council adopted a 5-year rolling median research mortality, as reported in the GEMM,
as the 2027-28 research set-aside for individual stocks and stock complexes (Agenda Item F.8.a,
Supplemental GMT Reports 1 and Report 4, November 2025

Table 3-2. Alternative 1: Draft 2027-28 off-the-top deduction set-asides in for tribal, exempted fishing permits
(EFP), research, incidental open access (IOA) in metric tons (mt). All values are considered preliminary

Tribal EFP | Research | I0A Sum (mt)
Stock FMU (mt) (mt) (mt) (mt)
QUILLBACK ROCKFISH California 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0
YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH Coastwide 16.0 0.0 2.92 1.4 20.3
Arrowtooth flounder Coastwide 2,041.0 0.0 8 18.9 2,067.9
Big skate Coastwide 15.0 0.0 2.6 31.6 49.2
Black rockfish Washington 18.0 0.0 0.6 0 18.6

8 The GEMM product reports estimated mortality based on the most recently completed full year, i.e., 2024 is reported
in 2025. These estimates are used as guidance for setting of the next biennium’s off the top set asides.
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Tribal EFP | Research | 10A Sum (mt)

Stock FMU (mt) (mt) (mt) (mt)

Black rockfish California 0.0 0.0 0 0.3 0.3
Bocaccio S 0f 40°10" N. lat. 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.6 33
Cabezon S of 42° N. lat. 0.0 0.0 0 0.6 0.6
California scorpionfish S of 34°27' N. lat. 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.7
Canary rockfish Coastwide 50.0 0.0 4.4 2.1 56.5
Chilipepper S 0of 40°10" N. Iat. 0.0 0.0 5.4 0.3 5.7
Cowcod S 0f 40°10" N. lat. 0.0 0.0 0.5 0 0.5
Darkblotched rockfish Coastwide 5.0 0.0 2.5 13.7 21.2
Dover sole Coastwide 1,497.0 0.0 44.6 49 1,546.5
English sole Coastwide 200.0 0.0 4.8 7.2 212.0
Lingcod N of 40°10" N. lat. 250.0 0.0 6.7 12.1 268.8
Lingcod S 0f 40°10" N. lat. 0.0 0.0 0.8 1.4 2.2
Longnose skate Coastwide 220.0 0.0 12.3 10.2 242.5
Longspine thornyhead N of 34°27' N. lat. 30.0 0.0 14.4 0 44.4
Longspine thornyhead S of 34°27' N. lat. 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.2 1.0
Pacific cod Coastwide 500.0 0.0 0.1 500.1
Pacific Ocean perch N of 40°10" N. lat. 130.0 0.0 3.8 135.8
Pacific spiny dogfish Coastwide 275.0 0.0 8 4.9 287.9
Pacific whiting b/ Coastwide - - 750 750 1,500.0
Petrale sole Coastwide 322.0 0.0 15.7 3.2 340.9
Sablefish Nof 36°N. lat. See § 9.1.1

Sablefish S of 36°N. lat. See § 9.3.1

Shortspine thornyhead Coastwide 50.0 0.0 9.3 34 62.7
Splitnose rockfish S 0of 40°10" N. Iat. 0.0 0.0 4.1 0 4.1
Starry flounder Coastwide 2.0 0.0 0 12.7 14.7
Widow rockfish Coastwide 200.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 200.6
Yellowtail rockfish N of 40°10" N. lat. | 1,000.0 0.0 4.9 2 1,006.9
Stock Complexes

Nearshore rockfish complex north | N of 40°10" N. lat. 1.5 0.0 0.1 0.6 2.2
Nearshore rockfish complex south | S of 40°10" N. lat. 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.4 1.9
Shelf rockfish complex north N of 40°10" N. lat. 30.0 0.0 8.9 9.7 48.6
Shelf rockfish complex south S 0of 40°10" N. Iat. 0.0 0.0 9.4 0.4 9.8
Slope rockfish complex north N of 40°10" N. lat. 36.0 0.0 5.0 9.1 50.1
Slope rockfish complex south S 0of 40°10" N. Iat. 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.2 1.5
Other fish complex Coastwide 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 4.0
Other flatfish complex Coastwide 60.0 0.0 18.6 46.9 125.5
OR black/blue/deacon rockfish Oregon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.5
OR cabezon/kelp greenling Oregon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2
WA cabezon/kelp greenling Washington 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0
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3.3 Alternative 2

The Alternative 2 off-the-top deductions are the same as under Alternative 1

3.4 Comparison of Off-the Top Deductions under Alternative 1 and Alternative

2

Between No Action and Alternative 1, changes were made to Tribal, research, and IOA set-asides.
Tribal set-asides are discussed in Chapter 4. The Groundfish Management Team analyzed the
needs of the fishery for the 2027-28 biennium in Agenda Item F.8.a, Supplemental GMT Report
4, November 2025, which is incorporated by reference, and determined modifications were needed
to the research and IOA set-asides. The GMT, based on that analysis, recommended reducing
research and IOA set-asides as shown in Table 3-3

Table 3-3. Comparison of the No Action and Alternative 1 research and IOA set-asides, including the percent
increase and estimated tonnage to the fishery. total GMT. Research and IOA Set-asides summed for

conciseness.
No Action Alt 1 Resultant
Species Area Reslegl:h + Research + | . "/A) Additional
10A (mt) incr./decr. . Tonnage to
(mt) Fishery HG (mt)

QUILLBACK ROCKFISH California 0.1 0.0 | -100.0% +0.1
YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH Coastwide 6.7 4.3 -35.8% +2.4
Arrowtooth flounder Coastwide 543 26.9 -50.5% +27.4
Big skate Coastwide 53.6 34.2 -36.2% +19.4
Black rockfish California 1.2 0.3 -75.0% +0.9
Black rockfish Washington 1.0 0.6 -40.0% +0.4
Bocaccio S of 40°10" N. lat. 7.7 33 -57.1% +4.4
Cabezon S of 42° N. lat. 1.5 0.6 -60.0% +0.9
California scorpionfish S of 34°27' N. lat. 2.3 0.7 -69.6% +1.6
Canary rockfish Coastwide 13.9 6.5 -53.2% +7.4
Chilipepper S of 40°10" N. lat. 27.2 5.7 -79.0% +21.5
Cowcod S of 40°10" N. lat. 10.1 0.5 -95.0% +9.6
Darkblotched rockfish Coastwide 17.8 16.2 -9.0% +1.6
Dover sole Coastwide 87.1 49.5 -43.2% +37.6
English sole Coastwide 20.7 12.0 -42.0% +8.7
Lingcod N of 40°10' N. lat. 36.5 18.8 -48.5% +17.7
Lingcod S of 40°10" N. lat. 8.9 22 -75.3% +6.7
Longnose skate Coastwide 37.4 22.5 -39.8% +14.9
Longspine thornyhead N of 34°27' N. lat. 19.7 14.4 -26.9% +5.3
Longspine thornyhead S of 34°27' N. lat. 1.8 1.0 -44.4% +0.8
Pacific cod Coastwide 0.9 0.2 -77.8% +0.8
Pacific ocean perch N of 40°10' N. lat. 9.3 5.8 -37.6% +3.5
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No Action Alt 1 Resultant
Species Area Resleglzh + Research + | % Additional
10A (mt) incr./decr. - Tonnage to
(mt) Fishery HG (mt)
Pacific spiny dogfish Coastwide 52.8 12.9 -75.6% +39.9
Petrale sole Coastwide 28.9 18.9 -34.6% +10.0
Sablefish b/ N of 36° N. lat. 59.3 40.7 -31.4% +18.6
Sablefish S of 36° N. lat. 27.7 12.0 -56.7% +15.7
Shortspine thornyhead Coastwide 29.6 12.7 -57.1% +16.9
Splitnose rockfish S of 40°10" N. lat. 14.1 4.1 -70.9% +10.0
Starry flounder Coastwide 24.4 12.7 -48.0% +11.7
Widow rockfish Coastwide 18.3 0.6 -96.7% +17.7
Yellowtail rockfish N of 40°10' N. lat. 25.0 6.9 -72.4% +18.1
Stock Complexes
Nearshore rockfish complex north | N of 40°10" N. lat. 1.3 0.7 -46.2% +0.6
Nearshore rockfish complex south | S of 40°10’ N. lat. 34 1.9 -44.1% +1.5
Shelf rockfish complex north N of 40°10" N. lat. 71.0 18.6 -73.8% +52.4
Shelf rockfish complex south S of 40°10" N. lat. 25.7 13.4 -47.9% +12.3
Slope rockfish complex north N of 40°10" N. lat. 23.2 14.1 -39.2% +9.2
Slope rockfish complex south S of 40°10" N. lat. 19.0 1.5 -92.1% +17.5
Other fish complex Coastwide 10.3 4.0 -61.2% +6.3
Other flatfish complex Coastwide 110.9 65.5 -40.9% +45.5
OR black/blue/deacon rockfish Oregon 1.3 0.5 -61.5% +0.8
OR cabezon/kelp greenling Oregon 0.8 0.2 -75.0% +0.6
WA cabezon/kelp greenling Washington 0.4 0.0 | -100.0% +0.4
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4. Action Iltem 4: Tribal Management
Measures

4.1 No Action

The Washington Coastal Tribes (Makah, Quileute, Hoh, and Quinault) conducted their groundfish
fisheries in 2025 with the allocations and management measures as described in Table 4-1. Under
No Action, all tribal fisheries are managed not to exceed set-asides. Trip limits are subject to
inseason adjustments in order to utilize tribal allocations and HGs. Full rockfish retention
programs, where all overfished and marketable rockfish are retained, as well as a Makah trawl
observer program, were in place to provide catch accountability. Federal publications regarding
tribal management measures for 2025 & 2026 are found in 50 CFR 660.50 and are summarized in
Table 4-1. The No Action tribal allocations, set-asides, and estimated 2025 mortality are outlined
are outlined in Table 4-2. For more information on the relation of tribal fisheries to the council
process, consult sections 6.2.5 and 6.3.2.1 of the Groundfish Fishery Management Plan.

Table 4-1. No Action. Tribal fishery management measures and regulations.

Tribal Management Measures

Black rockfish: For the commercial harvest of black rockfish off Washington State, the treaty Indian
Tribes’ harvest guideline is set at 30,000 Ibs. for the area north of Cape Alava, WA (48°09.50° N. lat.) and
10,000 1bs. for the area between Destruction Island, WA (47°40” N. lat.) and Leadbetter Point, WA
(46°38.17° N. lat.). This harvest guideline applies and is available to the Pacific Coast treaty Indian Tribes.
There are no tribal harvest restrictions for black rockfish in the area between Cape Alava and Destruction
Island.

Sablefish: The sablefish allocation to Pacific coast treaty Indian Tribes is 10 percent of the sablefish ACL
for the area north of 36° N. lat. and is reduced by 1.9 percent for estimated discard mortality.

Pacific whiting: the tribal allocation is 17.5% of the United States Total Allowed Catch (TAC).
Arrowtooth flounder: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 2,041 mt.

Big skate: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 15 mt.
Canary rockfish: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 50 mt.
Washington cabezon/kelp greenling complex: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 2 mt.

Darkblotched rockfish: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of Smt.

Dover sole: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 1,497 mt.
English sole: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 200 mt.
Lingcod: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 250 mt.

Longnose skate: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 220 mt.
Longspine thornyhead: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 30 mt.

Nearshore rockfish: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 1.5 mt.

Other Flatfish: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 60 mt
Pacific cod: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 500 mt.
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Pacific ocean perch: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 130 mt.
Pacific spiny dogfish: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 275 mt.

Petrale sole: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 290 mt.
Shelf rockfish: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 30 mt.
Shortspine thornyhead: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 50 mt.

Slope rockfish: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 36 mt.
Starry flounder: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 2 mt.
Yelloweye rockfish: are managed to an annual tribal harvest guideline of 8mt.

Yellowtail rockfish: Yellowtail rockfish taken in the directed tribal mid-water trawl fisheries are subject
to a catch limit of 1,000 mt for the entire fleet, per year.

Widow rockfish: Widow rockfish taken in the directed tribal midwater trawl fisheries are subject to a catch
limit of 200 mt for the entire fleet, per year.

Specific Management Measures & Trip Limits
Rockfish: Full retention. Rockfish taken during open competition tribal commercial fisheries for Pacific
halibut would not be subject to trip limits.

Makah Tribe bottom trawl fisheries: Bottom trawl vessels are restricted to small footrope trawl gear.

Nearshore rockfish: 300 Ib. per trip limit per species or species group, or to the non-tribal LE trip limit for
those species if those limits are less restrictive than 300 Ib. per trip.

Shelf rockfish and slope rockfish: Redstripe rockfish are subject to an 800 Ib. trip limit. Shelf (excluding
redstripe rockfish), and Slope Rockfish groups are subject to a 300 Ib. trip limit per species or species
group, or to the non-tribal LEFG trip limit for those species if those limits are less restrictive than 300 Ib.
per trip. LEFG trip limits are specified in the regulations (Table 2 (North) in 660.00 Subpart E)

Other rockfish: 300 Ib. per trip limit per species or species group, or to the non-tribal LE trip limit for those
species if those limits are less restrictive than 300 Ib. per trip.

Flatfish and other fish (small footrope bottom trawl): For Dover sole, English sole, other flatfish, and
arrowtooth flounder trip limits will be established in tribal regulation only and adjusted in-season to stay
within the overall harvest targets and overfished species limits.

Spiny dogfish are managed within the LE trip limits for non-tribal fisheries.
Yelloweye rockfish: All tribal fisheries are subject to a 200 Ib. trip limit.

EFH: EFH closures in tribal U&A fishing areas do not apply to tribal fisheries
RCA: RCA closures in tribal U&A fishing areas do not apply to tribal fisheries

Monitoring: The Makah Tribe operates a shoreside observer program in the Tribal whiting fishery and an
at-sea observer program in the Tribal midwater and bottom trawl fisheries to monitor and enforce Makah
management measures.

Reporting: VMS declarations are required for Tribal trawl vessels only.

4.1.1 Impacts

Under No Action, set-asides were not exceeded.

The projected groundfish mortality for 2025 is shown in Table 4-2
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Table 4-2. No Action: Projected 2025 groundfish mortality in tribal fisheries.

Species Treaty HGs and set- 2025 Total
asides (2025) (mt) Mortality (mt)
Arrowtooth flounder 2,041 4
Black rockfish (WA) a/ 18.14 .01
Big Skate 15 4
Canary rockfish b/ 50 8.2
Darkblotched rockfish 5 0
Dover sole 1,497 1.3
English sole 200 0
Lingcod 250 90.6
Longnose skate 220 7.6
Longspine thornyhead 30 0
Pacific cod 500 39
Pacific ocean perch 130 0.4
Pacific whiting (17.550/1’(7)E§FAC) 525
Petrale sole b/ 290 289.4
Sablefish north of 36° N. lat. 2,869 (10% of TAC) 600.1
Shortspine thornyhead b/ 50 4.1
Starry flounder 2 0
Pacific spiny dogfish 275 18.8
Widow rockfish 200 14.7
Yellowtail rockfish 1,000 41.8
Yelloweye rockfish 8 4.2
Nearshore rockfish complex north of 40°10" N. lat. 1.5 1
Slope rockfish complex north of 40°10" N. lat. 30 3.2
Shelf rockfish complex, north of 40°10’ N. lat. 36 5.8
Other flatfish complex 60 1
Cabezon/kelp greenling complex (WA) 2 0

a/ The treaty harvest guideline of black rockfish is set at 30,000 Ibs. north of Cape Alava and 10,000 Ibs. between
Destruction Island and Leadbetter Point (50 CFR 660.50(f)(1)).

b/ In 2026, the treaty harvest guidelines of canary rockfish, petrale sole, and shortspine thornyhead were increased
from the listed values to 54.7 mt, 322.5 mt, and 54.4 mt respectively; per the emergency rule published on January

21,2026 (91 FR 2714)

4.2 Alternative 1

Under Alternative 1, the Council would adopt the Tribe’s requested treaty harvest guidelines and
set-asides for 2027 & 2028. Since their submission in November 2025 under briefing book items
F.8.a Supplemental Tribal Report 1 and F.8.a Supplemental Tribal Report 2, the requested treaty
harvest guidelines and set-asides for 2027 and 2028 have been further refined. Currently, the
harvest guidelines are identical to the No Action for all fisheries, with the exception of yelloweye
rockfish and petrale sole.

In November 2025, the Tribes requested that their set-aside for petrale sole be kept at the level set
in 2026, per the emergency rule published on January 21%, 2026 (91 FR 2714). The Tribes also
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requested that their set-aside for yelloweye rockfish be increased to 16mt, which is twice the
amount adopted for the 2025-26 biennium, with recognition of the projected rebuilding of this
species. Additionally, the species-specific management measure for yelloweye rockfish increases
the landing limit from 100 Ibs for commercial sale and 100 Ibs for Ceremonial and Subsistence
use, to 400 lbs for commercial sale and 100 Ibs for Ceremonial and Subsistence use.

Table 4-3 displays the requested treaty harvest guidelines and set-asides as currently intended by
the Tribes. Alternative 1 would implement these set-asides and harvest guidelines in 2027 - 28,
though the exact values for Pacific whiting and sablefish would be updated with the new harvest
specifications for 2027-28

Under Alternative 1, all tribal fisheries will be managed as under No Action, i.e., not to exceed
set-asides. Trip limits will be subject to inseason adjustments in order to utilize tribal allocations
and HGs. Full rockfish retention programs, where all marketable rockfish are retained, as well as
a Makah trawl observer program, will remain in place to provide catch accountability. Federal
publications regarding tribal management measures for 2027-28 will be identical to those found in
50 CFR 660.50 and summarized in Table 4-1, apart from pertinent updates as discussed in this
Alternative.

Table 4-3. Alternative 1. Requested Treaty harvest guidelines and set-asides for 2027-28.

Species Tre.aty HGs and set-
asides (2025) (mt)
Arrowtooth flounder 2,041
Black rockfish (WA) a/ 18.14
Big Skate 15
Canary rockfish 50
Darkblotched rockfish 5
Dover sole 1,497
English sole 200
Lingcod 250
Longnose skate 220
Longspine thornyhead 30
Pacific cod 500
Pacific ocean perch 130
Pacific whiting 17.5% of TAC
Petrale sole 322
Sablefish north of 36° N. lat. 10% of TAC
Shortspine thornyhead 50
Starry flounder 275
Pacific spiny dogfish 2
Widow rockfish 100
Yellowtail rockfish 1,000
Yelloweye rockfish 16
Nearshore rockfish complex north of 40°10’ N. lat. 1.5
Slope rockfish complex north of 40°10" N. lat. 36
Shelf rockfish complex, north of 40°10’ N. lat. 30
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Other flatfish complex 60
Cabezon/kelp greenling complex (WA) 2
a/ The treaty harvest guideline of black rockfish is set at 30,000 Ibs. north of Cape Alava and 10,000 lbs. between
Destruction Island and Leadbetter Point (50 CFR 660.50(f)(1)).

b/ Treaty fisheries for yelloweye rockfish will be subject to a 500 1b. trip limit; 400 lbs for commercial sale and 100
Ibs for Ceremonial and Subsistence use.
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6. Action Iltem 6: Annual Catch Target

An annual catch target (ACT)? is an accountability measure that can be used to set a harvest target
below the ACL (see §4.7 of PEMC, 2023). This is distinct from a fishery HG, which is the ACL
as reduced by specified off-the-top deductions for tribal, research, EFP, and IOA harvest. An ACT
is a useful management tool for cases where there is high uncertainty in inseason catch monitoring,
if there is concern regarding exceeding an ACL, and other conservation concerns. Since the ACT
is a target and not a limit, it can be used in lieu of HGs or strategically to accomplish other
management objectives. ACTs are set for recreational copper rockfish south of 34°27" N. lat.,
shortspine thornyhead north of 34°27" N. lat., and yelloweye rockfish. The yelloweye ACT is
discussed in the context of the allocation structure for that stock in Section 10.1

6.1 Recreational Copper Rockfish South of 34°27' N. lat.
6.1.1 No Action

Copper rockfish south of 34° 27' N. lat. is subject to a recreational sector ACT equal to the “sub-
ACL South” value specific to this area, as produced by the 2023 copper rockfish stock assessment
(Wetzel et al., 2023)1% Table 6-1 shows the 2025 harvest specifications and the estimated,
preliminary, mortality information. An estimated 92 percent of the ACT was attained

Table 6-1. No Action: 2025 California copper rockfish south of 34°27' N. lat. recreational preliminary estimated
mortality compared to the recreational annual catch target (ACT). As reference, the total estimated mortality
of the copper rockfish contribution to the nearshore rockfish complex south of 40°10' N. lat. and the overall
complex mortality of the annual catch limit (ACL) of the nearshore rockfish complex south of 40°10’ N. lat. are
included. Values in metric tons (mt). Data from PacFIN and CDFW 2/12/2026.

2025 Percent
2025 (mt) | mortality | attainment
Nearshore Rockfish Complex S of 40°10’ N. lat. (mt) (%)
ACL 929 456 49%
Copper rockfish ACL Contribution 125 51 41%
Recreational ACT south of 34°27' N. lat. 15.8 14.6 92%

6.1.2 Alternative 1

The recreational ACTs for copper rockfish south of 34° 27' N. lat. under Alternative 1 are shown
in Table 6-2. As discussed above at Section 6.1, this ACT is set equal to a “sub-ACL” which is
proportional to the stock’s estimated biomass south of 34°27' N. lat. For 2027 the estimated
biomass is 20.1 mt and in 2028 it is 22.0 mt. (Table 30, Wetzel et al, 2023)!!,

® 50 CFR 660.11 and 50 CFR 600.310(g)(4)

10 Wetzel, C.R., M.H. Monk, J. Coates. 2023. Status of copper rockfish (Sebastes caurinus) along the U.S. California
coast south of Point Conception in 2023. Pacific Fishery Management Council, Portland, Oregon. 323 p.

' Wetzel, C.R., M.H. Monk, J. Coates. 2023. Status of copper rockfish (Sebastes caurinus) along the U.S. California
coast south of Point Conception in 2023. Pacific Fishery Management Council, Portland, Oregon. 323 p.
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Table 6-2. Alternative 1: Draft California copper rockfish south of 34°27' N. lat. recreational annual catch
target (ACT) in respect to the Alternative 1 overfishing limit (OFL) and acceptable biological catches (ABC)
for the nearshore rockfish complex south of 40°10’ N. lat. Values in metric tons (mt).

T(;e:alr;'h;l:elaliockﬁsh Complex S of 2027 (mt) | 2028 (mt)
OFL 1,145 1,145
ABC 929 924
ACL 928 924
HG 925.6 921.7
Copper rockfish ACL Contribution 127.8 129.1
ACT south of 34°27' N. lat. 20.1 22.0

6.1.3 Alternative 2

Copper rockfish is not considered under Alternative 2

6.2 Shortspine Thornyhead North of 34° 27' N. lat.

6.2.1 No Action

The non-trawl ACT for shortspine thornyhead north of 34°27" N. lat. is 25 percent of the coastwide
non-trawl allocation (Agenda Item F.5.a. Supplemental GMT Report 2. April 2024), which
equated to 67 mt in 2025 (Table 6-3). The ACT was not exceeded for shortspine thornyhead north
of 34°27' N. lat. based on preliminary data (1/06/2026).

Table 6-3. No Action: Preliminary estimated mortality of shortspine thornyhead as compared to the non-trawl
allocation and the annual catch target (ACT) for the non-trawl sector north of 34°27’ N. lat. PacFIN 1/06/2026

) 2025 Percent
Shortspine thornyhead 2025 (mt) | mortality | attainment
north of 34°27' N. lat. (mt) (%)
Coastwide non-trawl allocation 267 106.7 40%
Non-trawl ACT north of 34°27' N. lat. 67 56.2 84%

6.2.2 Alternative 1

The non-trawl ACT for shortspine thornyhead north of 34°27' N. lat. under Alternative 1 is the
same as No Action, 25 percent of the coastwide non-trawl allocation (Agenda Item F.5.a,
Supplemental GMT Report 2, April 2024), which equates to 56.9 mt and 57.5 mt for 2027 and
2028, respectively (Table 6-4).

Table 6-4. Alternative 1: 2027-28 shortspine thornyhead annual catch target for the non-trawl sector north of
34°27' N. lat. Amounts rounded to nearest tenth of a metric ton (mt).

Shortspine thornyhead

north of 34°27' N. lat. 2027 (mo) | 2028 (mo)
Coastwide non-trawl allocation 227.4 230.1
Non-trawl ACT north of 34°27' N. lat. 56.9 57.5
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6.2.3 Alternative 2

The non-trawl ACT for shortspine thornyhead north of 34°27’ N. lat. under Alternative 2 is the
same as Alternative 1 (and No Action). The ACT is 25 percent of the coastwide non-trawl
allocation (Agenda Item F.5.a, Supplemental GMT Report 2, April 2024), which equates to 60.9
mt for 2027 and 2028, respectively (Table 6-5).

Table 6-5. Alternative 1: 2027-28 shortspine thornyhead annual catch target for the non-trawl sector north of
34°27' N. lat. Amounts rounded to nearest tenth of a metric ton (mt).

Shortspine thornyhead

north of 34°27' N. lat. 2027 (mo) | 2028 (mo)
Coastwide non-trawl allocation 2434 2434
Non-trawl ACT north of 34°27' N. lat. 60.9 60.9

6.2.4 Comparison of Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 Shortspine Thornyhead ACTs

Under Alternative 2, the ACT is higher by 4 mt and 3.4 mt for 2027 and 2028, respectively, than
Alternative 1 (Table 6-6). The higher ACTs are a result of higher ACLs under Alternative 2 for
shortspine thornyhead. The higher ACTs may improve flexibility for the industry in a similar vein
as the higher ACLs do too.

Table 6-6. Comparison of the 2027-28 shortspine thornyhead annual catch target for the non-trawl sector north
of 34°27' N. lat. under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2Amounts rounded to nearest tenth of a metric ton (mt).

Alternative 1 56.9 57.5
Alternative 2 60.9 60.9
Difference (mt) +4 +3.4
% increase +7.0% +5.9%

Conclusion: Alternative 2 provides an estimated seven percent and six percent increase in the ACT
to the non-trawl sector relative to Alternative 1, which is expected as the ACL is higher under
Alternative 2 when compared to Alternative 1

6.3 Recreational Quillback Rockfish off California ACT

During the overwinter analysis, California recreational season structure Options were analyzed
where an ACT for quillback rockfish may prove beneficial to help ensure this stock meets but does
not exceed the federal harvest limits. Therefore, options for a recreational ACT for quillback
rockfish off California were analyzed for Council consideration.

Quillback rockfish off California is currently managed as a single California stock. The current
2025-26 (i.e., No Action) harvest specification for California quillback rockfish is set using an
HCR of ABC = ACL. There is no formal allocation scheme to distribute the ACL to the fishery
sectors; therefore, the ACL is shared between the commercial and recreational sectors. The 2025-
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Conclusion

The trawl/non-trawl allocation amounts for yelloweye rockfish, chilipepper rockfish south of
40°10" N. lat., the shelf rockfish complex north of 40°10" N. lat., and the slope rockfish complexes
north and south of 40°10" N. lat. are higher under Alternative 1 than Alternative 2. Whereas, the
allocation amounts for canary, and yellowtail (north of 40°10" N. lat.) rockfishes, and shortspine
thornyhead are higher under Alternative 2 than Alternative 1. The Trawl allocation for widow
rockfish and petrale sole are higher under Alternative 2 than Alternative 1, noting the non-trawl
allocation is static and does not change for these stocks.

7.2 Widow Rockfish Allocation Considerations
7.2.1 Background

At the November 2025 Council meeting (Agenda [tem F.8.a, Supplemental GMT Report 2), the
GMT identified that the 2027-28 widow rockfish trawl allocations are expected to be lower than
that sector’s mortality in recent years under any potential annual catch limit (ACL; Table 7-5 and
Table 7-6). At the time of development of this analysis, the Council has yet to adopt the harvest
specifications for widow rockfish for 2027-28 due to ongoing consideration of the stock
assessment. Therefore, based on the Council's guidance in November, the GMT analyzed two wide
“bookends” to encompass the impacts from a low and high ACL (see Table 7-5). The low bookend
is from the October 2025 “Proposed new widow rockfish base model and changes from August
2025 (Table 4 in Agenda Item F.2, Attachment 3, November 2025). The high bookend is from
the 2023 Catch-only Projection. Once the Council has adopted an assessment for use in
management, and thus default and alternative harvest specifications are available, this analysis will
be updated as appropriate.

During the 2021-22 biennial process, the Council adopted an allocation change to widow that
changed the non-trawl sector allocation from 9 percent of the fishery HG to a fixed amount of 400
mt, with the remaining amount allocated to trawl. Per Agenda Item G.6, Attachment 2, April 2020,
the reason for this change in allocation structure was “to shift more allocation to the IFQ sector
where attainments are high, but at the same time to provide enough cushion for the non-trawl sector
as to not constrain them.” In the 2025-26 biennial process, the Council lowered the non-trawl
allocation to 300 mt on the recommendation of the GAP and GMT, with the 100 mt reallocated to
trawl. Thus, the No Action 2025 allocation of the widow rockfish fishery harvest guideline (HG)
is 300 mt to the non-trawl sector and the remainder allocated to the trawl sector.

All sectors of the groundfish fishery catch widow rockfish. The majority of widow rockfish
mortality is attributed to the IFQ sector since it is a main target species of the midwater rockfish
trawl fishery. The at-sea and shoreside whiting fisheries also encounter them as bycatch species.
Both the commercial and recreational non-trawl fisheries catch widow rockfish as well.

In recent years, catch controls on some groundfish (e.g., canary and quillback rockfishes) have
led to increased landings of widow rockfish in the commercial non-trawl fishery with the
allowance of non-bottom contact gear, as well as an expansion of the deepwater or long-leader
recreational fisheries in Oregon, and use of offshore-only seasons in the California recreational
fishery. Offshore-only fisheries require that anglers fish seaward of a designated RCA line, likely
increasing effort in areas where widow rockfish are more frequently encountered. Expanding
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Table 7-8 Widow rockfish landings, ex-vessel revenue, average price per pound, and number of vessels in each IFQ trawl fishery between 2019-2025.
Average price per pound is calculated using only fish sold for human consumption and not personal use. Note that there may be overlap in the number
of vessels between each fishery since one vessel may participate in all three of these IFQ trawl fisheries and thus count towards each fishery in which it
participates. Data source: PacFIN accessed on 2/12/2026.

IFQ bottom trawl & non-trawl IFQ Shorebased whiting IFQ Midwater rockfish
Year La(nrgglgs Efle\ifs. Iﬁ"llse Vessels La(nlgglgs RE: Z:;I) Ii‘l]:e Vessels La(nrgglgs Ex Z:;‘I?ev' Il’?l,:e Vessels
(AFD per lb. per lb. per lb.
2019 37.2 $32,394 $0.38 44 902.6 $464.,821 $0.24 27 8,344.6 $6,038,004 $0.45 27
2020 79.8 $58,893 $0.31 44 660.6 $187,250 $0.12 28 7,531.6 $4,094,128 $0.28 28
2021 106.3 $72,927 $0.30 39 501.8 $190,030 $0.10 25 10,137.8 $6,123,198 $0.31 25
2022 118.3 $86,629 $0.36 43 931.6 $384,102 $0.15 26 10,854.7 $7,371,946 $0.35 26
2023 85.8 $57,837 $0.34 43 466.7 $188,028 $0.12 27 10,225.4 $6,289,002 $0.34 27
2024 29.7 $22,644 $0.36 37 438.4 $196,907 $0.16 23 9,157.4 $4,853,127 $0.32 23
2025 44.2 $39,690 $0.43 38 666.8 $322,742 $0.09 25 9,276.5 $5,196,278 $0.33 25

Table 7-9. Projections of widow rockfish catch in the combined IFQ trawl fisheries under each alternative and option for 2027 and 2028 compared to No
Action (2025). The “LOW” and “HIGH” projections represent the lowest and highest possible IFQ allocations, respectively, based on the range of
trawl/non-trawl allocation options and at-sea set-aside options. Data Source: Catch projections are based on data from the NMFS Pacific Coast

Groundfish IFQ Database; see more details in Table A-23 Appendix B, Widow rockfish.

. IFQ Catch (mt) IFQ Attainment
No Action (2025)
10,021 96%
2027 2028
Bookends
Projected Catch (mt) Projected Attainment Projected Catch (mt) Projected Attainment
Alternative 1 LOW 4,260 107% 4,295 106%
HIGH 4,529 105% 4,497 105%
. LOW 8,704 97% 8,257 98%
Alternative 2

HIGH 8,928 97% 8,526 97%
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8. Action Iltem 8: Further Allocations

Beyond the trawl/non-trawl allocations, there are be within-trawl and within-non-trawl allocations
and sharing agreements. below HGs can be developed for specific sectors for single stocks and/or
for stocks within a complex. The Council has developed HGs for stocks within complexes and
state sharing agreements. HGs are a discretionary AM that do not require action if exceeded (FMP
§2.2). Sharing agreements are generally an informal method of apportioning an HG to sub-sectors,
e.g., commercial and recreational fisheries within the non-trawl sector. They are helpful in
understanding sector, or state, specific impacts on a stock and/or a stock complex.

8.1 Cowcod

The within non-trawl cowcod south of 40°10’ N. Iat. is a 50:50 commercial/recreational sharing
agreement (Table 8-1). The non-trawl sector attained almost 15 percent of the non-trawl cowcod
south of 40°10" N. lat allocation. The commercial sector attained approximately 3.2 percent more
than the recreational sector.

8.1.1 No Action

Table 8-1. No Action: 2025 cowcod south of 40°10’ N. lat. annual catch limit (ACL), harvest guideline (HG),
and within non-trawl sector allocations in metric tons (mt) to the commercial and recreational fisheries using
the status quo sharing agreement percentages (%) and the attainments for each sector. PacFIN 2/12/2026.

2025 2025
Sector 2025 (mt) | attainment | attainment
(mt) %
Non-Trawl (64%) 42.6 7.0 16.4%
Commercial (50%) 21.3 4.4 20.6%
Recreational (50%) 21.3 2.6 12.2%

8.1.2 Alternative 1

The Alternative 1 cowcod south of 40°10" N. lat. commercial non-trawl and recreational sharing
agreement is shown in Table 8-2. The sharing agreement is the same as No Action

Table 8-2. Alternative 1: Draft 2027-28 cowcod south of 40°10" N. lat. annual catch limit (ACL), harvest
guideline (HG), and within non-trawl sector allocations in metric tons (mt) to the commercial and recreational
fisheries using the status quo sharing agreement percentages (%). Amounts rounded to nearest tenth of a mt.

Sector 2025 (mt) | 2026 (mt)

Non-Trawl (64%) 46.9 46.1
Commercial (50%) 23.5 23.1
Recreational (50%) 23.5 23.1

8.1.3 Alternative 2

Cowcod is not considered under Alternative 2
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8.2 Bocaccio South of 40° 10" N. lat. Non-trawl Sharing Agreement

The within non-trawl allocation sharing agreement for bocaccio south of 40°10" N. lat. is 69.1
percent to California recreational fisheries and 30.9 percent to commercial fixed gear fisheries
(Table 8-3). The commercial sector attained 62 percent of the non-trawl sharing agreement;
whereas, the recreational sector attained 20 percent. The non-trawl allocation was not exceeded.

8.2.1 No Action

Table 8-3. No Action: 2025 bocaccio south of 40° 10’ N. lat. within non-trawl for harvest guideline (HG) in
metric tons (mt) for the commercial non-trawl and recreational sector using the status quo sharing agreement
percentages (%). and the attainments for each sector. PacFIN 2/12/2026

2025 2025
Sector 2025 (mt) attainment | attainment
(mt) %
Non-trawl HG 1,020 342.2 28.4%
Commercial (30.9%) 315 127.6 40.5%
Recreational (69.1%) 705 162.5 23.1%

8.2.2 Alternative 1

The 2027-28 non-trawl commercial and recreational sharing agreement amounts for bocaccio
south of 40°10" N. lat under Alternative 1 are shown in Table 8-4.

Table 8-4. Alternative 1: Draft 2027-28 bocaccio south of 40° 10’ N. lat. within non-trawl for harvest guideline
(HG) in metric tons (mt) for the commercial non-trawl and recreational sectors south of 40°10’ N. lat. using the
status quo sharing agreement percentages (%). Amounts rounded to nearest tenth of a mt.

Sector 2027 (mt) 2028 (mt)
Non-trawl HG 1,393.8 1,331.1
Commercial (30.9%) 430.7 4113
Recreational (69.1%) 963.1 919.8

8.2.3 Alternative 2

Cowcod is not considered under Alternative 2
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9. Action Item 9: Sablefish

Sablefish is managed north and south of 36° N. lat. The dispersal of the harvest specifications for
this stock is presented for clarity due to the importance of this stock and complexity of'its allocation
structure

9.1 Sablefish North of 36° N. lat.

Sablefish north of 36° N. lat. has tribal, EFP, research, and recreational set-asides per the
Amendment 6 (A6) allocation framework (Figure 2), which is also described in Section 6.3.2.1 of
the FMP. Tribal set-asides are set at 10 percent of the sablefish north of 36° N. lat. ACL. EFP and
research set-asides are set via the methods described above in Section 3. The recreational set-asides
are adjusted biennially. Figure 2 provides the harvest disbursement to the non-tribal commercial
fishery.

Sablefish Subtract Estimated Limited Entry Share . )

ACL North Subtract Tribal Total Mortality in Commercial (90.6%) rm\::;th
of 36° N [ Share Rescarch and »| Harvest (58%)
Latitude (10%) Recreational Guideline - i _

Fisheries e Fixed Gear Share
Open Access Share (42%)
(9.4%) - includes

incidental bycatch in
non-groundfish fisheries

Figure 9-1. Allocation structure for sablefish north of 36° N. lat. (source Groundfish Fishery Management Plan

9.1.1 No Action

Table 9-1 provides the 2025 sablefish N of 36° N. lat. allocation and attainments of the non-tribal
commercial fishery under No Action. Overall, the non-tribal commercial fishery attained less than
50 percent of the non-tribal HG. The recreational sector attained over 100 percent of their set-aside
of 30 mt. The ACL was not exceeded for this stock.

Table 9-1. No Action: 2025 sablefish north of 36° N. lat annual catch limit (ACL), status quo tribal, exempted
fishing permits (EFP), research, recreational (Rec) set-aside values and the resulting non-tribal commercial
harvest guideline in metric tons (mt). PacFIN 2/06/2026.

Set-
Year ACL Tribal | EFP Research Rec. Aside Non-Tribal Commercial
(mt) (mt) (mt) (mt) (mt) Sum HG (mt)
(mt)
2025 28,688 2,869 0.0 59.3 30 2,958.3 25,729.9
Attain(mt) 11,977.2 | 526.0 0.0 0 33.6 559.6 12,536.8
Attain % 41.7% 18.3% 0 0 112% 18.9% 48.7%

Table 9-2 shows the 2025 allocations of the draft non-tribal commercial HG to the limited entry
(LE) fisheries and the open access fishery (OA) within the limited entry HG for sablefish north of
36° N. lat.. The non-tribal commercial harvest guideline is divided into the LE and OA shares
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(90.6 percent and 9.4 percent, respectively). The LE Share is allocated to the LE Trawl sector 58
percent and the LEFG at 42 percent. The LEFG Share is further allocated to the Primary (i.e., Tier)
fishery and the LEFG daily trip limit (DTL) fishery, at 85 percent and 15 percent, respectively.
The Trawl sector allocation is reduced by an at-sea whiting set-aside, which generates the quota
amount distributed to the IFQ holders. As noted in Table 9-1, below, the LE trawl fishery,
specifically the IFQ fishery, attained 49 percent of their allocation whereas the LEFG fishery
attained 51 percent of its allocation

Table 9-2. No Action: 2025 non-tribal sablefish north of 36° N. lat. commercial harvest shares guidelines (HG)
and limited entry (LE) fisheries— LE trawl and LE fixed gear (LEFG) — primary tier, LEFG trip limit, and
open access (OA) fishery allocations as percentages (%) and metric tons (mt). PacFIN 2/06/2026,

Percent 2025 Allocation | 2025 Attainment | 2025 Attainment
(mt) (mt) %

Non-Tribal Commercial HG - 25,729.9 11,954.2 46.5%
LE Share 90.6% 23,311 11,514.4 49.4%
LE Trawl a/ 58% 13,521 6,525.5 48.3%
At-sea Set Aside - 429 96.4 22.5%
IFQ - 13,092 6,429.1 49.1%
LEFG 42% 9,791 4,989.4 51.0%
Primary Share 85% 8,322 4,792.9 57.6%
LEFG Daily Trip limit Share 15% 1,469 196.4 13.4%
OA Share 9.4% 2,419 439.4 18.2%

9.1.2 Alternative 1

The Alternative 1 sablefish north of 36° N. lat. allocation structure is the same as No Action,
which is detailed above in Section 9.1. Table 9-3 shows the draft Alternative 1 2027-28 ACL, off-
the-top set-asides, and the non-tribal commercial HG. As noted above at §3.2.1, the Council
adopted a 5-year rolling median to calculate the 2027-28 research set-aside for individual stocks
and stock complexes, which includes sablefish north of 36° N. lat. The 2027-28 research set-aside
for this stock under that method is 40.7 mt.

The Council is also considering changes to the sablefish north of 36° N. lat. recreational set-aside
to accommodate increases in mortality to the stock from the recreational fishery. That analysis is
found in below §9.1.2

Table 9-3. Alternative 1: Draft 2027-28 sablefish north of 36° N. lat annual catch limit (ACL), status quo tribal,
exempted fishing permits (EFP), research, recreational (Rec) set-aside values and the resulting non-tribal
commercial harvest guideline in metric tons (mt).

Year ACL Tribal | EFP | Research | Rec. Set-Aside | Non-Tribal Commercial
(mt) (mt) (mt) (mt) (mt) Sum (mt) HG (mt)

2027 10,962 1,096 0.0 40.7 30 70.7 9,794.1

2028 11,856 1,186 0.0 40.7 30 70.7 10,599.6
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Table 9-4 shows the allocations of the draft Alternative 1 non-tribal commercial HG to the LE
fisheries (trawl and non-trawl) and the OA fishery allocations for the non-tribal commercial
sablefish north of 36° N. lat.

Table 9-4. Alternative 1: Draft 2027-28 non-tribal sablefish north of 36° N. lat. commercial harvest shares
guidelines (HG) and limited entry (LE) fisheries— LE trawl and LE fixed gear (LEFG) — primary tier, LEFG
trip limit, and open access (OA) fishery allocations as percentages (%) and metric tons (mt). Amounts rounded
to nearest tenth of a mt.

Percent 2027 Allocation | 2028 Allocation

(mt) (mt)
Non-Tribal Commercial HG - 9,794.1 10,599.6
LE Share 90.6% 8,874.1 9,603.2
LE Trawl a/ 58% 5,147.0 5,569.9

At-Sea Set-aside - 429 429
SB IFQ - 4,718.0 5,140.9
LEFG 42% 3,727.1 4,033.3
Primary Share 85% 3,168.1 3,428.3

LEFG Daily Trip limit Share 15% 559.1 605.0

OA Share 9.4% 920.7 996.4

a/ At-sea set-asides for sablefish are unknown at this point and thus IFQ amounts are not shown

Table 9-5 shows the draft tier amounts for 2027-28 under Alternative 1. The primary share is
divided into three tiers via a ratio, where the ratio of limits between the tiers is approximately 1 to
1.75 to 3.85 for Tier 3:Tier 2:Tier 1, respectively

Table 9-5. Alternative 1: Draft 2027-28 Tier amounts in whole pounds (Ibs).

2027 (Ibs) | 2028 (Ibs)
Tier 1 93,962 101,682
Tier 2 42,710 46,219
Tier 3 24,406 26,411

9.1.3 Alternative 2
Sablefish N of 36° N. lat. is not considered under Alternative 2

9.2 Recreational Set-Aside Sablefish North of 36° N. lat.

The Council is considering revising the sablefish north of 36° N. lat. recreational off-the-top set
aside due to the recent increase in recreationally harvested sablefish North of 36° N. lat. The
allocation framework in Amendment 6 (A6) for sablefish north of 36° N. lat. specifies that
anticipated recreational catches based on the maximum historical value of sablefish caught in
recreational fisheries be deducted from the ACL prior to the commercial limited entry and open
access allocations. The sablefish north of 36° N. lat. ACL allocation framework (see Section
6.3.2.1, Groundfish FMP) deducts set-asides from the ACL to account for anticipated mortality in
tribal fisheries, research, recreational fisheries, and EFPs.
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The Council increased the sablefish recreational set-aside from 6 mt to 30 mt as part of the 2025-
26 biennial process to account for a trend of increasing recreational mortality across all states;
however, recreational mortality of sablefish north of 36° N. lat. exceeded 30 mt in 2025 (totaling
34.5 mt)'? as shown in Table 9-6 below. Historical data indicate that recreational sablefish north
of 36° N. lat. mortality had been lower than the 6 mt set-aside between 2005-2022, with an average
annual total mortality of 1.7 mt and a maximum total mortality of 4.0 mt in 2020. However, total
mortality is uncertain as prior to 2023, WDFW sampling program did not estimate mortality of
sablefish as an individual stock until 2023. The estimated total mortality north of 36° N. latitude
has been increasing in California and Oregon since 2021 and in Washington since 2023. Overall,
recreational anglers are retaining more sablefish each year. In 2023, mortality was 32.4 mt, i.e., an
increase of 710 percent from the prior maximum of 4 mt in 2020. The specific drivers of this
increase remain unclear and are explored more thoroughly later in this section.

Table 9-6. Recreational total mortality by state from 2021-25 for sablefish north of 36° N. lat. (RecFIN
2/19/2026)

WA total OR total CA total | Rec. total Set by
Year | mortality ¥ | mortality | mortality | mortality | Aside at tain‘;nen ¢
(mt) (mt) (mt) (mt) (mt)
2021 - 1.0 0.0 1.0 6 -
2022 - 1.9 0.6 24 6 -
2023 10.5 4.6 17.3 324 6 540%
2024 19.8 5.8 1.9 27.5 6 458%
2025"Y 27.8 2.9 3.8 34.5 30 115%

a/ Washington recreational data unavailable prior to 2023 for sablefish as the sampling program did not estimate
mortality of sablefish as an individual stock until 2023.
b/ 2025 recreational data incomplete. Oregon data through November, California data through October.

At the November 2025 meeting, the Council adopted the GMT recommendation (Agenda [tem
F.8.a, Supplemental GMT Report 2, November 2025) to analyze whether the 30 mt recreational
set-aside for sablefish north of 36° N. lat. should be increased for the 2027-28 biennium. Table 9-8
shows that the status quo of 30 mt would have been exceeded in two of the last three years (2023
and 2025), suggesting that recreational fisheries could be encountering more sablefish and
retaining them with increased regularity. The recreational set asides relative the non-tribal HG are
all less than a half of a percentage point.

Table 9-7. Recreational sablefish north of 36° N. lat. mortality relative to set-asides for 2023-25 (RecFIN
2/18/2026)

Recreational | Recreational | Difference % Non-tribal % SA of

Set-Aside Mortality from 2025 attained Commercial | non-tribal
(mt) (mt) b/ set-aside (mt) HG (mt) HG
2023 Total Mortality 6.0 32.4 +36.4 540% 7,552 0.1%
2024 Total Mortality 6.0 27.6 +21.6 460% 6,919 0.1%
2025 Total Mortality ¥ 30 32.9 +2.9 110% 25,729 0.1%

a/ not shown, calculation includes Tribal, research, and IOA deductions. Values rounded to nearest whole number.
b/ mortality data preliminary

12 Preliminary data
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There could be many factors driving the increase in recreationally caught sablefish, complicating
any forecast modeling for 2027-28. Factors to consider include recent high recruitment years, an
increase in anglers targeting sablefish, recreational access to deeper depths, and improved catch
accounting in recreational fisheries.

Options

Table 9-8 provides options to increase the set-aside from 30 mt to either 40 mt (Option 1) or 50
mt (Option 2) for Council consideration.

Table 9-8. Alternative 1. Recreational mortality of sablefish north of 36° N. lat.

Recreational Difference Non-tribal % SA of

Set-Aside from 2025 Commercial | non-tribal
(mt) set-aside (mt) | HG (mt) ¥ HG
No Action (2025 set-aside) 30.0 0.0 9,794 0.3%
Option 1 set-aside 40.0 +10.0 9,784 0.4%
Option 2 set-aside 50.0 +20.0 9,774 0.5%

Impacts

Overall, the range of recreational set-asides have negligible impacts on the sablefish north of 36°
N. lat. fishery HG (TAB). When taken on the whole, the total set-asides (i.e., tribal, research and
IOA) increase with each increase of the recreational set aside. Under Alternative 1, the total set-
aside increases by 14 percent over No Action and under Alternative 2, the total set-aside increases
by 28 percent over No Action. The set-aside increases reduce the HG by 10 mt and 20mt under
Option 2 and Option 3, respectively, when compared to Option 1 (Table 9-9)

Table 9-9. The recreational fishery set-aside options for sablefish north of 36° N. lat. and reductions of the
fishery harvest guideline (HG)

Rec set- | Total Set- | % increase 2028 2028
Option aside aside (mt) from No Fishery HG Fishery
(mt) a/ Action (mt) b/ HG (mt) b/
No Action 30 70.7 - 9,794 10,560
Option 1 40 (+10) 80.7 14% 9,784 10,550
Option 2 50 (+20) 90.7 29% 9,774 10,540

a/ not shown, calculation includes Tribal, research, and IOA deductions. Values rounded to nearest whole number.
b/ fishery HG is ACL — set-asides.

Across all Options, this set-aside reduces the amount of the non-tribal commercial fishery HG by
less than one percent. The overall sablefish set-aside, which constitute the needs of the Tribal,
research, IOA, EFP, and recreational fisheries, increase by 10 mt and 20 mt in Options 1 and 2,
respectively. The recreational set-asides are not a management target, as are all set-asides. They
are meant to account for non-commercial mortality and aide managers in modeling fishery impacts
in order to achieve but not exceed the ACL. Increasing the recreational set-aside would allow for
improved understanding of attainment of sablefish and better reflect the trend of increased
mortality in the recreational sector
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9.3 Sablefish South of 36° N. lat
9.3.1 No Action

The off-the-top deductions under No Action for Sablefish south of 36° N. lat. for EFP, research,
and IOA set-asides are shown in Table 9-10. Each of these set-asides are adopted each biennium
per the methods described above in Chapter 3.

Table 9-10. No Action: The 2025 sablefish south of 36° N. lat. annual catch limit (ACL) and estimated exempted
fishing permits (EFP), research, incidental open access (IOA) set-aside values, and the resulting commercial
harvest guideline in metric tons (mt). PacFIN 2/06/2026.

Year ACL EFP Research | IOA Sum Commercial HG

2025 7,857 0.0 2.7 25 27.7 7,829.3

Attain (mt) | 333.5 0 - 0.2 0.2 333.1
Attain % | 4.2% - - 0.1% 0.1% 4.3%

The 2025 sablefish south of 36° N. lat. commercial allocations between trawl and non-trawl are
42 percent and 58 percent, respectively, per Amendment 21 (Table 9-11). Within the non-trawl
allocation, a 10 metric ton set-aside is deducted from the non-trawl HG for recreational fisheries
south of 36° N. lat. The non-trawl sector HG is allocated at 70 percent to the LEFG fishery and 30
percent to the OA fishery.

The trawl sector attained less than three percent of their allocation and the non-trawl sector attained
5.4 percent. The recreational set-aside attainment was 12 percent.

Table 9-11. No Action: 2025 sablefish south of 36° N. lat. commercial harvest shares guidelines (HG) and limited
entry (LE) fisheries— trawl, LE fixed gear (LEFG)- and open access (OA) fishery allocations as percentages
(%) and metric tons (mt). PacFIN 2/06/2026.

2025 Allocation | 2025 Attain | 2025 Attain
Percent (mt) (mt) %

Commercial HG - 7,829 335.7 4.3%
Trawl 42% 3,288 93.0 2.8%
Non Trawl 58% 4,541 242.7 5.4%
Rec set-aside - 10 1.2 12.0%
LEFG Share 70% 3,172 196.4 6.2%

OA Share 30% 1,359 45.1 3.3%

9.3.2 Alternative 1

The Alternative 1 sablefish south of 36° N. lat allocation structure is the same as No Action, which
is described above in Section 9.1.2. Table 9-12 provides the draft 2027-28 off-the-top set-asides,
and the commercial HG under Alternative 1. The Council adopted a 5-year rolling median to
calculate the 2027-28 IOA set-aside for individual stocks and stock complexes, which includes
sablefish south of 36° N. lat. The recommended IOA set-aside is 10.5 mt for sablefish south of 36°
N. lat.
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Table 9-12. Alternative 1: draft 2027-28 sablefish south of 36° N. lat. annual catch limit (ACL) and estimated
exempted fishing permits (EFP), research, incidental open access (I0OA) set-aside values, and the resulting
fishery harvest guideline in metric tons (mt).

Year | ACL EFP Research | [OA | Sum Fishery HG
2027 3,002 0.0 1.5 10.5 12.0 2,990.3
2028 3,247 0.0 1.5 10.5 12.0 3,235.2

Table 9-13 shows the draft 2027-28 sablefish south of 36° N. lat. commercial allocations between
trawl and non-trawl under Alternative 1.

Table 9-13. Alternative 1: Draft 2027-28 sablefish south of 36° N. lat. commercial harvest shares guidelines
(HG) and limited entry (LE) fisheries— trawl, LE fixed gear (LEFG)- and open access (OA) fishery allocations
as percentages (%) and metric tons (mt). Amounts rounded to nearest tenth of a mt.

2027 Allocation | 2028 Allocation

Percent (mt) (mt)
Fishery HG - 2,990.3 3,235.2
Trawl 42% 1,255.9 1,358.8
Non Trawl 58% 1,734.4 1,876.4

Rec set-aside - 10 10

Non-Trawl HG - 1,724.4 1,866.4
LEFG Share 70% 1,207.1 1,306.5

OA Share 30% 517.3 559.9

9.3.3 Alternative 2
Sablefish south of 36° N. lat. is not considered under Alternative 2
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10. Action Item: 10 Yelloweye Rockfish

10.1 Yelloweye Rockfish

Yelloweye rockfish is a classified, at present, as a rebuilding stock. The Council adopted specific
non-trawl allocations at the sector and sub-sector level (e.g., recreational, commercial) to mitigate
overages, if they occurred, in order to ensure the ACL was not exceeded.

10.1.1 No Action

The allocation structure for yelloweye rockfish shown in Table 10-1. The allocation structure is
92 percent non-trawl and 8 percent trawl. The non-trawl sector, including the commercial and
recreational fisheries, are subject to ACTs of 78.4 percent of the HG. Additionally, the non-trawl
HG is divided between the commercial non-trawl and state-specific recreational sectors through
percentage-based informal sharing arrangement. The commercial non-trawl sector is allocated 29
percent of the total non-trawl HG and the Washington, Oregon, and California recreational sectors
are allocated 25.6 percent, 23.3 percent, and 30.2 percent of the non-trawl HG, respectively. The
HG for these fisheries are also subject to the 78.4 percent ACT

Under No Action, the attainment of yelloweye rockfish was more than 41 percent of the ACL. At
the sector level, the trawl sector attained 36.4 percent and the non-trawl sector attained nearly 47
percent of the HG and 60 percent of the ACT. Within non-trawl, the commercial sector exceeded
their HG and ACT. The recreational sectors for each state, on the whole, attained approximately
one third of the state specific HG and ACT.

Table 10-1. No Action: 2025 status quo yelloweye rockfish calculated allowable biological catch (ABC), annual
catch limit (ACL), trawl and non-trawl allocations under status quo biennial allocations, harvest guideline
(HG), and annual catch target (ACT), including the within non-trawl harvest guideline and the annual catch
target, in metric tons (mt) PacFIN & RecFIN (1/21/2026)

Year 2025 (mt) 2025 Attain 2025 Attain %
(mt)
ACL 55.8 25.0 44.8%
Off-the-Top Deduction 14.8 5.2 35.1%
Fishery HG 41.0 19 46.3%
Trawl (8%) 33 1.2 36.4%
At-Sea 0 0.2 -

IFQ 33 1.0 30.3%

HG ACT HG % | ACT%

Non-trawl (92%) 37.7 29.6 17.8 47.2% | 60.1%

Commercial (20.9%) 7.9 6.2 9.7 122.8% | 156.5%

WA Rec (25.6%) | 9.7 7.6 2.0 24.7% | 31.6%

OR Rec (23.3%) | 8.8 6.9 2.7 30.7% | 39.1%

CA Rec (30.2%) | 11.4 8.9 34 29.8% | 38.2%
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10.1.2 Alternative 1

The 2027-28 draft Alternative 1 trawl/non-trawl allocation of yelloweye rockfish are shown in
Table 10-2. This allocation method is the same as under No Action.

Table 10-2. Alternative 1: Draft 2027-28 status quo yelloweye rockfish calculated annual catch limit (ACL),
trawl and non-trawl allocations under status quo biennial allocation methodology, harvest guideline (HG), and
annual catch target (ACT), including the within non-trawl harvest guideline and the annual catch target, in
metric tons (mt). Amounts rounded to nearest tenth of a mt.

Year 2027 (mt) 2028 (mt)
ACL 112.9 113.1
Off-the-Top Deduction 20.32 20.32
Fishery HG 92.6 92.8
Trawl (8%) 7.4 7.4
At-Sea 0 0
IFQ 7.4 7.4
HG ACT | HG ACT
Non-trawl (92%) 85.2 66.8 85.4 67.0
Commercial (20.9%) 17.8 14.0 17.8 14.0
WA Rec (25.6%) | 21.8 17.1 21.9 17.2
OR Rec (23.3%) | 19.8 15.5 19.9 15.6
CA Rec (30.2%) | 25.7 20.2 25.8 20.2

10.1.3 Alternative 2

The 2027-28 draft trawl/non-trawl allocation of yelloweye rockfish under Alternative 2 are shown
in Table 10-3. This allocation structure is the same as under No Action.

Table 10-3. Alternative 2: 2027-28 yelloweye rockfish trawl and non-trawl allocation, annual catch limits
(ACL), trawl and non-trawl allocations, non-trawl harvest guideline (HG), within non-trawl sector specific HGs
and annual catch targets (ACT) in metric tons (mt).

Year 2027 (mt) 2028 (mt)
ACL 85 85
Off-the-Top Deduction 20.3 20.3
Fishery HG 64.7 64.7
Trawl (8%) 5.2 5.2
At-Sea - -
IFQ 52 52
HG HG HG ACT
Non-trawl (92%) 59.5 46.7 59.5 46.7
Commercial (20.9%) 12.4 9.8 12.4 9.8
WA Rec (25.6%) | 15.2 11.9 15.2 11.9
OR Rec (23.3%) | 13.9 10.9 13.9 10.9
CA Rec (30.2%) | 18.0 14.1 18.0 14.1
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10.1.4 Allocation of Yelloweye Rockfish

Comparison of the Yelloweye Rockfish Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 Allocations

The Alternative 1 yelloweye rockfish ACL is 25 percent higher than the Alternative 2 yelloweye
rockfish ACL (Table 10-4). This reduction results in an approximate reduction of 29 percent to the
trawl and non-trawl fisheries. The within non-trawl allocations to the commercial and state specific
recreational fisheries are similarly reduced by close to 29 percent as well.

Table 10-4. Percent difference comparison of 2027-28 yelloweye Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 annual catch
limit (ACL), trawl and non-trawl allocations under status quo biennial allocations, harvest guideline (HG),
and annual catch target (ACT), including the within non-trawl harvest guideline and the annual catch target,
in metric tons (mt) (PacFIN, 2/13/2026)

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 % increase/decrease
Year 2027 (mt) 2028 (mt) 2027 (mt) 2028 (mt) | 2027 Alt 1/Alt2 | 2028 Alt 1/Alt2
ACL 112.9 113.1 85 85 24.7% -24.8%
Set aside. 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3 0.0% 0.0%
Fishery HG 92.6 92.8 64.7 64.7 -30.1% -30.3%
Trawl (8%) 7.4 74 52 52 -29.7% -29.7%
At-Sea 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
IFQ 74 74 52 52 -29.7% -29.7%
HG | ACT | HG | ACT | HG | ACT | HG | ACT | HG | ACT HG ACT
N‘(’S;%Wl 852 | 668 | 854 | 669 | 59.5 | 46.7 | 59.5 | 46.7 | -30.2% | -30.2% | -30.3% | -30.3%
Comm. 178 | 140 | 178 | 140 | 124 | 98 | 124 | 98 | -303% | -30.6% | -30.3% | -30.6%
(20.9%)
Zﬁg;j 218 | 17.1 | 219 | 17.1 | 152 | 119 | 152 | 11.9 | -30.3% | -30.3% | -30.6% | -30.3%
OR Rec 198 | 156 | 199 | 156 | 139 | 109 | 139 | 109 | -29.8% | -30.1% | -30.2% | -30.1%
(23.3%)
CA Rec 257 | 202 | 258 | 202 | 18.0 | 14.1 | 18.0 | 14.1 | -30.0% | -30.1% | -30.2% | -30.1%
(30.2%)
Conclusion

At the ACL level, there is a 25 percent difference between the Alternative 1 and Alternative 2
ACLs, with the Alternative 1 ACL being the higher of the two. Similarly, throughout the allocation
of the yelloweye rockfish ACL, Alternative 1 offers the higher yield for the trawl and non-trawl

sectors.
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11. Action Item 11: Canary Rockfish

11.1 Canary Rockfish

Canary rockfish is a biennial allocation, with 72.3 percent of the HG to trawl and 27.7 percent of
the HG to non-trawl (Table 11-1). The non-trawl HG is divided between the commercial non-trawl
and state-specific recreational sectors through percentage-based informal sharing agreement. The
non-trawl sharing agreement is 36 percent commercial, 12.3 percent Washington recreational, 18.5
percent Oregon recreational, and 33.2 percent California recreational.

11.1.1 No Action

Overall, the non-trawl sector did not exceed its HG, however, attainments within the non-trawl
sector were high, with the commercials sector at 66.7 percent and the recreational sectors,
combined, average 99.9 percent; with at least one state exceeding their non-trawl share.

Table 11-1. No Action: 2025 canary rockfish within non-trawl sector commercial non-trawl and recreational
status quo share percentages in metric tons (mt). PacFIN and RecFIN (1/30/2026)

Sector 2025 (mt) Azt(:fusn A tigizns%
(mt)
Non-Trawl allocation 140.8 115.9 82.3%
Commercial (36%) 50.7 342 67.5%
WA Recreational (12.3%) 17.3 23.1 133.5%
OR Recreational (18.5%) 26 25.5 98.1%
CA Recreational (33.2%) 46.7 33.1 70.9%

11.1.2 Alternative 1

The 2027-28 draft Alternative 1 within non-trawl sharing agreement for canary rockfish are shown
in Table 11-2. This allocation method is the same as No Action.

Table 11-2. Alternative 1: Draft 2027-28 canary rockfish within non-trawl sector commercial non-trawl and
recreational status quo share percentages in metric tons (mt). Amounts rounded to nearest tenth of a mt.

Sector 2027 (mt) | 2028 (mt)
Non-Trawl allocation 152.2 156.9
Commercial (36%) 54.8 56.5
WA Recreational (12.3%) 18.7 19.3
OR Recreational (18.5%) 28.2 29.0
CA Recreational (33.2%) 50.5 52.1
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12.3.2 Stocks With Lower Alternative 2 Allocations

Four stocks and stock complexes have lower trawl allocations under Alternative 2. All four of
those Alternative 2 HCRs were added to the range for biological precaution ' but are not expected
to result in substantially different impacts to the trawl fishery, given generally low attainments
(Figure 12-8). However, as discussed further in Appendix B, growth in targeting of chilipepper
rockfish may be constrained by the Alternative 2 allocation, depending on the ability for vessels
targeting chilipepper rockfish to acquire additional quota.

=== Alternative 1 2027-28 IFQ Allocation
Alternative 2 2027-28 IFQ Allocation

= Hijstorical IFQ Allocation

I Historical IFQ Mortality

Figure 12-8.. 2027-28 IFQ allocations under Alternatives 1 and 2, compared to the historical IFQ allocation
and mortality, for stocks where Alternative 2 results in a lower allocation. The 2027-28 allocations in the figure
are based on status quo management options. *Note the difference in y-axis scales. Data Source: NMFS Pacific
Coast Groundfish IFQ Database

12.3.3 Stocks With Higher Alternative 2 Allocations

Five stocks and stock complexes have higher trawl allocations under Alternative 2. Those stocks
are canary rockfish, petrale sole, shortspine thornyhead, widow rockfish, and yellowtail rockfish
north of 40° 10" N. lat. All five stocks are either target stocks or, in the case of canary rockfish and

13 See Agenda Item F.3.a, Supplemental GMT Report 1, November 2025 for rationale on the range of HCRs adopted.
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to some extent shortspine thornyhead, are a key “choke” stock that limits trawl access to target
stocks when allocations are low.

For all five stocks, the historical IFQ allocations from at least 2017 to 2024 are higher than the
expected 2027-28 IFQ allocations under both Alternatives 1 and 2, indicating that both Alternative
HCRs will impose constraints compared to historical opportunity (Figure 12-9). The 2027-28
allocations under both Alternatives would be higher than the 2025 allocation for canary rockfish,
petrale sole, and shortspine thornyhead, but lower than the 2025 allocation for widow rockfish and
yellowtail rockfish north of 40° 10" N. lat. As of the time of drafting this report, the Council has
not yet adopted a widow rockfish stock assessment or adopted a range of harvest specifications,
so the widow rockfish ACL range is based on bookends that are intended to be sufficiently wide
to capture potential widow rockfish ACLs once a stock assessment is adopted. The GMT will
update the analysis prior to the June Council meeting for selection of FPA.

For canary rockfish, petrale sole, and shortspine thornyhead, the impacts under Alternative 2 are
minimally different from those under Alternative 1. Note that for canary rockfish and shortspine
thornyhead, Alternative 2 would set the ACL equal to the ABC, whereas Alternative 1 would apply
the 40-10 rule. Thus, under Alternative 2, those two stocks would no longer be eligible for IFQ
carryover.

The Alternative 2 bookend for widow rockfish results in impacts that are much more similar to
2025 impacts than Alternative 1, given the wide range of bookends. However, even the Alternative
2 bookend results in expected losses in ex-vessel revenue. The IFQ model projects the widow
rockfish allocation to be nearly fully attained but not exceeded, whereas the Alternative 1 bookend
is projected to be exceeded in 2027-28, as discussed above. Widow rockfish allocation reductions
are expected to impact particularly the midwater rockfish and shoreside whiting fleets. The
midwater rockfish fleet also targets yellowtail rockfish north of 40° 10" N. lat., so yellowtail
rockfish attainment may be constrained by the extent to which vessels can prioritize targeting
yellowtail rockfish while staying within widow rockfish quota limits. The Alternative 2 yellowtail
rockfish north of 40° 10" N. lat. allocations would still be lower than any other yellowtail rockfish
north of 40° 10" N. lat. allocations since 2015 when the fishery began (Figure 12-9). The 2027
Alternative 1 allocation under status quo management measures would be lower than the annual
IFQ catch amount in one year since 2011, whereas the Alternative 1 allocation would be lower
than catches from four of the 15 years (Figure 12-9).

More detailed stock-specific impacts under Alternative 2 are provided in Appendix B.
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Figure 12-9. 2027-28 IFQ allocations under Alternatives 1 and 2, compared to the historical IFQ
allocation and mortality, for stocks where Alternative 2 results in a higher allocation. The 2027-28
allocations in the figure are based on status quo management options. *Note the difference in y-axis
scales. Data Source: NMFS Pacific Coast Groundfish IFQ Database
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Appendix A. Bootstrap Simulation Methods

Bootstrap simulations were conducted to estimate the probability of the 2027-28 set-asides being
exceeded under four different possible effort scenarios. A total of eight simulations were run, with
four different fishing scenarios and two different sets of time series used as inputs. Four runs used
the full time series of 2002-2025 as input data, and four separate runes used a more recent time
series of 2017-2025 to better reflect more recent fishing patterns and bycatch encounters. For the
longer time series and the shorter time series, 24,000 and 9,000 fishing seasons were simulated,
respectively, with each individual simulated season first randomly selecting a year (e.g., 2015) and
then resampling from all individual positive hauls (i.e., Pacific whiting was caught) within the
selected year until a season end occurs. Predicted catch from both at-sea sectors were combined
for each simulated season in this analysis, because all set-asides are combined across both sectors.

In addition to the two sets of time series, bootstrap probabilities were estimated under four
different fishing scenarios:

1. Coastwide' fishing effort and full Pacific whiting allocations are assumed to be removed
2. Coastwide fishing effort and recent (2017-2025, excluding 2024?) average Pacific whiting
allocation attainment is assumed

3. Southern (south of 46° 16" N. lat.) fishing effort and full Pacific whiting allocations are
assumed to be removed

4. Southern (south of 46° 16" N. lat.) fishing effort and recent (2017-2025, excluding 2024)
average Pacific whiting allocation attainment is assumed

A southern scenario was chosen as a comparison to coastwide, because the at-sea fishery has
been operating almost entirely south of 46° 16" N. lat. in recent years (Figure 1). Out of the four
scenarios, the two sectors most closely exhibited Scenario 4 in 2025 in which nearly all Pacific
whiting was caught south of 46° 16" N. lat., and actual 2025 attainments were closer to the recent
average attainment than to 100 percent, although the MS sector’s 2025 attainment was 14 percent
higher than the recent average. Allocation attainment and latitudinal distribution have generally
been the main drivers of bycatch trends in the at-sea fishery, and therefore, other scenarios looking
at variables such as depth were not explored.

Under Scenarios 1 and 3, in which full Pacific whiting attainment is assumed, a season end was
only simulated once each sector’s full Pacific whiting allocation was reached. Under Scenarios 2
and 4, recent average attainment, a season end was simulated once each sector caught the amount
that equates to the average 2017-2025 (excluding 2024) percent attainment of their sector-
specific post-tribal reapportionment allocation of Pacific whiting (88 percent for the CP sector;
56 percent for the MS sector). The period 2017-2025 was selected because 2017-
2019 represents years of high catch preceding the COVID-19 pandemic, which resulted in lower
catches and allocation attainments in 2020 and 2021. Following the pandemic, catches and
attainments in 2022 and 2023 have begun to rebound, with the exception of MS catch in 2023
which was the lowest catch for that sector since 2016. The 2025 season saw higher attainments
and improved availability of Pacific whiting as well as lower bycatch constraints.
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The Pacific whiting allocations are set through an annual treaty process outside of the Council
process, and allocations for 2026 and beyond are yet to be established as of the time of drafting this
report. Therefore, the 2025 Pacific whiting allocation (post-tribal reapportionment) was used for
both sectors as a proxy for the 2027-28 allocation that would trigger season end based on allocation
attainment percentage (Table A-1). It is worth noting that the 2025 Pacific whiting allocations
were lower than they have been in over a decade, and while the 2025 Pacific hake/whiting stock
assessment indicates this trend is likely to continue, the projections in this analysis could
underestimate bycatch impacts if the 2027-28 Pacific whiting allocations return to pre-2025 levels.

Table A-1. Pacific whiting allocation attainment percentages and catch amounts that trigger simulated season
end for the full attainment scenarios (1 & 2) and the recent average attainment scenarios (3 & 4). Actual
2025 whiting catch and allocation attainments for each sector are provided for comparison. Data Source:
PacFIN NORPAC.

Attainment At-sea Attainment of Whiting Catch (mt) Actual Actual
Scenarios Sector 2025 Whiting that Triggers Season | 2025 Whiting | 2025 Whiting
Allocation Simulated end Catch Attainment
CP 100% 96,822 82,557 85%
1 & 3 (Full)
MS 100% 68,345 48,938 70%
CP 88% 85,203 82,557 85%
2 & 4 (Average)
MS 56% 38,273 48,938 70%

In addition to attainment scenarios, scenarios in which the at-sea sectors both exhibit either a
coastwide effort distribution (42° N. lat. to the U.S.-Canada border) or a southern effort
distribution (exclusively south of 46° 16" N. lat. or the Washington-Oregon border) were
compared. To run the southern scenario simulations, input data were filtered to only include hauls
that occurred south of46° 16’ N. lat. Both industry comments and the stock
assessment have indicated that the Pacific whiting population appears to be more available to the
fishery off of Oregon and even into California, compared to past seasons.

Interpreting the Bootstrap Simulation Results

The following section discusses how to interpret the results of the bootstrap simulation. For each
of the four scenarios, results are provided in two forms:

1. The probability of exceeding a set-aside option being considered for 2027-28, and
2. The 90" percentile of catches simulated.

The 90th percentile of catches means that 90 percent of simulated seasons resulted in a total catch
of that value or less. For example, a 90th percentile value of 285 mt means that 90 percent of
simulated seasons — when using only 2017-2025 as inputs — resulted in a catch of 285 mt or less
of sablefish north of 36° N. lat., assuming recent average allocation attainments and a southern
fishing distribution. Conversely, 10 percent of the simulations exceeded 285 mt. The 50
percentile, or the risk-neutral median, is also provided. The 50th percentile is the simulated catch
level where there were an equal number of simulated season catches either lower than or higher
than that value and hence is considered risk neutral (Figure A-1).
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Table B-9. Alternative 1 IFQ allocations (mt) and annual vessel limits (Ibs.) under the two at-sea set-aside
options for shortspine thornyhead in 2027-28, compared to 2025.

IFQ Allocation (mt) IFQ Annual Vessel Limit (Ibs.)
406 80,557
Option 1 (SQ) Option 2 Option 1 (SQ) Option 2
2027 487 481 96,598 95,348
2028 493 487 97,866 96,616

Table B-10. Utilization of 2024 and 2025 shortspine thornyhead AVLs for the top three accounts with the
highest utilization compared to the AVL that year, and the 2027 AVL increase or decrease relative to the 2025

and 2024 AVLs, respectively. Data Source: NMFS Pacific Coast Groundfish IFQ Vessel
Account Balance Database
2025 average utilization (Ibs.) of top 3 vessel accounts 44,443
2025 AVL (Ibs.) 80,557
2027 2028
A-S Set- A-S Set- A-S Set- A-S Set-
Aside Aside Aside Aside
Option 1 Option 2 | Option 1 Option 2
2027/28 AVL (lbs.) 96,598 95,348 97,866 96,616
2027/28 AVL decrease relative to 2025 | +19.9% +18.4% +21.5% +19.9%

Widow rockfish

At the time of drafting this document, the Council has yet to adopt the default harvest specifications
for widow rockfish for 2027-28 due to ongoing consideration of the stock assessment (Kinneen et
al., 2025). Based on the Council’s guidance in November, the GMT analyzed two very wide
bookends to try to capture the impacts from the lowest and highest possible ACLs. Alternative 1
reflects the default HCR based on the October 2025 version of the widow rockfish stock
assessment (ABC=ACL, P*=0.45). However, the new January widow rockfish stock assessment
model results in default 2027-28 ACLs that are even lower than the Alternative 1 ACLs. The GMT
will update the analysis prior to the June Council meeting for selection of FPA.

Alternative 1 results in 2027-28 IFQ allocations of 3,995-4,245 mt, which varies depending on
whether the Council chooses to set the non-trawl allocation at 300 mt (Option 1, Status Quo) or
150 mt (Option 2), which are analyzed in in more detail in §7.2) as well as the two at-sea set-aside
options (300 mt [SQ, Option 1] and 200 mt [Option 2]). There is a difference of 250 mt between
the lowest and highest possible IFQ allocation in 2027.

The Council’s November 2025 motion tasked the GMT with analyzing the two at-sea set-aside
options described above. During the overwinter analysis, the GMT explored IFQ model
projections based on an additional, lower at-sea set-aside option of 150 mt. This lower amount was
explored because the widow rockfish IFQ allocation is decreasing by roughly 60 percent, and at-
sea mortality was lower than 150 mt in 17 out of the 23 years since 2002 (or 74 percent). For
comparison, at-sea mortality was lower than 200 mt in 20 out of the 23 years (or 87 percent).
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Appendix C

Attainment

The following two tables show attainments of the trawl allocation across all at-sea and IFQ sectors.
Table C-1 shows attainment of the combined Pacific whiting allocation, and Table C-2 shows
attainment of a combined allocation amount for several target stocks'°.

Attainment of the Pacific whiting trawl allocation has historically been high but reached its lowest
level in 2024 at 43 percent attainment. Under-attainment of the 2024 allocation was likely driven
by the fishery’s difficulty in finding aggregations of Pacific whiting while balancing the need to
minimize bycatch. As discussed under the Trawl No Action section below, both the at-sea and IFQ
whiting fleets experienced a better fishing season in 2025, compared to the prior two years.

Trawl attainment of non-whiting target stocks is generally 30-40 percent of their combined
allocations and has fluctuated minimally since 2011, despite increases in the combined allocation
amount throughout the time series (Table C-2). However, the lack of a trend in the overall
attainment masks noteworthy trends of species-specific targeting. Targeting of the dover-
thornyhead-sablefish (DTS) complex—a target species complex, not a management complex—has
been steadily declining since the start of the IFQ program. Meanwhile, targeting of widow and
yellowtail rockfishes has increased following re-development of the midwater rockfish fishery
around 2015. Chilipepper rockfish south of 40° 10" N. lat. is included in the group of non-whiting
target stocks. Targeting of chilipepper rockfish declined from the start of the IFQ program through
2019 but has been increasing steadily since then, with more targeting of chilipepper rockfish
occurring in 2024 than in any other years of the I[FQ program.

Table C-1. Pacific whiting mortality in the trawl sector and attainment of the combined Pacific whiting post-
tribal reapportionment trawl allocation, 2011-2025. Data Source: GEMM for mortality estimates 2011-2024
and PacFIN landings combined with the recent three-year average discard mortality for the 2025 mortality
estimate.

Pacific Whltll.lg P.ac1fic Whltmg Post- Pacific Whiting Trawl
Year Trawl Mortality Tribal Reapportionment .
. Attainment
(mt) Trawl Allocation

2011 212,700 220,995 96%
2012 159,421 163,481 98%
2013 228,056 234,040 97%
2014 264,022 304,370 87%
2015 154,509 296,684 52%
2016 260,000 335,731 77%
2017 349,589 403,683 87%

19 Target stocks that make up the combined allocation are chilipepper south of 40° 10° N. lat., Dover sole, lingcod
north and south of 40° 10" N. lat., Petrale sole, sablefish north and south of 36° N. lat., shortspine thornyhead, widow
rockfish, and yellowtail rockfish north of 40° 10" N. lat.
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Pacific Whiting Pacific Whiting Post- . ..

Year Trawl Mortality Tribal Reapportionment Pacific Wl.ntlng Trawl
. Attainment
(mt) Trawl Allocation

2018 312,790 402,683 78%
2019 313,066 402,682 78%
2020 287,064 388,968 74%
2021 265,562 338,650 78%
2022 291,193 371,433 78%
2023 241,157 425,194 57%
2024 164,851 382,528 43%
2025 239,354 284,770 84%

Table C-2. Mortality of non-whiting target stocks* in the trawl sector, and attainment of the collective trawl
allocation for those non-whiting target stocks, 2011-2025. Data Source: GEMM for mortality estimates 2011-
2024 and PacFIN landings combined with the recent three-year average discard mortality for the 2025
mortality estimate.

Year Non-Whiting Trawl | Non-Whiting Trawl Non-Whiting Trawl
Mortality (mt) Allocation (mt) Attainment
2011 13,804 33,105 42%
2012 13,436 33,045 41%
2013 15,056 35,855 42%
2014 14,062 35,990 39%
2015 14,624 62,553 23%
2016 15,390 62,610 25%
2017 23,413 74,133 32%
2018 26,753 72,937 37%
2019 25,366 73,008 35%
2020 22,242 71,856 31%
2021 24,416 77,948 31%
2022 27,734 75,906 37%
2023 25,464 75,040 34%
2024 22,458 72,638 31%
2025 25,780 82,036 31%

*Non-whiting target stocks included in this table are chilipepper rockfish south of 40° 10" N. lat., Dover sole, lingcod
north and south of 40° 10" N. lat., Petrale sole, sablefish north and south of 36° N. lat., shortspine thornyhead, widow
rockfish, and yellowtail rockfish north of 40° 10" N. lat.
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13. Action Items 14-17: Groundfish
Commercial Non-trawl Fishery
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Description of the Fishery

The commercial non-trawl fishery is comprised of two sectors, limited entry fixed gear (LEFG)
and open access (OA) which are further differentiated as the non-nearshore and nearshore sectors.
These sectors are described in the Groundfish SAFE. In brief, these sectors use gear that is affixed
to either the vessel or a buoy via lines such as hook-and-line gear, bottom longline, or pot gear.
Generally, the non-nearshore fishery takes place seaward of the Non-Trawl Rockfish Conservation
Area (RCA) and primarily targets sablefish and slope rockfish species, while the nearshore fishery
takes place shoreward of the Non-Trawl RCA and primarily targets shelf and nearshore rockfish
species. However more recently, there is a greater degree of overlap in the nearshore and non-
nearshore sectors because the size of Non-Trawl RCA is decreasing and both sectors are permitted
to use non-bottom contact gear types inside the Non-Trawl RCA.

The true differentiating factor is that “nearshore” vessels have a state-issued limited entry permit
to target species within the nearshore complex. LE and OA sectors have separate catch estimates
for the nearshore fisheries and sablefish-targeted non-nearshore fisheries. Detailed descriptions of
California and Oregon’s state-issued limited entry nearshore permits can be found in the 2023-24
harvest specifications and management measures process (Informational Report 2, September
2022). Currently, this fishery occurs shoreward of the Non-Trawl RCA (Table ). Off Oregon and
California, this area includes portions of state and federal waters that are fished by these vessels.
North of the Washington-Oregon border, the Non-Trawl RCA extends from 100 fathoms to the
state waters boundary (3 nm). In addition, Washington has a state prohibition on commercial
groundfish fishing in state waters. Combined, this means that Washington does not have a
commercial nearshore fishery in its Federal or state waters. Most vessels participating in nearshore
commercial fisheries do not hold Federal limited entry permits; therefore, they are included in the
open access sector. While these fisheries are considered Federal OA fisheries, participation is
limited by the states. In Oregon, more conservative state quotas than those specified in Federal
regulations exist for most nearshore species, and state trip limits apply in these cases. State trip
limits continue to be designed to stay within Federal nearshore species quotas while providing a
year-round opportunity, if possible. Table 13-3 contains 2025 nearshore fishery landings without
projected mortality.

All vessels participating in commercial non-trawl sectors are subject to at-sea monitoring by the
West Coast Groundfish Observer Program (WCGOP) and are required to carry vessel monitoring
systems (VMS) when fishing for groundfish in Federal waters. If vessels are exclusively fishing
within state waters, these provisions may not apply..

LE and OA trip limits apply across all depths within a given regulatory area. Most groundfish are
managed collectively within the non-trawl allocations for the non-nearshore, nearshore, and
recreational fisheries; however, specific harvest guidelines (HG) and shares from within the non-
trawl allocation are used to manage select stocks, e.g., canary and yelloweye rockfishes. The non-
trawl groundfish regulations are found in detail at 50 CFR Part 660 Subpart E and Subpart F.
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https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/09/status-of-the-pacific-coast-groundfish-fishery-stock-assessment-and-fishery-evaluation-july-2022.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/08/draft-management-measure-analytical-document-the-preferred-alternative-september-2022.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2022/08/draft-management-measure-analytical-document-the-preferred-alternative-september-2022.pdf/
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-VI/part-660/subpart-E
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-VI/part-660/subpart-F
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13.1 No Action

Under No Action, all non-trawl management measures, including non-trawl allocations, trip limits,
closures, etc. that were in place at the end of 2025 would be maintained for the 2027-28
biennium.https:/www.ecfr.gov/on/2025-12-31/title-50/section-
660.11https://www.ecfr.gov/on/2025-12-31/title-50/section-660.11

The current Non-Trawl RCA boundaries along the U.S. west coast (as updated at the end of 2025)
are shown in Table (50 C.F.R. § 660 app. Table 2a (North), Subpart E, 2025; Table 2a (South),
Subpart E; Table 3a (North), Subpart F, 2025; Table 3a (South), Subpart F, 2025).

Table 13-1. Non-trawl Rockfish Conservation Area (NT RCA) boundaries off the U.S. west coast.

North of 46° 16’ N. | 46° 16’ - 40°10" | 40°10"-38° 57" | 38°57'-34°27" | South of 34° 27’
lat. N. lat. N. lat. N. lat. N. lat.?

Depth Shoreward EEZ —
boundaries | 100 fm

a/includes areas around the Channel Islands.

Area

30 fm - 75 fm 40 fm - 75 fm 50 fm - 75 fm 100 fm - 150 fm

Notable 2025 Inseason Adjustments

As aresult of the 2025 California quillback rockfish stock assessment, which estimated the stock’s
spawning output in 2025 to be 43.5 percent of unfished levels, and therefore above the
management target of 40 percent, as well as estimating the stock to have never been overfished
(Langseth et al, 2025), the Council adopted the following inseason changes to restore access to
areas and trip limits as described below:

Non-Trawl RCA Boundary Modifications: Restored the shoreward Non-trawl RCA boundary lines
to those in place prior to protect quillback rockfish, specifically for the areas:

a. 42°1t040°10"'N. lat: 30 fm
b. 40°10"'N. to 38°57' N. lat: 40 fm
c. 38°57'to 34°27' N. lat: 50 fm

A. Trip limit modifications: Restored Limited Entry Fixed Gear and Open Access trip limits
as follows: Modified LE, FG, and OA nearshore rockfish complex trip limits from closed
to the following.

42° to 40°10'

e Black rockfish, 7,000 pounds per two months.
e Nearshore rockfish excluding black rockfish, 2,000 pounds per two months of
which no more may be 75 pounds of copper rockfish.
South of 40°10'.

e Shallow nearshore rockfish, 2,000 pounds per two months.
e Deeper nearshore rockfish, 2,000 pounds per two months of which no more than
75 pounds may be copper rockfish.
B. Modified Limited Entry Fixed Gear and OA Cabezon trip limits from closed to unlimited
between 42° to 40°10' and south of 40°10'.
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C. Modified LEFG and OA lingcod trip limits to remove the text, quote, "Seaward of the non-
trawl RCA closed inside the non-trawl RCA" end quote. Between 42° to 40°10' and south
of 40°10".

D. Modified LEFG and OA other flatfish trip limits to remove the text, quote, "Seaward of
the non-trawl RCA closed inside the non-trawl RCA", end quote.

E. Modified LEFG and OA shelf rockfish complex, excluding bronzespotted rockfish trip
limits between 40°10' and 34°27' to the following:

o LEFG, 8,000 pounds per two months of which no more than 500 pounds may be
vermilion/sunset rockfish.

o OA, 4,000 pounds per two months of which no more than 300 pounds may be
vermilion/sunset rockfish.

13.1.1 Mortality and Effort

Species of Concern
Yelloweye Rockfish

The Council manages yelloweye rockfish under an HG and ACT for the overall non-trawl sector,
which is further divided into a commercial non-trawl HG and ACT and recreational HG and ACTs
for each state (i.e., non-trawl commercial, Washington recreational, Oregon recreational, and
California recreational; see tables 1-11 in the SAFE [PFMC, 2025]). The Council primarily
manages the non-trawl fisheries to the more conservative ACT, which is based on the Spawning
Potential Ratio (SPR) of 70% from the 2018 yelloweye rockfish rebuilding plan. The higher HGs
are based on a SPR 65%, which is also the basis of the ACL and the trawl allocation. This strategy
provides management flexibility in case a non-trawl sector exceeds their ACT inseason.

Table 13-2 provides an estimate of projected total mortality of yelloweye rockfish for the non-
trawl commercial fisheries based on the most current GEMM mortality projections (including
discards; 2003-2024). Total estimated mortality of yelloweye rockfish for 2025 from the non-trawl
commercial fisheries (non-nearshore and nearshore) is projected to be approximately 9.6 mt based
on the 5-year average. However, 2025 discard data will not be available until the GEMM product
is ready in September 2026.

Since yelloweye rockfish is a prohibited species within all non-trawl fisheries, most of the
mortality is due to discards. Commercial non-trawl discard rate estimates rely on observer data
from the WCGOP. Considering the commercial non-trawl fisheries other than the LEFG sablefish-
endorsed fishery have a median observer rate of 4-6 percent, limited data is extrapolated to the
remainder of the fishery. Therefore, a 5-year average is more representative of an individual year
than a 5-year maximum, but there is still uncertainty with this projection. While the commercial
non-trawl mortality is projected to exceed the commercial non-trawl ACT and HG, the non-trawl
projection (commercial and recreational combined) is projected to be within the non-trawl
allocation based on the GEMM estimates from 2024. Additionally, yelloweye rockfish mortality
in the commercial non-trawl fishery is showing a downward trend between 2022-2024. This
downward trend and the buffers in place under the non-trawl allocation mean the risk of exceeding
the ACL is low.
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Table 13-2. No Action — Yelloweye rockfish total mortality (mt) for the non-trawl commercial fixed gear sector
and all non-trawl sectors (commercial & recreational) combined for 2020-2024 and the GMT projection for
2025. The non-trawl allocation and non-trawl commercial harvest guideline for 2020-2025 from the PacFIN
APEX report GMTO015 are also provided for reference. Catch and discard data is from the Groundfish
Estimated Multiyear Mortality (GEMM) report (Somers et al. 2024).

Year Non-trawl Commercial Non- Commercial Non-Trawl | Non-Trawl Total Mortality
Allocation (mt) | Trawl HG (mt) Total Mortality (mt) (mt)
2020 a/ 39.5 8.3 4.7 14.5
2021 a/ 37.9 6.2 59 15.8
2022 a/ 38.8 6.3 16.7 28.8
2023 a/ 38.3 8.0 11.4 28.4
2024 a/ 39.2 8.2 9.2 20.8
2025 b/ 37.7 7.9 9.6 20.8
a/ GEMM data

b/ GMT projections and GMTO015 Apex report

Quillback Rockfish off California

As aresult of the 2025 California quillback rockfish stock assessment estimating the stock to have
never been overfished (Langseth et al, 2025), and the inseason action taken in September 2025
(see the “Notable 2025 Inseason Adjustments” section above), California quillback rockfish is no
longer considered a species of concern and will not be further analyzed as such in the analytical
document.

13.1.2 Nearshore Fishery Sector

In the previous specification cycle, nearshore trip limits were modified at a finer scale to limit the
impacts of closures to protect quillback rockfish but, as mentioned above, most were restored to
their previous stratification north and south of 40° 10" N. lat. Management measures for some
stocks are stratified north and south of 42° N. lat. (e.g. quillback rockfish) and others stratified
south of 34° 27’ N. lat. (e.g., lingcod, California scorpionfish, etc.).
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Table 13-3. No Action. 2025 nearshore landings based on 2025 regulations. Source: PacFIN data pull 1/06/2026.
“--” indicates there were zero landings in the specified area.

By Area
Actual S. of
Stock Area Landings OR CA 40°10'- 40°10'
(mt) T(r‘:gl T(r‘:gl 1a4tz:11:t) N. lat.
) (mt)
Black/blue/deacon rockfish OR 90.2 90.2 -- -- --
--Black rockfish | OR 75.2 75.2 -- -- --
--Blue/deacon rockfish | OR 15 15 -- -- --
Black rockfish CA 24.7 -- 24.7 20.9 3.8
Bocaccio S.40°10" N. lat. 5.8 -- 5.8 -- 5.8
Cabezon/ Kelp greenling OR 294 294 -- -- --
--Cabezon | OR 12.1 12.1 -- -- --
--Kelp Greenling | OR 17.3 17.3 -- -- --
Cabezon CA 23.5 -- 23.5 0.7 22.8
Canary Rockfish OR & CA 21.8 3.9 17.9 8.3 9.6
Kelp greenling CA 1.9 -- 1.9 0.2 1.7
Lingcod N. 40°10' N. lat. 74.4 72.7 1.6 -- --
Lingcod S. 40°10" N. lat. 31.2 -- 31.2 -- 31.2
Quillback Rockfish CA -- -- -- -- --
Quillback Rockfish OR & WA 0.01 0.01 -- -- --
California scorpionfish S. 40°10' N. lat. 2.6 -- 2.6 -- 2.6
Nearshore Rockfish N. a/ N. 40°10' N. lat. 12 7.3 4.7 -- --
Nearshore Rockfish S. S. 40°10' N. lat. 103 -- 103 2 101
--Shallow Nearshore Rockfish b/ | S.40°10'N. lat. 53.6 -- 53.6 -- 53.6
--Deeper Nearshore Rockfish ¢/ | S.40°10' N. lat. 49.9 -- 49.9 -- 49.9

a/ Nearshore Rockfish north of 40°10' N. lat. consists of black-and-yellow rockfish, blue rockfish, China rockfish,
gopher rockfish, grass rockfish, kelp rockfish, brown rockfish, olive rockfish, copper rockfish, treefish, and calico
rockfish.

b/ Shallow Nearshore Rockfish group consists of black-and-yellow rockfish, China rockfish, gopher rockfish, grass
rockfish, and kelp rockfish south of 40°10' N. lat. These species are part of the Nearshore Rockfish complex north of
40°10' N. lat.

¢/ In this table, Deeper Nearshore Rockfish group consists of blue, brown, calico, copper, olive rockfishes, and treefish
south 0f 40°10' N. lat. These species are part of the Nearshore Rockfish Complex north of 40°10' N. lat. However, for
trip limits south of 40°10° N lat, black rockfish are included in deeper nearshore rockfish grouping.

Copper Rockfish off California

Copper rockfish off California was assessed in 2021 using two separate sub-area models split at
34° 27" N. lat. (Wetzel et al., 2021a, 2021b). Spawning output in the southern area was estimated
to be below the management limit of 25 percent of unfished levels, but when combined with the
northern area, spawning output for both areas was estimated to be within the precautionary zone
between the management limit and management target. As a precautionary measure, the Council
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began reducing mortality of copper rockfish off California at the start of 2022 by setting statewide
sub-trip limits of 75 Ibs. per two months within the Minor Nearshore Rockfish and Deeper
Nearshore Rockfish trip limits (86 FR 72863, December 23, 2021). Copper rockfish in California
was again assessed in 2023, as a two sub-area stock, with results similar to the 2021 assessment
(Monk et al., 2023; Wetzel et al., 2023). As a result, the harvest control rule is ABC>ACL, P* =
0.45 and application of the 40-10 rule, and in 2025, commercial non-trawl copper rockfish landings
were well below the ACL contribution in each region (Table 13-4). Non-trawl commercial
landings did not exceed the tracking limits, and both the nearshore and OA fixed gear sectors
reduced discard mortality of copper rockfish according to the GEMM (Somers et al., 2025) than
in the previous cycle. However, the low landings and minor discards could suggest the need to
increase the sub-trip limit to reduce regulatory discards while remaining well below the regional
ACL contributions to the complex.

Table 13-4. No Action — California copper rockfish non-trawl commercial fixed gear fishery in 2025. Data
Source: GMTO015 Final Specifications, PacFIN data pull 1/06/2025.

. ACL OFL
Stock Area Landing (mt) | 0 .0 tion (mt) | Contribution (mt)
42°-40° 10’ N. lat. 0.2 6.8 7.4
C Rockfish
OPPELTOCEIS "South of 40° 10° 1.7 125.1 136.1

Quillback Rockfish off California

As previously stated above, quillback rockfish off California was assessed in 2025 (Langseth et
al, 2025). Based on the PacFIN Groundfish Species Scorecard and 3-year-average WCGOP
discard data, total mortality for California quillback rockfish exceeded the ACL of 1 mt in 2025
under No Action (Somers et al. 2024; GMT Report 007-01.) However, this average discard
morality includes years before management measures to protect California quillback rockfish went
into place. Therefore, it is more likely that the total mortality in 2025 is closer to the 0.12 mt in
2024 than the 2.7 mt provided in the scorecard (Somers et al., 2024). Additionally, the ACL for
California quillback rockfish in 2027 is 11.6 mt, based on the 2025 stock assessment (Langseth et
al, 2025). Similarly, the GMT projects that the total mortality in the commercial non-trawl fishery
exceeded the commercial non-trawl harvest guideline for yelloweye rockfish under No Action in
2025 (Table 13-2). However, this projection is based on an average of discard rates in previous
years. Additionally, the overall non-trawl allocation was not exceeded due to a buffer provided by
lower recreational discards. The remaining species were under their respective harvest
specifications in 2025.

13.1.3 Non-Nearshore Fishery Sector

The non-nearshore fishery describes the portion of the LE and OA fisheries targeting non-
nearshore species, primarily sablefish, but there has also been an expanding non-nearshore non-
sablefish fishery targeting shelf species and lingcod. Starting on January 1, 2023, as part of the
2023-24 harvest specifications and management measures package, non-bottom contact hook-and-
line gear was allowed within the Non-Trawl RCA (Table 13-1. Non-trawl Rockfish Conservation
Area (NT RCA) boundaries off the U.S. west coast.). Participants could access midwater rockfish
species within the Non-Trawl RCA using two non-bottom contact hook-and-line gear types (50
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CFR 660.330(b)(3)) under OA trip limits. In the Amendment 32 package, this gear type allowance
was expanded to LEFG trip limits. This action signified the first time in over 20 years that
participants of the non-trawl sector were allowed to fish within the Non-Trawl RCA and became

very important considering the restrictions that were placed on California participants due to
quillback rockfish.

The seaward boundary of the Non-Trawl RCA off Oregon and California was also pulled back to
75 fm via Amendment 32 (effective January 1, 2024), which allowed participants using any
permitted non-trawl gear type to fish in areas that were previously closed. The greatest benefit
from this change was access to additional sablefish fishing grounds alongside increased access to
mid-water shelf and slope groundfish. The 2025-26 harvest specifications and management
measures package included a Directed Open Access Groundfish (DOAG) Fishing Permit, which
means this 2027-28 harvest specifications and management measures cycle will be the first time
that fishery managers can gauge participation prior to the season without relying on previous years
data within the OA fishery.

Table 13-5 summarizes the coastwide commercial non-trawl groundfish landings (mt) for the LE
and OA fisheries in 2025 compared to the non-trawl allocation. Commercial discards and
recreational catch are not included in Table 13-5, but they nonetheless contribute to the non-trawl
allocation. Among all nearshore and non-nearshore stocks, sablefish is the primary target, in terms
of volume and revenue, for both the LE and OA sectors. Therefore, the table breaks apart sablefish-
directed (i.e., non-nearshore sablefish) and non-sablefish-directed (i.e., non-nearshore non-
sablefish) trips to provide a more detailed assessment of the commercial non-trawl groundfish
fisheries’ contributions to each non-trawl allocation. However, sablefish landings themselves have
been broken out and displayed in the sablefish-specific sections.

The non-nearshore non-sablefish sector has been expanding in effort, area, and landings in the last
few years, as participants have found direct consumer markets after the COVID-19 pandemic.
Specifically, landings in this sector have increased for lingcod and shelf species, including canary
and widow rockfishes. The non-sablefish non-nearshore sector mortality for canary rockfish has
increased from an average of 1 metric ton between 2002-2014, 3.7 mt between 2015-2019, to now
an average of 21.2 mt post-COVID (Somers et al., 2024). Bocaccio, chilipepper rockfish, widow
rockfish, and other shelf rockfish species exhibit a similar trajectory that is likely to increase with
the removal of the Cowcod Conservation Area (CCA) and the ability for LE and OA to fish inside
the Non-Trawl RCA with non-bottom contact gear. As a result of directed, non-sablefish markets
expanding south of 40°10' N. lat., minor nearshore and minor shelf rockfish are now a major
contributor to ex-vessel revenue. In 2025, both complexes brought in over 1 million dollars in ex-
vessel revenue. Individual shelf species broken out on the trip limit table like lingcod, canary
rockfish, chilipepper rockfish, and bocaccio, collectively brought an additional $1,140,910 in ex-
vessel revenue to the non-sablefish directed groundfish sectors (Table 13-6).
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Table 13-5. No Action — Coastwide commercial fixed gear groundfish landings in metric tons (mt) for the limited entry (LE) and open access (QOA) fisheries

in 2025 compared to the non-trawl allocation. Data Source: GMTO015 Final Specifications, PacFIN data pull 1/9/2026. * Indicates confidential data

Management gf:ercstl:’ (()lre Non-Nearshore Non-Nearshore Total' f-l‘i;i'ljgt 1;::;’1

Stock/Stock Complex Area (FMU) | Groundfish (mt) | "Nor-Sablefish (mf) | Sablefish (mt) Landings Guideline | Allocation
LE 0A LE 0A LE oa | ™ (mt) (mt)

Arrowtooth Flounder CW — — * — 1.1 0.5 1.6 9098 454.9
Bocaccio S 0f 40°10° 0.9 4.8 25.4 45 23.2 1.7 101.0 1673.2 1020
Blue/Deacon/
Black Rockfish OR 1.6 89.5 — * — — 91.1 4214 —
Black Rockfish CA * 22.9 — — — — 24 .4 222.3 —
Big Skate CwW — — — — 2.1 * 2.1 1164.6 58.2
Cabezon CA 0.3 22.9 — — — — 23.2 161.2 —
Chilipepper S 0f 40°10° 0.7 1.6 12.3 50 12.3 4.7 81.6 2788 697
Canary Rockfish CW 1 2.9 9 17.1 3.2 0.3 335 508.4 140.8
Darkblotched Rockfish CW — — — 0 3.8 0.1 3.9 729.8 36.5
Dover Sole CcwW * * * — 1.5 0.1 1.6 45840.1 2292
Pacific Spiny Dogfish CW — 0 * * 0.6 * 0.7 1037.6 —
Cabezon/Kelp Greenling OR 0.3 29.9 — — — — 30.2 176.1 —
Lingcod N of 40°10° 1.3 74.9 0.9 42.2 442 4.2 167.7 3349.9 1842.4
Lingcod S 0f 40°10° 5.4 26 3.5 13.1 1.1 1.2 50.3 736.4 441.8
Longnose Skate CW — — * — 21.9 2.3 243 1365.8 136.6
Longspine Thornyhead N of 34°27° — — * * 2.2 0.1 23 2000.7 100
Longspine Thornyhead S of 34° 27° — — * — 3 * 35 646 —
Nearshore Rockfish North | N of 40°10° 0.3 11.9 — — — — 12.2 87.8 —
Nearshore Rockfish South | S of 40°10° 11.8 91.4 — — — — 103.2 931.8 —
Other Flatfish CcwW * 0.2 2.1 2.1 0.5 * 6.2 7803 780.3
Other Fish CW 0.1 2 — * * — 2.1 212.7 —
Pacific Cod CcwW — — — — 0.1 — 0.1 1098.6 54.9
Pacific Ocean Perch N of 40°10° — * * — 0.2 * 0.4 3182.5 159.1
Petrale Sole CW * 0 0.2 0.3 9.3 0.3 10.1 2035.5 30
Pacific Whiting CcwW — — — * 0.2 * 0.2 293270 0
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Nearshore Non-Nearshore Fisher Non-
Stock/Stock Complex Management Directed Non-Sablefish l\é(:ll)'ll:g;fs(l:::)e L:;l;n(;lt;lrfgs Hz-lrve'syt Trawl
Area (FMU) | Groundfish (mt) (mt) (mt) Guideline | Allocation
LE OA LE OA LE OA (mt) (mt)
California Scorpionfish CW * 0.1 — — — — 2.3 242 —
Shelf Rockfish North N of 40°10° 0.1 1.7 0.3 4.1 3 0.8 10.0 1263.8 503
Shelf Rockfish South S 0f 40°10° 12.3 10.7 50.6 57.8 5.8 1.9 139.1 1430.5 1256
Slope Rockfish North N of 40°10° — * 1.4 1.1 47.5 1.9 51.9 1430 271.7
Slope Rockfish South S 0f 40°10° 0.1 * 1.6 9.5 48.4 6.8 66.4 674.1 249.4
Splitnose Rockfish S 0f 40°10° — — — 0 0 * 0.0 1493.9 74.7
Shortspine Thornyhead CwW — — 1.3 0.3 102.4 2 106.0 743.3 267.6
Starry Flounder CW * 0 — 0.2 * — 0.2 3753 187.7
Widow Rockfish CW 0.2 0.3 0.8 10.2 0.1 0.5 12.1 11018.7 300
Yelloweye Rockfish CW — — — — * * 0.0 41 37.7
Yellowtail Rockfish N of 40°10° 0.1 1.1 * 8.7 0.3 — 10.3 5216.1 625.9
f;:;ﬁmm component cw * 0.1 — 0.1 9.1 1.1 20.4 — —

a/ The non-trawl allocation includes the non-nearshore, nearshore, and recreational fisheries.
b/ Values contain unspeciated specimens from the “NA” ACL_CODE in PacFin.
¢/ Most of this mortality is unspeciated grenadier.
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Table 13-6. No Action — Total ex-vessel revenue and number of vessels participating in the coastwide commercial fixed gear groundfish limited entry (LE)
and open access (OA) fisheries in 2025. Ex-vessel revenue adjusted for inflation. Data Source: NMFS Permit Website, PacFIN data pull 1/9/2026.

Nearshore Directed Groundfish

Non-Nearshore Non-Sablefish

Non-Nearshore Sablefish

LE OA LE OA LE OA
Stock/Stock Complex FMU _
Ex Total Ex Total Ex Total Ex Total Ex Total Ex Total
Vessel Vessel Vessel Vessel Vessel Vessel
Vessels Vessels Vessels Vessels Vessels Vessels
Rev. Rev. Rev. Rev. Rev. Rev.
Arrowtooth Flounder CW — — — — * * — — $242 14 $22 8
Bocaccio 20(2};0, $6,704 10 $25,335 28 $94,679 18 $162,087 88 $43,456 14 $4,646 14
Blue/Deacon/ * «
Black Rockfish OR $8,717 3 $499,968 123 — — — — — —
Black Rockfish CA * * $147,066 54 — — — — — — — —
Big Skate CWwW — — — — — — — — $2,387 11 * *
Cabezon CA $5,806 8 $379,141 71 — — — — — — — —
Chilipepper ‘Sm(lflo’ $3,619 4 $8,334 6 $54,998 18 $226,209 64 $33,860 11 $19,656 16
Canary Rockfish CwW $5,688 12 $14,024 120 $35,419 19 $101,730 91 $10,983 28 $2,234 18
Darkblotched Rockfish CWwW — — — — — — $122 4 $8,634 37 $449 10
Dover Sole CwW * * * * * * — — $877 27 $77 10
Pacific Spiny Dogfish CcwW — — $249 3 * * * * $1,032 8 * *
Cabezon/Kelp Greenling | OR $2,843 3 $348,127 90 — — — — — — — —
Lingcod foffo, $9,746 4 $537,354 138 $6,116 8 $275,124 78 $142,201 59 $17,555 26
Lingcod ‘Sm(lflo’ $47,788 15 $224,632 101 $27,897 17 $114,767 97 $7,443 12 $9,936 16
Longnose Skate CW — — — — * * — — $13,404 28 $1,377 12
Longspine Thornyhead 13\14827, — — — — * * * * $9,615 19 $79 6
Longspine Thornyhead S of — — — — * * — — $15,635 15 * *
34°27° ’
Nearshore Rockfish North Toffo, $1,803 4 $125,941 | 90 — — — — — — — —
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Nearshore Directed Groundfish Non-Nearshore Non-Sablefish Non-Nearshore Sablefish
LE OA LE OA LE OA
Stock/Stock Complex FMU _
Ex Total Ex Total Ex Total Ex Total Ex Total Ex Total
Vessel Vessel Vessel Vessel Vessel Vessel
Vessels Vessels Vessels Vessels Vessels Vessels
Rev. Rev. Rev. Rev. Rev. Rev.
S of $1,661,1

Nearshore Rockfish South 40°10° $218,824 15 08 112 — — — — — — — —
Other Flatfish CWwW * * $623 13 $18,702 8 $16,521 32 $4,468 5 * *
Other Fish CWwW $559 4 $31,387 49 — — * * * * — —
Pacific Cod CW — — — — — — — — $90 3 — —

1 N Of * * * * * *
Pacific Ocean Perch 40°10° — — — — $239 11
Petrale Sole CWwW * * $31 3 $742 7 $2,547 21 $20,842 43 $1,083 16
Pacific Whiting CW — — — — — — * * $279 11 * *
California Scorpionfish CW * * $259 4 — — — — — — — —
Shelf Rockfish North Toffo, $354 3 $12,756 69 $556 3 $31,474 18 $5,944 41 $3,601 19
Shelf Rockfish South ‘Sm(lflo’ $119,968 13 $84,939 95 $424,103 22 $389,382 125 $41,656 19 $12,980 20
Slope Rockfish North fofjfo, — — * * $3,696 4 $7,745 9 $90,698 54 $6,038 25
Slope Rockfish South 481’0(2’1;0’ $886 3 * * $13,335 14 $74,703 45 $189,223 30 $35,344 31
Splitnose Rockfish S of _ _ — — - — $15 3 $112 7 * *

40°10°
. $2,371,6

Shortspine Thornyhead CwW — — — — $29,456 7 $9,910 3 51 83 $50,364 22
Starry Flounder CW * * $142 5 — — $554 6 * * — —
Widow Rockfish CWwW $1,141 5 $2,042 27 $8,088 13 $55,003 44 $725 11 $2,127 10
Yelloweye Rockfish CW — — — — — — — — * * * *
Yellowtail Rockfish Tofffo, $219 3 $5,342 60 * * $33,193 22 $307 16 — —
Ecosystem component CcW * * $161 5 — — $495 4 $8,305 17 $6,466 4
species

a.
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Sablefish

Sablefish is managed with a coastwide OFL and ABC (P* 0.45), but there are separate ACLs for
the two different management areas north of 36° N. lat. and south of 36° N. lat). The ACLs are set
by taking the coastwide ABC and apportioning it to each management area based on the 5-year
rolling average of the area-specific biomass estimates from the bottom trawl survey. The fishery
comprises the LE north of 36° N. lat (LEN) and LE south of 36° N. lat (LES) sectors and OA north
of 36° N. lat (OAN) and OA south of 36° N. lat (OAS) sectors. Table 13-7 summarizes the
sablefish landings by sector and area to their respective landings targets (i.e., the landings-only
portion of the sector-specific catch share after discard mortality is accounted for). Sablefish north
of 36° N. lat. attainment is generally higher than south of 36° N. lat. However, 2025 sablefish north
attainment has decreased due to landing targets that have increased 3 to 4-fold compared to those
in 2023-24. Continued market restrictions (i.e., processors not buying, prices too low to go out to
fish, etc.) have also reduced attainment levels in recent years. Landings in the LEN, LES, OAN,
and OAS sectors have remained similar to those seen in 2023, while the landings in the primary
(tier) sector (PRI) increased proportionally with the increased landing target. This suggests that
the primary sector is either not as sensitive to market restrictions or the lower prices are still enough
of an incentive to fish when the amount of quota is high (see 50 CFR 660.231 and Table 13-8 for
No Action quota limits.)

Table 13-7. No Action — Round weight landings of sablefish in metric tons (mt) for the 2025 year in the fixed
gear fishery. Data Source: PacFIN data pull 1/9/2026.

Sector Landings Landings Attainment of Ex-vessel Number of
(mt) Target (mt) Target (%) Revenue (2025) Participating Vessels
LEN 244 1413 17 $1,284,390 31
LES 301 3122 10 $2,960,259 25
OAN 418 2327 18 $2,099,000 86
OAS 51 1338 4 $284,373 20
PRI 4634 8006 58 $14,283,619 70

In 2025, the sablefish stock was the primary target, in terms of volume and revenue, for both the
non-nearshore LEFG and OA sectors (Figure 1, right panel). The left panel of Figure 12 shows the
total metric tons (mt) of sablefish landed by the non-nearshore fixed gear fleet between 2019-2025,
with the LE Daily Trip Limit (DTL), LE primary sablefish tier fishery, and OA sectors represented
by color. The LE Primary landings increased by almost 3-fold between 2024 and 2025 due to the
increased sablefish HG that went into place in 2025. However, the OA sector landings have
remained relatively consistent between 2023-2025 with 2024 having lower sablefish landings
overall for the non-trawl non-nearshore fishery. Although sablefish are the primary target across
the sectors, individual businesses may rely on other nearshore, shelf, or slope species as their main
economic contributor. The commercial non-trawl business and fishing strategies vary across area,
gear type, vessel size, and proximity to processors/markets.
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Figure 13-1. Sablefish landed coastwide (mt) between 2019-2025 by non-nearshore fixed gear sectors (left).
Total metric tons of sablefish versus other species landed coastwide by non-nearshore fixed gear sectors in 2025
(right). Sectors are color coded. Data Source: PacFIN data pull 1/9/2026.

Sablefish North of 36° N latitude

The No Action sablefish allocations are shown in Table 13-8 and Table 13-9. The northern non-
nearshore sablefish fisheries include the primary fishery (tier) and the LEN and OAN daily trip
limit fisheries (DTL). The No Action (2025) tier 1-3 limits for the primary fishery are shown in
Table 13-8. The northern DTL fisheries are managed with sector-specific landings targets (Table
13-8) and trip limits that are established each biennium to optimize utilization of the landings
targets but are commonly adjusted inseason as price and participation vary. Trip limits for other
stocks may also be adjusted inseason to achieve conservation and/or management goals. In 2025,
LEN is estimated to have taken 17 percent of the LEN landings target and OAN is estimated to
have taken 18 percent of the OAN landings target (Table 13-7).

Table 13-8. No Action — 2025 limited entry sablefish FMP allocation amounts north of 36° N. lat. Data source:
PacFIN APEX Report GMTO015 - Final Specifications

Non- LE FG Share (mf) a/ Landings Target (mt) Estimated Tier Limits (Ibs.)
Tribal | LE b/ b/c/
Year | Com. Share . LE X LE
HG | o | bE | B pg | LE | P FG | Tierl | Tier2 | Tier3
(mt) DTL DTL
2025 | 25,729 | 23,311 | 9,791 | 8,322 | 1,469 | 9,418 | 8,006 | 1,413 | 246,822 | 112,192 | 64,110

a/ Shares include anticipated discard mortality.

b/ The limited entry fixed gear landings target is the catch share reduced by the anticipated discard mortality of
sablefish, based on WCGOP data from 2002 to 2024. In the limited entry fixed gear sector, 19 percent of the sablefish
caught are assumed to be discarded with a 20 percent mortality rate.

¢/ Ratio of limits between the tiers is approximately 1:1.75:3.85 for Tier 3:Tier 2:Tier 1, respectively.
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Table 13-9. No Action — 2025 OA FMP sablefish allocation amounts north of 36° N. lat. Data source: PacFIN
APEX Report GMTO015 - Final Specifications

Year OA Catch Share (mt) a/
2025 2,419

a/ Shares include anticipated discard mortality.

b/ The OA landings target is the OA share reduced by the anticipated discard mortality of sablefish, based on WCGOP

data from 2002 to 2024. In the OA sector, 19 percent of the sablefish caught were anticipated to be discarded with a
20 percent mortality rate.

OA Landings Target (mt) b/
2,327

Sablefish South of 36° N latitude

The 2025 sablefish south non-trawl allocation, shares, and landings targets are shown in Table
13-10. LES and OAS trip limits are established each biennium. Historically, attainment is low in
the southern sectors, and 2025 was no exception. In 2025, LES is estimated to have taken 6 percent
of the LEFG landings target and OAS is estimated to have taken 3 percent of the OA landings
target Table 13-10. However, OAS has seen an increase in landings and participation when
compared to previous years. This increase in participation could be due to the increasing price and
demand for the co-occurring species, shortspine thornyhead.

Table 13-10. No Action - 2025 sablefish allocations in metric tons (mt) south of 36° N. lat.. Data source: PacFIN
APEX Report GMTO015 - Final Specifications.

LE FG OA Total LE FG OA
Commercial Non-Trawl | Rec. Set- Total Catch Landed Landed
Year HG (mt) Allocation Aside Catch Share (mt) Catch Catch
(mt) (mt) Share (mt) Target (mt) | Target (mt)
a/
a/ b/ b/
2025 7,830 4,541 10 3,172 1,359 3,127 1,340

a/ Shares include anticipated discard mortality.

b/ The limited entry and open access fixed gear catch shares are reduced by the anticipated discard mortality of
sablefish, based on WCGOP data from 2002 to 2024. In the limited entry fixed gear sector, 7 percent of the sablefish
caught were anticipated to be discarded, with a 20 percent mortality.

13.1.4 Impact Analysis

Table 13-11 shows a summary of the impacts of the major management measures that are in place
for No Action. Overall, the scaling back of management measures in response to California
quillback rockfish no longer being overfished, the allowance of non-bottom contact gear within
the NT RCA, and the change in the NT RCA seaward boundary contributed positive
socioeconomic impacts to the fishery and fishing communities. On the other hand, this stepwise
approach to RCA reductions provide more opportunity for fishing, which also means the potential
for negative interactions with protected species and habitat. However, these changes appear to
have a relatively neutral conservational impact.
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Table 13-11. Summary of impacts from management measures affecting the commercial non-trawl fishery in
2025.

Fishery | Protected species Habitat Socio-economics
NT RCA opened from 100-75 fm
between 46° 16” - 34° 27' N. lat. i -/ Neutral -/ Neutral i
Non-bottom contact gear allowed in NT n Neutral Neutral n
RCA
Inseason action in response to California
quillback rockfish assessment - Neutral Neutral -
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13.2 Alternative 1

Under Alternative 1, default HCRs would be implemented for the 2027-28 biennium, and
management measures for the LEFG and OA fisheries that differ from No Action (2025) are
detailed below. For reference, under Alternative 1 (default HCR), the non-nearshore LEFG and
OA sector impacts have historically been driven by the sablefish ACLs. However, as described in
the No Action section, since 2017 there has been a growing non-nearshore, non-sablefish midwater
rockfish fishery. The nearshore fishery is driven by nearshore and shallow shelf species,
specifically the live rockfish fishery.

13.2.1 Impact (Groundfish Mortality)-

Sablefish North of 36° N. Lat.

The Alternative 1 sablefish allocations and landings targets are shown in Table 13-12 and Table
13-13. Due to the sablefish stock assessment in 2025 (Wetzel et al., 2025), the ACL from No
Action (2025) is reducing back to levels similar to those in the 2023-24 harvest specifications and
management measures cycle. Therefore, there will be a reduction in harvest opportunity for these
fisheries. However, while the 2027-28 landings targets are decreasing during this biennium under
Alternative 1, they are still higher than those during the 2023-24 harvest specifications and
management measures cycle (Figure 13).

Table 13-12. Alternative 1 - Limited entry sablefish FMP allocations of sablefish north of 36° N. lat., based on
the default harvest control rule of a P* of 0.45. Data source: PacFIN APEX Report GMT012 - Draft Annual N.
Sablefish Specifications.

Non- | = | LEFG Share (mt)a/ |Landings Target (mt) by| “Simated Tﬁfrc /L‘m‘ts (Ibs.)
Tribal
Year Share
Com. HG LE FG LE FG
mt A A . . .
(mt) (mt) |LE FG |Pri. Tier DTL LE FG|Pri. Tier DTL Tier 1 | Tier2 | Tier3

2027 9,795 8,874 | 3,727 | 3,168 559 13,586 3,048 538 | 93,962 | 42,710 | 24,406

2028 10,600 9,603 | 4,033 | 3,428 605 3,880 | 3,298 582 | 101,682 | 46,219 | 26,411

a/ Shares include anticipated discard mortality.

b/ The limited entry fixed gear share is the limited entry total share reduced by the anticipated discard mortality of
sablefish, based on WCGOP data from 2002 to 2024. For the 2027-28 Harvest Specification cycle, 19 percent of the
sablefish caught were anticipated to be discarded with a 20 percent mortality rate.

c/Ratio of limits between the tiers is approximately 1:1.75:3.85 for Tier 3:Tier 2:Tier 1, respectively.

Table 13-13. Alternative 1 — Open Access sablefish FMP allocations of sablefish north of 36° N. lat., based on
the default harvest control rule of a P* of 0.45. Data source: PacFIN APEX Report GMT012 - Draft Annual N.
Sablefish Specifications.

Year OA Share (mt) a/ |[OA Landings Target (mt) b/
2027 921 886
2028 996 958

a/ Shares include anticipated discard mortality.

b/ The OA Landed Catch Share is the OA share reduced by the anticipated discard mortality of sablefish, based on
WCGOP data from 2002 to 2024. For the 2027-2028 Harvest Specification cycle, 19 percent of the sablefish caught
were anticipated to be discarded with a 20 percent mortality rate.
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Figure 13-2.. Landing targets in metric tons for the sablefish north of 36° N. lat. Primary (Tier), LEFG DTL,
and OA fisheries using harvest specifications from 2023 to 2028. Alt 1 is shown for 2027-28. Years are color
coded.

13.2.2 Limited Entry North Trip Limits

In 2025, seven of 14 participating vessels attained more than 90 percent of the sablefish trip limit
at least once following the June 2025 inseason management action (Agenda Item E.3.a.,
supplemental GMT Report 2). However, 2025 had the lowest participation on record in the LE
DTL fishery with 31 vessels participating. Discussions with the GAP indicated the low
participation in the DTL fishery is likely due to the high Primary tier limits that vessels in the LE
sector were not fully attaining, and thus, they did not need to transition to DTL. Therefore, with
the tier limits decreasing during the 2027-28 harvest specifications and management measures
cycle, we expect to see an increase in vessel participation in the LE DTL fishery.

Although vessel participation in 2025 was low relative to the historical time series, fleetwide
landings still totaled 189 metric tons and brought in $907,701 ex-vessel revenue. Although the
LEN landing target in 2027 dropped from 1,413 mt under No Action to 538 mt under Alternative
1, a trip limit increase could still be warranted to better attain the catch target. To increase
attainment relative to the catch target, the GMT analyzed trip limit increases for LEN as described
in Table 13-14. Option 2 increases attainment to meet the objective of the catch target with 90
percent attainment under the high price scenario.
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Table 13-14. Options for sablefish trip limit increases in the LEN sector. Projected Expected prices are set
based on the median (per period) of actual prices 2019-2025.

Projected Landings Attainment under Three
(rd. wt. mt) under Three . .
. . Price Scenarios
Price Scenarios
Trip Limit Target
(mt)

Low | Median | High Low | Median High

1 5,500 Ibs. per week, not to N o N
(SQ) | exceed 11,000 Ibs. bimonthly | >3 | 364 | 415 s 8% | 68% | TT%

6,500 1bs. per week, not to N o N
2 | exceed 13,000 Ibs. bimonthly | 200 | 426 | 486 68% | 79% | 90%

13.2.3 Open Access North Trip Limits

In 2025 fishing, 11 of the 55 participating vessels attained more than 90 percent of the sablefish
trip limit at least once following the June 2025 inseason management action (Agenda Item E.3.a.,
supplemental GMT Report 2). Similar to the LEN sector, the OAN sector had the lowest
participation on record in 2025. Members from the GAP mentioned that this also had to do with
the high primary tier limits because the markets had limited capacity. We will likely see an increase
(back to levels similar to 2023-24) in OAN fishery participation in 2027 with the reduction in the
primary tier permit limits since there is the potential for more market capacity. Despite low
participation, fleetwide landings and ex-vessel revenue remained similar to 2023 and 2024 with
393 mt bringing in $2,020,858. Although the OAN north landing target dropped from 2,327 mt
under No Action to 886 mt under Alternative 1 in 2027, a trip limit increase could still be warranted
to better attain the catch target. To increase attainment relative to the catch, target the GMT
analyzed trip limit increases for OAN as described in Table 13-15. Option two increases attainment
to meet the objective of the catch target over the other two options with an estimated 70 percent
attainment under the high price scenario.

Table 13-15. Options for sablefish trip limit increases in the QAN sector. Projected Expected prices are set
based on the median (per period) of actual prices 2018-2025.

(r dPl;;):e;::)(l u%lizllzgl;l‘%iee Attainment under Three
o Price Scenarios Target Price Scenarios
Trip Limit

(mt)

Low [Median| High Low | Median | High

o e T | |
- - 886

6,000 lbs. per week, not to 0 0 o
2 | exceed 12,000 Ibs. bimonthly | >12 | %2 | 620 59% | 64% | 70%

Projected Non-nearshore Groundfish Mortality from Targeted Sablefish trips N of 36° N lat.
The following tables show the projected incidental harvest of groundfish species caught in the
sablefish fishery. The non-nearshore model historically uses the incidental harvest ratios from past
years combined to project incidental harvest values based on full attainment of the fixed gear
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shares of sablefish north of 36° N. lat. During this harvest specifications cycle, 2012 - 24 mortality
data was used as the input years. However, considering current market conditions, input from the
GAP, and trends in sablefish fisheries north of 36° N. lat. under No Action (2025), the values
derived from full attainment of the LEFG and OA shares are unlikely to occur (see more details
about sablefish markets in Agenda Item F.7.a., Supplemental GMT Report 1, November 2025).
The incidental harvest values in Table 13-16 and Table 13-17 represent what could happen if the
LE fishery attained 100 percent of the LE share and the OA fishery attained 50 percent of the OA
share. In this attainment scenario, some of the mortality values are close to or approaching the non-
trawl allocation. Longnose skate is projected to be close to, but still below, the non-trawl
allocation. Slope rockfish north of 40° 10’ N. lat. is projected to be about half of the non-trawl
allocation. Pacific spiny dogfish does not have a non-trawl allocation, but the projection is close
to a third of the Fishery HG. Given the results of the 2021 stock assessment (Gertseva et al, 2021),
Pacific spiny dogfish attainment is being closely watched by managers. If the attainment of
sablefish is similar to No Action (2025) in future years (~100 percent attainment of LE share and
50 percent attainment of OA share), the incidental harvest of longnose skate and minor slope
rockfish will likely be within the non-trawl allocation and no further action will be needed. Catch
will be monitored closely to determine if inseason action would need to be taken to reduce either
trawl or non-trawl trip limits.

Table 13-16.Alternative 1. Projected non-nearshore groundfish mortality from targeted sablefish for the
limited entry (LE) and open access (OA) fixed gear fisheries north of 36° N. lat. (in mt) for 2027 compared to
the non-trawl allocation (excluding proposed routine adjustments) and the commercial non-trawl share if
applicable. Bolded and underlined stock/stock complex indicates a value that exceeds or is close to the non-
trawl allocation. Projections are based on a sablefish Alternative 1 default harvest control rule of P* of 0.45
with the limited entry sector attaining 100 percent of the LE share and the open access sector attaining 50
percent of the OA share based on trends in the 2025 fishery.

"11“\1' (:vl;l Non-Trawl
Stock/Stock Complex and Fishery LEFG | OA | Total | Fishery | Allocation | Commercial
Management Unit (mt) (mt) (mt) | HG (mt) | a/(mt) Share (mt)
Arrowtooth flounder 76.93 6.33 83.27 5,879.5 294.0 -
Big skate 8.75 0.73 9.49 1,105.8 55.3 -
Black rockfish (California) 0.02 0.00 0.02 293.8 - -
Black rockfish (Washington) 0.00 0.00 0.00 221.7 - -
Black/blue/deacon rockfish (Oregon) 0.01 0.00 0.01 447.5 - -
Bocaccio rockfish (South of 40°10' N. lat.) 3.38 0.39 3.77 2,284.9 1,393.8 430.7
Cabezon/kelp greenling (Oregon) 0.01 0.00 0.01 173.5 - -
Canary rockfish 2.05 0.17 2.22 549.5 152.2 54.8
Chilipepper rockfish (South of 40°10' N. lat.) 3.44 0.39 3.84 2,980.6 745.2
Cowcod rockfish (South of 40°10' N. lat.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 73.3 46.9 235
Darkblotched rockfish 7.81 0.72 8.53 751.9 37.6 -
Dover sole 8.86 091 9.77 37,026.2 1,851.3 -
Ecosystem component species 125.20 | 13.89 | 139.09 - 0.0 -
English sole 0.04 0.00 0.04 2,956.0 147.8 -
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Non-

Trawl Non-Trawl
Stock/Stock Complex and Fishery LEFG | OA | Total | Fishery | Allocation | Commercial
Management Unit (mt) (mt) (mt) | HG (mt) | a/ (mt) Share (mt)
Lingcod (North of 40°10" N. lat.) 32.87 2.28 35.16 3,212.9 1,767.1 -
Lingcod (South of 40°10" N. lat.) 4.50 2.05 6.56 786.8 472.1 -
Longnose skate 106.69 | 9.48 | 116.17 1,303.8 1304 -
Longspine thornyhead (N of 34°27' N. lat.) 3.11 0.34 3.44 1,833.9 91.7 -
Minor nearshore rockfish (N of 40°10' N. lat. 0.15 0.01 0.16 82.3 - -
Minor nearshore rockfish (S of 40°10' N. lat.) 0.01 0.00 0.01 925.6 - -
Minor shelf rockfish (North of 40°10' N. lat.) 9.25 0.76 10.01 1,293.3 514.7 -
Minor shelf rockfish (South of 40°10' N. lat.) 0.54 0.06 0.61 1,446.7 1,270.2 -
Minor slope rockfish (N of 40°10' N. lat.) 140.94 | 11.50 | 152.44 | 1,572.8 298.8 -
Minor slope rockfish (South of 40°10'N. lat.) | 43.25 6.29 49.54 697.7 258.1 -
Mixed thornyheads 1.58 0.17 1.76 - 0.0 -
Other flatfish 0.32 0.03 0.34 6,451.7 645.2 -
Other fish 0.18 0.02 0.20 218.5 - -
Pacific cod 3.47 0.29 3.75 1,099.9 55.0 -
Pacific hake 1.13 0.10 1.23 - - -
Pacific ocean perch (North of 40°10' N. lat.) 0.86 0.07 0.93 2,987.6 149.4 -
Petrale sole 3.66 0.31 3.97 2,108.4 30.0 -
Shortspine thornyhead (N of 34°27' N. lat.) 49.20 4.89 54.09 784.3 227.4 -
Spiny dogfish 348.15 | 29.24 | 377.39 990.2 - -
Splitnose rockfish (South of 40°10' N. lat.) 0.09 0.02 0.11 615.9 30.8 -
Starry flounder 0.01 0.00 0.01 377.8 188.9 -
Widow rockfish 0.32 0.03 0.34 4,595.4 300.0% -
Yelloweye rockfish 2.72 0.23 2.95 92.6 85.2 17.8
Yellowtail rockfish (North of 40°10" N. lat.) 1.49 0.12 1.61 3,715.8 445.9 -

* This non-trawl/trawl allocation is subject to change based on Council decision, Option 1: Status Quo: 300; Option

2: 150 mt.

Table 13-17. Alternative 1. Projected non-nearshore groundfish mortality from targeted sablefish for the
limited entry (LE) and open access (OA) fixed gear fisheries north of 36° N. lat. (in mt) for 2028 compared to
the non-trawl allocation (excluding proposed routine adjustments) and the commercial non-trawl share if
applicable. Bolded and underlined stock/stock complex indicates a value that exceeds or is close to the non-
trawl allocation. Projections are based on a sablefish Alternative 1 default harvest control rule of P* of 0.45
with the LE sector attaining 100 percent of the LE share and the OA sector attaining 50 percent of the OA

share based on trends in the 2025 fisheries.

Non-Trawl
Non-Trawl .
Stock/Stock Complex and Fishery LEFG | OA Total | Fishery | Allocation | Commercial
Management Unit (mt) (mt) (mt) | HG (mt) a/ (mt) Share (mt)
Arrowtooth flounder 83.25 6.85 90.11 5,062.79 253.1
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Non-Trawl

Non-Trawl
Stock/Stock Complex and Fishery LEFG | OA Total | Fishery | Allocation | Commercial
Management Unit (mt) (mt) (mt) | HG (mt) a/ (mt) Share (mt)
Big skate 9.47 0.79 10.27 | 1,072.80 53.6
Black rockfish (California) 0.02 0.00 0.02 260.70 NA
Black rockfish (Washington) 0.00 0.00 0.00 222.26 NA
Black/blue/deacon rockfish (Oregon) 0.01 0.00 0.01 451.66 NA
Bocaccio rockfish (South of 40°10' N. lat.) 3.66 0.42 4.08 2,355.87 1,331.1 411.3
Cabezon/kelp greenling (Oregon) 0.01 0.00 0.01 12.42 NA
Canary rockfish 2.22 0.19 2.40 566.50 156.9 56.5
Chilipepper rockfish (South of 40°10' N. lat.) 3.73 0.43 4.15 2,864.09 716.0
Cowcod rockfish (South of 40°10' N. lat.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 72.01 46.1 23.1
Darkblotched rockfish 8.45 0.78 9.23 733.23 36.7
Dover sole 9.59 0.98 10.57 | 34,069.63 1,703.5
Ecosystem component species 135.48 | 15.03 | 150.51 - NA
English sole 0.04 0.00 0.04 2,956.00 147.8
Lingcod (North of 40°10' N. lat.) 35.57 2.47 38.04 | 3,170.12 1,743.6
Lingcod (South of 40°10' N. lat.) 4.87 2.22 7.09 793.75 476.3
Longnose skate 11545 | 10.26 | 125.71 | 1.272.40 127.2
Longspine thornyhead (N of 34°27' N. lat.) 3.36 0.36 3.73 1,789.34 89.5
i\:l[ti'r)lor nearshore rockfish (North of 40°10' N. 016 0.01 017 3098 NA
Minor nearshore rockfish (S of 40°10' N. lat. 0.01 0.00 0.01 921.75 NA
Minor shelf rockfish (North of 40°10' N. lat.) | 10.01 0.83 10.84 | 1,284.14 511.1
Minor shelf rockfish (South of 40°10' N. lat.) 0.59 0.07 0.66 1,453.16 1,267.3
Minor slope rockfish (N of 40°10' N. lat.) 152.52 | 12.45 | 164.96 | 1,601.82 294.8
Minor slope rockfish (S of 40°10' N. lat.) 46.80 6.80 53.61 696.02 257.0
Mixed thornyheads 1.71 0.19 1.90 - NA
Other flatfish 0.34 0.03 0.37 6,067.65 606.8
Other rockfish 0.20 0.03 0.22 218.50 NA
Pacific cod 3.75 0.31 4.06 1,099.90 55.0
Pacific hake 1.22 0.11 1.33 - NA
Pacific ocean perch (North of 40°10' N. lat.) 0.93 0.08 1.00 2,900.34 145.0
Petrale sole 3.96 0.34 4.30 2,082.12 30.0
Shortspine thornyhead 53.24 5.29 58.53 793.30 230.1
Spiny dogfish 376.75 | 31.65 | 408.39 | 952.47 NA
Splitnose rockfish (South of 40°10' N. lat.) 0.10 0.02 0.12 615.90 30.8
Starry flounder 0.01 0.00 0.02 377.80 188.9
Widow rockfish 0.34 0.03 0.37 4,797.40 300.0*
Yelloweye rockfish 2.94 0.25 3.19 92.78 85.4 17.8
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Non-Trawl
Non-Trawl R
Stock/Stock Complex and Fishery LEFG | OA Total | Fishery | Allocation | Commercial
Management Unit (mt) (mt) (mt) | HG (mt) a/ (mt) Share (mt)
Yellowtail rockfish (North of 40°10' N. lat.) 1.61 0.13 1.75 3,533.36 424.0

* This non-trawl/trawl allocation is subject to change based on Council decision, Option 1: Status Quo: 300; Option
2: 150 mt.

Sablefish South of 36° N. Lat.

Sablefish south of 36° N. lat. has historically been under attained. Public testimony has noted that
under attainment is most likely due to lack of infrastructure and low market value in recent years.
However, there has been a recent resurgence in the OA sector with participation and landing
increasing, possibly due to strengthening markets and co-occurring catch of other valuable species
for the live market such as shortspine thornyhead. Status Quo trip limits are 3,000 1b. per week for
the LES sector and 2,500 Ib. per week, not to exceed 7,500 lb. per two months in the OAS sector.
The sablefish allocation in the area south of 36° N. lat. is shown in Table 13-18.

Table 13-18. Alternative 1 - Short-term sablefish allocations south of 36° N. lat. for the non-trawl sector, based
on the default harvest control rule of a P* of 0.45. Limited entry and open access catch shares under the No
Action sharing alternative (70 percent to limited entry; 30 percent to open access).

LE FG OA Total LE FG OA
Commercial Non-Trawl Rec. Set- Total C toh Landed Landed
Year HG (mt) Allocation Aside Catch Sha:ec(m ) Catch Catch
(mt) (mt) Share (mt) Target (mt) | Target (mt)
a/

a/ b/ b/
2027 2990 1256 10 1207 517 1,190 510
2028 3235 1359 10 1306 560 1,288 552

a/ Shares include anticipated discard mortality.

b/ The limited entry and open access fixed gear catch shares are reduced by the anticipated discard mortality of
sablefish, based on WCGOP data from 2002 to 2024. In the limited entry fixed gear sector, 7 percent of the sablefish
caught were anticipated to be discarded, with a 20 percent mortality rate

Figure 14 shows the landings targets in metric tons for the LE and OA fisheries using sablefish
south of 36° N. lat. harvest specifications from 2023 to 2028. Alt 1 is shown for 2027-28. While
the 2027-28 landings targets are decreasing during this biennium under Alternative 1, they are still
higher than those during the 2023-24 harvest specifications and management measures cycle.

13.2.4 Limited Entry South

In 2025, following the June inseason management action (Agenda Item E.3.a., Supplemental GMT
Report 2), fewer than three of the 17 participating vessels attained more than 90 percent of their
sablefish trip limit at least once, indicating limited trip-limit utilization across the fleet. Although
vessel participation in 2025 remained low relative to the historical time series, participation levels
exceeded those observed during the previous three years. Fleetwide landings totaled 194 metric
tons, the highest level recorded since 2021. Although the LES south landing target dropped from
3,127 mt under No Action to 1,190 mt under Alternative 1, a trip limit increase could still be
warranted to better attain the catch target. To increase attainment relative to the catch target, the
GMT analyzed trip limit increases for LES as described in Table 13-19 projections indicate that
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Option 3 would provide the most opportunity and increase the attainment of the catch target more
than the other two Options.
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Figure 13-3. Landing targets in metric tons for the sablefish south of 36° N. lat. LE and OA fisheries using
harvest specifications from 2023 to 2028. Alt 1 is shown for 2027-28. Years are color coded.

Table 13-19. Options for sablefish trip limit increases in the LES sector. Projected Expected prices are set based
on the median (per period) of actual prices 2020-2025.

Projected Landings .
(rd. wt. mt) under Three Attalnr?ent undet.' Three
. . Price Scenarios
o Price Scenarios Target
Trip Limit
(mt)
Low [Median| High Low | Median | High
1 (SQ) [ 3,000 lbs. per week | 227 270 314 19% 23% 26%
2 6,000 lbs. per week | 305 363 422 1,190 26% 31% 35%
3 9,000 lbs. per week | 383 456 529 32% 38% 44%

13.2.5 Open Access South

In 2025, three vessels attained more than 90 percent of the sablefish trip limit at least once
following the June inseason management action. Vessel participation in 2025 increased to 21
vessels, representing the highest level observed since 2016. Fleetwide landings totaled 44 metric
tons, exceeding landings in all years since 2014, with the second-highest landings during that
period occurring in 2014 at 33 metric tons. Despite increased participation and landings, ex-vessel
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prices remained low, comparable to or lower than levels observed in recent years. Period 1 landings
in 2025 were more than three times higher than any other Period 1 landings since 2016, and
landings in all other periods also exceeded historical levels, though to a lesser extent. Although
the OAS landing target dropped from 1,340 mt under No Action to 510 mt under Alternative 1 a
trip limit increase could still be warranted to better attain the catch target. To increase attainment
relative to the catch, target the GMT analyzed trip limit increases for OAS as described in Table
13-20. Options for sablefish trip limit increases in the OAS sector. Projected Expected prices are
set based on the median (per period) of actual prices 2020-2025.. Option 3 was included to match
the tripling of the LES sector’s trip limit seen in LES Option 2. Option 3 increases attainment to
meet the objective of the catch target over the other two options. The recent resurgence of the OAS
sector indicates a higher trip limit increase may be utilized increasing landings and potentially
profits for participants.

Table 13-20. Options for sablefish trip limit increases in the OAS sector. Projected Expected prices are set
based on the median (per period) of actual prices 2020-2025.

(r dPl:v): elc;:)d ul;lilzgl’lll“%lsree Attainment under Three
— Price Scenarios Target Price Scenarios
rip Limit (mt)
Low [Median| High Low | Median | High
1(SQ) ifczg(}b;s%%r1‘g’fe§f£§;f§1y 62 63 65 121% | 12.4% | 12.7%
5,000 Ibs. per week, not to o o o
2| exceed 15,000 Ibs. bimonthly | 147 | 133 | 157 | 510 29% 4 30% 4 31%
7,500 Ibs. per week, not to o o o
3 | exceed 22,500 Ibs. bimonthly | 236 | 242 | 248 46% | 4T% | 49%

Recreational Sablefish Set-Aside South of 36° N. Lat.

As described under No Action, attainment of the sablefish allocation south of 36° N latitude has
remained low in recent years. Project mortality in 2026 remains low under all attainment scenarios.
Although the allocation to the commercial sectors would be reduced under the alternative control
rule, as described above, and participation in the OAS sector has increased, the current recreational
sablefish set-aside south of 36° N latitude of 10 metric tons is not expected to constrain the
commercial fishery, while continuing to allow for effective catch accounting in the recreational
sector (§9.3).

13.2.6 Trip Limits for Species with Proposed Alternative Harvest Control Rule:

Canary Rockfish

Under Alternative 1, the canary rockfish default HCR is ABC>ACL, P* 0.45 and application of
the 40-10 rule, resulting in 54.8 and 56.5 mt commercial non-trawl harvest guidelines for 2027
and 2028, respectively. In November 2023 the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP)
recommended reducing canary rockfish trip limits for both LEFG and OA fisheries, north and
south of 40°10" N. lat., by approximately 25 percent (Agenda Item E.3.a, Supplemental GMT
Report 1, November 2023) in response to the 2023 stock assessment (Langseth et al., 2023). Due
to those precautionary reductions, the combined projected 2027 commercial non-trawl mortality

B-152


https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2023/11/e-3-a-supplemental-gmt-report-1-2.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2023/11/e-3-a-supplemental-gmt-report-1-2.pdf/

projection represents 61 percent (33.5 mt) of the 54.8 mt Alternative 1, 2027 allocation. Along
with the low attainment (Table 13-21) discard mortality in the commercial fixed gear sector has
increased approximately six-fold in 2024, relative to 2023 (G.1.b NWFSC Report 2: Groundfish
Mortality Table). Participants approached their trip limits in 2025, with 11 vessels landing 80
percent or more of their trip limit in one or more periods. These data suggest that current limits are
constraining fishing opportunities, increasing regulatory discards, and that a trip limit increase
could reduce waste and improve attainment without posing a risk to the HG.

Table 13-21. Canary rockfish total mortality in recent years compared to the 2027 default harvest control rule
non-trawl allocation. Data from 2020-2024 (GEMM) 2025 data is landings data (PacFIN) and three-year
average discard mortality (GEMM).

Year | Open Access (mt) | Limited Entry (mt) | Total Mortality (mt) | % Attain. (54.8 mt)
2020 233 3.2 26.5 48%
2021 27.3 4.4 31.6 58%
2022 25.5 6.5 32.1 59%
2023 233 53 28.6 52%
2024 20.1 9.5 29.5 54%
2025 22.2 12.0 34.2 62%

The GMT analyzed two options for revising trip limits:

1. Option 1: Increase the trip limit in the area north of 40° 10’ N. lat. to be consistent with that
in the area south of 40° 10" N. lat.

2. Option 2: Set trip limits that are equivalent to coastwide with 4,000 1bs per two months for
LEFG and 2,000 lbs per two months for OA.

Table 13-22 provides the projected canary rockfish mortality associated with each option
compared to the 2027 Alternative 1 non-trawl HG (54.8 mt). Under Option 1, attainment of the
commercial non-trawl HG is projected to increase to 70 percent. Under Option 2, attainment would
increase to 87 percent. Option 2 provides a substantial buffer between projected mortality and the
fishery HG, while increasing access to shelf species, reducing discards, improving HG attainment,
and simplifying management. Option 2 would still allow additional participation into the fishery.
In November 2025 the GMT recommended Option 2 (Agenda Item F.6.a Supplemental GMT
Report 1 November 2025) but due to the federal furlough final action could not be taken at the
meeting.

Table 13-22.Projected canary rockfish non-trawl landings, discards, and total mortality in 2027 relative to the
canary rockfish non-trawl HG. NT = NonTrawl. Attainment is compared to the 2027 non-trawl HG (54.8 mt).

Landing . Est. Total .
Option Sector | Trip Limit Projection Est. Discard Mortality NT Attain.
Mort(mt) (54.8 mt)
(mt) (mt)
LEN 3,000 Ibs. /2 months 6.6
No action | OAN 1,000 1bs. /2 months 7 2.5 33.7 61%
LES 3,500 Ibs. /2 months 5.1
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Landing . Est. Total .
Option Sector | Trip Limit Projection Est. Discard Mortality NT Attain.
Mort(mt) (54.8 mt)
(mt) (mt)
OAS 1,500 Ibs. /2 months 12.5
; LE 3,500 Ibs. /2 months 12.8
Option 1 2.5 38.3 70%
OA 1,500 Ibs. /2 months 23
) LEN 4,000 Ibs. /2 months 14.6
Option 2 2.5 47.7 87%
OAN 2,000 Ibs. /2 months 30.6

Chilipepper Rockfish

The 2025 stock assessment for chilipepper rockfish was coastwide and designated as a Category
1 assessment (Dick et al., 2025). Because chilipepper rockfish is managed as part of the shelf
complex north of 40°10" N lat., but as a separate stock south of 40°10" N lat., the OFLs are
apportioned between the North (7 percent) and South (93 percent) based on average historical
landings. This section focuses on management measures for the southern stock, as the northern
management measure options under Alternative 1 are described in the shelf complex north of
40°10" N lat. trip limit adjustment section below. The default HCR for chilipepper rockfish is
ABC=ACL, P* 0.45, resulting in ACLs south of 40°10" N lat. of 2,986 mt for 2027 and 2,870 mt
for 2028. The non-trawl allocation shared with the recreational sector would be 745 mt in 2027
and 716 mt in 2028. The 2027 non-trawl allocation represents an increase of 48 mt compared to
2025. Although mortality in both sectors remains moderate, year-over-year increases in attainment
indicate that fishery participants are increasingly able to effectively target and market chilipepper
rockfish, with non-trawl mortality reaching 97 mt in 2025, nearly a fivefold increase from 2020
(Table 13-23).

Table 13-23. Chilipepper rockfish south of 40°10° N lat. total mortality in recent years compared to the 2027
default harvest control rule non-trawl allocation. Data from 2020-2024 (GEMM) 2025 data is landings data
(PacFIN) and three-year average discard mortality (GEMM).

Year | Open Access (mt) | Limited Entry (mt) | Total Mortality (mt) :;’ 415‘22:::)
2020 3.1 16.8 19.8 3%
2021 4.8 23.7 28.4 4%
2022 14.3 25.1 39.4 5%
2023 39.6 22.9 62.5 8%
2024 38.8 324 71.2 10%
2025 66.0 31.0 97.0 13%

Commercial non-trawl attainment of chilipepper rockfish south of 40°10" N. lat. has increased in
recent years, therefore adjusting trip limits could further improve attainment for these participants
and may encourage broader participation in the fishery. Currently, differential trip limits apply to
the LE and OA sectors between 40°10’ N. lat. and 34°27' N. lat., and south of 34°27’ N. lat. To
reduce regulatory complexity, the areas south of 40°10" N. lat. are combined under Options one,
two, and three. To address these opportunities, the GMT presents four options, as summarized in
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Table 13-24. Option three is expected to increase attainment without posing risk to the non-trawl
allocation and would provide the greatest benefit to the fishery.

Table 13-24. Trip limit options for increasing LE and OA and projected attainment of chilipepper rockfish
compared to the non-trawl allocation south of 40°10’ N. lat. C (central) = between 40°10’ N. lat. and 34°27’ N.
lat. S = south of 34°27' N. lat.

landings Est. Discard | Est. Total NT Attain
Option Sector Trip Limit Projection Mortality Mortality (745 mt) ’
(mt) (mt) (mt)
LEC 10,000 Ibs./2 months 22.6
OAC 6,000 1bs./2 months 49.7
Status Quo 0.3 75.6 10%
LES 8,000 1bs./2 months 0.9
OAS 4,000 1bs./2 months 1.7
. LEC +S 10,000 Ibs./2 months 24.1
Option 1 0.3 76.7 10%
OAC + S 6,000 Ibs./2 months 523
. LEC+S 15,000 1bs./2 months 36.1
Option 2 0.3 114.9 15%
OAC+S 19,000 Ibs./2 months 78.5
. LEC+S 32,000 Ibs./2 months 77.1
Option 3 0.3 251.5 34%
OAC+S | 20,000 Ibs./2 months 174.4

Shortspine Thornyhead

The default HCR for shortspine thornyhead is ABC>ACL, P* 0.45 and application of the 40-10
rule, as the stock remains within the precautionary zone between the management limit and
management target. Applying the 40-10 rule with a P* of 0.45 results in ACLs of 847 mt and 856
mt for 2027 and 2028, respectively. The most recent stock assessment was designated as a
Category 2 assessment completed in 2023 (Zahner et al., 2023), and was followed by a catch-only
projection in 2025 (Agenda Item F.3, Attachment 3, November 2025). The resulting non-trawl
allocation is 227 mt with an ACT north of 34°27" N. lat. of 56.9 mt and 230 mt with an ACT north
of 34°27' N. lat. of 57.5 mt for 2027 and 2028, respectively. Additionally, in 2026 the non-trawl
allocation for shortspine thornyhead changed from 36 percent of the fishery HG in 2025 to 29
percent. Table 13-25 displays coastwide mortality in recent years compared to the default harvest
control rule non-trawl allocation and Table 13-26 displays mortality north of 34°27' N. lat.
compared to the non-trawl ACT. Recreational catches are minimal, see appropriate chapters.

Table 13-25. Shortspine Thornyhead coastwide total mortality in recent years compared to the 2027 default
harvest control rule non-trawl allocation. Data from 2020-2024 (GEMM) 2025 data is landings data (PacFIN)
and three-year average discard mortality (GEMM).

Year | Open Access (mt) | Limited Entry (mt) | Total Mortality (mt) | %Attain. (227.4 mt)
2020 2.3 81.4 83.7 37%
2021 2.6 72.8 75.3 33%
2022 3.5 56.0 59.5 26%
2023 5.5 55.9 61.4 27%
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Year | Open Access (mt) | Limited Entry (mt) | Total Mortality (mt) | %Attain. (227.4 mt)
2024 1.9 73.6 75.5 33%
2025 32 103.3 106.5 47%

Table 13-26. Shortspine Thornyhead total mortality north of 34°27° N. lat. in recent years compared to the
2027 default harvest control rule non-trawl ACT. Data from 2020-2024 (GEMM) 2025 data is landings data
(PacFIN) and three-year average discard mortality (GEMM).

Year | Open Access (mt) | Limited Entry (mt) Total Mortality (mt) %Attain. (56.9 mt)
2020 1.9 31.7 33.6 59%
2021 23 325 34.8 61%
2022 3.2 24.2 273 48%
2023 1.8 31.2 32.9 58%
2024 1.9 36.3 38.1 67%
2025 2.8 55.7 58.5 103%

The updated stock assessment, combined with the reduced allocation percentage in 2026, resulted
in a decrease in the non-trawl allocation from 268 mt in 2025 to 227 mt under the default harvest
control rule. In 2026, the ACT was met in the area north of 34°27' N. lat.; however, there remains
potential for increased attainment south of 34°27' N. lat. In the southern area, five vessels attained
80 percent or more of their trip limit in at least one period during 2025, indicating that current trip
limits may be constraining the sector’s ability to fully attain its allocation. Based on these
considerations, the GMT developed three options for shortspine thornyhead trip limit adjustments,
none of which would increase trip limits in the area north of 34°27' N. lat., where the ACT has
been met under existing limits (Table 13-27). Option two increases attainment without posing a
risk to the non-trawl allocation providing the largest benefit to the fishery.

Table 13-27. Trip limit options for increasing LES and OAS trip limits for shortspine thornyhead south of
34°27' N. lat. and attainment compared to the coastwide non-trawl allocation and mortality north of 34°27' N.
lat. compared to the non-trawl ACT. LEN and OAN (north of 34°27¢ N. lat.) were not adjusted.

. Est.
Option | Sector Trip Limit I}?(:i(eltlcl:ig()sn Discar.d llsfls(t).r;l;;it:l; NT Attain. li.tél?:
(mt) M"(::t‘)l‘ty (mt) 2274 m0) | 569 me)
LEN 3,000 Ibs./2 months 53.8 1.9 55.7
Status | OAN 100 1bs./2 months 2.5 0.3 2.8 46.9% 97.9%
Quo | LES 4,000 Ibs./2 months 474 03 47.7
OAS 100 1bs./2 months 0.4 0.0 0.4
LEN 3,000 1bs./2 months 53.8 1.9 55.7
Option | OAN 100 1bs./2 months 2.5 0.3 2.8 52.0% 97.9%
1 LES 5,000 Ibs./2 months 59.1 0.3 59.4
OAS 100 1bs./2 months 0.4 0.0 0.4
Option | LEN 3,000 1bs./2 months 53.8 1.9 55.7 57.1% 97.9%
2 OAN 100 Ibs./2 months 2.5 0.3 2.8
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. Est.
, S landings | 1y lcard | ESCTORL | Ny gggain, | N ACT
Option | Sector Trip Limit Projection . Mortality Attain.
(mt) Mortality (mt) (227.4 mt) 56.9 mt
(mt) (56.9 mt)
LES 6,000 1bs./2 months 70.7 0.3 71.0
OAS 100 1bs./2 months 0.4 0.0 04
. Est.
, S fandings | 1y lcara | ESCTORL | Ny gggain, | N ACT
Option | Sector Trip Limit Projection . Mortality Attain.
(mt) Mortality (mt) (227.4 mt) 56.9 mt
(mt) (56.9 mt)
LEN 3,000 1bs./2 months 53.8 1.9 55.7
i OAN 100 1bs./2 th 2.5 0.3 2.8
Option —— 77.2% 97.9%
3 LES 10,000 1bs./2 months 116.2 0.3 116.5
OAS 100 1bs./2 months 0.4 0.0 0.4
Widow Rockfish

At the time of drafting of this document, the Council has yet to adopt a widow rockfish assessment
for use in management in 2027-28 or adopt default harvest specifications. However, in November
the Council provided guidance to analyze a range of potential harvest specifications to inform the
analysis. For Alternative 1, the default HCR for widow rockfish is ABC=ACL, P* value of 0.45,
resulting in ACLs of 5,129 mt and 5,375 mt for 2027 and 2028, respectively based on the
November 2025 assessment (Kinneen et al., 2025). Although the ACL declined by approximately
half, under the status quo, the non-trawl allocation remains a fixed value of 300 mt, recently
reduced from 400 mt in 2024. While mortality in both sectors remains low, year-over-year
increases in attainment indicate that fishery participants are increasingly able to target and market
widow rockfish effectively (Table 13-28). Under the widow allocation discussion of this document
there is an option where the non-trawl allocation will be reduced to 150 mt. Under that option the
percent attainment would be doubled in Table 13-28.

Table 13-28. Widow rockfish coastwide total mortality in recent years compared to the 2027 default harvest
control rule non-trawl allocation. Brackets indicate the reduction of the non-trawl allocation to 150 mt. Data
from 2020-2024 (GEMM) 2025 data is landings data (PacFIN) and three-year average discard mortality
(GEMM).

Year | Open Access (mt) Limit((:l(llt;Zntry Total (1\1/111(:)1'tality % Attain. 0{125(:]217Il ;&];loc. (300 mt
2020 1.9 0.7 2.6 1% [2%]
2021 4.1 0.6 4.7 2% [4%]
2022 8.6 0.9 9.4 3% [6%]
2023 8.1 0.7 8.8 3% [6%]
2024 12.1 1.3 13.4 4% [8%]
2025 11.6 1.0 12.7 4% [8%)]

LE vessels are not landing widow rockfish in large numbers; however, some OA vessels attained
80 percent of their trip limit in one or more periods during 2025. Increasing trip limits could
improve attainment for participants targeting widow rockfish and may also incentivize increased
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participation. To address low attainment, the GMT offers three options, provided in Table 13-29.
Currently, differential trip limits apply to the LE and OA sectors north of 40°10’ N. lat., between
40°10" N. lat. and 34°27' N. lat., and south of 34°27' N. lat. Recognizing the coastwide stock
definition, while accounting for differential participation along the coast and reducing regulatory
complexity, the areas south of 40°10’ N. lat. are combined in Options one and two. Option two is
expected to increase attainment without posing risk to the non-trawl allocation, providing the
greatest benefit to fishery. However, the projections do not account for increased participation into
the fishery. Currently there are very few participants attaining 80% or more of their trip limit. If
five more vessels fished the trip limit under status quo trip limits the 150 mt allocation option
would be exceeded. Recreational catches remain minimal but have increased in recent years; see
the appropriate chapters for additional discussion.

Table 13-29.Trip limit options for increasing LE and OA for widow rockfish and projected attainment
compared to the coastwide non-trawl allocation Brackets indicate the reduction of the non-trawl allocation to
150 mt. N = north of 40°10" N. lat. C = between 40°10" N. lat. and 34°27' N. lat. S = south of 34°27’ N. lat.

Est.
landings . NT Attain.
Option Sector Trip Limit Projection Dlscar.d Est. Total (300 mt [150
Mortality Mortality (mt)
(mt) mt])
(mt)
LEN 4,000 1bs./2 months 2.8
OAN 2,000 Ibs./2 months 8.3
LEC 10,000 Ibs./2 months 0.2
Status 0.3 15.34 5% [10%]
Quo OAC | 6,000 Ibs./2 months 2.6
LES 8,000 Ibs./2 months 0.8
OAS 4,000 1bs./2 months 0.4
LEN 5,000 1bs./2 months 35
) OAN 3,000 Ibs./2 months 12.5
Option 1 0.3 20.57 7% [14%]
LEC +S | 10,000 Ibs./2 months 1.1
OAC +S | 6,000 Ibs./2 months 3.2
LEN 6,000 1bs./2 months 52
. OAN 4,000 Ibs./2 months 16.7
Option 2 0.3 27.75 9% [18%]
LEC+S | 12,000 Ibs./2 months 1.3
OAC + S | 8,000 1bs./2 months 43
LEN 12,000 1bs./2 months 0.2
OAN 8,000 Ibs./2 th 32.8
Option 3 >/ oTs 0.3 443 15% [30%]
LEC+S | 24,000 Ibs./2 months 8.6
OAC +S | 16,000 Ibs./2 months 2.7

Yellowtail North of 40°10’ N. Lat.

The default HCR for yellowtail rockfish north of 40°10" N. lat. ABC=ACL, with a P* value of
0.45, resulting in ACLs of 4,723 mt and 4,540 mt for 2027 and 2028, respectively. Yellowtail
rockfish was assessed in 2025 and designated as a Category 1 assessment (Oken et al., 2025).
Under Alternative 1, the non-trawl allocation is 12 percent of the fishery HG or 445 mt and 424
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mt in 2027 and 2028, respectively. The non-trawl commercial allocation under Alternative 1
decreases in 2027 by 180 mt when compared to 2025. Commercial non-trawl attainment has been
low in recent years; however, 2025 OA mortality nearly doubled compared to the two preceding
years, indicating that some participants are increasingly able to target and market yellowtail
rockfish effectively (Table 13-30).

Table 13-30. Yellowtail rockfish north of 40°10’ N. lat. total mortality in recent years compared to the 2027
default harvest control rule non-trawl allocation. Data from 2020-2024 (GEMM) 2025 data is landings data
(PacFIN) and three-year average discard mortality (GEMM).

Year Open Access Limited Entry | Total Mortality | Percent Attain.
(mt) (mt) (mt) (449.5 mt)
2020 | 3.5 0.3 3.8 1%
2021 | 9.0 0.4 9.5 2%
2022 | 7.6 0.9 8.5 2%
2023 | 6.0 0.6 6.5 1%
2024 | 6.1 0.9 7.0 2%
2025 10.3 0.4 10.7 2%

Adjusting trip limits could improve attainment for these participants and may further encourage
broader participation in the fishery. To address these opportunities, the GMT presents three
options, as summarized in Table 13-31. Option two is expected to increase attainment without
posing risk to the non-trawl allocation, providing the greatest benefit to the fishery. . However, the
projections do not account for increased participation into the fishery. Currently there are very few
participants attaining 80% or more of their trip limit. If participation increased under the trip limit
under status quo trip limits attainment would increase relative to the allocation. Recreational
catches remain minimal but have increased in recent years (see the appropriate chapters for
additional discussion.)

Table 13-31. Options for increasing LE and OA Yellowtail rockfish north of 40°10’ N. lat. trip limits and
projected attainment compared to the non-trawl allocation.

landings Dll;:::lr d Est. Total Ai\tl;l;n
Option Sector Trip Limit Projection . Mortality )
(mt) Mortality (mt) (449.5
(mt) mt)
LE 6,000 1bs./2 months 0.4 0.1
Status Quo 10.7 2.4%
OA 3,000 Ibs./2 months 9.9 0.5
LE 7,000 lbs./2 th 0.4 0.1
Option 1 o 0.2 O 14.1 3.2%
OA 4,000 Ibs./2 months 13.2 0.5
LE 7,000 lbs./2 th 0.5 0.1
Option 2 082 O 17.0 3.9%
OA 5,000 Ibs./2 months 16.4 0.5
LE 20,000 lbs./2 th 1.2 0.1
Option 3 > oTe 43.4 10%
OA 15,000 1bs./2 months 41.7 0.5
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Yelloweye Rockfish

The 2025 yelloweye rockfish stock assessment indicated that the stock’s spawning output now
exceeds the management target of 40 percent of unfished levels, signaling recovery after decades
of rebuilding (Johnston et al., 2025). Based on this updated information, the default HCR for
yelloweye rockfish is now ABC=ACL, P* 0.40, which results in ACLs of 113 mt for both 2027
and 2028. The resulting commercial non-trawl share is 17.8 mt each year, a nearly 10 mt increase
from 2025. This additional 9.9 mt could allow limited retention. A conservative approach to
retention is considered, recognizing that the stock has only recently been rebuilt following nearly
two decades under a rebuilding plan that included a complete prohibition on retention in the non-
trawl sectors.

Yelloweye rockfish landings are prohibited in the non-trawl commercial fisheries, and all
incidental catch must be discarded. Discards therefore account for all coastwide yelloweye
rockfish mortality in the commercial non-trawl sectors (Table 13-32. The Council is considering
limited retention of this stock in this fishery. Allowing limited retention could benefit the fishery
by allowing participants to sell their incidentally landed yelloweye rockfish as opposed to
discarding them at sea. If designed correctly, these trip limits will decrease waste without
increasing risk to the stock, provided that trip limits are set sufficiently low to prevent changes in
fishing behavior, such as targeting yelloweye rockfish. Limited retention may also facilitate the
collection of fisheries-dependent data to support future stock assessments.

Table 13-32. Yelloweye rockfish total mortality between 2020 and 2025 compared to the 2027 default (17.8 mt)
harvest control rule non-trawl allocation. Data from 2020-2024 (GEMM); 2025 data is landings data (PacFIN)
and three-year average discard mortality (GEMM).

Year | ammment (m) | attainment (m) | Gmy | At (478 mo
2020 37 11 47 27%
2021 35 24 5.9 33%
2022 13.6 31 167 94%
2023 6.0 55 114 64%
2024 40 52 92 52%
2025 78 46 124 70%

Due to limited landings data, evaluating the rate at which observed vessels encounter yelloweye
rockfish provides insight into the likelihood that individual trip types encounter yelloweye rockfish
while targeting other species. Table 13-33 indicates that encounters with yelloweye rockfish are
uncommon on observed trips coastwide, and even less frequent south of 40°10" N. lat. Although
observer coverage is low (Fishery Description of this chapter) , these encounter rates help inform
the likelihood of yelloweye rockfish interactions if trip limits were designed to allow retention of
previously discarded fish without incentivizing targeting. For example, the likelihood of an OA
vessel encountering a yelloweye rockfish may be as low as less than 1 percent on any given trip.
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Table 13-33.The average discard rate (observed discard divided by observed target landings) of the
most recent 5 years of FOS sample date for each sector north and south of 40°10’ N. lat.

Area Sector Average Observed Discard
Rate (2020-2024)
LE Fixed Gear DTL 0.00%
. o
North of 40°10° N lat. Limited Entry Sablefish 0.20%
Nearshore 2.16%
OA Fixed Gear 0.79%
LE Fixed Gear DTL 0.12%
Limited Entr lefish .009
South of 40°10' N lat, |—mited Entry Sablefis 0.00%
Nearshore 0.23%
OA Fixed Gear 0.08%

As shown in the table above, encounter rates on observed trips differ north and south of 40°10" N.
lat. In addition, the number of observed trips that encounter yelloweye rockfish varies between
these areas (Figure 15). Due to differences in encounter rates and the number of trips encountering
yelloweye rockfish, the GMT proposes trip limit options that are separated north and south of
40°10" N. lat. The initial proposed trip limit options are equal in both areas. The 40°10" N. lat.
boundary provides an inseason management tool, allowing adjustments in one area independent
of the other, if needed.

50 50
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Figure 13-4. FOS observed trips that encountered yelloweye rockfish (left) and total number of observed non-
trawl commercial trips on the right, summarized by 2° lat. (2002-2024)

Due to the uncertainty and lack of landings data, a precautionary approach was utilized to project
limited retention of yelloweye rockfish mortality. The range analyzed is ‘bookend’ with the one
end of the range projecting the maximum estimated mortality (Table 13-34.) and the other end is
a projection more in line with how the sectors typically utilize their trip limits (
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Table 13-35). The maximum mortality assumes every participant that took at least one trip (LE
and OA) utilizes their entire trip limit in each period and the previous discards are converted to
landings. Typically, only a few vessels target any one stock and land more than 80% of their trip
limit. The second projection is more in line with standard practices, but still conservatively
assumes 25% of the fleet will utilize their entire trip limit in each period and discards are converted
into landings. On observed trips that encountered yelloweye rockfish, the average weight trip
across all sectors in recent years is 69 pounds.

Table 13-34. High estimate of yelloweye morality assuming every participant in each sector lands their full
proposed trip limit. Discards are assumed to be converted to landings.

I:l;;lll:t Period Landings (mt) Total Est.
Coastwide Sector . Mortality
/period | 1 2 3 4 5 6 (mt)
(mt)
LE 751 0.0 | 0.8 1.7 19 | 1.8 1.1
Option 1 OA 50| 49 | 56 | 72 | 75 | 69 | 65 45.9
Period Total 49 | 64 | 89 | 94 | 86 | 7.7
LE 100 | 00 | 09 | 22 | 24 | 24 1.5
Option 2 OA 751 7.3 | 84 | 10.8 | 11.2 | 103 | 9.8 67.2
Period Total 73 | 93 | 13.0 | 13.7 | 12.7 | 11.2
LE 150 | 0.0 | 1.4 | 33 | 3.7 | 35 | 22
Option 3 OA 100 | 9.8 | 11.2 | 144 | 15.0 | 13.7 | 13.1 91.2
Period Total 98 | 12.6 | 17.7 | 18.6 | 173 | 152

Table 13-35. Moderate estimate of yelloweye assuming 25 percent of the fleet utilized the proposed yelloweye
trip limit. Discards are assumed to be converted to landings.

Coastwide Sector I?;Ir.rlllllt Period Estimated Mortality (mt) Mgr(i::ﬁ tl;s(tm t)
/period

(mt) 1 2 3 4 5 6
LE 751 00| 02| 04| 05| 04| 03

Option 1 OA 50 1.2 14| 18] 19| 1L.7] 16 11.4
Period Total 1.2 16| 22| 23| 22| 19
LE 100 00| 02| 06| 06| 06| 04

Option 2 OA 75 18| 21| 27| 28| 26| 24 16.8
Period Total 1.8 23| 33| 34| 32| 28
LE 150 00| 03] 08| 09| 09| 05

Option 3 OA 100 | 24| 28| 36| 37| 34| 33 22.8
Period Total 24| 31| 44| 47| 43| 3.8

Based on these considerations, the GMT developed three options for limited yelloweye rockfish
retention in the non-trawl commercial fishery (Table 13-36). The options below are based on the
moderate projection described above. Neither projection is certain, and a risk tolerance judgement
must be considered when evaluating the options.
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Table 13-36. Yelloweye rockfish trip limit options for increasing LE and OA and projected attainment
compared to the alternative 1 2027 non-trawl allocation (17.8 mt) . lat. N = north of 40°10’ N. lat. S = south of
34°27' N. lat.

landings . .
. e xe . . e Est. Discard Est. Total NT Attain.
Option |~ Sector Trip Limit P"’(Jrflct;“’“ Mortality (mt) | Mortality (mt) |  (17.8)
LEN Prohibited 0.00
OAN Prohibited 0.00
Status . 12.4 12.4 70%
Quo LES Prohibited 0.00
OAS Prohibited 0.00
LEN 75 1bs./2 months 1.32
: OAN 50 1bs./2 months 4.02
Diption 1.0 12.4 70%
1 LES 75 Ibs./2 months 0.44
OAS 50 1bs./2 months 5.62
LEN 100 Ibs./2 months 1.76
i OAN 75 1bs./2 months 6.03
Option 0.0 16.8 94%
2 LES 100 1bs./2 months 0.59
OAS 75 1bs./2 months 8.43

13.2.7 Trip Limits for Other Species

Cowcod South of 40°10' N. Lat.

Cowcod was declared overfished in 2000. After nearly two decades of being under a rebuilding
plan, cowcod was reassessed in 2019. The 2019 assessment indicated that the stock’s spawning
output was 57 percent of the unfished level in 2019 and above the management target of 40 percent,
signaling recovery (Dick and He 2019). NMFS declared the stock rebuilt in September 2019 based
on the results of the 2019 assessment. The SSC endorsed the cowcod stock assessment as a
Category 2 assessment since recruitment deviations were not estimated. The default HCR for
cowcod is ABC=ACL, P* value of 0.4, resulting in ACLs south of 40°10" N lat. of 77 mt for 2027
and 2028. The non-trawl sectors are allocated 64 percent of the fishery HG is split 50/50
recreational/commercial resulting in a commercial non-trawl share of 23.5 mt in 2027 and 23.1 mt
in 2028.

Under the current prohibition on cowcod landings, fisheries participants must discard all catch.
Therefore, discards account for cowcod mortality in the commercial non-trawl sectors prior to
2027. (Table 13-37). Since 2019, the Council has taken a stepwise approach when expanding
access to the stock. For example, the Cowcod Conservation Areas (CCAs) in southern California
were removed and replaced with smaller Groundfish Exclusion Areas in 2024 with the
implementation of Amendment 32, allowing commercial non-trawl participants to access fishing
grounds important to the stock. A next step could be to allow limited retention of cowcod.
Allowing limited retention to convert discards into landings could benefit the fishery without
increasing risk to the stock, provided that trip limits are set sufficiently low to prevent changes in
fishing behavior, such as targeting cowcod.
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Table 13-37. Cowcod total mortality south of 40°10’ N lat. in recent years compared to the 2027 default harvest
control rule non-trawl allocation. Data from 2020-2024 (GEMM) 2025 data is landings data (PacFIN) and
three-year average discard mortality (GEMM).

Year Open Access Limited Entry | Total Mortality | % Attain. (23.5
(mt) (mt) (mt) mt)
2020 -- 4.0 4.0 17.1%
2021 1.8 -- 1.8 7.5%
2022 0.6 -- 0.6 2.7%
2023 3.9 -- 3.9 16.5%
2024 2.7 6.1 8.7 37.2%
2025 2.4 2.0 4.4 18.8%

Due to the lack of landings data, limited observer coverage (less than 50 observations over 20
years), recent opening of the CCAs, and expanded access in the RCAs across the sectors, a more
conservative approach was utilized to project a range of mortalities assuming limited retention of
cowcod: the highest possible mortality (Table 13-38) and a projection more in line with how the
sectors typically utilize their trip limits (Table 13-38. High estimate of cowcod morality assuming
every participant in each sector south of40° 10’ N. lat. lands their full proposed trip limit. Discards
are assumed to be converted to landings.). The maximum mortality assumes every participant that
takes at least one trip (LE and OA) utilizes their entire trip limit in each period, and all previous
discards are accounted for within the landings projection. Typically, only a few vessels target any
one stock and land more than 80% of their trip limit. The second, more in line with standard
practice, but still conservative mortality projection assumes 50% of the fleet utilize their entire trip
limit in each period and discards are converted into landings. On observed trips that encountered
cowcod, the average weight trip across all sectors and years is 35 pounds.

Table 13-38. High estimate of cowcod morality assuming every participant in each sector south of 40° 10> N.
lat. lands their full proposed trip limit. Discards are assumed to be converted to landings.

Trip Period Landings (mt)
South Sector Limit Ib/ Total (mt)
period 1 2 3 4 5 6

LE 75| 1.3 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.3

Option 1 | OA 50| 1.7 19 | 22 | 2.1 24 | 22 20.7
Period Total 30 | 34 | 35 | 34 | 38 | 35
LE 100 | 1.7 | 2.0 1.8 1.8 1.9 1.7

Option 2 | OA 75| 2.6 | 29 | 32 | 32 | 3.6 | 33 29.7
Period Total 4.3 4.9 5.0 4.9 5.5 5.0
LE 150 | 2.5 | 3.1 27 | 27 | 2.8 | 25

Option 3 | OA 100 | 3.5 | 3.8 | 43 | 42 | 49 | 44 41.3
Period Total 6.0 6.9 7.0 6.9 7.6 6.9
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Table 13-39. Moderate estimate of cowcod assuming 50 percent of the fleet south of 40°10° N. lat. utilized the
proposed cowcod trip limit. Discards are assumed to be converted to landings.

Trip Period Mortality (mt)
. Limit
Coastwide Sector Total (mt)
Ib/ 1 2 3 4 5 6
period
LE 75| 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Option 1 OA 50| 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.6 L5 14.8
Period Total 2.2 2.5 2.5 2.5 26 | 2.5
LE 100 | 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.2
Option 2 OA 75 | 1.7 1.8 2.0 2.0 2.2 2.0 19.2
Period Total 2.9 3.2 33 3.2 3.5 32
LE 150 | 1.6 1.9 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.6
Option 3 OA 100 | 2.1 2.3 2.6 2.5 2.8 2.6 25.1
Period Total 3.7 4.2 43 42 4.6 4.2

Based on these considerations, the GMT developed three options for limited retention of cowcod
(Table 13-40). The options below, in Table 13-40 are based on the moderate projection described
above. Both projections include uncertainties and a risk tolerance judgement must be considered
when evaluating the options.

Table 13-40. Cowcod trip limit options for increasing LE and OA and projected attainment compared to the
non-trawl allocation south of 40°10' N. lat.

Ovtion | Sector Trio Limit Landings Est. Discard Est. Total NT Attain.
P P Projection (mt) | Mortality (mt) | Mortality (mt) (23.5 mt)
LEN | Prohibited 0.00
Status — 4.4 4.4 19%
Quo OAN | Prohibited 0.00
i LEN | 75 Ibs./2 months 4.07
Qisirtorn 0.0 10.3 44%
1 OAN | 50 Ibs./2 months 6.27
i LEN 100 1bs./2 months 5.42
Option 0.0 14.8 63%
2 OAN | 75 Ibs./2 months 9.41

Shelf Rockfish Complex North of 40°10' N. Lat.

The GAP requested that the GMT address under-attainment of underutilized groundfish stocks
managed in a complex. This request originated as an inseason request during the November 2024
meeting; however, the GMT was informed by National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) that an
inseason action was not an appropriate rulemaking vehicle for creating a new sub-trip limit for a
species managed within a stock complex (Agenda Item [.6.a Supplemental GMT Report 1,
November 2024).

At present, shelf and slope rockfish stock complexes are managed by trip limits at the complex
level. Meaning, component stocks of the complexes do not have individual trip limits. Therefore,
if one stock within the complex is constraining, then trip limits for the entire complex cannot be
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increased as there is a risk of overfishing the constraining stock. This situation results in the under
attainment of other stocks within the complex. Thus, this rigid structure does not afford the
industry flexibility in harvesting and reduces access to healthy stocks. In recent years, non-trawl
attainment of the shelf complex north of 40° 10" N. lat. allocation has remained below 4 percent
Table 13-41 while the California vermilion/sunset rockfish contribution to the shelf complex ACL
has consistently been met or exceeded (Agenda Item H.9.a Supplemental CDFW Report 1 March
2025). To increase the shelf complex trip limit and improve access to the underutilized portion of
the complex allocation, the GMT investigated implementing a sub-trip limit on vermilion/sunset
rockfish. A similar sub-trip limit has already been successfully implemented south of 40° 10" N.
lat. and affords more opportunity and flexibility for industry to achieve catch limits.

Table 13-41. Shelf rockfish complex north of 40°10’ N. lat. total mortality in recent years compared to the 2027
default harvest control rule non-trawl allocation. Data from 2020-2024 (GEMM) 2025 data is landings data
(PacFIN) and three-year average discard mortality (GEMM).

Year Open Access (mt) Limited Entry (mt) | Est. Total Mortality (mt) | % Attain. (514.7 mt)
2020 7.1 1.4 8.5 2%
2021 7.2 6.2 13.4 3%
2022 7.1 33 10.4 2%
2023 59 7.0 13.0 3%
2024 4.8 5.2 10.0 2%
2025 13.2 54 18.6 4%

LE vessels are not landing the shelf rockfish complex in large numbers; however, some OA vessels
attained 80 percent of their trip limit in one or more periods during 2025. Increasing trip limits
could improve attainment for participants targeting shelf rockfish and may also incentivize
increased participation. To address low attainment while keeping mortality of vermilion/sunset
rockfish below harvest limits, the GMT offers three options, provided in Table 13-42. Option three
is expected to increase attainment without posing risk to the non-trawl allocation, providing the
greatest benefit to the fishery. Implementing an OA and LE vermilion/sunset rockfish sub-trip
limit of 300 Ibs. per two months within the shelf rockfish complex 40° 10" N. will enable the fleets
to access underutilized stocks while ensuring vermilion/sunset rockfish remain within their
allocated ACL contribution to the complex (in accordance with Objective 9 of the Pacific Coast
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan [FMP]). The proposed sub-trip limit will reduce
vermilion/sunset rockfish mortality without a major negative impact to the fishery because less
than three vessels landed more than 300 Ibs. of vermilion rockfish in a single period in 2025. At
present, there is no need for other sub-trip limits in the shelf complex north of 40° 10" N. lat..
Bocaccio and chilipepper rockfish are 61 percent of the catch composition of both sectors,
followed by vermilion rockfish at 20 percent. The other species combined are nominal and do not
warrant a sub-trip limit at this time. The GMT will continue to monitor mortality to see if other
sub-trip limits for species within the shelf complex are need in the future.
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Table 13-42. Options for increasing LE and OA shelf rockfish complex north of 40°10’ N. lat. trip limits,
projected attainment compared to the non-trawl allocation, and vermilion/sunset rockfish projected
mortality with and without the sub-trip limit.

landings Est. Est. Total Ver. ver.
. o CINSS | piscard R NT | Mortality | Mortality
Option | Sector Trip Limit Projection . Mortality .
(mt) Mortality (mt) Attain. | w/o sub w/ sub
(mt) trip (mt) trip (mt)
S LE 1,600 Ibs./2 h 276 26
tatus ,00 Tbs./2 months 18.6 3.6% 3.1 3.5
Que O 2.9 0.3
A 12. .
1,600 Ibs./2 months
4,000 Ibs./2 months, of
LE which no more than 300 1b 345 26
may be vermilion/sunset ’ ’
rockfish
Option 1 32.2 6.3% 6.3 2.6
B 3,200 Ibs./2 months, of °
which no more than 300 1b
Q5 may be vermilion/sunset 252 =
rockfish
8,000 1bs./2 months, of
which no more than 300 1b
LE may be vermilion/sunset >18 2.6
Option 2 rockfish 59.8 11.6% 12.6 2.6
ion . . . .
pHo 6,400 1bs./2 months, of ’
which no more than 300 1b
OA may be vermilion/sunset >17 0.3
rockfish
. Est. Ver. Ver.
. o landings | i opq | BstTotal | gp )y rtality | Mortality
Option | Sector | Trip Limit Projection . Mortality .
(mt) Mortality (mt) Attain. | w/o sub w/ sub
(mt) trip (mt) trip (mt)
16,000 1bs./2 months, of
which no more than 300 1b
LE may be vermilion/sunset C 2249
Option 3 rockfish 1149 | 22.3% 25.5 2.6
8 13,000 Ibs./2 months, of : =7 : :
OA which no more than 300 1b 105.1 03

may be vermilion/sunset
rockfish

Nearshore Rockfish Complex off California
Currently, the majority on nearshore rockfish species off California are managed within the
nearshore complex north and south of 40° 10" N lat., except for black and quillback rockfish. Black
rockfish between 42°N lat. and 40° 10' N lat. is managed with a separate trip limit where as black
rockfish south of 40° 10' N lat., is a part of the deeper nearshore trip limit. Quillback rockfish is
managed as a single California stock with a trip limit and harvest targets separate from the
nearshore complex coast wide. Harvest specifications for minor nearshore rockfish north of 40°
10' N lat. are apportioned to state specific harvest guidelines, based upon each species’ estimated
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population distribution for those assessments spanning states. In California, allowable harvests of
black, quillback and nearshore rockfish are shared by the commercial and recreational sectors.

Participation in California’s commercial nearshore fishery is limited by state-issued restricted
access permits, with a nearshore permit required to land shallow nearshore rockfish and a deeper
nearshore permit required for the species that comprise deeper nearshore rockfish. While the
fishery is considered open access, Federally, participation is limited by the state, with many
participating vessels not holding a Federal limited entry permit. As a result, Federal limited entry
and open access trip limits for nearshore species have been set equal. In recent years attainment of
the nearshore complex both north and south of 40° 10" N lat. has been low (Table 13-43and Table
13-44).

Table 13-43. Recent combined recreational and commercial mortality (mt), including estimated discard
mortality of minor nearshore rockfish north of 40° 10' N lat. off California and percent attainment of the
California Fishery Harvest Guideline for 2027 under Alternative 1, from 2020 to 2025.

Year Source Recreational (mt) | Commercial (mt) | Comb. Mortality (mt) | % Attain.
2020 GEMM 18.3 9.2 27.5 71%
2021 GEMM 15.3 9.2 24.5 63%
2022 GEMM 21.0 12.0 33.0 85%
2023 GEMM 12.7 10.5 232 60%
2024 GEMM 13.5 59 19.4 50%
2025* | RecFIN/PacFIN | 18.6 6.3 249 64%

* 2025 landings and catch data are preliminary.

Table 13-44. Recent combined recreational and commercial mortality (mt), including estimated discard
mortality of minor nearshore rockfish south of 40° 10' N lat. off California and percent attainment of the
California Harvest Guideline for 2028 under Alternative 1, from 2020 to 2025.

Year | Source Recreational (mt) | Commercial (mt) | Comb. Mortality (mt) | % Attain.
2020 | GEMM 255.8 112.3 368.1 40%
2021 | GEMM 431 110.3 541.3 59%
2022 | GEMM 427.6 131.9 559.5 61%
2023 | GEMM 191.7 88.2 279.9 32%
2024 | GEMM 252.6 89.8 342.4 37%
2025 | RecFIN /PacFIN | 349.5 99.2 448.7 49%

* 2025 landings and catch data are preliminary.

Prior to 2023, quillback rockfish was managed within the minor nearshore rockfish complex,
contributing to the complex harvest limits north and south of 40° 10' N latitude. The Alternative 1
fishery harvest guideline for 2027 (11.6 mt) is compared to recent combined mortality in the
recreational and commercial sectors (Table 13-45).
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Table 13-45. Recent combined recreational and commercial mortality, including estimated discard mortality
of quillback rockfish off California and percent attainment of the California Fishery Harvest Guideline for
2027 under Alternative 1.

Year Source Rec?:llgonal Conzﬁs)rcial Comb.( I1:/Ilt(;rtality % Attain.
2020 7.8 4.2 12 103%
2021 10.5 4.8 15.3 132%
2022 GEMM 9.2 8.7 17.9 154%
2023 23 2.4 4.7 41%
2024 1.2 0.1 1.3 11%
2025*% | RecFIN / PacFIN 1.1 0.1 1.2 10%

* 2025 landings and catch data are preliminary.

Combined mortality of the recreational and commercial sectors has been within the fishery harvest
guideline for California black rockfish in recent years (Table 13-46). However, mortality (i.e.,
catch and landings) of California black rockfish is variable from year to year and may be influenced
by fishing conditions and availability of other fisheries (e.g., Dungeness crab).

Table 13-46. Recent combined recreational and commercial mortality (mt), including estimated discard
mortality of California black rockfish and percent attainment of the California Fishery Harvest Guideline for
2027 under Alternative 1.

Year Source Recreational (mt) | Commercial (mt) Mct)(l)';::)i'ty % Attain.
(mt)
2020 | GEMM 75.1 421 117.2 47%
2021 | GEMM 197.1 38.9 236 95%
2022 | GEMM 212.1 58.8 270.9 109%
2023 | GEMM 113.5 349 148.4 60%
2024 | GEMM 143.5 29.3 172.8 70%
2025% I;:ggg/ 165.6 24.8 190.4 77%

* 2025 landings and catch data are preliminary.

To address the under attainment of the nearshore complex both north and south of 40° 10" N lat.,
and to respond to the recent quillback rockfish stock assessment estimating the stock to have never
been overfished (Langseth et al, 2025), the GMT analyzed trip limit adjustments to increase
attainment. Like the species listed above, the non-trawl attainment has been low in recent years;
however, some permitted vessels reached 80 percent or more of their trip limit in one or more
periods during 2025, indicating that some participants are increasingly able to target and market
nearshore rockfish effectively. Adjusting trip limits could improve attainment for these
participants and may further encourage greater utilization of the state issued nearshore permits.

To address these opportunities, the GMT presents three options per stock, as summarized in Table
13-42. Option 3 is expected to increase attainment while posing a low risk to the non-trawl
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allocation, providing the greatest benefit to the fishery. The selection of an option for one stock
does not preclude choosing a different option for another stock. Management measures for
California’s nearshore fishery have historically been and continue to be stratified north and south
of 40° 10" N latitude, with some measures stratified north and south of 34° 27' N latitude.
Maintaining similar management structure,

Table 13-47 displays the per period trip limits for nearshore rockfish by species or species complex
and area for status quo and options for trip limit increases. Option 1 maintains status quo per period
trip limit amounts, except it removes the prohibition on quillback rockfish, and, north of 34° 27' N
latitude, the copper rockfish sub trip limit are removed. Options 2 and 3 evaluate increased per
period trip limit amounts, in addition to allowing retention of quillback rockfish and removal of
the copper rockfish sub trip limit north 34° 27' N latitude. Under all options, both copper and
quillback rockfish would be limited by the aggregate trip limit for that area.

Table 13-47. California nearshore rockfish per period trip limits (in pounds) under status quo, Option 1a,
Option 2a and Option 3a, by species or species complex and area. Note, values shown after a semi colon indicate
a species-specific sub-trip limit within the complex or prohibited retention.

. . Per Period (2 mos.) Trip Limit
Species or species complex - - -
SQ Option 1a Option 2a Option 3a
Black rockfish north of 40 1 5 1. 7,0001bs 8,000Ibs 9,0001bs
10" N lat.
Nearshore (NS) rockfish 2,000; 751bs
north of 40° 10" N lat. copper; Olbs QB 2,0001bs 3,000lbs 4,0001bs
Shallow NS rockfish south of
40° 10' N lat. 2,0001bs 2,0001bs 3,0001bs 4,0001bs
Deeper NS rockfish 40° 10'
t0 34° 27' N lat. 2,0001bs 3,0001bs 4,0001bs
2,0001bs; 751bs
Deeper NS rockfish south of | copper; Olbs QB | 2,000; 75Ibs | 3,000; 751bs 4,000; 751bs
34°27' N lat. copper copper copper

Options 1 — 3 (A &B) removes the copper rockfish sub bag limit north of 34° 27' N lat. Copper
rockfish off California was assessed in 2023 as a two sub-area stock, split at 34° 27' N lat. While
south of 34° 27' N lat., the stock’s spawning output was estimated to be below the management
limit of 25 percent of unfished levels (Wetzel et al., 2023), the spawning output of the northern
portion of the stock off California was estimated to be above the management target of 40 percent
of unfished levels (Monk et al. 2023). For purposes of setting harvest specifications, the two sub-
areas were combined and found to be in the precautionary zone between the limit and target,
although more constraining management measures were implemented on both the recreational and
commercial fisheries to address biological concerns presented by the southern portion of the stock.
The options 1 — 3 address the need for precaution south of 34° 27' N lat. while allowing for more
flexibility in the north.

Options 1 — 3 (A) removes prohibition of quillback rockfish off California. Considering the
increase of 10.4 mt to the California quillback rockfish fishery harvest guideline under Alternative
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1, mortality has not approached attainment of the harvest limits for most nearshore rockfish in
recent years. Further, given that participation in the deeper nearshore fishery is limited by issued
state permit (175 permittees statewide in 2025), the Council may wish to consider the removal of
the quillback prohibition and include it back in the nearshore and deeper nearshore trip limits, for
nearshore rockfish. If extra caution is needed the sub-trip limit of 75 lbs. per period could be
considered in Options 1 — 3 (B)Table 13-48.

Table 13-48.. California nearshore rockfish per period trip limits (in pounds) under status quo, Option 1b,
Option 2b and Option 3b, by species or species complex and area. Note, values shown after a semi colon indicate
a species-specific sub-trip limit within the complex or prohibited retention.

Species or species comple Per Period (2 mos.) Trip Limit

i i X
P P P sq Option 1b Option 2b Option 3b
Black rockfish north of 40 7,0001bs 7,0001bs 8,0001bs 9,0001bs
10" N lat.
Nearshore (NS) rockfish i;OOOe;r?(S)iEz 2,0001bs; 751bs 3,0001bs; 751bs 4,0001bs; 75Ibs
north of 40° 10" N lat. pper, quillback quillback quillback

quillback

Shallow NS rockfish south
of 40° 10' N lat. 2,0001bs 2,0001bs 3,0001Ibs 4,0001bs
Deeper NS rockfish 40° 10' 2,0001bs; 2,0001bs; 751bs 3,0001bs; 751bs 4,0001bs; 751bs
to 34° 27'N lat. 751bs quillback quillback quillback
Deeper NS rockfish south of | copper; Olbs | 2,000; 751bs copper; | 3,000; 751bs copper; | 4,000; 75lbs copper;
34°27'N lat. quillback 751bs quillback 751bs quillback 751bs quillback

Table 13-49 through Table 13-53 provide projected commercial mortality (landings and discards)
under status quo and Options 1 through 3. Because harvest limits for nearshore rockfish are shared
among the commercial and recreational sectors, recreational Option 5 is used to calculate
combined mortality and the lesser of the 2027-2028 Alternative 1 harvest specification was used
to calculate percent attainment (Chapter 16). Nearshore fishery landings are influenced by a variety
of factors, including weather and market conditions. As such, there is a degree of uncertainty
surrounding the commercial nearshore mortality projections. In the event that fishery performance
exceeds projections and harvest limits for nearshore species or species complexes are anticipated
to be attained (or exceeded), routine management measures may be implemented through inseason
action.

Table 13-49. Projected mortality (mt), including discard morality, for California quillback rockfish under

status quo and options 1a — 3a for trip limit increases. California recreational Option S is used to calculate
combined mortality and percent attainment under Alternative 1 2027 harvest specifications.

Comm. Rec. .

. . Combine. | Percent

. Projected | Projected . .
Option . . Mortality | Attain.
Mortality | Mortality (mt) (11.6mt)

(mt) (mt) :

SQ 0.2 34 29%

Opt. 1 4.7 12 7.9 68%

Opt. 2 5.9 ' 9.1 78%

Opt. 3 6.8 10.0 86%
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Table 13-50. Projected mortality (mt), including discard morality, for California quillback rockfish under
status quo and options 1a — 3b for trip limit increases (including a 7b lb. per period trip limit). California
recreational Option 5 is used to calculate combined mortality and percent attainment under Alternative 1 2027
harvest specifications.

Cqmm. R.ec. Combined | Percent
. Projected Projected . .
Option . . Mortality Attain.
Mortality Mortality (mt) (11.6 mt)
(mt) (mt) )
SQ 0.2 34 29%
Opt. 1 2.5 13 5.7 49%
Opt. 2 2.5 ' 5.7 49%
Opt. 3 2.5 5.7 49%

Table 13-51. Projected mortality (mt), including discard morality, for California black rockfish under status
quo and options for trip limit increases. California recreational Option 5 is used to calculate combined

mortality and percent attainment under Alternative 1 2027 harvest specifications.

Cqmm. R.ec. Combined | Percent
. Projected | Projected . .
Option . . Mortality Attain.
Mortality | Mortality (mt) 293.8 mt
(mt) (mt) (293.8 mo)
SQ 42.0 153.7 52%
Opt. 1 42.0 1117 153.7 52%
Opt. 2 56.4 ' 168.1 57%
Opt. 3 64.2 175.9 60%

Table 13-52. Projected mortality (mt), including discard morality, for minor nearshore rockfish north of 40°
10' N latitude under status quo and options for trip limit increases. California recreational Option 5 is used to
calculate combined mortality and percent attainment under Alternative 2028 harvest specifications.

Note, projected mortality of copper rockfish is provided in brackets.

Comm. Rec. .
. Projected | Projected Combu!ed Perce‘snt
Option . . Mortality Attain.
Mortality | Mortality (mt) (82.3 mt)
(mt) (mt) )
SQ 9.7 [0.2] 20.3 25%
Opt. 1 9.712.9] 10.6 20.3 25%
Opt. 2 16.9 [5.0] ' 27.5 33%
Opt. 3 21.8[6.5] 324 39%

B-172



Table 13-53. Projected mortality (mt), including discard morality, for minor nearshore rockfish south
of 40° 10' N latitude under status quo and options for trip limit increases. California recreational
Option 5 is used to calculate combined mortality and percent attainment under Alternative 1 2028

harvest specifications. Note, projected mortality of copper rockfish is provided in brackets.

Comm. Rec. Combined
Ontion Projected | Projected Mortalit Percent Attain.
P Mortality | Mortality () ¥ (925.6 mt)
(mt) (mt)
SQ 105.4 [1.8] 415.6 45%
Opt. 1 105.4 [8.8] 3102 415.6 45%
Opt. 2 137.8 [13.2] ) 448.0 48%
Opt. 3 183.8 [17.7] 494.0 53%
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13.3 Alternative 2
13.3.1 Impact (Groundfish Mortality)

Management measures would not change from Alternative 1 to Alternative 2. Under Alternative
2 for shortspine thornyhead, yellowtail rockfish north of 40°10" N. lat., canary rockfish, and widow
rockfish, an additional buffer is added between projected stock mortality and the associated harvest
limit; however, this Alternative does not support changes to management measures. Similarly,
under Alternative 2 for rougheye/blackspotted, chilipepper, and yelloweye rockfishes, the buffer
between projected stock mortality and the harvest guideline is reduced, but this Alternative,
likewise, does not support changes to management measures.

13.3.2Impact Comparison/Tradeoffs

The sablefish north of 36° N. lat. bycatch model projects that none of the non-trawl allocations
will be at risk of being exceeded under either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 in 2027-28 (Table
13-54 and Table 13-55)The one stock where the projection is close to the non-trawl allocation is
slope rockfish north of 40° 10° N. lat., but that stock allocation is still unlikely to be exceeded
because the projection is 45.1 to 31.9 mt under the allocation in 2027 and 2028, respectively.

Table 13-54. Alternative 1 compared to Alternative 2. Projected non-nearshore groundfish mortality from
targeted sablefish for the combined fixed gear fisheries north of 36° N. lat. (in mt) for 2027 compared to the
non-trawl allocation (excluding proposed routine adjustments) and the commercial non-trawl share if
applicable. Bolded stock/stock complex indicates a value that exceeds or is close to the non-trawl allocation.
Projections are based on a sablefish Alternative 1 default harvest control rule of P* of 0.45 with the limited
entry sector attaining 100 percent of the LE share and the open access sector attaining S0 percent of the OA
share based on trends in the 2025 fishery.

Total
Stock/Stock Complex Bycatch Non-Trawl | Non-Trawl | Non-Trawl | Non-Trawl
(Management Area) Projected | Allocation | Commercial | Allocation | Commercial
(mt) a/ (mt) Share (mt) a/ (mt) Share (mt)
Canary rockfish 2.2 152.2 54.8 162.5 58.5
Chilipepper rockfish (Sof 40°10' N. lat.) | 3.8 745.2 -- 490.1 --
10.0 514.7
Shelf rockfish (N of 40°10' N. lat.) -- 484.2 --
Slope rockfish (N. of 40°10' N. lat.) 152.4 298.8 - 197.5 -
Slope rockfish (S. of 40°10' N. lat.) 49.5 258.1 - 254.1 -
Petrale sole 4.0 30.0 - 30.0 -
1Sa}tl(;rtsplne thornyhead (N. of 34°27' N. 541 2274 _ 243 .4 _
Yelloweye rockfish 3.0 85.2 17.8 66.9 14
Yellowtail rockfish (N 0of 40°10' N. lat.) | 1.6 445.9 -- 485.2 --
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Table 13-55. Alternative 1 compared to Alternative 2. Projected non-nearshore groundfish mortality from
targeted sablefish for the combined fixed gear fisheries north of 36° N. lat. (in mt) for 2028 compared to the
non-trawl allocation (excluding proposed routine adjustments) and the commercial non-trawl share if
applicable. Bolded stock/stock complex indicates a value that exceeds or is close to the non-trawl allocation.
Projections are based on a sablefish Alternative 1 default harvest control rule of P* of 0.45 with the limited
entry sector attaining 100 percent of the LE share and the open access sector attaining S0 percent of the OA
share based on trends in the 2025 fishery.

Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Total
Stock/Stock Complex Bycatch ]1,\1. (;n-l Non-Trawl | Non-Trawl | Non-Trawl
(Management Area) Projected W Commercial | Allocation | Commercial
t) Allocation
(m Share a/ (mt) Share
a/ (mt)

Canary rockfish 2.4 156.9 56.5 168.3 60.6
Chilipepper rockfish (South of
40°10' N. lat.) 4.2 716.0 - 490.1 -
Minor shelf rockfish (North of
40°10' N. lat.) 10.8 511.1 - 484.0 -
Minor slope rockfish (North
of 40°10' N. lat.) 165.0 294.8 -- 196.9 --
Minor slope rockfish (South of
40°10' N. lat.) 53.6 257.0 -- 253.1 --
Petrale sole 43 30.0 - 30.0 --
Shortspine thornyhead

58.5 230.1 - 243.4 -
(North of 34°27' N. lat.)
Yelloweye rockfish 3.2 85.4 17.8 66.9 14
Yellowtail rockfish (North of
40°10' N, lat.) 1.8 424.0 - 446.8 -

Table 13-56 and Table 13-57 compare the ACL, Fishery HG, and non-trawl allocations under each
alternative. Alternative 1 uses the default harvest control rule based on the 2025 stock assessments
for sablefish north of 36° N. lat., sablefish south of 36° N. lat, and California quillback rockfish.
Alternative 2 for canary rockfish and yellowtail rockfish north of 40° 10° N. lat. would provide
more opportunity for the commercial non-trawl fisheries than Alternative 1. Alternative 2 for
chilipepper rockfish north and south of 40° 10’ N. lat., rougheye/blackspotted rockfishes north and
south of 40° 10’ N. lat., and yelloweye rockfish would provide a precautionary buffer while still
providing greater opportunity for fishery compared to No Action. Alternative 2 for petrale sole
and shortspine thornyhead would provide opportunity for the trawl fisheries while minimally
impacting the commercial non-trawl fisheries. Widow rockfish harvest has been expanding in the
commercial non-trawl fisheries since 2022 (Table 7-6 in §7.2). Since the current non-trawl
allocation is set at a fixed value of 300 mt, the commercial non-trawl fishery harvest guideline is
not directly affected by choice of an ACL Alternative. However, the harvest guideline is affected
by the trawl/non-trawl biennial allocation options (see in §7.2 for more details on tradeoffs.) Under
allocation Option 1, the commercial non-trawl fisheries has opportunity for expansion, while
Option 2 could limit expansion by requiring a reduction in trip limits if new participants enter the
fishery.
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Table 13-56. Comparison between No Action, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 harvest control rules in 2027 for species that have more than one alternative
HCR. The change from No Action values is shown in parentheses. Cells highlighted in light green indicate an increase between alternatives, but if there
are two alternatives with increasing values, then the dark green indicates the higher of the two alternatives. Yellow cells indicate no change between
alternatives. Light pink cells indicate a decrease between alternatives, but if there are two alternatives with decreasing values, then the dark pink indicates
the lower of the two alternatives. Note that all values except those for California quillback have been rounded to the nearest whole number.

No Action Alt 1 Alt 2
All All
Stock (Management ACL Fishery | GF NT ACL Fishery | GF Fishery NT
Area) HG Non- | Comm. HG Non- HG Comm.
Trawl Trawl
Canary rockfish (CW) 572 508 141 51
Chilipepper rockfish
(S 0of 40° 10’ N. lat.) 2815 1 2,788 697 NA
Chilipepper rockfish
contrib. to shelf (N of 212 Shelf complex shelf complex Shelf complex
40° 10’ N. lat.)
Petrale sole (CW) 2,354 | 2,036 30 NA 30 NA
Quillback rockfish
(CA) 1.3 1.2 NA NA NA
Rougheye/blackspotted
rockfish — Slope 185 Slope complex Slope complex Slope complex
(N of 40° 10’ N. lat.)
Rougheye/blackspotted
rockfish — Slope 4 Slope complex Slope complex Slope complex
(S 0of 40° 10’ N. lat.)
Sablefish (N of 36°) | 28,688 | 25,729 | S ;‘gg;d“al See individual tables NA
Sablefish (S of 36°) 7,857 | 7,830 | 4,541 4531
Shortspine thornyhead 815 743 267 NA
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No Action Alt1 Alt 2
Stock (Management All All All
Area) Fishery | GF NT Fishery | GF NT Fishery | GF NT
ACL HG Non- | Comm. ACL HG Non- | Comm. ACL HG Non- Comm.
Trawl Trawl Trawl
Widow rockfish (CW) | 11,237 | 11,019 | 300 | NA 300or | \ao | TBD | TBD |3 ?‘; gl oNa
Yelloweye rockfish 67
(CW) 56 41 38 8 73 (+32) (+29) 14 (+6)
Yellowtail rockfish (N
of 40° 10') 6,241 5,216 626 NA

a/ At the time of development of this analysis, the Council has yet to adopt the harvest specifications for widow rockfish for 2027-28 due to consideration of the stock assessment. Therefore, based on the
Council's guidance in November, the GMT analyzed two wide bookends to encompass the impacts from the lowest and highest possible ACLs. The low bookend is from the October 2025 “Proposed new
widow rockfish base model and changes from August 20257, Table 4. This low bookend is higher than the ACL that was presented in the 2025 “new widow rockfish base model”, Kinneen et. al., 2025.
The high bookend is from the 2023 Catch-only Projection.

Table 13-57. Comparison between No Action, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 harvest control rules in 2028 for species that have more than one alternative
HCR. Cells highlighted in light teal indicate an increase between alternatives, but if there are two alternatives with increasing values, then the dark green
indicates the higher of the two alternatives. Yellow cells indicate no change between alternatives. Light salmon cells indicate a decrease between
alternatives, but if there are two alternatives with decreasing values, then the fuchsia indicates the lower of the two alternatives. Note that all values except
those for California quillback have been rounded to the nearest whole number.

No Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2

All GF All
Stock (Management Fishery NT Fishery GF NT Fishery NT
Area) ACL HG Non- | (o m, | ACL HG Non- | Comm. | ACL HG

Trawl

Trawl
623 567 157

Canary rockfish (CW) 572 508 141 51 (+51) (+59) (+16) 57 (+6)
Chilipepper rockfish 2,870 2864 716
(S of 40° 10’ N. lat.) 2,815 2,788 697 NA (+55) (+76) (+19) NA
Chilipepper rockfish 216
contrib. to shelf 212 Shelf complex +4) Shelf complex Shelf complex
(N of 40° 10" N. lat.)
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No Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2

All GF All All
Stock (Management ACL Fishery Non- NT ACL Fishery GF NT ACL Fishery GF NT
Area) HG Comm. Non- | Comm. HG Non- | Comm.

Trawl

Trawl Trawl

Petrale sole (CW) 2,354 2,036 30 NA 30 NA 30 NA
Quillback rockfish
(CA) 1.3 1.2 NA NA NA
Rougheye/blackspotted
rockfish — Slope 185 Slope complex Slope complex Slope complex
(N of 40° 10’ N. lat.)
Rougheye/blackspotted
rockfish — Slope 4 Slope complex Slope complex Slope complex

(S of 40° 10’ N. lat.)

See individual

tables NA

Sablefish (N of 36°) 28,688 | 25,729 See individual tables

Sablefish (S of 36) 7,857 7,830 4,541 4,531

Shortspine thornyhead 815 743 267 NA

Widow rockfish (CW) | 11,237 | 11,019 300 NA

Yelloweye rockfish
(CW)

Yellowtail rockfish
(N of 40° 10)

a/ At the time of development of this analysis, the Council has yet to adopt the harvest specifications for widow rockfish for 2027-28 due to consideration of the stock assessment. Therefore, based on the
Council's guidance in November, the GMT analyzed two wide bookends to encompass the impacts from the lowest and highest possible ACLs. The low bookend is from the October 2025 “Proposed new

widow rockfish base model and changes from August 2025”, Table 4. This low bookend is higher than the ACL that was presented in the 2025 “new widow rockfish base model”, Kinneen et. al., 2025.
The high bookend is from the 2023 Catch-only Projection.

56 41 38 8

6,241 5,216 626 NA
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14.1 No Action

The Washington recreational fishery comprises of a vessel-based private and charter sector and a
smaller shore-based sector. Primary target species include rockfish, mainly black rockfish,
yellowtail rockfish, and lingcod. Pacific halibut anglers also impact recreational groundfish
species, including yelloweye rockfish and canary rockfish. Primary catch controls include season
dates, depth closures, daily limits, and Groundfish Conservation Areas (GCAs), including
Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Areas (YRCAs). The purpose of the YRCA depth restrictions
on the recreational fishery has been to direct fishing effort to shallower areas where yelloweye
rockfish encounters and mortality of discarded fish are lower. YRCAs are the main management
measures for reducing catches of this stock. YRCAs are discussed in more detail in Chapter 2.

14.1.1 Fishing Season

The Washington recreational season for groundfish is currently open from the second Saturday in
March through the third Saturday in October in all marine areas, but region-specific
species/area/depth restrictions exist (50 CFR 660.360(c)(1)).

14.1.2 Area Management

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) manages the Washington recreational
fishery by four areas as shown in Figure 14-1 The depth/area and species restrictions by marine
area are summarized in Table below.
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Figure 14-1. Washington Marine Areas.

North Coast (Marine Areas 3 and 4)

Yelloweye rockfish abundance and encounters are higher on the north coast (Marine Areas 3 and
4A) compared to the south coast (Marine Areas 2) and Columbia River (Marine Area 1). Thus,
restrictions on the north coast constrain anglers to shallower water whereas on the south coast,
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https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/part-660/section-660.360#p-660.360(c)(1)

where incidental catch of yelloweye rockfish is lower, fishing deeper is allowed. On the North
Coast, the retention of groundfish is prohibited seaward of a line approximating 20 fathoms from
June 1 through July 31, except lingcod, Pacific cod, sablefish, bocaccio, silvergray rockfish, canary
rockfish, widow rockfish, and yellowtail rockfish, may be retained seaward of 20 fathoms on days
that Pacific halibut fishing is open. In addition, yellowtail rockfish and widow rockfish retention
are allowed seaward of 20 fathoms in July. In addition, fishing for, retention, or possession of
groundfish and Pacific halibut is prohibited in the C-shaped YRCA to protect yelloweye rockfish
Figure 14-2).(50 CFR 660.360(c)(1)(1)(A))
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Figure 14-2. Panel A: North Coast YRCA, Panel B: Deepwater Lingcod restriction on the South Coast and
Columbia River.

South Coast (Marine Area 2)

The retention of lingcod is prohibited seaward of 30 fathoms from May 1 through May 31, except
lingcod retention is allowed on days open to the all-depth Pacific halibut fishery. Fishing for,
retention, or possession of lingcod is prohibited in deepwater areas seaward of a line extending
from 47° 31.70" N. lat., 124° 45.00' W. long. to 46° 38.17' N. lat., 124° 30.00' W. long. except on
days open to the Pacific halibut fishery and from June 1 through 15 and September 1 through 30.

Columbia River (Marine Area 1)

Retention of sablefish, flatfish other than Pacific halibut, Pacific cod, yellowtail rockfish, widow
rockfish, canary rockfish, redstripe rockfish, greenstriped rockfish, silvergray rockfish, chilipepper
rockfish, boccaccio, blue/deacon rockfish, and lingcod north of the Washington — Oregon border
is allowed with Pacific halibut onboard during the Pacific halibut fishery. Additionally, fishing
for, retention, or possession of lingcod in deepwater areas seaward of a line extending from 46°
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38.17' N. lat., 124° 21.00' W. long. to 46° 33.00' N. lat., 124° 21.00' W. long. is prohibited except
from June 1 through June 15 and September 1 through September 30.

Table 14-1. Washington Recreational seasons and groundfish retention restrictions. hd = halibut days.

Management |Depth/
Area Species Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr May Jun Jul Aug | Sep Oct Nov |Dec
<= 20 fm closed open open except group c open closed
Morth Coast group a an’r g[oup Ed
(MA3 & MA4A) |5 20 fm closed open and only on ontyon open closed
and group
hd
]
all depths closed open open except group c© open closed
30 - 50 fm: lingeod
i d closed open | closed open closed
South Coast ingco except hd
(MAZ)
d ter: lingcod closed  (li d| lingcod closed except |li d lingcod
_eepwa erl  losed g ingco g pt |lingco closed closed
lincod except hd open hd open
except hd
* #* *
Columbia all depths closed open ope_n except group ¢ _ open _ closed
River (MA1) c?eepwater. closed lingcod closed lingcod lingcod closed lingcod| lingcod closed
lingcod open open | closed

- * during the all-depth halibut fishery, cannot retain bottomfish if halibut on board, except: sablefish, Pacific cod,
flatfish species, yellowtail rockfish, widow rockfish, canary rockfish, redstripe rockfish, greenstriped rockfish,
silvergray rockfish, chilipepper, bocaccio, blue/deacon rockfish, and lingcod caught north of the Washington-
Oregon border (46°16.00" N lat.)

- group a: lingcod, Pacific cod, sablefish, boccacio, silvergray, canary, widow and yellowtail

- group b: yellowtail and widow

- group c: copper, quillback, vermilion

- see text and Figure 2B for exact location of deepwater lingcod restriction in areas 1 and 2

- yelloweye rockfish prohibited

14.1.3 Bag Limits

The Washington recreational groundfish bag limit is nine fish per day. Of the nine recreational
groundfish allowed to be landed per day, sub-bag limits of seven rockfish, two lingcod, and one
cabezon apply in Marine Areas 1-4. Of the seven rockfish, only five may be canary rockfish. Five
flatfish, not including Pacific halibut, can be retained in addition to the nine groundfish daily limit.
Retention of yelloweye rockfish is prohibited, year-round. Retention of copper, quillback, and
vermilion rockfishes is prohibited May 1 through July 31.

14.1.4 Inseason Management

The precision of recreational groundfish catch estimates or projections based on previous seasons
are influenced by factors such as the duration and success of salmon, Pacific halibut, and albacore
seasons, weather, and any other unforeseen factors. However, WDFW has an effective and
thorough monitoring system through the Washington Ocean Sampling Program (OSP) which
produces bottomfish estimates by marine area monthly with a one-month lag time. Further,
Washington’s management and regulatory processes can react quickly to the need for additional
depth restrictions, area closures, groundfish retention restrictions, or changes to seasons through
emergency changes to state regulations. Inseason action can be used if inseason catch reports
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indicate that recreational harvests of overfished species or non-overfished species are exceeding
pre-season projections to the point where HGs, ACTs, or ACLs are at risk of being exceeded.

In 2025, no inseason action was taken to keep catch within state specific HGs.

14.1.5 Mortality and Effort

The harvest guidelines under No Action along with total mortality in 2024 and 2025 are shown in
Table 14-2. In addition, Figure 14-3 shows attainment in the Washington Recreational Fishery for
the stocks with harvest guidelines and other species of importance to the sector. Table 3 shows
effort by mode (Private vs. Charter) over the past 10 years andFigure 14-4 shows effort by mode,
region, and trip type.

The West Coast states coordinate to track and manage catches of nearshore rockfish north of
40°10°N. lat. If harvest levels in Washington approach 75 percent of the state-specific HG the state
of Washington will consult with the other West Coast states and determine if inseason action is
needed. In the event inseason action is needed, WDFW will make changes through state regulation.

Table 14-2. No Action (2025) — Harvest Guidelines (HG) in metric tons (mt) for the Washington recreational
fisheries in 2025 and total mortality in 2024 and 2025. Mortality Source: RecFIN (Jan 2026).

Species 2025 HG | Total Mortality (2024) | Total Mortality (2025)

Canary Rockfish 17.3 26.8 22.7
Yelloweye Rockfish 9.6 3.1 2.0
Black Rockfish 226.0 146.0 152.0
Nearshore Rockfish 16.1 8.8 7.4
Cabezon/Kelp Greenling 12.2 8.8 8.5

Table 14-3. Effort in angler trips by mode (private vs. charter) and total angler trips over the past 10 years for
recreational trips targeting bottomfish or halibut. Source: OSP (Feb 2026).

Year Charter Private Total

2016 23,148 21,726 44,874
2017 21,404 21,238 42,642
2018 23,687 24,862 48,549
2019 21,241 28,832 50,073
2020 14,969 18,059 33,028
2021 21,965 22,162 44,127
2022 16,939 23,956 40,895
2023 15,450 27,807 43,257
2024 16,637 29,440 46,077
2025 13,284 25,872 39,156
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Figure 14-3. Total mortality for select species and stocks for the Washington Recreational Fishery over the past
five years. Where stock-specific harvest guidelines exist, they are indicated as black lines. Note that copper and
quillback rockfish are part of the Nearshore Rockfish North Complex but are also shown separately in this
figure. Mortality Source: RecFIN (Jan 2026).
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14.1.6 Impact Analysis

Total bottomfish and halibut fishing effort has been stable over the past five years (Table 3), but
region, mode, and trip type-specific trends do exist: charter effort has been decreasing, especially
in bottomfish trips on the South Coast, and private angler-trips have been increasing, especially on
the North Coast for trips targeting halibut (Figure 4). In 2025, the number of private angler trips
targeting bottomfish or halibut was almost double that of charter angler trips (Table 14-3), and
there were more angler trips targeting halibut than bottomfish. This has implications for canary
and yelloweye rockfish management, as most yelloweye rockfish are currently caught by the
private sector on the North Coast and most canary rockfish are caught by the charter sector on the
South Coast.

The 2025 HG for canary rockfish (17.3 mt) was exceeded by 5.4 mt in 2025. Under No Action,
similar overages are expected in the future. Anglers are targeting canary rockfish, especially on
the South Coast. Total mortality in 2021 and 2022 was particularly high (Figure 3) following the
re-opening of two YRCAs on the South Coast. Since then, total mortality for the South Coast
charter fleet has been stable, despite declining angler-trips on the South Coast charter fleet because
the average number of canary caught per trip increased. The five-fish daily bag limit implemented
in 2025 has had limited effect on reducing canary mortality, but there can be a lag between rule
implementation and compliance, and OSP sampling data show a higher rate of non-compliance
with the bag limit in 2025 than in previous years.

One of the primary tools used to limit yelloweye and canary rockfish mortalities is fishing depth
restrictions. By prohibiting lingcod retention in deeper waters, recreational fishing effort in those
waters, where encounters with yelloweye and canary rockfish are highest, is discouraged.
However, Washington state rules currently allow accessing depth-restricted areas during the all-
depth halibut fishery in Marine Area 2, where most of the canary rockfish total mortality occurs.
The Washington recreational fishery for Pacific halibut has not been catching its quota, and
consequently, the Pacific halibut season has been extending and more fishing days have been
added within open months. This has resulted in more fishing effort in deeper waters and more
fishing trips that encounter canary and yelloweye rockfishes. Consequently, a higher proportion of
the total mortality for both species is occurring on halibut trip types Figure 14-5).
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Figure 14-5 Proportion of total mortality by trip type over time for Canary and Yelloweye Rockfish for each
fishing mode (Charter and Private). The proportion of total mortality occurring in bottomfish-only trips is
showing a downward trend for all species-mode combinations, and the proportion of total mortality occurring
in halibut/halibut-salmon trips is showing an increasing trend for all but the private mode for Canary Rockfish

(bottom left panel).

The Washington recreational fishery has been below its HG for all species for the past few years,
except canary and vermilion rockfishes (Figure 18). The HG for vermilion rockfish (0.7 mt) was
exceeded in 2023 and 2024 (total mortality was 0.77 and 0.87, respectively). In 2025, however,
the fishery stayed below its HG (total mortality = 0.68 mt). Management measures have been
successful at preventing HG overages for nearshore rockfish of concern (i.e., copper rockfish and

quillback rockfish Figure 18).
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14.2 Alternative 1

Under Alternative 1, fishery HGs are similar to No Action, except for higher HGs for yelloweye
and canary rockfishes (See 1.2.1.1 and 1.2.1.2 below, respectively). Proposed changes to routine
management measures would allow limited yelloweye rockfish retention, after over 20 years of
prohibition, and would further relax depth restrictions in Marine Areas 1 and 2 to allow increased
fishing opportunities there.

14.2.1 Projected Mortality and Effort

In the absence of changes to groundfish fishing regulations (such as changing bag limits, or spatio-
temporal retention restrictions), prior years’ total mortality has been a good predictor of next years’
total mortality in the Washington recreational fishery. Table 14-4 below uses the 2023-2024 mean
total mortality for projected mortality, except for canary and yelloweye rockfishes (See 1.2.1.1 and
1.2.1.2 below, respectively).

Total effort in the Washington recreational fishery for trips targeting bottomfish or halibut is
expected to stay at recent levels. Recent trends of increasing angler-trips in the private sector and
decreasing angler-trips in the charter sector may continue. If the number of halibut fishing days
keeps increasing, recent trends of an increasing share of effort targeting halibut and a decreasing
share of bottomfish-only trips may also continue. Conversely, recent average may stabilize, or
trends may reverse. Using the 2023-2025 average, the expected future effort is shown in Table
14-5.

Table 14-4. Alternative 1: Projected total mortality for black rockfish, Washington cabezon/kelp greenling
complex, and the nearshore rockfish complex north of 40°10' N. lat.. off of Washington.

Al 12027 (2028)| Projected Total

Species/ Stock (mt) Mortality (mt)
Black Rockfish 221.7 (222.3) 151
Cabezon/Kelp Greenling| 12.5(12.42) 8.9
Nearshore Rockfish 16.1 (15.8) 7.3

Table 14-5.. Projected effort in angler-trips in the Washington Recreational Fishery by mode and trip type,
based on 2023-2025 averages.

Trip Type/ Mode | Charter | Private Total
Bottomfish 10,600 10,800 [ 21,400
Halibut 4,600 16,900 [ 21,500
Total 15,200 27,700 | 42,900

Yelloweye Rockfish Mortality Projection

Yelloweye rockfish has been a prohibited species in the Washington recreational fishery since
2002. The average annual total mortality for the fishery between 1990 and 2000, when there was
no yelloweye rockfish bag limit yet, was 11.4 mt (Figure 20), with annual values as high as 16.6
mt. Before 2000, about half of the annual total mortality occurred on the South Coast, and 99% of
it in the charter sector. The North Coast contributed about 38% of the annual total mortality, and
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only about 32% of it was attributable to the charter sector. Since retention has been prohibited,
total mortality in the charter sector (coastwide) has gone down by 93% while total mortality in the
private sector has gone down by 39%. In recent years, the majority of the total mortality (53%)
comes from private vessels on the North Coast.

It is clear from the data and industry accounts that recreational fishing vessels, especially charter
vessels, have modified their fishing behavior to actively avoid catching yelloweye rockfish. It is
unclear how quickly and to what extent former targeting behavior will resume once yelloweye
rockfish retention is permitted again. A comparison of the yelloweye rockfish and canary rockfish
total mortality time series (Figure 14-6) can be informative here. Total mortality for canary
rockfish had been increasing in the years prior to 2017 when retention was allowed again. Total
mortality in 2017 (when the bag limit went from 0 to 1 fish in Marine Areas 1 and 2) doubled
compared to 2016 and increased by 73% compared to the prior 5-year average.

If we assume yelloweye rockfish mortality patterns post-bag limit increase will follow the same
pattern as canary rockfish mortality and simply double, the expected total mortality for yelloweye
rockfish in the 2027-2028 biennium is 5.7 mt. Taking last year’s trip data and assuming 100%
mortality shows 4.1 mt, but this number likely underestimates expected mortality because it does
not take into account angler behavior change.

We can also use the historical trip data prior to yelloweye rockfish prohibition (i.e., 1990 —2001)
and do a bag limit analysis for a hypothetical 1-fish bag limit. If we do that, with an assumed
discard mortality rate of 0.65, we get an average total mortality of 10.3 mt. However, the caveat is
that the stock assessment estimates that spawning biomass has doubled between the mid-90s and
now, meaning the same amount of fishing effort would be expected to result in a) a higher
proportion of trips catching yelloweye rockfish compared to the historical trip data and b) a larger
amount of yelloweye rockfish caught on trips that do encounter them compared to the historical
data. Consequently, under similar behavior and fishing effort as to the historical period, we would
expect higher mortality for a more abundant stock.
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Figure 14-6. Canary Rockfish and Yelloweye Rockfish total mortality over time in the Washington recreational
fishery. The vertical lines on the plot indicate bag limit changes. A 2-fish bag limit for both species was
implemented in 2000. The bag limit went to zero for yelloweye rockfish in 2002 and for canary rockfish in 2004.
The canary rockfish bag limit went to 1 in the Columbia River and South Coast areas in 2017 and by 2019, the
canary rockfish bag limit had been removed in all marine areas.

14.2.2 Proposed Updates to Routine Management Measures

Yelloweye Rockfish

Option 1: Status quo

Under Option 1 yelloweye rockfish would remain a prohibited species and could not be retained,
i.e., as under No Action management measures. Modeling indicates mortality to be similar to that
of No Action, at approximately 2.8 mt

Option 2: Allow limited yelloweye rockfish retention

The 2025 yelloweye rockfish stock assessment estimates that the stock’s spawning output in now
40.1 percent of unfished levels and exceeds management target of 40 percent (Johnston et al.,
2025). Under Alternative 1, the Washington recreational HG is 21.8 mt in 2027, which is an order
of magnitude higher than the estimated total mortality for yelloweye rockfish in the Washington
recreational fishery in 2025 (Table 14-6).This amount may allow for some limited harvesting in
the recreational fishery.

Sub-option 2.1: 1 fish sub-bag limit

As discussed in the previous section, there is a large amount of uncertainty projecting yelloweye
rockfish mortality, with likely estimates for a 1 fish sub-bag limit ranging from about 6 to 10 mt
and could very well be higher. For reference, the highest ever estimated total mortality for the WA
recreational sector was 17.7 mt in 1989 when the population was estimated to be at 0.33 fraction
unfished and there was no yelloweye sub-bag limit and no depth restrictions (Table 14-6).
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Sub-option 2.2: 1 fish sub-bag limit only on halibut days in May

Allowing yelloweye rockfish take only on halibut days in May would result in lower total mortality
compared to a one-fish bag limit for the entire bottomfish season. The expected total mortality
depends on angler behavior and the number of halibut fishing days in May. It is unknown at this
point how many halibut fishing days there will be in May of 2027 and 2028; however, number of
days has been steadily increasing over the past years, from between 7 or 8 per marine area in 2022
to between 14 and 18 per area in 2026. May has been the month with the highest proportion of
yelloweye rockfish mortality over the past three years (41%). Assuming total mortality on May
halibut trips doubles compared to 2023-2025 levels, total mortality on May bottomfish-only trips
increases by 20% (implying some targeting on bottomfish trips during halibut days), and total
mortality for all other months is at the recent 3-year average, projected mortality for this Option is
3.6 mt (Table 14-6). Again, this number must be considered highly uncertain. For reference, the
largest May total mortality since 1990 for yelloweye rockfish was 4.1 mt in 1993, when there was
no sub-bag limit. This Option has only a very low probability of exceeding the HG under
Alternative 1.

Table 14-6. Projected mortality estimated for yelloweye rockfish. Estimates should be considered highly
uncertain, and that for canary rockfish uncertain (see text for details).

Al 12027 (2028) | Projected Total Mortality

Species/ Stock (mt) (mt)
Option 1 (SQ) 2.8
Yelloweye Rockfish 21.8(21.9) Option2.1 5.7
Option2.2 3.6

14.2.3 Canary Rockfish

Option 1: Status Quo

Under Option 1, management of canary rockfish would be the same as under No Action, a sub-
bag limit of five canary rockfish. Total mortality is expected to continue being around 23 or 24 mt,
which is higher than the Washington HG under Alternative 1 (Table 14-7).

Option 2: reduce the daily sub-bag limit from the current 5 fish per person

Option 2, alternative management measures are presented to reduce canary rockfish mortality.
Using OSP sample data from 2023-2025, a bag limit analysis was conducted to estimate total
mortality under alternative bag limits. To reflect observed angler behavior, the model incorporated
changes in the probability of a positive trip (i.e., encountering at least one fish) under more
restrictive bag limits. Historical data indicate that the probability of a positive trip was
approximately three times higher during periods without a sub-bag limit compared to periods when
retention was prohibited. To account for this pattern, encounter probability was allowed to vary
smoothly as a function of the bag limit, with the largest modeled bag limit representing full
observed behavior. Under lower bag limits, some trips that would have resulted in encounters
under status quo conditions were assumed to have no encounters. However, even under a zero bag
limit, some incidental encounters were assumed to occur, consistent with past observations.

For trips with encounters, retained catch was capped at the trip bag limit (number of anglers
multiplied by the bag limit). Once the trip bag limit was reached, only 20% of any additional
encounters were assumed to occur, and those fish were treated as released and subject to discard
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mortality using average release mortality rates from RecFIN. The estimated number of dead fish
under each bag limit scenario was then expanded to total fishery mortality by scaling from the
sample to the final catch estimates and converted to weight using average weights from RecFIN.

The resulting projected total mortalities for various bag limits are show in Table 14-7. A sub-bag
limit of 4 fish is projected to result in a total mortality of 20.3 mt which is slightly above the
2027/2028 HG of 18.7/19.3 mt, while a sub-bag limit of 3 fish per angler is projected to result in
17.0 mt total mortality which is below the Alternative 1 HG (Table 14-7)..

Table 14-7. Estimated total mortality for canary rockfish under different sub-bag limit options.

Daily Bag Projected Mortality (mt)

0 1.9

1 6.6

2 12.3

3 17.2

4 20.5

5 (Status Quo) 22.2
23.4

7 23.8

Option 3: Remove 30 fm lingcod restriction in May in Marine Area 2

Under Option 2, the 30 fm lingcod restriction currently in effect in Marine Area 2 from May 1 to
31 would be removed. This would increase fishing opportunities in waters between 30 fathoms
and ~50 fm (where the deepwater lingcod closure starts) in May in Marine Area 2. The expected
impacts of this action is increased canary rockfish and yelloweye rockfish encounters in May in
Marine Area 2. Based on the proportion of estimated angler-trips in waters deeper vs shallower
than 30 fathoms in the other months and when the deepwater lingcod closure is in effect, a
reasonable expectation is that about ten percent of trips targeting bottomfish would shift into
deeper waters. Such a shift would add an estimated 0.7 mt of total mortality for canary rockfish.
The effect of a five or twenty percent shift instead would be an added 0.4 and 1.4 mt of mortality,
respectively. (Table 14-7).

Option 4: Increase the period during which the deepwater lingcod closure is in effect in
Marine Areas 1 and 2

The deepwater lingcod closure in Marine Areas 1 and 2 is currently in effect at all times except

from June 1 through 15 and September 1 through 30. Under Option 3, the deepwater lingcod

closure would be in effect at all times except from June 1 through 15 and September 1 through 15,

reducing the closure by 15 days.

The proportion of canary rockfish total mortality occurring in September on bottomfish-only
charter trips on the South Coast has been highly variable over the last five years, but it can be
substantial. It ranges from a high of 30 percent in 2021 to a low of five percent in 2025, and
typically over 90% of it is from deep areas. If the trend of decreasing proportion of total canary
rockfish mortality in September continues or the proportion stays at current low levels, the amount
of canary rockfish mortality that would be reduced from restricting deepwater access in the second
half of September will be small, on the order of 0.5 mt. The mean total annual mortality in deep
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waters in Marine Areas 1 and 2 in September for bottomfish-only trips over the past three years is
2.4 mt, so this management action could reduce canary rockfish total mortality by about 1 mt,
depending on future trends in the fishery. (Table 14-7).

Option 5: Modify the deepwater lingcod restriction in Marine Area 1

Option 4 modifies the existing deepwater lingcod restriction in Marine Area 2 to remove the
discontinuity in the shape of the closed area between Marine Areas 1 and 2. The new restriction
spanning MA1 and MA2 would be seaward of a line extending from 47° 31.70' N. lat., 124° 45.00'
W.long. to 46° 33.00' N. lat., 124° 28.55" W. long. (Figure 7). The new closed area would simplify
the regulations, make it easier for anglers to comply with the restriction, and increase fishing
opportunities in deeper waters. It will also increase deepwater fishing opportunities for lingcod
and rockfish found in deeper waters like canary rockfish and yelloweye rockfish in the area
proposed for removal from the closure. The impacts from this change on canary rockfish total
mortality are expected to be minimal. The share of canary rockfish annual total mortality from
bottomfish-only trips in Marine Area 1 has been low, ranging from 0.6 mt to 1 mt per year over
the last three years. Additionally, no appreciable increase in mortality was observed in June and
September after 2020, when the deepwater lingcod closure was first lifted from June 1 through 15
and September 1 through 30 (prior to 2021, the closure was in effect year-round). Specifically,
canary rockfish total mortality in Marine Area 2 in bottomfish-only trips increased on average by
50% from 2021 to 2025 compared to 2016 to 2020 for the months of June and September
combined. This was the same amount of increase observed for all other months combined over the
same period, when the deepwater closure was in effect. (Table 14-8.

Table 14-8. Alternative 1: Projected mortality for canary rockfish under the Options. The projected mortality
impacts for options 2 through 5 for canary rockfish are with respect to status quo; the various options presented
can be combined to achieve the total mortality for a particular combination of options. Option 2 corresponds
to a 4-fish sub-bag limit.

Al 12027 (2028)| Projected Total
Species/ Stock (mt) Mortality (mt)
Option 1
(SQ) 22.7
Option2| -2.2
Canary Rockfish 18.7 (19.3) Option3| +0.7
Optiond4| -0.5
Option5| +/-0
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Figure 14-7. Shape of the new deepwater lingcod closure (dashed black lines) under Option 3 on top of the
existing closure (red lines).

14.2.4 Impact Analysis

Option 1: Allow limited yelloweye rockfish retention

The goal of allowing limited retention of yelloweye rockfish is not to incentivize targeting but
rather to convert what would otherwise be dead discards to retained landings (discard mortality in
deeper waters where yelloweye are encountered is high) and additionally to provide data from the
Washington recreational fishery for the next stock assessment. If the fishery remained closed, there
would be little opportunity for biological data collection from the Washington recreational fishery,
which would be to the detriment of future stock assessments. On the other hand, opening the
fishery up to quickly could result in excessive mortality necessitating future fishery restriction. A
key point to consider is the uncertainty projecting impacts due to known changes in fishing
behavior affecting yelloweye encounters and retention.

Despite the projection uncertainty, all projection estimates for a one-fish bag limit are well below
the HG under Alternative 1; therefore, it is unlikely that the Washington recreational fishery would
exceed its harvest specifications under this option, and in-season action is available to course-
correct, if in-season mortality tracking indicates it is needed. It should be noted that some charter
operators oppose a one-fish sub-bag limit per angler pay day for the entire bottomfish season
because they feel it is not precautionary enough, given the large amount of uncertainty in targeting
behavior that might result from reopening. These anglers would feel more comfortable with
something much more restrictive, like a one-fish sub bag limit per person for day only during
halibut days and only during the month of May. This Option is expected to have only a very low
chance of exceeding the HG. Observing angler behavior change for a couple of years under a rule
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like that would also generate data that could be used to produce better projections for yelloweye
rockfish mortality under different management options for the entire year in the future.

Option 2: Change management measures to decrease mortality for canary rockfish

Around 50% of the total canary rockfish mortality comes from the charter sector on the South
Coast. For the entire state, between 60 and 70% of canary mortality has been coming from the
charter sector between 2023 and 2025. WDFW has received feedback from the charter sector that
it has been hard to sustain charter businesses. Corroborating this, the number of registered charters
has been declining, from around 60 per year ten years ago to around 40 per year now. The number
of charter angler trips has also been declining, particularly on the South Coast (Figure 19). The
charter industry does not wish to see a decrease in the canary rockfish daily sub-bag limit as they
believe it will exacerbate the difficulties for charter operators to attract customers and deliver
satisfying charter experience for their customers.

Canary rockfish mortality reductions of 4-5 mt would be needed for the Washington recreational
fishery to remain below its 18.7/19.3 mt HG under Alternative 1 for 2027/2028. While lowering
the bag limit would reduce Washington recreational mortality, the conservation benefit at the stock
level would be minimal. Coastwide canary rockfish mortality has remained well below the ACL
in recent years, including more than 150 mt below the ACL in 2025, indicating substantial
conservation buffer. In addition, the 2023 canary rockfish stock assessment estimated that 49% of
the canary rockfish population occurred in Washington waters during 2017-2022. Given this large
biomass and the relatively small magnitude of Washington recreational removals, the Washington
recreational fishery represents a small component of total coastwide fishing mortality. As a result,
additional restrictions would have negligible impact on coastwide stock status, though they would
reduce Washington recreational catch to meet HG targets and harm charter businesses.

Options 3-5: Changes to the deepwater lingcod restriction in Marine Areas 1 and 2
Management actions under options 3-5 would change the spatial and temporal extent of existing
deepwater lingcod restrictions in Marine Areas 1 and 2 to simplify the regulations and provide
improved fishing opportunities while limiting or preventing increases to canary rockfish total
mortality. Changes in Marine Area 1 are expected to have minimal impacts on yelloweye and
canary rockfish mortality as only small proportions of total mortality come from this area (about
6% for canary rockfish and 11% for yelloweye rockfish over the past three years). Removing the
30 fm May lingcod restriction in Marine Area 2 (Option 3) is expected to increase canary rockfish
mortality by less than 1 mt while shortening the time window during which the (roughly 50 fm)
deepwater lingcod restriction is lifted in September (Option 4) could reduce canary rockfish
mortality by 0.5 to 1 mt, but this is highly dependent on effort distribution in September. The latter
half of the month, during which time the restriction would newly apply, likely has less effort due
to worsening weather than the first half of the month.
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Table 14-9. Comparison of Management Options under No Action (2025) and Alternative 1.

Management Issue

No Action (2025)

Alternative 1

Second Saturday in March through third Saturday
in October in all Marine Areas

Same as No Action

Area/ Species/ Depth Restrictions

Marine Area 1
Deepwater Lingcod
Restriction

Rule: Retention of lingcod is prohibited seaward of Deepwater Lingcod

the deepwater lingcod line Line Definition: From
Leadbetter Point (46°

Deepwater Lingcod Line Definition: Option S | 38.17'N. Lat.,

From Leadbetter Point (46° 38.17' N. Lat., 124°30.00' W. Lon.)

124°21.00' W. Lon.) to 46° 33.00' N. Lat., to 46° 33.00' N. Lat,,

124°21.00' W. Lon. 124° 28.55" W. Lon
Period when

. . restriction in effect:

Period when restriction in effect: Year round .

except June 1 - June 15 and Sept 1 - Sept 30 Option 4 | Year round except
June 1 - June 15 and
Sept 1 - Sept 15

Marine Area 1
bottomfish restrictions
during all-depth halibut
fishery

Cannot retain bottomfish if halibut on board,
except: sablefish, Pacific cod, flatfish species,
yellowtail rockfish, widow rockfish, canary
rockfish, redstriped rockfish, greenstriped rockfish,
silvergray rockfish, chilipepper, bocaccio,
blue/deacon rockfish, and lingcod caught north of
the Washington-Oregon border

Same as No Action

Marine Area 2
30 fm lingcod restriction

Cannot retain lingcod seaward of 30 fathoms from
May 1 through May 31, except during all-depth
halibut fishery

Remove the 30 fm
lingcod restriction in
Marine Area 2

Option 3

Marine Area 2
Deepwater Lingcod
Restriction

Rule: Retention of lingcod is prohibited seaward of
a line extending from 47° 31.70' N. lat., 124°
45.00' W. lon. to 46° 38.17' N. lat., 124° 30.00' W.
lon.

Same as No Action

Period when restriction in effect:

Year round except on days open to the all-depth
halibut fishery and June 1 - June 15 and Sept 1 -
Sept 30

Period when
restriction in effect:
Year round except on
days open to the all-
depth halibut fishery
and June 1 - June 15
and Sept 1 - Sept 15

Option 4

Marine Area 3 & 4A
copper, quillback and
vermilion rockfish
restriction

No retention from May - July

Same as No Action

Marine Area 3 & 4A 20
fm restriction

June 1 - July 31:
Cannot retain groundfish seaward of 20 fm except

on days open to the halibut fishery can retain the
following: lingcod, sablefish, bocaccio, silvergray
rockfish, canary rockfish, widow rockfish,
yellowtail rockfish, and Pacific cod. Can retain
yellowtail and widow rockfish seaward of 20 fim in
July

Same as No Action

Marine Area 3 & 4A
YRCA

Fishing for, retention, or possession of groundfish
and Pacific halibut is prohibited in the C-shaped
YRCA

Same as No Action
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Daily Bag Limits, Size Limits
Groundfish 9-fish per angler, no size limit Same as No Action
Rockfish 7-fish sub-bag limit Same as No Action
I . 3 fish sub-bag limit or,
Canary rockfish S-fish sub-bag limit (within rockfish) Option 2 £ fish sub-bag limit
Lingcod 2-fish sub-bag limit Same as No Action
Cabezon 1-fish sub-bag limit Same as No Action
1 fish during
. . groundfish season or,
Yelloweye rockfish Prohibited, 0 fish Option 1 1 fish during the
halibut fishery
Flatfish (not including .
halibut) 5-fish per day Same as No Action
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14.3 Alternative 2

The same management measures and Options for yelloweye and canary rockfishes under
Alternative 2 are considered under Alternative 1. Under Alternative 2, alternative HCRs are
considered for canary and yelloweye rockfishes. Table 14-10below shows projected mortality
against the Alternative 2 HGs.

Table 14-10.. Alternative 2 Projected total mortality for yelloweye rockfish should be considered highly
uncertain, and that for canary rockfish uncertain. The projected mortality impacts for options 2 through 5 for
canary rockfish are with respect to status quo; the various options presented can be combined to achieve the
total mortality for a particular combination of options. Option 2 corresponds to a 4-fish sub-bag limit.

Alternative 2 2027 | Projected Total Mortality

Species/ Stock (2028) (mt)
Option 1 (SQ) 2.8
Yelloweye Rockfish 17.1 (17.1) Option2.1 2.8
Option2.2 2.8
Option 1 (SQ) 22.7
Option3 -2.2
Canary Rockfish 20 (20.7) Option2 +0.7
Option4 -0.5
Option5 +/-0

Black Rockfish 221.7 (222.3) 151

Cabezon/Kelp Greenling 12.5(12.42) 8.9

Nearshore Rockfish 16.1 (15.8) 7.3
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15.1 No Action

Major sectors within the Oregon recreational fishery include bottomfish (groundfish), salmon,
Pacific halibut and albacore fisheries. Primary groundfish target species include black rockfish,
lingcod, and yellowtail rockfish. Primary catch controls for the Oregon recreational fishery are
season dates, depth closures, bag limits, and GCAs (including YRCAs), all of which are tools used
to keep catch within state-specific quotas and Federal HGs/ACLs. The values shown in the analysis
for all alternatives are the shares based on 2026 recreational and commercial sharing percentages
in Oregon State Regulations (OAR 635-039-0090).

15.1.1 Groundfish Seasons and Restrictions
Season Structure, Area Closures and Gear Specifications

The Oregon recreational groundfish fishery was open at all depths year-round during the 2025-26
harvest specifications biennium with no depth restrictions in place.

15.1.2 GCAs and YRCAs

Stonewall Bank YRCA (50 CFR 660.360(c)(2) and 50 CFR 660.70(i)) was established off the
Central Oregon Coast in 2007 during a period when regulations were being implemented to avoid
incidental contact with yelloweye and canary rockfishes. Recreational fishing for groundfish and
halibut remains prohibited within the Stonewall Bank YRCA. There are no other active GCAs or
YRCAs in the Oregon recreational fishery, though there are a few inactive YRCAs that include:
Stonewall Bank Expansion 1 and 2, Tillamook, Newport, Florence, and Heceta Bank, addressed
in Section (Chapter 2).

Long-leader Fishery

Fishing with long-leader gear (Holloway Gear) (660.351, 660.360(c)(2)(1)(B), and
660.360(c)(2)(ii1)(B)) allows anglers to have higher bag limits outside of the 40-fathom regulatory
line to entice anglers away from the nearshore reefs while limiting yelloweye rockfish interactions.
This gear configuration is designed to fish off the bottom, in the water column to target midwater
rockfish stocks, while avoiding yelloweye rockfish. The gear requires no more than three hooks,
at least 30 feet between the sinker on the bottom and the lowest hook, and a non-compressible float
above the hooks (NMFS 2018). The term “long-leader” denotes the unusual lengths of line (< 30
feet) between the lowest hook and the weight deployed on rod and reel sportfishing gear.

The use of the gear is legal in areas and times open to sport bottomfish fishing in Oregon. However,
for anglers to have access to the higher bag limits, fishing must comply with the gear specifications
and take place seaward of the 40-fathom regulatory line. Additionally, long-leader gear trips are
not allowed in combination with a “regular” bottomfish trip. The long-leader bag limit has ranged
from 10 to 15 since 2018; however, during the 2025-26 harvest specifications process a sub-bag
limit for canary rockfish was incorporated to keep from exceeding the canary rockfish HG.

Pacific Halibut
The 2025 the Pacific halibut fishery was open from May 1 through October 31. The additional
days for anglers to fish offshore for halibut (combined with bottomfish) is one of the contributing
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factors that has led to an increase of petrale sole and sablefish caught by anglers in recent years
(Table 15-3)

15.1.3 Groundfish Bag Limits and Size Limits

General Marine Species: 10-fish daily angler limit

Lingcod: 3-fish daily angler limit with a minimum size limit of 22 inches

Sablefish: 10-fish daily angler limit

Flatfish (other than Pacific halibut): 25-fish daily angler limit

Long-leader gear fishery: 10-fish daily angler limit with a 1-fish canary rockfish sub-bag
limit

15.1.4 Inseason and State Management

The west coast states are responsible for tracking and managing catches of species in the nearshore
rockfish complex north of 40°10" N. lat. A state-specific HG, also called a share, is calculated for
each of the component stocks. This HG is not a federal regulation but is under state regulation.
The state-specific HG is used by the states to track impacts of the recreational fishery on its
estimated contribution to the complex. Within state regulations, determined by the OFWC, the
Oregon nearshore rockfish component stock HG, along with the black/blue/deacon rockfish
complex, is further divided for the state commercial and recreational fisheries. The Oregon
recreational values reported in this document represent the recreational share based on the
recreational and commercial sharing percentages adopted by OFWC. For the nearshore rockfish
component, if harvest levels in Oregon approach 75 percent of the state-specific informal HG
(Table 15-2), the state of Oregon will consult with the other west coast states to determine whether
inseason action is needed.

Oregon has a robust port-based monitoring program through the Ocean Recreational Boater
Survey (ORBS) which allows for ODFW to closely monitor groundfish mortality inseason. The
ORBS program is designed to support timely inseason management. Groundfish estimates are
made monthly, with preliminary estimates available within 10 days of the end of the month. Final
estimates are generated a month after preliminary data has been made available. For key species,
such as black rockfish, canary rockfish and cabezon, preliminary weekly estimates are generated
allowing ODFW to make any necessary inseason adjustments in a timely manner.

If inseason action is necessary to keep mortality from exceeding a state-specific harvest guideline,
the state of Oregon would take action through state process and regulation which can be done in a
timelier manner rather than through the Council process. The state of Oregon would take action
through state regulation (OAR 635-039-0090) via authority through ORS 506.755 Fisheries
Conservation Zones. Any inseason action taken by the state would be more restrictive than what
is in the federal regulations, to keep mortality within the Oregon recreational limits. Inseason
updates will be provided to the Council at the subsequent Council meeting, with inseason action
pending Council consideration when necessary.

Inseason management tools, designed to mitigate mortality, include bag limits (including sub-bag
limits and non-retention), size limits, and time, area, depth, and gear restrictions. These
management options are the primary inseason tools for keeping total impacts within the Oregon
recreational sector-specific harvest targets for groundfish. The inseason action is dependent upon
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the timing to determine the need. State regulations (including inseason changes) from the 2025

bottomfish fishing season are displayed in Table 15-1 below.

Table 15-1. 2025 Oregon recreational groundfish season structure and bag limits adopted by the Oregon Fish

and Wildlife Commission (OFWC) with temporary rules implemented outside of the OFWC process.

Jan |Feb | Mar | Apr |May | Jun | Jul Aug Sep Oct |Nov | Dec

[Bottomfish Season Open all depths
Marine Bag Limit # Four (4) Five (5) | Four (4)7 Three (3) ¥

Canary Rockfish Sub-bag of one (1)

Cabezon ¢ No Retention Sub-bag of one (1)

Long-leader Bag Limit ¢ Ten (10); Seaward of the 40-fathom regulatory line

Canary Rockfish Sub-bag of one (1)
Lingcod Bag Limit Two (2)
Flatfish Bag Limit Twenty-Five (25)
Sablefish Bag Limit Ten (10)

a/ Marine bag limit includes all groundfish species other than lingcod, sablefish, flatfish, and Pacific halibut.

b/ Yelloweye and quillback rockfishes are prohibited at all times.

¢/ Cabezon have a minimum size limit of 16 inches and are included within the marine bag limit

d/ Long-leader fishery rockfish allowed for retention include; blue, bocaccio, canary, chilipepper, deacon, redstripe,
greenstriped, silvergray, widow, and yellowtail rockfishes.

e/ Flounders, soles, sanddabs, turbots, and halibuts except Pacific halibut

f/ Inseason changes made through state regulations

15.1.5 Impacts (Groundfish Mortality)

The estimated total recreational fishery mortality in 2025 is provided at the complex level in Table
15-2, and to the species level in Table 15-3. The nearshore rockfish complex exceeded the
recreational state-specific share of 14.7 mt by 0.3 mt, though no inseason changes were necessary
as the nearshore commercial fishery was tracking below their state-specific share of 15.4 mt, thus
the Oregon HG was not exceeded. For canary rockfish, no inseason action was taken as the overall
ACL was not at risk of being exceeded.

Table 15-2. No Action. Oregon recreational Federal harvest guidelines (HG) or state quotas under No Action
(mt), estimated total mortality (mt), and percent attainment for 2025. Source: RecFIN

Stock HG or Estimated Total Percent
State Quota Mortality Attainment
Oregon Black/Blue/Deacon Rockfish Complex ¥ 326.0 313.4 96%
Canary Rockfish ¥/ 26.0 26.1 100%
Oregon Cabezon/Greenlings Complex ¥ 51.4 32.5 63%
Nearshore Rockfish Complex north of 40°10' N Lat. ¥ 14.7 15.3 104%
YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH ¥ 6.9 2.8 41%

a/ The state of Oregon adopts commercial and recreational quotas (or shares) for select species. The values are the
recreational share based on the 2025 recreational and commercial sharing percentages in Oregon state regulations.
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b/ Federal HG are established for canary rockfish and yelloweye rockfish and are included in Federal regulation.
¢/ Includes kelp and other greenlings.

Table 15-3. No Action. 2024-2025 mortality, in mt, of the most common landed species from the Oregon
recreational fishery. This table represents recent mortality under similar season structure and bag limits to
what will be in place under No Action. Source: RecFIN

Species 2024 2025Y Average 2025 HGY
Oregon Black/Blue/Deacon Rockfish 313.6 3134 313.5 326.0
Black Rockfish 279.7 278.9 279.3 261.1
Blue/Deacon Rockfish 33.9 34.5 342 64.9
Lingcod north of 40° 10’ N lat. 180.0 209.4 194.9 -
Nearshore Rockfish north of 40° 10" N lat. 17.8 15.3 16.5 14.7
Brown Rockfish 0.3 0.3 0.3 -
China Rockfish 4.0 4.2 4.1 -
Copper Rockfish 8.3 7.9 8.1 -
Grass Rockfish <0.1 0.1 0.1 -
Quillback Rockfish 5.0 2.7 3.9 -
Oregon Cabezon/Greenling 343 325 334 49.2
Cabezon 12.7 11.4 12.0 17.2
Kelp Greenling 21.6 21.1 213 32.0
Canary Rockfish 50.3 26.1 38.2 26.0
Widow Rockfish 4.1 3.6 3.8 -
Yellowtail Rockfish north of 40° 10’ N lat. 61.4 41.0 51.2 -
Vermilion Rockfish 3.7 3.8 3.8 -
YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH 3.6 2.8 3.2 6.9
Petrale Sole 6.9 5.2 6.1 -
Sablefish north of 36° N lat. 5.8 2.9 4.4 -

a/ Part of the Shelf Rockfish complex north of 40° 10’ N lat.
b/ 2025 values from RecFIN include preliminary estimates for November and December
¢/ 2025 HG provided when there is a state-specific recreational HG.

A key component when estimating projected mortality is incorporating total angler trips into the
projection model. Since 2015, the recreational fishery has averaged over 100,000 bottomfish
angler trips per year, with an estimated peak of 116,633 in 2022 (Table 15-4). Under No Action,
bottomfish angler trips are expected to remain at or above 100,000 angler trips per year.
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Table 15-4. Oregon estimated ocean bottomfish angler trips by year and mode (charter vs private) along with

estimated long-leader angler trips, 2021-2025. Source: RecFIN

Mode 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Average
Charter Angler Trips 52,013 51,464 46,539 46,796 43,412 48,045
Private Angler Trips 47,497 65,169 55,169 52,707 56,429 55,394
Long-leader Trips ¥ 1,703 3,222 4,662 3,131 2,316 3,007
Total| 99,510 116,633 101,708 99,503 99,841 103,439

a/ Private angler trips include guide trips (guide boats are difficult to distinguish from private boats)
b/ Long-leader trips are included within the bottomfish trip type for both RecFIN and MORG total estimated angler
trips, not an addition to. Additional analysis of angler interviews was used to estimate long-leader angler trips.

15.2 Alternative 1

Alternative 1 describes and analyzes the impacts from default HCR ACLs. Under those defaults,
the Oregon recreational HGs or presumed state quotas are those presented in Table 15-5. As
described under No Action, the primary catch controls for the Oregon recreational fishery are
season dates, depth closures, bag limits, and GCAs (including YRCAs).

The Oregon black/blue/deacon rockfish complex ACL and associated presumed state-specified
HG for the recreational fishery will see a slight increase from the 2025-26 harvest specifications
following the 2025 “catch-only-projection” of Oregon black rockfish (Agenda Item F.2,
Attachment 1, November 2025). This increase (330 mt in 2026 to 344 mt in 2027) will provide
some relief for recreational anglers, as black rockfish are the most commonly caught species in the
Oregon recreational bottomfish fishery. The nearshore rockfish complex north of 40°10' N. lat.,
canary rockfish, and yelloweye rockfish also play a role in setting recreational bag limits for the
Oregon recreational bottomfish fishery, as yelloweye rockfish have been a prohibited species since
2004, quillback rockfish (part of the nearshore rockfish complex) have been prohibited in state
rule since 2022, and a sub-bag limit was implemented for canary rockfish beginning in 2025.

Table 15-5. Alternative 1. Oregon recreational Federal harvest guidelines (HG) in metric tons (mt), or state
quotas under Alternative 1 (mt) for 2027-28 compared to the adopted HG for 2025-26.

Stock 2025 HG 2026 HG 2027 Alt 1 2028 Alt 1

(mt) (mt) HG (mt) HG (mt)
Oregon Black/Blue/Deacon Rockfish Complex ¥ 326.0 329.5 3442 347.5
Canary Rockfish %/ 26.0 28.6 28.2 29.0
Oregon Cabezon/Greenling Complex ¥¢ 49.2 48.5 48.3 48.1
Nearshore Rockfish Complex north of 40°10' N. lat. ¥ 14.7 14.3 13.9 13.6
YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH ¥/ 8.8 9.0 19.8 19.9

a/ The state of Oregon adopts commercial and recreational quotas (or shares) for select species. The values are the
recreational share based on the 2025 recreational and commercial sharing percentages in Oregon state regulations.
b/ Federal HG are established for canary rockfish and yelloweye rockfish and are included in Federal regulation.

¢/ Includes kelp and other greenlings.
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15.2.1 Groundfish Seasons and Restrictions
Season Structure

Under Alternative 1, the Oregon recreational groundfish fishery (including the long-leader fishery)
season and depth restrictions would be the same as described under No Action (see Section 1.1.1).
Given the higher yelloweye rockfish HG, the only recreational area closed to bottomfish (and
Pacific halibut) fishing is the Stonewall Bank YRCA.

Groundfish Bag Limits and Size Limits

For Alternative 1, sub-bag limit options are presented for both yelloweye rockfish and canary
rockfish shown in Table 15-6. The 2025 yelloweye rockfish stock assessment estimates that the
stock’s spawning output is now 40.1 percent of unfished levels and exceeds the management target
of 40 percent, signaling recovery after decades of rebuilding (Johnston et al., 2025). Therefore,
higher HG and non-trawl ACL allow for some retention of yelloweye rockfish for recreational
anglers beginning in 2027. For canary rockfish, a range of options are presented in the table below
to account for an increasing ACL.

Table 15-6. Alternative 1 — Oregon recreational groundfish season structure and bag limits under Alternative
1. Bold indicates changes from No Action.

Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May [ Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec
Bottomfish Season Open all depths
Marine Bag Limit Ten (10)
Yelloweye Rockfish Option 1 (Status Quo): No Retention
Option 2: Sub-bag limit of one (1)
Long-leader Bag Limit Ten (10); Seaward of the 40-fathom regulatory line
Option 1 (Status Quo): Sub-bag limit of one (1)
--Canary Rockfish Option 2: Sub-bag limit of two (2)
Option 3: No sub-bag limit

Lingcod Bag Limit Three (3)
Flatfish Bag Limit ¢ Twenty-Five (25)
Sablefish Bag Limit Ten (10)

a/ Marine bag limit includes all groundfish species other than lingcod, sablefish, flatfish, and Pacific halibut. Quillback
rockfish are prohibited at all times.

b/ Long-leader fishery rockfish allowed for retention include; blue, bocaccio, canary, chilipepper, deacon,
greenstriped, redstripe, silvergray, widow, and yellowtail rockfishes.

¢/ Flounders, soles, sanddabs, turbots, and halibuts except Pacific halibut

Inseason Management Response

See Section 1.2 Inseason and State Management Response under No Action. For yelloweye
rockfish, the state will track recreational catch estimates and provide the Council with updates as
requested.
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Impacts (Groundfish Mortality)

The annual projected mortality values presented in Table 15-7are point estimates generated by the
Model of Oregon Recreational Groundfish (MORG), the Oregon recreational model approved by
the SSC, using the season structure and bag limits detailed above. The point estimates provided
for each species are the median values of the projections generated by the MORG. Therefore, 50
percent of the projected values lie above or below the point estimate. State management and
inseason changes, described under No Action, will be utilized to keep impacts below the state-
specified HG under Alternative 1.

Table 15-7. Alternative 1 — Oregon Recreational. 2027 Projected Mortality (mt) and associated HG (mt) of
Oregon recreational species under Alternative 1. Projections modeled with a five-fish marine bag in state rule,
no retention of yelloweye rockfish and three different sub-bag limit options for canary rockfish (CAN).

Projected Mortality (mt)

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Stock CAN Is)ub-bag 1 CANpsub-bag 2 | CAN 1?0 sub-bag | 2027 HG (mt)
YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH 7.2 7.1 7.1 19.8
Black/Blue/Deacon Rockfish OR ¥ 304.3 301.3 298.5 344.2
Cabezon/Greenlings 38.7 38.7 38.7 48.3
Lingcod north of 40° 10' N Lat. 233.5 233.5 233.5 -
Nearshore Rockfish north of
40° 10' N. lat. 16.0 16.0 16.0 13.9
Canary Rockfish ¢ 31.5 35.8 55.9 28.2
Yellowtail Rockfish 51.0 83.8 -
Widow Rockfish 3.8 10.4 -
Sablefish north of 36° N. lat. 4.4 4.4 4.4 -

a/ Black rockfish = 299.5, blue/deacon rockfish = 18.4 mt

b/ Includes kelp and other greenlings

¢/ Canary rockfish sub-bag of 2

“- indicates no specified Oregon recreational HG (part of the non-trawl allocation)

Management Measures

One management measure was analyzed for the Oregon recreational fisheries: incorporating
retention of yelloweye rockfish. As yelloweye rockfish have been prohibited since 2004,
accounting for a shift in angler behavior is difficult to quantify. Instead, all angler-reported
discarded yelloweye rockfish since 2021 were assumed retained (100 percent mortality) to account
for an upper range of potential total mortality regarding yelloweye rockfish if some retention was
allowed, shown in Table 15-8.

Table 15-8. Estimated total mortality of yelloweye rockfish vs assumed total mortality if retention of yelloweye
rockfish was allowed. Source: RecFIN (2021-2025).

verr | Sortality (m | Asswming 100% Retention Guy | 2027 HG (m0) | 2028 HG (mo)
2021 33 10.6 19.8 19.9
2022 52 149 198 19.9
2023 3.8 152 19.8 19.9
2024 3.6 12,6 198 19.9
2025 32 11 198 19.9
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There are two primary reasons to allow retention of yelloweye rockfish. A one-fish sub-bag limit
of yelloweye rockfish may help reduce regulatory discarded dead yelloweye rockfish as this
species of rockfish is encountered in deeper waters associated with higher discard mortality rates
(Table 15-9) due to an increased risk of barotrauma. Additionally, allowing for some retention of
yelloweye rockfish may also encourage anglers to fish offshore, providing some relief to rockfish
found in the nearshore reefs. As mentioned in section 1.2, inseason changes can be made if the
harvest guideline is projected to be exceeded.

Table 15-9. Discard Mortality Rates (DMR) for yelloweye rockfish by depth bin in fathoms (fm).

Depth Bin 0-10fm | 10-30fm | 30-50 fm | 50-100 fm | 100+ fm
Yelloweye Rockfish 9% 9% 11% 38% 100%

Impact to Salmon Species

As yelloweye rockfish are not caught in combination with salmon and there are no changes to the
season structure, depth restriction or YRCAs, salmon encounter rates from the bottomfish fishery
are anticipated to be similar to recent years. Table 15-10 below displays total numbers of Chinook
and coho caught over the past five years from charter and private anglers while targeting
bottomfish.

Table 15-10.. Total number of landed and released of the twenty most common species, plus Chinook and coho,
from only long-leader gear trips in 2022-2025.

Speci 2022 2023 2024 2025
ecies
P Landed | Released | Landed | Released | Landed | Released | Landed | Released
Chinook Salmon 31 119 0 87 2 53 9 66
Coho Salmon 37 110 73 233 21 285 79 339
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15.3 Alternative 2

The species with alternative ACLs are either rarely caught in the Oregon recreational fishery, not
tracking near any state HG or non-trawl ACL or, for canary and yelloweye rockfishes, do not
increase enough to account for a higher sub-bag limit option. Therefore, under Alternative 2, the
associated Oregon recreational HGs do not change enough to alter the management approach
described under Alternative 1. Table 15-11 below shows the estimated total mortality from Oregon

recreational fisheries for all species considered under Alternative 2 HCR.

Table 15-11. Annual total estimated mortality (in metric tons) for all species considered under Alternative 2
and associated 2027 Oregon recreational HG under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2. Source: RecFIN (2022-

2025).
Stock 2022 2023 2024 2025 2027 Alt 1 2027 Alt 2
(mt) (mt) (mt) (mt) HG (mt) HG (mt)
YELLOWEYE ROCKFISH 5.2 3.8 3.6 2.8 19.8 15.6
Canary rockfish ¥ 55.7 56.9 50.3 26.1 28.2 30.1
Chilipepper rockfish <0.1 <0.1 0.2 0.1 - -
Rougheye/blackspotted rockfish 0 0 0.1 <0.1 - -
Widow rockfish 4.2 8.2 4.1 3.6 - -
Yellowtail rockfish north of 40° 10' N Lat. 51.7 82.9 61.4 41.0 - -
Petrale sole 3.9 4.5 6.9 5.2 - -
Shortspine thornyhead 0 0 0 0 - -
a/ One-fish sub-bag limit implemented for canary rockfish in 2025
b/ 2025 values from RecFIN include preliminary estimates for November and December
“-” indicates no specified Oregon recreational HG (part of the non-trawl allocation)
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16.1 No Action

No Action (2025), hereinafter referred to as “No Action”, represents the status quo harvest
specifications and management measures established for 2025. No Action is largely used as a
comparative tool between the previous cycle and the upcoming 2027-28 biennial cycle. The
California recreational groundfish fishery is primarily prosecuted with hook and line gear, and
primary groundfish target species include lingcod, nearshore rockfish, and shelf rockfish. Primary
catch controls for the California recreational fishery are season dates, depth closures, bag limits,
and GCAs, all of which are tools used to keep catch within state-specific quotas and Federal
HGs/ACLs. Additionally, California manages recreational fisheries within five Groundfish
Management Areas (GMAs) (Figure 1). Harvest specifications are generally dispersed to the
fishery under the total non-trawl HG (i.e., are shared with the commercial non-trawl sector and/or
other state recreational fisheries), or are distributed as a portion of the non-trawl HG that is allotted
specifically to the California recreational fishery. The No Action fishery HGs specific to the
California recreational sector are shown in Table 16-2.

At the beginning of 2025, season structure and depth restrictions for most of the state were highly
restrictive due to the understanding that quillback rockfish off of California was overfished. In
2025, a new stock assessment for quillback rockfish was completed and estimated that the stock’s
spawning output was at 43.5 percent of unfished levels, which was above the management target
of 40 percent and indicated that the stock was no longer overfished (Langseth et al., 2025) ! Thus,
the highly restrictive regulations initially put in place at the start of the 2025-26 biennium were no
longer necessary. In response, the Council took inseason action to modify the season structure and
depth restrictions north of Point Conception (34° 27’ N. lat.) to allow fishing in all depths. These
regulation changes also allowed increased access to areas and depths where canary rockfish are
frequently encountered in the recreational fishery; therefore, a 2-fish canary rockfish sub-bag limit
was implemented to keep canary rockfish mortality within the California recreational HG.

In this process, No Action typically reflects a baseline year used to compare management (i.e.,
2025); however, inseason actions in 2025 resulted in large-scale regulation changes. This analysis
presents the post-inseason regulations as No Action (Table 16-3). Projected fishery impacts under
No Action for the five California recreational GMAs incorporate California Recreational Fisheries
Survey (CRFS) estimates from 2025 (through November), with adjustments made to account for
the expected changes associated with the regulations in place in 2026.

A summary of the management actions that would be implemented under the No Action
Alternative are compiled and provided in Table 16-1. Additional details regarding each decision
point are provided in the following sections. For a summary of the anticipated impacts to select
groundfish stocks that would occur under No Action, see Table 16-5.

! Langseth, B.J., M.H. Monk, J.H. Coates, 2025. Status of Quillback rockfish in U.S. waters off California in 2025.
Pacific Fishery Management Council, Portland, OR.
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Table 16-1.. Summary of decision points and the resulting federal management actions that would result under

No Action for the California recreational fishery.

Decision Point

No Action

Rockfish, Cabezon, and Greenling (RCG) Complex

No Change

Rockfish, cabezon, and greenling managed as a unit.

Groundfish Seasons and Area Restrictions

Groundfish Management Areas (GMAs)

5 GMAs: Northern, Mendocino, San Francisco, Central,
and Southern

Rockfish Conservation Area Waypoints

No waypoint modifications

Groundfish Exclusion Areas

No modifications

Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Areas

Remain in regulations in an inactive status

Season Structure

RCG Complex and Lingcod

Northern, Mendocino, San Francisco, Central GMAs:
e Jan 1 —Mar 31: Closed
e Apr1—Dec 31: Open at all depths

Southern GMA:

e Jan 1 —Mar 31: Closed

e Apr 1 —Jun 30: Open at all depths

e Jul 1 - Sep 30: Open <50 fm
Oct 1 — Dec 31: Open >50 fm; only shelf and slope
rockfish and lingcod can be retained; nearshore rockfish,
cabezon, and greenling closed in all waters.

California scorpionfish

Open year-round at all depths

Other groundfish

Open year-round at all depths

Bag Limits, Gear Limits, Size Limits

RCG Complex

10-fish aggregate daily bag and possession limit; no size
limits; no more than 2 hooks with 1 line

Vermilion/sunset rockfish North of 40° 10’ N. lat.

4-fish sub-bag limit

Vermilion/sunset rockfish South of 40° 10’ N. lat.

2-fish sub-bag limit

Canary rockfish

2-fish sub-bag limit

Copper rockfish

1-fish sub-bag limit

Bronzespotted, Cowcod, Quillback, and Yelloweye
rockfishes

Prohibited, 0 fish

Lingcod

2 fish; 22 in. size limit; no more than 2 hooks with 1 line

California Scorpionfish

5 fish; no size limit; no more than 2 hooks with 1 line

Pacific sanddab, petrale sole, starry flounder

Unlimited

All other groundfish unless specified (state regulations
may also apply)

20 fish, of which no more than 10 may be of any one
species

Table 16-2. No Action —California-specific recreational harvest guidelines (HG) and shares in metric tons (mt).

Stock CA Recreational HGs (mt)
Bocaccio South 0f 40°10° N lat. 704.8
Canary rockfish 46.7
Cowcod South of 40°10° N. lat. 21.3
Yelloweye rockfish 11.4
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16.1.1 Rockfish, Cabezon, and Greenling (RCG) Complex

Under No Action, the California stocks of cabezon and greenling would continue to be managed
as a unit with rockfish within the RCG complex. Seasons and depth restrictions applying to boat-
based fishing are aligned for species within the RCG complex. The 10-fish daily bag limit would
apply to rockfish, cabezon, and greenling in aggregate, with sub-limits as specified. Gear limits
applicable to the RCG complex (i.e., no more than 2 hooks with 1 line) would continue to apply
to the entire complex.

16.1.2 Groundfish Seasons and Area Restrictions

Groundfish Management Areas

The California recreational fishery is managed by five GMAs bounded north and south by lines of
latitude. Figure 1 shows the GMA boundaries after the 2025 inseason changes and represents the
GMA configurations under No Action.
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Figure 16-1. No Action. Recreational Groundfish Management Areas in California.
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16.1.3 Area Restrictions
Rockfish Conservation Areas

RCAs are one of the primary management tools used to restrict catch of overfished, sensitive, or
limiting/constraining species coastwide. RCA boundary lines are a series of connected waypoints
defined in Federal regulations which represent approximate depth contours. In the California
recreational fishery, RCA depth boundaries may vary by GMA and generally prohibit fishing for
RCG and lingcod species either offshore (seaward) or inshore (shoreward) of the designated line
during the boat-based season. However, recreational fishing for Other Flatfish 2, petrale sole, starry
flounder, Other Groundfish?, and California scorpionfish are permitted within the RCAs (at all
depths) year-round.

Under No Action, there are no proposed modifications to RCA waypoint locations.

Groundfish Exclusion Areas

As part of Amendment 32 (A32), which took effect in 2024, the Council established eight
Groundfish Exclusion Areas (GEA; defined at §660.11) to protect sensitive areas (e.g., coral
habitat) off the Pacific Coast.

Under No Action, there are no changes to the GEAs.

Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Areas

There are four YRCASs relevant to recreational groundfish fisheries in California (2009-2010 FEIS;
50 CFR 660.60(c)(3)) located in the general areas of Point St. George, South Reef, Reading Rock,
Point Delgada, and Southern Point Delgada and the waypoints are specified in Federal regulation
at §660.70, subpart C. Federal regulations allow inseason implementation of YRCAs as needed.

Under No Action, the YRCASs continue in regulations in an inactive status. See Chapter 2 for a
detailed discussion of YRCAs.

16.1.4 Season Structure

RCG Complex and Lingcod

Under No Action, the boat-based California season structure and depth constraints for RCG and
lingcod in the five GMAs off California (Figure 1) are shown in Table 16-3. The 2025 recreational
RCG and lingcod fishery started with the season structure and depth limits specified in final action
(PEMC 2025-26 Harvest Specifications and Management Measures, Table ES 7, pg. vii). The
season dates and depths were planned in consideration of the fishery constraints regarding
quillback rockfish and included use of a management line at 36° N. lat. (near Lopez Point) to set
different season and depth restrictions within the Central GMA.

In June 2025, a new stock assessment of the quillback rockfish stock off California was completed,
and estimated that the stock’s spawning output was at 43.5 percent of unfished levels, which was
above the management target of 40 percent, indicating the stock was not overfished (Langseth et

2 Other Flatfish includes butter sole, curlfin sole, flathead sole, Pacific sanddab, rex sole, rock sole, and sand sole

3 Other Groundfish includes soupfin shark, Dover sole, English sole, arrowtooth flounder, spiny dogfish, skates,
ratfish, grenadiers, finescale codling, pacific cod, pacific whiting, sablefish, and thornyheads

B-229
Action Item 20: Draft Analysis


https://www.pcouncil.org/actions/non-trawl-rockfish-conservation-area-modifications/
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-VI/part-660/subpart-C/section-660.11
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2009/01/feis-for-2009-2010-groundfish-harvest-specifications-and-management-measures.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2009/01/feis-for-2009-2010-groundfish-harvest-specifications-and-management-measures.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2009/01/feis-for-2009-2010-groundfish-harvest-specifications-and-management-measures.pdf/
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/part-660/section-660.60#p-660.60(c)(3)
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-VI/part-660/subpart-C/section-660.70
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2024/07/2025-26-preferred-groundfish-harvest-specifications-and-management-measures-council-analytical-document.pdf/

al., 2025)Error! Bookmark not defined.4 - A g 3 resylt, the 20-50 fathom closure in place in GMAs north of
36° N. lat. were no longer necessary to limit impacts to quillback rockfish.

Consequently, the Council took inseason action in June 2025 to authorize all-depth fishing for the
California recreational fishery north of Point Conception. This action also included removing the
management line at 36° N. lat. as it was no longer necessary. Federal regulations implementing
these changes were effective September 18, 2025. These changes also resulted in increased angler
access to the areas and depths where canary rockfish are frequently encountered (20-50 fm).
Therefore, the Council took additional inseason action in September to implement a 2-fish canary
rockfish sub-bag limit to keep mortality within the California recreational HG (Agenda Item G.7.a,
Supplemental GMT Report 1, September 2025). There was no sub-bag limit on canary rockfish at
the start of the biennium. This action was effective in Federal regulations December 16, 2025.

The RCG and lingcod season and depth regulations in place at the end of 2025 (Table 16-3)
represents the No Action season structure and depth restrictions.

Table 16-3. 2025-26 (No Action) California recreational RCG and lingcod season structure after inseason
changes. Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA) depth restrictions are presented in fathoms (fm); > indicates
fishing is permitted seaward of the RCA line, < indicates shoreward of the RCA line.

I\A/Iraer;agement Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun Jul Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec
Northern Closed All depth

Mendocino Closed All depth

San Francisco Closed All depth

Central Closed All depth

Southern Closed All depth <50 fm >50 fm*

*Only shelf and slope rockfish, and lingcod may be retained

California scorpionfish Seasons
Under No Action, the season for California scorpionfish (a.k.a. sculpin) is open year-round at all
depths.

Other groundfish Seasons

Under No Action, the season for other groundfish species (flatfishes, sharks, skates, sablefish, etc.)
is open year-round at all depths.

16.1.5 Groundfish Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits

RCG Complex Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits

Under No Action, a daily 10-fish aggregate bag limit would remain in place for the RCG complex.
Retention of bronzespotted rockfish, quillback rockfish, cowcod, and yelloweye rockfish are

4 Langseth, B.J., M.H. Monk, J.H. Coates, 2025. Status of Quillback rockfish in U.S. waters off California in 2025.
Pacific Fishery Management Council, Portland, OR.
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prohibited. Within the overall 10-fish RCG bag limit, vermilion/sunset rockfish, canary rockfish,
and copper rockfish are subject to sub-bag limits, outlined in Table 16-4. No size limits apply to
RCG species.

Table 16-4. No Action (status quo) bag and sub-bag limits for RCG complex species.

Species Area Limit Type Limit
Rockfish, Cabezon, Greenling (RCG) Complex | Statewide Aggregate 10
- N. 0of40° 10’ N. lat. Sub-bag 4
Vermilion/sunset rockfish S, of 40° 10 N lat. Sub-bag 5
Canary rockfish Statewide Sub-bag 2
Copper rockfish Statewide Sub-bag 1
Bronzespotted rockfish Statewide Prohibition 0
Cowcod Statewide Prohibition 0
Quillback rockfish Statewide Prohibition 0
Yelloweye rockfish Statewide Prohibition 0

Gear restrictions apply to all species within the RCG Complex. No more than 2 hooks with 1 line
may be used to take or possess species within the complex.

Lingcod Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits

Under No Action, the lingcod bag limit in all management areas is 2 fish. The minimum size limit
is 22 inches total length. The same RCG Complex gear restrictions apply for lingcod (i.e., no more
than 2 hooks with 1 line).

California Scorpionfish Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits

Under No Action the California scorpionfish bag limit is 5 fish. There is no minimum size limit.
The same RCG Complex gear restrictions apply for California scorpionfish (i.e., no more than 2
hooks with 1 line).

Other Groundfish Species Bag Limits and Size Limits

Unless otherwise specified, under No Action for other groundfish species (flatfishes, sharks,
skates, sablefish, etc.), there is a general bag limit of 20 finfish, of which no more than 10 fish can
be of any one species (50 CFR 660.360(c)(3)). Pacific sanddab, petrale sole, and starry flounder
are exempt from the general finfish bag limit; retention of these species is unlimited.

16.1.6 Inseason Management Response

CDFW’s CREFS program generates mortality estimates on a monthly basis, allowing CDFW staff
to track recreational groundfish mortality on a monthly basis compared to allowable limits.
Inseason tracking on a weekly basis is possible only if a significant conservation concern arises.
Inseason actions based on newly available mortality information mid-biennium could include
increases or decreases to season lengths, depth restrictions, bag and sub-bag limits, or size limits.

For actions outside of a Council meeting, the Regional Administrator, NMFS West Coast Region,
after consultation with the Chairman of the Council and the Fishery Director of the CDFW, or
their designees, is authorized to modify the following designated routine management measures
for black rockfish, canary rockfish, and yelloweye rockfish in California: For commercial fisheries
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(specific to black rockfish), 1) trip landing and frequency limits; and 2) depth-based management
measures. For recreational fisheries, including all species aforementioned 1) bag limits; 2)
time/area closures; and 3) depth-based management. Any modifications may be made only after
NMES has determined that a federal harvest limit for black rockfish, canary rockfish, or yelloweye
rockfish in California has been attained or is projected to be attained prior to the first day of the
next Council meeting. Modifications may only be used to restrict catch of black rockfish, canary
rockfish, or yelloweye rockfish in California. However, given the mixed nature of the fishery, there
may be impacts to other species.

16.1.7 Impact (Groundfish Mortality)

Table 16-5 provides projected impacts in the California recreational fishery for the No Action
Alternative. The base year for the projected impacts under No Action is 2025 adjusted to represent
expected impacts under the No Action season structure. Due to large changes in management
measures which occurred in 2025, there is increased uncertainty in the projected impacts. To better
characterize uncertainty, the projected impacts for species which are particularly affected by
modeling uncertainty are provided as a range rather than a point estimate (i.e., a singular value).

Table 16-5. Projected impacts to select key groundfish stocks under No Action in the California recreational
fishery relative to the 2025 harvest limits. Projections provided by CDFW from CRFS estimates. Some
projections provided as a range to account for modeling uncertainty. Estimates and projections are preliminary
and subject to change. (Source CDFW).

Stock No Action 2025 Limit Limit Reference Point
Projected (mt)
Mortality (mt)
CA Quillback rockfish 57-63 1.2 Fishery HG
Bocaccio S of 40°10° N lat. 310 704.8 CA Rec HG
Canary rockfish 68.9-79.3 46.7 CA Rec HG
Cowcod S 0f 40°10° N lat. 85-9.7 21.2 CA Rec HG
Yelloweye rockfish 16.2 - 18.6 11.4 CA Rec HG
CA Black rockfish 144 222.3 Fishery HG
California scorpionfish 225 242.0 Fishery HG
Lingcod N of 40°10’ N lat. 43.7 1,842 Non-trawl HG
Lingcod S of 40°10° N lat. 369 441.8 Non-trawl HG
Widow rockfish 18 -22 300 Non-trawl HG
Nearshore rockfish N of 40°10° N Iat. 17.1-189%¥ 84.9 ¥ Fishery HG
Copper rockfish 42°-40°10" N. lat. 47-49% 6.8 ACL Contribution to Complex
Nearshore rockfish S 0f40°10° N lat. 363 — 444 929.3 Fishery HG ¢
Copper rockfish S. 40°10" N. lat. 49.3-523 125.1 ACL Contribution to Complex
Copper rockfish S. 34° 27’ N. lat. 142 -15 15.8 Rec ACT
Shelf rockfish N of 40°10° N lat. 9.9-12.1¥ 503.0 Non-trawl HG ¢
Vermilion/sunset rockfish N. of 40°10' N. lat. 63-7.7Y 6.2 ACL Contribution to Complex
Shelf rockfish S of 40°10° N lat. 495 — 605 1,256 Non-trawl HG ¢
Vermilion/sunset rockfish S. of 40°10' N. lat. 198 — 242 274.3¢ ACL Contribution to Complex
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Stock No Action 2025 Limit Limit Reference Point
Projected (mt)
Mortality (mt)
Petrale sole 22.5-275 30 Non-trawl HG

a/ Projected impacts include only recreational for the area between 42° N. lat. and 40°10' N. lat.

b/ The informal CA share (44.9%) of the Nearshore rockfish complex between 42° N. lat. and 40°10° N. Iat. is 37.9
mt. Not an official non-trawl allocation in regulation, but rather the sum of the WA, OR, CA state HGs that are
managed to by the states as to not exceed the ACL when also factoring in minor IOA, tribal, EFP, research, and trawl
impacts. The CA fishery HG is shared between the recreational and commercial non trawl sectors

¢/ The ACL contribution to the complex is shared between recreational and non-trawl commercial. Non-trawl
commercial projected impacts under No Action is 100 mt. Recreational take of vermilion rockfish should not exceed
174.3 mt.

d/ The species-specific contributions to the non-trawl allocation are shared between the recreational and commercial
non-trawl sectors.
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16.2 Alternative 1

Under Alternative 1, 2027-28 harvest specifications are based on results from the most up to date
stock assessments under default HCRs. Under Alternative 1, the recreational fishery would be
managed with a combination of routine management measures (i.e., bag, sub-bag and size limits,
season structure, depth restrictions) to meet but not exceed harvest limits.

In 2025, a benchmark stock assessment was completed for quillback rockfish off California
(managed as a single stock by the Council), which indicated that the stock was at 43.5 percent
unfished biomass, and estimated that the stock’s spawning output was at 43.5 percent of unfished
levels, which was above the management target of 40 percent, indicating the stock was no longer
overfished (Langseth et al., 2025). Under Alternative 1, the ACL for quillback rockfish off
Californiais 11.6 mt in 2027 and 11.9 mt in 2028, a significant increase from No Action (1.3 mt).
The ACL is shared between the commercial and recreational sectors. Considering the rebuilt status
of the California stock, limited retention of this species is considered under one of the season
structure Options, below. While the increase in the ACL minimizes the severely constraining
aspects of quillback rockfish, management measures will still need to consider other limiting

species in the upcoming biennium, such as canary rockfish, vermilion/sunset rockfish, and copper
rockfish.

The 2025 yelloweye rockfish update stock assessment estimated that the stock’s spawning output
is now at 40.1 percent of unfished levels, which was above the management target of 40 percent,
and therefore no longer overfished (Johnston et al., 2025)!. The resulting California recreational
HG under Alternative 1 is 25.7 mt in 2027 and 25.8 mt in 2028. This HG is more than twice the
HG under No Action and may result in yelloweye rockfish no longer being one of the most
constraining species off California. Under Alternative 1, the Council may consider several
Options, summarized in Table 16-6: (1) different season structure Options that provide full or
partial access to depths where yelloweye rockfish may be encountered when targeting other species
of rockfish or lingcod, (2) limited retention of yelloweye rockfish, and (3) removal of the
recreational ACT. The Council is also considering removing the YRCAs which have never been
activated from regulations, which includes all YRCAs off California. A full discussion of the
YRCA removals that would occur under Alternative 1 is provided in Chapter 2

Cowcod was declared rebuilt in 2019, and in each biennium since, the Council has taken stepwise
changes to management measures to reduce the restrictions on this species. Mortality of cowcod
continues to be well within the California recreational HG, even after management changes in
Southern California such as providing deeper and all depth fishing opportunities (beginning in
2021) and repeal of the Cowcod Conservation Areas (2024). Under Alternative 1, limited retention
of cowcod is analyzed and several Options are provided. The Options provided for cowcod are
consistent with the Options provided for yelloweye rockfish (Table 16-6).

!Johnston, M. A., Rosemond, R. C., Whitman, A., Perl, E., Barros, M., Champagnat, J., Schamp, A., Schiano, S., Prior
Caltabellotta, F., Gertseva, V., Taylor, 1., Oken, K. and Berger, A. (2025). Status of Yelloweye rockfish off the U.S.
West Coast in 2025. Pacific Fishery Management Council. 144 pp.
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Under Alternative 1, the Council is considering an increase to the 30 mt recreational set-aside for
sablefish north of 36° N. lat., as recommended by the GAP (Agenda Item F.8.a, Supplemental
GAP Report 2, November 2025) due to increased sablefish targeting within the recreational sector
across the coastal states. The analysis for this measure is found in Chapter 9

The Council is also considering a decrease in the coastwide non-trawl allocation for widow
rockfish under Alternative 1 due to the results of the recent stock assessment. Historically, widow
rockfish have not made up a substantial portion of recreational catch off California; therefore, the
proposed decrease in the non-trawl allocation is not expected to be constraining to California
recreational fisheries this biennium. This allocation change is discussed in further detail in §7.2

Alternative 1 also includes the option to decouple the RCG complex management unit. Under
Alternative 1, rockfishes would be managed as a unit with specified season dates and depth
restrictions, bag/sub-bag limits and gear restrictions. Cabezon and greenling would each be
managed as individual stocks and regulations would be similar to other groundfish that are open
year-round at all depths, with a 10-fish bag limit and status quo gear restrictions. This management
measure change is analyzed in the following sections.

Under Alternative 1, several Options for season structure and depth restrictions are examined as a
means to attain, but not exceed harvest limits. Seasonal sub-bag limits for cowcod and yelloweye
rockfish are considered under Alternative 1. Several management measures under Alternative 1
(e.g., some bag and sub-bag limits, size limits, gear limits) would remain the same as No Action.
Decision points and Options under Alternative 1 are compiled and provided in Table 16-6.
Additional details regarding each decision point are provided in the following sections. A summary
of anticipated impacts to select groundfish stocks that would occur under Alternative 1, with
respect to each management measure option, may be found in Section 2.6.

Table 16-6. Summary of decision points and the resulting federal management actions that would result under
Alternative 1 for the California recreational fishery.

Decision Point Alternative 1
Rockfish, Cabezon, and Greenling (RCG) Complex

Decouple the RCG complex management unit.
Regulations for rockfish, cabezon and greenling would
RCG Complex Decoupling no longer be aligned with each other. See Season
Structure and Bag Limits, Gear Limits, Size Limits
sections below for details.

Groundfish Seasons and Area Restrictions
Groundfish Management Areas (GMAs) Same as No Action
Rockfish Conservation Area Waypoints Same as No Action

Remove YRCAs from regulation that were never

Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Areas .
activated

Season Structure

Rockfish and Lingcod Season Structure Options

Option 1 | Closed at all depths, year-round.

Option 2 | Open at all depths, year-round.

Northern, Mendocino, San Francisco, Central GMAs:
Option 3 e Jan 1 — Mar 31: Closed
e Apr1—Dec31: Open at all depths
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Decision Point

Alternative 1

Southern GMA:

e Jan1-—Mar 31: Closed

e Apr 1 —Jun 30: Open at all depths

e Jul1-—Sep 30: Open <50 fm
Oct 1 — Dec 31: Open >50 fm; only shelf and slope
rockfish and lingcod can be retained; nearshore rockfish
closed in all waters.

All GMAs:
e Jan 1 —Mar 31: Closed

Option 4* e Apr1—Dec 31: Open at all depths
*Includes additional accountability measures
Northern & Mendocino GMAs:
e Jan 1 —Mar 31: Closed
e Apr 1 —Jun 30: Open >40 fm
e Jull-0Oct31: Open <50 fm
e Nov 1 —Dec 31: Open at all depths
San Francisco & Central GMAs:
e Jan 1 —Mar 31: Closed
Option 5 e Apr 1 —Jun 30: Open >40 fm
e Jull-0Oct31: Open <40 fm
e Nov 1 —Dec 31: Open at all depths
Southern GMA:
e Jan1-—Mar 31: Closed
e Apr 1 —Jun 30: Open >50 fm
e Jull-0Oct31: Open <50 fm
Nov 1 —Dec 31: Open at all depths
Cabezon | Open year-round at all depths
Greenling | Open year-round at all depths

California scorpionfish

Same as No Action

Other groundfish

Same as No Action

Bag Limits, Gear Limits, Size Limits

Rockfish (formerly RCG under No Action)

10-fish limit in aggregate; size and gear limits same
as No Action

Vermilion/sunset rockfish North of 40° 10’ N. lat.

Same as No Action

Vermilion/sunset rockfish South of 40° 10’ N. lat.

Same as No Action

Canary rockfish

Same as No Action

Copper rockfish

Same as No Action

Yelloweye rockfish

Prohibited year-round or,
1 fish during Nov OR Dec, or,
1 fish during Nov AND Dec

Cowcod

Prohibited year-round or,
1 fish during Nov OR Dec, or,
1 fish during Nov AND Dec
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Decision Point

Alternative 1

Quillback rockfish

1 fish, applies only to Season Structure Option 4.
All other Options prohibited (status quo)

Bronzespotted rockfish

Same as No Action

Lingcod Same as No Action
Cabezon 10 fish; status quo size and gear limits
Greenling 10 fish; status quo size and gear limits

California Scorpionfish

Same as No Action

Pacific sanddab, petrale sole, starry flounder Same as No Action

regulations may also apply)

All other groundfish unless specified (state

Same as No Action

Most groundfish harvest guidelines are shared between the commercial non-trawl sector and the
recreational sector. Shares (formal/informal) that are specific to the California recreational fishery

are shown in Table 16-7.

Table 16-7. Alternative 1. 2027/2028 California-specific recreational harvest guidelines (HG)/shares in metric

tons (mt).
CA Recreational HGs (mt
Stock (2027/2028) "
Bocaccio South 0f 40°10° N lat. 963.1/919.8
Canary rockfish 50.5/52.1
Cowcod South of 40°10° N. lat. 23.5/23.1
Yelloweye rockfish 25.7/25.8

Action Item 20: Draft Analysis

B-237



16.2.1 Rockfish, Cabezon, and Greenling (RCG) Complex

Under Alternative 1, the RCG complex management unit would be decoupled and seasons, depth
limits, and the aggregate bag limit for the rockfish, cabezon and greenling would be decoupled. Under
Alternative 1, the rockfishes would be managed as a unit to define seasons and depths, an aggregate
bag limit (with sub-bag limits for some species, as necessary), and size and gear restrictions. Cabezon
and greenling would be managed as individual species with seasons, depths, bag, size and gear limits
defined as described further in this document.

Cabezon and greenling are species found in nearshore shallow waters and are commonly caught with
rockfish using hook-and-line gear. Since 2004, these species have been managed as a unit with
rockfish and subject to the same regulatory constraints imposed by overfished shelf species. In more
recent years, cabezon and greenling mortality has remained significantly under the limits (Table 16-12
and Table 16-13). Cabezon and greenling comprise a small portion of angler bags as they are not
highly targeted compared to rockfish (see 16.2.5 for further detail). Decoupling cabezon and greenling
regulations from rockfish regulations is not expected to result in measurable increases in mortality for
rockfish, cabezon or greenling. This change is analyzed in further detail with respect to season and
bag limit changes in the following sections.

This change would reduce regulatory complexity and provide additional boat-based opportunities for
cabezon and greenling. See Section 2.6 for a summary of projected nearshore rockfish impacts under
Alternative 1.

16.2.2 Groundfish Seasons and Area Restrictions

Groundfish Management Areas
Under Alternative 1, the GMA configurations are the same as described in No Action.

16.2.3 Area Restrictions

Rockfish Conservation Areas
Under Alternative 1, RCAs are the same as described in No Action.

Groundfish Exclusion Areas
Under Alternative 1, GEAs are the same as described in No Action.

Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Areas

The YRCAs off California include Point St. George, South Reef, Reading Rock, Point Delgada, and
Southern Point Delgada YRCAs. The new stock status for yelloweye rockfish indicates a harvest
specification that could allow for some limited retention. Management tools that have been successful
in keeping yelloweye rockfish mortality within the harvest limits (season and depth restrictions,
inseason monitoring, etc.) will continue to be available. Under Alternative 1, YRCAs that have never
been activated are being considered for removal from Federal regulations, which includes all of the
YRCAs off California, listed above. See (Chapter 2 for a full analysis and description of this change.

16.2.4 Season Structure

Under Alternative 1, boat-based fishing for groundfish species other than rockfish or lingcod is open
year-round at all depths, and the shore-based and spear fishing exemption continues. Several Options
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for boat-based fishing season structures and depth restrictions for rockfish and lingcod are provided
below. If needed, the Options analyzed below (or a combination of Options by GMA) are intended to
be available for use during the 2027-28 biennial cycle or through routine inseason management
adjustments if warranted mid-biennium.

Rockfish and Lingcod Season and Depth Options
Option 1

Season structure Option 1 explores complete closure of the boat-based fishery. Fishing would be
prohibited year-round in all depths in the five management areas (Table 16-8). The direct projected
impact to groundfish stocks for this Option are zero. However, there would be some discard mortality
associated with incidental groundfish catch in other state and federal fisheries.

Table 16-8. Alternative 1. Option 1: California recreational rockfish and lingcod season closed year-round for all
depths in the five management areas.

M t

AraeI;agemen Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec
Northern Jan 1 — Dec 31; Closed all depths

Mendocino Jan 1 — Dec 31; Closed all depths

San Francisco Jan 1 — Dec 31; Closed all depths

Central Jan 1 — Dec 31; Closed all depths

Southern Jan 1 — Dec 31; Closed all depths

Option 2

Season Structure Option 2 examines a recreational rockfish and lingcod fishery that would be
structured to be open year-round in all depths in the five management areas (Table 16-9). The projected
impacts for this Option are presented in Table 16-19.

Table 16-9. Alternative 1. Option 2: California recreational rockfish and lingcod season open year-round with no
depth restrictions.

M t

Araelzlagemen Jan |Feb |Mar | Apr |May |Jun |Jul | Aug |Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec
Northern Jan 1 — Dec 31; Open all depths

Mendocino Jan 1 — Dec 31; Open all depths

San Francisco Jan 1 — Dec 31; Open all depths

Central Jan 1 — Dec 31; Open all depths

Southern Jan 1 — Dec 31; Open all depths

Option 3

Season Structure Option 3 examines a season structure that is the same as under No Action (Table
16-10, but impacts are compared to Alternative 1 harvest limits. The projected impacts for this Option
are presented in Table 16-20.
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Table 16-10. Alternative 1. Option 3: California recreational rockfish and lingcod season structure equivalent to
No Action/status quo. Fm = fathoms.

Z/Iraelzlagement Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec
Northern Closed All depth

Mendocino Closed All depth

San Francisco Closed All depth

Central Closed All depth

Southern Closed All depth <50 fm >50 fm*

*During the offshore only fishery, only shelf and slope rockfish and lingcod may be retained. Nearshore
rockfish are prohibited.

Option 4

Season structure Option 4 examines a season structure that is open from April — December at all
depths, in all GMAs (Table 16-11). This Option also includes a 1-fish sub-bag limit for quillback
rockfish. The projected impacts associated with this Option are presented in Table 16-21. Season
structure Option 4 responds to Council guidance (Agenda Item E.8, Motion in Writing, June 2025)
and the GAP’s request (Agenda Item F.8.a, Supplemental GAP Report 1, November 2025) to
investigate all depth fishing opportunities in favor of management via sub-bag limits.

Option 4 was developed to reflect rebuilt population statuses for stocks off California using early
season flexibility to the recreational fishery by allowing all-depth opportunities with the potential for
inseason action being needed to keep mortality under the proposed limits. Because all-depth fishing
has a higher level of uncertainty associated with projected impacts (see ranges in Table 16-21), the
need for inseason action may be greater, but the specific type of change will be evaluated on a species-
by-species basis as catch performance data is received. To mitigate the risk of exceeding harvest limits,
this Option could be paired with several accountability measures that may be implemented by the
Council. Newly proposed recreational ACTs for quillback rockfish off California and vermilion/sunset
rockfish south of 40° 10’ N. lat. are analyzed in Chapter 6 Under this season structure Option, the
proposed ACTs would facilitate inseason action for species that are highly attained. In addition to the
routine inseason monitoring and inseason management tools which apply, additional accountability
measures are proposed as follows:

e Fishery performance review will be completed at the June, September and November Council
meetings by appropriate advisory body staff and/or CDFW, and:

o If mortality for canary rockfish is anticipated to exceed the California recreational HG,
then the Council may recommend and NMFS may implement an inseason reduction to
the canary rockfish sub-bag limit, or prohibit retention of canary rockfish. All other
routine measures such as RCA depth limit restrictions and season closures would
remain possible actions.

o If mortality for vermilion/sunset rockfish is anticipated to exceed a newly-established
recreational ACT for the area south 0f 40° 10’ N. lat., then the Council may recommend
and NMFS may implement inseason: a reduction to the sub-bag limit, or prohibit

B-241
Action Item 20: Draft Analysis


https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/e-8-motion-in-writing-and-guidance.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/11/f-8-a-supplemental-gap-report-1-groundfish-advisory-subpanel-report-on-harvest-specifications-and-management-measures-for-2027-2028-part-2.pdf/

retention of vermilion/sunset rockfish. All other routines measures such as RCA depth
limit restrictions and season closures would remain possible actions.

o If mortality of yelloweye rockfish is anticipated to exceed the California recreational
HG, then the Council may recommend and NMFS may implement inseason:

= Cancellation of the seasonal 1-fish sub-bag limit in November/December,
and/or,
= A recreational RCA depth limit restriction to minimize release mortality.
o If mortality of cowcod is anticipated to exceed the recreational share of the non-trawl
HG, then the Council may recommend and NMFS may implement inseason:
= Cancellation of the seasonal 1-fish sub-bag limit in November/December,
and/or,
= A recreational RCA depth limit restriction to minimize release mortality.

o If mortality of quillback rockfish is anticipated to exceed a newly-established
recreational ACT for the California stock, the Council may recommend and NMFS
may implement inseason:

= Return to prohibited status, and/or,
= A recreational RCA depth limit restriction to minimize release mortality.

o If mortality of copper rockfish south of 34° 27 N. lat. is projected to exceed the
recreational ACT for the area, then the Council may recommend and NMFS may
implement inseason a prohibition of copper rockfish for this area.

Table 16-11 Alternative 1. Option 4: California recreational rockfish and lingcod season structure with fishing
permitted at all depths from Apr — Dec, statewide.

X[raer;agement Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec
Northern Closed All depth

Mendocino Closed All depth

San Francisco Closed All depth

Central Closed All depth

Southern Closed All depth
Option 5

Season structure Option 5 examines a season structure that generally follows an offshore — inshore —
all depth fishery structure (Table 16-12). Specifically, in the Northern and Mendocino GMAs, fishing
is authorized offshore of the 40 fathom RCA line April 1 — June 30, inshore of the 50 fathom RCA
July 1 — October 31, and at all depths November 1 — December 31. In the San Francisco and Central
GMAs, fishing is authorized offshore of the 40 fathom RCA line April 1 — June 30, inshore of the 40
fathom RCA line July 1 — October 31, and at all depths November 1 — December 31. In the Southern
GMA, fishing is authorized offshore of the 50 fathom RCA April 1 — June 30, inshore of the 50 fathom
RCA July 1 — October 31, and at all depths November 1 — December 31. During the offshore period
within the season, there is no nearshore rockfish closure associated with the offshore fishery; the
projected impacts (Table 16-22) take this into account.
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The state of California covers a large area with diverse constituent priorities as well as different
constraining species by region. Allowing variable depth limits by area could make more efficient
reductions in canary rockfish mortality, as well as vermilion/sunset rockfish. Allowing all depth
fishing during months where retention of yelloweye rockfish and cowcod are being considered would
allow anglers to access the depth range where these species are found.

This Option was developed to balance opportunity with stability by keeping the likelihood of inseason
actions low. Since groundfish mortality is more likely to stay within harvest limits, no additional
accountability measures beyond routine inseason monitoring and management may be required.

Table 16-12. Alternative 1. Option 5: California recreational rockfish and lingcod season structure with fishing
permitted offshore of the specified RCA line from Apr — Jun, inshore off the specified RCA line Jul — Oct, and at
all depths from Oct — Dec. Specific RCA depth limits vary by GMA. Fm = fathoms.

llllrael;agement Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec
Northern Closed >40 fm <50 fm All depth
Mendocino Closed >40 fim <50 fim All depth
San Francisco Closed >40 fm <40 fm All depth
Central Closed >40 fm <40 fm All depth
Southern Closed >50 fm <50 fm All depth

Cabezon Seasons and Depths

Cabezon off California is defined as a single California-only stock. The Alternative 1 Fishery HG for
cabezon in 2027 is 149.6 mt and 145.4 mt in 2028, which is shared between the commercial and
recreational sectors. Under Alternative 1, boat-based fishing for cabezon is open year-round at all
depths.

Mortality of cabezon has been well within the fishery HG in recent years. The recent removal of the
cabezon size limit (effective January 1, 2025) does not appear to have measurably increased mortality.
Table 16-13 shows the most recent 5 years’ estimated recreational and commercial mortality compared
to the 2027 harvest limit. The average total annual mortality for cabezon results in 29.7% attainment
of the Fishery HG. Under a year-round, all-depth boat-based season for cabezon, the ACL is not at
risk of being exceeded and there is currently no conservation need for precautionary management.

Table 16-13. Estimated mortality of cabezon from California fisheries, by sector, from 2021-2025; average annual
mortality over the time series; and Alt 1 2027 Fishery HG for cabezon. Avg % attain. compares average annual
mortality to the 2027 limit. Estimated mortality for 2025 are through October and are preliminary and incomplete.
Commercial landings do not include estimated discard mortality. All units in metric tons.

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2027 Avg %
Stock Avg. . ;
Rec Com | Rec Com Rec | Com Rec Com Rec Com Limit attain.
CA 23.9 254 | 38.8 | 33.7 9.5 23.0 19.8 25.0 14.8 18.2 44 .4 149.6 | 29.7%
Cabezon
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Greenling Seasons and Depths

Kelp greenling off California is defined as a California-only stock within the “other fish” complex
(with leopard shark). The Alternative 1 ACL contribution to the complex for kelp greenling is 92.5 mt
in 2027 and 2028. The ACL contribution is shared between the recreational and commercial sectors.
Under Alternative 1, boat-based fishing for greenling is open year-round at all depths.

Many of the considerations for greenling are the same as for cabezon. Greenling has remained well
within harvest limits in recent years, with the removal of the size limit having no apparent impact on
mortality. Table 16-14shows the most recent 5 years’ estimated recreational and commercial mortality
for kelp greenling compared to the 2027 limit. The average total annual mortality for greenling results
in only 5.5% attainment of the harvest limit. Under a year-round, all-depth boat-based season for kelp
greenling, the ACL is not at risk of being exceeded and there is currently no conservation need for
precautionary management.

Table 16-14. Estimated mortality of kelp greenling from California fisheries, by sector, from 2021-2025; average
annual mortality over the time series; and the Alt 1 2027 ACL contribution to the “other fish” complex. Avg %
attain. compares average annual mortality to the 2027 limit. Estimated mortality for 2025 are through October and
are preliminary and incomplete. Commercial landings do not include estimated discard mortality. All units in
metric tons.

Stock 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Av 2027 Avg %

Rec Com Rec Com Rec Com | Rec Com Rec Com & Limit attain.
CAKelp 1 46 1 04 |55 | 33 |21 | 15| 18 | 17 | 25| 17 | 50| 925 | 55%
Greenling

California Scorpionfish Seasons and Depths

Under Alternative 1, season structure and depth restrictions for California scorpionfish are the same
as described in No Action.

Other Groundfish Species Seasons and Depths
Under Alternative 1, season structure and depth restrictions for other groundfish species (flatfishes,
sharks, skates, sablefish, etc.) are the same as described under No Action.

16.2.5 Groundfish Bag Limits, Gear Limits and Size Limits

Options for bag limit modifications are provided below. Bag limits and sub-bag limits are available
for use during the 2027-28 biennial cycle or through inseason actions to meet but not exceed Federal
harvest limits. Sub-bag limits for any rockfish species can be modified via inseason adjustments within
the range of the 10-fish aggregate bag limit for rockfish, including a 0-fish limit (no retention). A new
bag or sub-bag limit may be added for any groundfish species for use during the 2027-28 biennial
cycle or through inseason actions to meet but not exceed Federal harvest limits, whether a species is
individually managed or within a stock complex.

Rockfish Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits

Under Alternative 1, gear limits and size limits for rockfish are the same as described in No Action.
Decoupling the RCG complex management unit (described in Section 2.1, above) would result in an
aggregate 10-fish bag limit for rockfish species (genus Sebastes), with sub-bag limits as described
below (Table 16-15). Specifically, anglers would be able to retain up to 10 rockfish together in any
combination per day, except for species subject to sub-bag limits and prohibited species. Cabezon and
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greenling would not count against the aggregate 10 rockfish bag limit and are subject to their own
respective bag limits, as described in Sections 2.3.3 and 2.3.4, below. The default 20 finfish bag limit
would also apply, as described in No Action (Section 1.3.4).

Limited opportunity for cowcod and yelloweye rockfish retention were analyzed and are presented
below. Retention of quillback rockfish may be feasible within the ACL and could be analyzed, but
would likely be coupled with accountability measures, seasonal retention, or other changes to season
dates or depth restrictions. At the time of this document drafting, stakeholder discussions on quillback
rockfish are ongoing, and this document will be updated to reflect discussion outcomes at a later date.
Season structure Option 4 presents a one fish sub-bag limit for quillback rockfish in order to facilitate
discussion. All other Options assume no retention of quillback rockfish. Retention of bronzespotted
rockfish would remain prohibited year-round at all depths (as in No Action). No modifications to
vermilion/sunset, canary, or copper rockfish sub-bag limits are proposed (i.e., same as No Action).
Sub-bag limits for any rockfish species can be modified via inseason adjustments within the range of
the 10-fish aggregate bag limit for rockfish, including a 0-fish limit (no retention). A new bag or sub-
bag limit may be added for any groundfish species for use during the 2027-28 biennial cycle or through
inseason actions to meet but not exceed Federal harvest limits, whether a species is individually
managed or within a stock complex.

Table 16-15. Alternative 1 bag and sub-bag limits for rockfish species.

Species Area Limit Type Limit
Rockfish Species Statewide Aggregate 10
. N. 0f40° 10’ N. lat. Sub-bag 4
Vermilion/sunset rockfish S, of 40° 10 N lat. Sub-bag B
Canary rockfish Statewide Sub-bag 2
Copper rockfish Statewide Sub-bag 1
Prohibited, year round
Cowcod Statewide | Seasonal Sub-bag 1 fish in N(Os‘t}aglg ;I)ue(z) Z:’
1 fish in Nov AND Dec
Prohibited, year round
Yelloweye rockfish Statewide | Seasonal Sub-bag 1 fish in N((f\t;aglg qDLfc) Z:’
1 fish in Nov AND Dec
1 fish, applies only to
Quillback rockfish Statewide Sub-bag A‘?‘Zeg;lo:r%zfzz;?f }ZZZ:d
(status quo).
Bronzespotted rockfish Statewide Prohibition 0

Cowcod

Cowcod is managed as a stock south of 40° 10’ N. lat. The California recreational share of the Fishery
HG is 23.5 mt and 23.1 mt in 2027 and 2028, respectively (Table 16-7). Cowcod was declared
overfished in 2000, and as a result, retention was prohibited in the recreational fishery beginning in
2001. Prior to becoming prohibited, cowcod was actively targeted by anglers due to their large size
and unique appearance.
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Cowcod was declared rebuilt in 2019, and since then, the Council has taken a precautionary, stepwise
approach in expanding access to this species. Thus far, Council actions included multiple expansions
of depth access (RCA boundaries) in all areas where cowcod are encountered, removal of a
precautionary ACT, and repeal of the Cowcod Conservation Areas (CCA) in the Southern California
bight (replaced with GEAs). Cowcod mortality continues to be well under the harvest limits. The next
step in expanding access to this rebuilt species would be to allow retention. However, due to
uncertainty in angler desire to target cowcod and fleet capacity, the Council is considering a
precautionary approach to allowing retention in the 2027-28 biennium.

Options analyzed include a seasonal 1-fish sub-bag limit within the 10-fish rockfish bag limit.
Specifically, the Options include allowing retention of 1 cowcod per day in November or December
(one month only), or in November and December (two months combined). Retention of cowcod would
remain prohibited during all other months in the year. Allowing retention during lower-effort months
near the end of the year is expected to curb the amount of expected mortality, compared to if retention
was allowed during peak-effort summer months.

While there is uncertainty in how much active targeting will occur, a “race to fish” is not expected
under the Options provided since the short seasonal format provides more stability compared to an
alternative method, such as quota accumulation followed by a closure when the quota is reached.
Additionally, only allowing retention in lower effort winter months would provide a bulwark against
a “race to fish.” Cowcod mortality would be monitored inseason and the Council could take action if
harvest limits are projected to be exceeded, or if adjustments are needed in 2028 following evaluation
of the 2027 season.

These Options offer a controlled method to expand recreational opportunity for a species that has been
rebuilt for many years, as well as collect biological information, fleet effort, and fleet capacity
information. These data will help inform future stock assessments and management. Since cowcod
has been prohibited for over 25 years, the current amount and quality of information is sparse.

The Options are presented in Table 16-16. The RecFIN bag limit tool cannot accommodate when bag
limits are being analyzed for a prohibited species moving to retention status. Analysis of these Options
relied on the RecFISH model with post-model adjustments to account for increased uncertainty in
projected impacts. It should be noted that while the stock is defined as south of 40° 10’ N. lat. (and
therefore, the California recreational HG), the seasonal sub-bag limit would apply statewide for
regulatory simplicity. Cowcod are not encountered north of 40° 10’ N. lat. with any considerable
frequency; therefore, mortality coming from the area north would likely only contribute a de minimis
amount of mortality.
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Table 16-16. Alternative 1. Cowcod projected impacts for different seasonal sub-bag limit Options with respect to
each Season Structure Option, compared to the 2027/2028 California recreational Harvest Guidelines. Projections
are from CDFW, and are preliminary and subject to change. Projections provided as a range to account for
modeling uncertainty. All units are in metric tons.

Season Str. Season Str. Season Str. Season Str. Season Str. Alt 1
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 2027/28
Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected CA Rec
Sub-Bag Options Mortality Mortality (mt) | Mortality (mt) | Mortality (mt) | Mortality (mt) | HG (mt)
Prohibited (status quo) Full fishery 149-17.1 8.5-9.7 10.6 —12.2 6.5-17.5
1-fish (Nov OR Dec) closure 22.3-25.7 15.9-18.3 18 —20.8 14-16.1 23.5/23.1
1-fish (Nov AND Dec ) 29.8-34.2 23.3-26.9 25.5-293 21.4-24.6
Yelloweye Rockfish

Yelloweye rockfish is managed as a coastwide stock. Yelloweye rockfish was declared overfished in
2002 and retention was made prohibited in the recreational fishery beginning in 2004. The 2025
yelloweye rockfish stock assessment update estimated that the stock’s spawning output is now 40.1
percent of unfished levels and exceeds the management target of 40 percent, signaling recovery
(Johnston et al., 2025).

Under Alternative 1 harvest specifications, the California recreational share of the fishery HG is 25.7
mt and 25.8 mt in 2027 and 2028, respectively (Table 16-7). This is a significant increase compared
to No Action, which is due to the change in default Harvest Control Rules following the adoption of
a new stock assessment, as well as the Council’s consideration of removing the yelloweye rockfish
ACTs for the non-trawl sector allocations. Due to uncertainty in angler desire to target yelloweye
rockfish and fleet capacity, the Council is considering a precautionary approach to allowing retention
in the 2027-28 biennium.

Options analyzed include a seasonal 1-fish sub-bag limit within the 10-fish rockfish bag limit.
Specifically, the Options include allowing retention of 1 yelloweye rockfish per day in November or
December (one month only), or in November and December (two months combined). Retention of
yelloweye rockfish would remain prohibited during all other months of the year. Authorizing retention
during lower-effort months near the end of the year is expected to curb the amount of expected
mortality, compared to if retention was allowed during peak-effort summer months. Mortality would
be monitored inseason and the Council could take action if harvest limits are projected to be exceeded,
or if adjustments are needed in 2028 following evaluation of the 2027 season.

These Options offer a controlled method to expand recreational opportunity for yelloweye rockfish,
as well as collect biological information, fleet effort, and fleet capacity information. These data will
help inform future stock assessments and management. Since yelloweye rockfish has been prohibited
for over 20 years, the current amount and quality of information is sparse.

Options are presented in Table 16-17. The RecFIN bag limit tool cannot accommodate when bag limits
are being analyzed for a prohibited species moving to retention status. Analysis of these Options relied
on the RecFISH model with post-model adjustments to account for increased uncertainty in projected
impacts.
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Table 16-17. Alternative 1. Yelloweye rockfish projected impacts for different seasonal sub-bag limit Options with
respect to each Season Structure Option, compared to the 2027/2028 California recreational Harvest Guidelines.
Projections are from CDFW, and are preliminary and subject to change. Projections provided as a range to account
for modeling uncertainty. All units in metric tons.

Season Str. Season Str. Season Str. Season Str. Season Str. Alt 1
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 2027/28 CA
Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Rec HG
Sub-Bag Options Mortality Mortality (mt) | Mortality (mt) | Mortality (mt) | Mortality (mt) (mt)
Prohibited (status quo) Full fishery 19.2 -22 16.2 —18.6 16.3—18.7 11.7-13.4
1-fish (Nov OR Dec) closure 23.8-274 20.8-24 20.9-24.1 16.3-18.7 25.7/25.8
1-fish (Nov AND Dec ) 28.5-32.7 25.5-293 25.6-29.4 20.9-24.1
Quillback Rockfish

Quillback rockfish off California is managed as a California-only stock. Under Alternative 1, the
harvest limits in 2027-28 are 11.6 mt and 11.9 mt, respectively, which are a significant increase from
the limit under No Action. The limit is the ACL, since there are no off-the-top deductions or formal
allocations between sectors. Since California quillback rockfish is rebuilt following the 2025 stock
assessment (Langseth et al., 2025), and the Alternative 1 limits may be able to accommodate retention
of quillback rockfish in the recreational fishery, limited retention could be explored.

If retention is allowed, it is likely quillback rockfish retention may need to be paired with an ACT,
accountability measures, seasonal sub-bag limits, and/or depth restrictions to keep fishing mortality
within the limits. Since there is no formal allocation scheme under the ACL, an ACT specific to the
recreational sector would facilitate management planning and inseason monitoring. The ACT is further
analyzed and discussed in Chapter 6.3

At the time of this document drafting, stakeholder discussions are ongoing to determine whether
retention of quillback rockfish is desirable and would benefit the fishery. Therefore, only season
structure Option 4 analyzes a one fish sub-bag limit in order to facilitate discussion (Table 16-18).
Retention would be allowed throughout the season. All other season structure Options assume no
retention. The next version of this document will be updated following stakeholder and Council
discussion.

The RecFIN bag limit tool cannot accommodate when bag limits are being analyzed for a prohibited
species moving to retention status. Analysis of these Options relied on the RecFISH model with post-
model adjustments to account for increased uncertainty in projected impacts.

Table 16-18. Alternative 1. Quillback rockfish projected impacts under full prohibition (status quo) for all season
structure Options, and a 1-fish sub-bag limit for season structure Option 4. The 2027/2028 ACL is shared between
sectors. Projections are from CDFW, and are preliminary and subject to change. Projections provided as a range
to account for modeling uncertainty. All units in metric tons.

Season Str. Season Str. Season Str. Season Str. Season Str. Alt1
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 202728 CA
Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Rec HG
Sub-Bag Options Mortality Mortality (mt) | Mortality (mt) | Mortality (mt) | Mortality (mt) (mt)
Prohibited (status quo) | Fuyll fishery 7.6 —-8.4 57-63 57-63 3.0-33 1L6/11.9
1-fish sub-bag closure NA NA 11.7-12.9 NA o
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Lingcod Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits

Under Alternative 1, the season, bag limits, size limits, and gear limits for lingcod are the same as
under No Action.

Cabezon Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits

Individual species management of cabezon after decoupling regulations from the RCG complex would
provide a 10-fish daily bag and possession limit. This is the same maximum number of cabezon that
may be retained under No Action; the difference is the 10-fish would be a stand-alone limit and not
part of an aggregate RCG limit. The RecFIN bag limit tool cannot accommodate analyzing aggregate
bag limit changes; however, the bag limit tool was used to analyze how many cabezon anglers retain
in their bags when cabezon is part of their catch. Of the anglers who kept any number of cabezon in
2024, 87 percent retained only one cabezon, and the maximum number of cabezon retained was four
fish (out of 9,064 total sampled angler bags), significantly less than the 10-fish maximum allowed
under the No Action bag limit. It is unlikely the single species bag limit for cabezon would result in
significant increases to mortality, and projected impacts are expected to remain within the limit.

Gear restrictions and size limits for cabezon would be the same as described in No Action.

Greenling Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits

Individual species management of greenling after decoupling regulations from the RCG complex
would provide a 10-fish daily bag and possession limit. This is the same maximum number of
greenling that may be retained under No Action; the difference is the 10-fish would be a stand-alone
limit and not part of an aggregate RCG limit. The RecFIN bag limit tool cannot accommodate
analyzing aggregate bag limit changes; however, the bag limit tool was used to analyze how many
kelp greenling anglers retain in their bags when kelp greenling is part of their catch. Of the anglers
who kept any number of kelp greenling in 2024, 85 percent retained only one kelp greenling, and the
maximum number of kelp greenling retained was four fish (out of 2,490 total sampled angler bags),
significantly less than the 10-fish maximum allowed under the No Action bag limit. It is unlikely the
single species bag limit for greenling would result in significant increases to mortality, and projected
impacts are expected to remain within the limit.

Gear restrictions and size limits for greenling would be the same as described in No Action.

California Scorpionfish Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits

Under Alternative 1, the bag limits, size limits, and gear limits for California scorpionfish (sculpin)
are the same as under No Action.

Other Groundfish Species Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits

Under Alternative 1, the bag limits, and size limits for other groundfish species are the same as under
No Action.

16.2.6 Inseason Management Response

Under Alternative 1, the same inseason response as described under No Action applies.
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16.2.7 Impact (Groundfish Mortality)

The California recreational groundfish projected mortality under Alternative 1 season structure
Options were based on CDFW’s RecFISH model (SAFE, 2025). Model projections were calculated
for the five recreational groundfish management areas using CRFS estimates from 2024 through
November 2025 (the most recent data available at the time of document drafting), with post-model
adjustments consistent with procedures used in prior biennium. The model assumes that fishing
behavior during the historic period will be representative of the current fishery. However, many
changes have occurred in the fishery which has likely affected behavior and distribution of fishing
effort. It is also assumed fishing behavior during the historic period and current fishery will be
representative of fishing behavior under proposed management measures. If large changes to
management measures are made to the fishery, substantial changes to angler behavior may occur,
which the model cannot accurately predict.

Several factors and procedural limitations have resulted in increased modeling uncertainty this
biennium compared to prior years. These include the use of a management line at 36° N. lat., which
resulted in differing depth regulations within the Central GMA for all of 2024 and a portion of 2025
(which the model cannot accommodate); inseason changes in 2025 resulting in all-depth fisheries for
part of the year north of Point Conception, a new canary rockfish sub-bag limit, and repeal of the
management line at 36° N. lat.; limited catch composition data due to nearshore rockfish prohibitions
during “offshore only” fisheries in the base years; and limitations in the RecFIN bag limit tool.
Additionally, the proposed management measures under the 2027-28 season structure Options are very
different from the management measures in place during the base years, compared to prior years when
incremental changes were more common. As a result, the projected impacts for species which are
particularly affected by modeling uncertainty are provided as a range rather than a point estimate (i.e.,
a singular value) to account for this increased uncertainty.

Uncertainty in model projections are offset by proposed changes to management measures and
inseason catch tracking/monitoring efforts designed to keep mortality within harvest specifications.
Descriptions of expected impacts and changes to the fishery under each Season Structure Option are
discussed below. Each Option could be chosen as a standalone season structure or combined with
other Options and/or any bag/sub-bag limit for each GMA and month. If Options are combined when
choosing preferred season structures, expected impacts should be combined to generate an expectation
of total mortality. Under all Season Structure Options considered, limited mortality for select species
(e.g., black rockfish, gopher rockfish, kelp rockfish, cabezon, kelp greenling, and lingcod) currently
targeted by shore-based and spearfishing anglers will occur. However, this mortality is expected to be
low.

Option 1

Season Structure Option 1 results in closure of the boat-based groundfish fishery and projected total
mortality for the directed recreational groundfish boat-based fishery would be zero. Option 1 can be
used in the biennial season setting process for 2027-28 or for inseason action as needed for any species
of groundfish to modify any routine management measure (i.e., bag/sub-bag and size limits, season
structure, RCAs). Option 1 serves as notice to the public that any groundfish bag and/or sub-bag limit
may be adjusted down to 0-fish (no retention) and may be used in the biennial season setting process
for 2027-28 or for inseason action, whether a species is individually managed or within a stock
complex.
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The potential for increased effort in the shore-based and spear fisheries could result in increased
mortality of groundfish in these modes. However, the increase in groundfish mortality from shore-
based and spear fishing is expected to be minor due to low CPUE and low discard mortality associated
with these fisheries.

Option 2

Season structure Option 2 (open year-round at all depths for rockfish and lingcod) results in the highest
projected impacts of the Options presented. Although there is a significant amount of uncertainty
associated with the projected impacts to groundfish stocks (as discussed above in this section), it is
reasonable to expect that harvest limits for several species may be exceeded under this Option,
including; canary rockfish, lingcod south of 40° 10’ N. lat., copper rockfish south of 34° 27° N. lat.,
and vermilion/sunset rockfish both north and south of 40° 10’ N. lat. Cowcod and yelloweye rockfish
are also projected to exceed limits under some of the seasonal sub-bag Options provided (Table 16-19).
The projected impacts reflect status quo prohibited status for quillback rockfish, and status quo sub-
bag limits for canary, copper, and vermilion/sunset rockfishes.

Noting that several of these species are already subject to restrictive sub-bag limits, this Option is not
feasible, but may be considered as a maximum” projected mortality in 2027-28 for comparison with
other Options. While some stocks are not projected to exceed limits, there is greater uncertainty with
model results and catch could be higher. If Option 2 is applied for less than the full year, impacts
would be lower.

Table 16-19. Projected impacts to select key groundfish stocks under Alternative 1, Option 2 in the California
recreational fishery relative to the 2027/2028 harvest limits. Assumes status quo prohibited status for quillback
rockfish; status quo sub-bag limits for canary, copper, and vermilion/sunset rockfishes. Rows with only one value
for 2027/2028 limits are the same value for both years. Projections provided by CDFW from CRFS estimates. Some
projections are provided as a range to account for modeling uncertainty. Estimates and projections are preliminary
and subject to change. (Source CDFW).

Alt 1
Projected 2027/2028
Stock Mortality (mt) Limit (mt) Limit Reference Point
CA Quillback rockfish 7.6-8.4 11.6/11.9 Fishery HG
Bocaccio S 0f 40°10° N lat. 510 963.1/919.8 CA Rec HG
Canary rockfish 84.6-97.4 50.5/52.1 CA Rec HG
Cowcod S 0f 40°10° N lat.
Prohibited, year-round (status quo) 149-17.1
23.5/23.1 CA Rec HG
1-fish sub-bag (Nov OR Dec) 22.3-25.7
1-fish sub-bag (Nov & Dec) 29.8-34.2
Yelloweye rockfish
Prohibited, year-round (status quo) 19.2-22
25.7/25.8 CA Rec HG
1-fish sub-bag (Nov OR Dec) 23.8-27.4
1-fish sub-bag (Nov & Dec) 28.5-32.7
CA Black rockfish 164 248.8/260.7 Fishery HG
California scorpionfish 225 232.5/228.6 Fishery HG
Lingcod N 0f 40°10° N lat. 47.8 1767.1/1743.6 Non-trawl HG
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Alt1
Projected 2027/2028
Stock Mortality (mt) Limit (mt) Limit Reference Point
Lingcod S of 40°10° N lat. 474 472.1/476.3 Non-trawl HG
Widow rockfish 19.8-21.8 300 Non-trawl HG
Nearshore rockfish N of 40°10° N Iat. 20.5-22.7¥ 82.3/81Y Fishery HG
Copper rockfish 42°-40°10'N. lat. | 5.2-5.6¢ 6.7 ACL %‘;mglon to
Nearshore rockfish S of 40°10° N lat. 444 —542 925.6/921.7 Fishery HG ¢
Copper rockfish S. 40°10'N. lat. | 773 —82.1 127.8/129.1 ACL %‘;ﬁrﬁe‘fon to
Copper rockfish S. 34° 27’ N. lat. 38.4-40.7 20.1/22.0 Rec ACT
Shelf rockfish N of 40°10° N lat. 10.8-132%¥ 514.7/511.1 Non-trawl HG ¢
Vermilion/sunset rockfish 42°-40°10' N. lat. 9_11¢ 6.1/6.0 ACL %‘;ﬁrﬁe‘fon to
Shelf rockfish S of 40°10° N lat. 576 — 704 1270.2/1267.3 Non-trawl HG ¢
Vermilion/sunset rockfish S. of 40°10" N. lat. 234 - 286 268.0/264.4 ¢ ACL %‘(’)ﬁg}’e‘fon o
Petrale sole 22.5-275 30 Non-trawl HG

a/ Projected impacts include only recreational for the area between 42° N. lat. and 40°10' N. lat.

b/ The informal CA share of the Nearshore rockfish complex between 42° N. lat. and 40°10° N. lat. is 37.2 mt and 36.8 mt
for 2027/2028, respectively. Not an official non-trawl allocation in regulation, but rather the sum of the WA, OR, CA state
HGs that are managed to by the states as to not exceed the ACL when also factoring in minor IOA, tribal, EFP, research,
and trawl impacts. The CA fishery HG is shared between the recreational and commercial non trawl sectors

¢/ The ACL contribution to the complex is shared between recreational and non-trawl commercial. Non-trawl commercial
projected impacts under Alternative 1 is 100 mt. Recreational take of vermilion rockfish should not exceed 164.4 mt.

d/ The species-specific contributions to the non-trawl allocation are shared between the recreational and commercial non-
trawl sectors.

Option 3

Option 3 represents the status quo season structure (i.e., same as No Action, but compared to 2027-28
harvest specifications under Alternative 1). The projected impacts reflect status quo prohibited status
for quillback rockfish, and status quo sub-bag limits for canary, copper, and vermilion/sunset
rockfishes. There is a significant amount of uncertainty associated with the projected impacts to
groundfish stocks due to various factors (described above in this section). Due to this limitation, the
impacts associated with this Option are difficult to anticipate. However, it is possible that mortality
for several stocks could exceed harvest specifications, including canary rockfish, vermilion/sunset
rockfish north and south of 40° 10° N. lat., and yelloweye rockfish and cowcod under the two month
seasonal sub-bag limit Option (Table 16-20).

Since canary rockfish and the southern stock of vermilion/sunset rockfish may be exceeded with
restrictive sub-bag limits already in place, this illustrates that sub-bag limits are likely not effective
enough to keep impacts within limits. Copper rockfish south of 34° 27° N. lat. is anticipated to stay
within the recreational ACT due to the depth restrictions in the Southern GMA under this Option.
Additionally, the copper rockfish recreational southern ACT is increasing in comparison to the ACT
under No Action (20.1 and 22.0 in 2027-28, compared to 15.8 under No Action). This suggests there
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may be additional opportunity for inshore fishing, which could also reduce impacts to vermilion/sunset

rockfish south of 40° 10’ N. lat.

Table 16-20. Projected impacts to select key groundfish stocks under Alternative 1, Option 3 in the California
recreational fishery relative to the 2027/2028 harvest limits. Assumes status quo prohibited status for quillback
rockfish; status quo sub-bag limits for canary, copper, and vermilion/sunset rockfishes. Rows with only one value
for 2027/2028 limits are the same value for both years. Projections provided by CDFW from CRFS estimates. Some
projections provided as a range to account for modeling uncertainty. Estimates and projections are preliminary

and subject to change. (Source CDFW).

Alt1
Projected 2027/2028
Stock Mortality (mt) Limit (mt) Limit Reference Point
CA Quillback rockfish 57-63 11.6/11.9 Fishery HG
Bocaccio S of 40°10° N lat. 310 963.1/919.8 CA Rec HG
Canary rockfish 68.9-79.3 50.5/52.1 CA Rec HG
Cowcod S 0f 40°10° N lat.
Prohibited, year-round (status quo) 8.5-9.7
23.5/23.1 CA Rec HG
1-fish sub-bag (Nov OR Dec) 15.9-183
1-fish sub-bag (Nov & Dec) 23.3-269
Yelloweye rockfish
Prohibited, year-round (status quo) 16.2-18.6
25.7/25.8 CA Rec HG
1-fish sub-bag (Nov OR Dec) 20.8-24
1-fish sub-bag (Nov & Dec) 25.5-29.3
CA Black rockfish 144 248.8/260.7 Fishery HG
California scorpionfish 225 232.5/228.6 Fishery HG
Lingcod N of 40°10° N lat. 43.7 1767.1/1743.6 Non-trawl HG
Lingcod S of 40°10° N lat. 369 472.1/476.3 Non-trawl HG
Widow rockfish 18-22 300 Non-trawl HG
Nearshore rockfish N of 40°10° N Iat. 17.1-189%¥ 82.3/81.0Y Fishery HG
Copper rockfish 42°-40°10'N. lat. | 4.7—49% 6.7 ACL (é‘(’)rr‘;gll?;‘on o
Nearshore rockfish S 0of 40°10° N lat. 363 — 444 925.6/921.7 Fishery HG ¢
Copper rockfish S. 40°10'N. lat. |~ 49.3—52.3 127.8/129.1 ACL %%gglon 0
Copper rockfish S. 34° 27’ N. lat. 142 -15 20.1/22.0 Rec ACT
Shelf rockfish N of 40°10° N Iat. 9.9-12.1¥ 514.7/511.1 Non-trawl HG ¢
Vermilion/sunset rockfish 42°-40°10'N. lat. |~ 6.3 —-7.7% 6.1/6.0 ACL %%mglon to
Shelf rockfish S of 40°10° N lat. 495 — 605 1270.2/1267.3 Non-trawl HG ¢
Vermilion/sunset rockfish S. of 40°10' N. lat. 198 — 242 268.0/264.4 ¢ ACL Contribution to
Complex
Petrale sole 22.5-27.5 30.0 Non-trawl HG

a/ Projected impacts include only recreational for the area between 42° N. lat. and 40°10' N. lat.
b/ The informal CA share of the Nearshore rockfish complex between 42° N. lat. and 40°10° N. lat. is 37.2 mt and 36.8 mt
for 2027/2028, respectively. Not an official non-trawl allocation in regulation, but rather the sum of the WA, OR, CA state
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HGs that are managed to by the states as to not exceed the ACL when also factoring in minor IOA, tribal, EFP, research,
and trawl impacts. The CA fishery HG is shared between the recreational and commercial non trawl sectors

¢/ The ACL contribution to the complex is shared between recreational and non-trawl commercial. Non-trawl commercial
projected impacts under Alternative 1 is 100 mt. Recreational take of vermilion rockfish should not exceed 164.4 mt.

d/ The species-specific contributions to the non-trawl allocation are shared between the recreational and commercial non-
trawl sectors.

Option 4

Option 4 represents a season structure where fishing is authorized at all depths from April 1 —
December 31, statewide. The projected impacts reflect status quo sub-bag limits for canary, copper,
and vermilion/sunset rockfishes. Sub-bag limit Options for yelloweye rockfish and cowcod are
provided under this season structure Option. Additionally, this Option has a one fish sub-bag limit
Option for quillback rockfish.

There is a significant amount of uncertainty associated with the projected impacts to groundfish stocks
due to various factors (described in this section, above). Due to this limitation, the impacts associated
with this Option are difficult to anticipate. However, it is possible that mortality for several stocks
could exceed harvest specifications, including canary, quillback, and yelloweye rockfishes, cowcod,
vermilion/sunset rockfish south of 40° 10’ N. lat., and copper rockfish south of 34° 27 N. Iat.

Option 4 was developed to reflect healthy population status for stocks off California using early season
flexibility to the recreational fishery by allowing all-depth opportunities, with the potential for
inseason action as needed to keep mortality under the proposed limits. Because all-depth fishing has
a higher level of uncertainty associated with projected impacts (see ranges in Table 16-21), the need
for inseason action may be greater, but the specific type of change will be evaluated on a species-by-
species basis as catch performance data is received. To mitigate the risk of exceeding harvest limits,
this Option could be paired with several accountability measures that may be implemented by the
Council. Newly proposed recreational ACTs for quillback rockfish off California and vermilion/sunset
rockfish south of 40° 10’ N. lat. are analyzed in Chapter 6.3. Under this season structure Option, the
proposed ACTs would facilitate inseason action for species that are highly attained. In addition to the
routine inseason monitoring and inseason management tools which apply, additional accountability
measures are proposed as follows:

e Fishery performance review will be completed at the June, September and November Council
meetings by appropriate advisory body staftf and/or CDFW, and:

o If mortality for canary rockfish is anticipated to exceed the California recreational HG,
then the Council may recommend and NMFS may implement an inseason reduction to
the canary rockfish sub-bag limit, or prohibit retention of canary rockfish. All other
routine measures such as RCA depth limit restrictions and season closures would
remain possible inseason actions.

o If mortality for vermilion/sunset rockfish is anticipated to exceed a newly-established
recreational ACT for the area south of 40° 10’ N. lat., then the Council may recommend
and NMFS may implement inseason: a reduction to the sub-bag limit, or prohibit
retention of vermilion/sunset rockfish. All other routines measures such as RCA depth
limit restrictions and season closures would remain possible inseason actions.

o If mortality of yelloweye rockfish is anticipated to exceed the California recreational
HG, then the Council may recommend and NMFS may implement inseason:
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= Cancellation of the seasonal 1-fish sub-bag limit in November/December,

and/or,

= A recreational RCA depth limit restriction to minimize release mortality.
o If mortality of cowcod is anticipated to exceed the recreational share of the non-trawl
HG, then the Council may recommend and NMFS may implement inseason:
= Cancellation of the seasonal 1-fish sub-bag limit in November/December,

and/or,

= A recreational RCA depth limit restriction to minimize release mortality.
o If mortality of quillback rockfish is anticipated to exceed a newly-established
recreational ACT for the California stock, the Council may recommend and NMFS

may implement inseason:

= Return to prohibited status, and/or,

= A recreational RCA depth limit restriction to minimize release mortality.
o If mortality of copper rockfish south of 34° 27° N. lat. is projected to exceed the
recreational ACT for the area, then the Council may recommend and NMFS may
implement an inseason prohibition of copper rockfish for this area.

Table 16-21 shows the projected impacts under season structure Option 4; however, these impacts
assume the season proceeds without inseason adjustment because it is difficult to anticipate exactly
when/if and what specific inseason action would occur. If the season dates, depth limits, or sub-bag

limits were modified inseason, the impacts would be lower.

Table 16-21. Projected impacts for key groundfish stocks under Alternative 1, Option 4 in the California
recreational fishery relative to the 2027/2028 harvest limits. Assumes status quo sub-bag limits for canary, copper,
and vermilion/sunset rockfishes. Rows with only one value for 2027/2028 limits are the same value for both years.
Projections provided by CDFW from CRFS estimates. Some projections are provided as a range to account for
modeling uncertainty. Projections and estimates are preliminary and subject to change. (Source CDFW).

Stock Projected Alt 1
Mortality (mt) 2027/2028 Limit Reference Point
Limit (mt)
CA Quillback rockfish
Prohibited, year-round (status quo) 5.7-6.3 11.6/11.9 Fishery HG
1-fish sub-bag, year-round 11.7-12.9
Bocaccio S 0f 40°10° N lat. 487 963.1/919.8 CA Rec HG
Canary rockfish 69.8 — 80.4 50.5/52.1 CA Rec HG
Cowcod S 0f 40°10° N lat.
Prohibited, year-round (status quo) 10.6 - 12.2
23.5/23.1 CA Rec HG
1-fish sub-bag (Nov OR Dec) 18 -20.8
1-fish sub-bag (Nov & Dec) 252-293
Yelloweye rockfish
Prohibited, year-round (status quo) 16.3—-18.7
25.7/25.8 CA Rec HG
1-fish sub-bag (Nov OR Dec) 20.9 -24.1
1-fish sub-bag (Nov & Dec) 25.6—-29.4
CA Black rockfish 144 248.8/260.7 Fishery HG
California scorpionfish 225 232.5/228.6 Fishery HG
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Stock Projected Alt 1
Mortality (mt) 2027/2028 Limit Reference Point
Limit (mt)
Lingcod N of 40°10° N lat. 43.7 1767.1/1743.6 Non-trawl HG
Lingcod S of 40°10° N lat. 412 472.1/476.3 Non-trawl HG
Widow rockfish 18 -20 300 Non-trawl HG
Nearshore rockfish N of 40°10° N Iat. 16.2-19.8¥ 82.3/81.0Y Fishery HG
Copper rockfish 42°-40°10' N. lat. o ACL Contribution to
47-49 6.7
Complex
Nearshore rockfish S 0f 40°10° N lat. 379 - 463 925.6/921.7 Fishery HG ¢
Copper rockfish S. 40°10" N. lat. 57_605 127.8/129 1 ACL Contribution to
Complex
Copper rockfish S. 34° 27’ N. lat. 22.3-23.7 20.1/22.0 Rec ACT
Shelf rockfish N of 40°10° N Iat. 9.9-12.1¥ 514.7/511.1 Non-trawl HG ¢
Vermilion/sunset rockfish 42°-40°10'N. lat. |~ 6.3 —7.7% 6.1/6.0 ACL Contribution to
Complex
Shelf rockfish S of 40°10” N lat. 549 - 671 1270.2/1267.3 Non-trawl HG ¢
Vermilion/sunset rockfish S. of 40°10' N. lat. 295275 268.0/264.4 ¢ ACL Contribution to
Complex
Petrale sole 22.5-27.5 30.0 Non-trawl HG

a/ Projected impacts include only recreational for the area between 42° N. lat. and 40°10' N. lat.

b/ The informal CA share of the Nearshore rockfish complex between 42° N. lat. and 40°10° N. lat. is 37.2 mt and 36.8 mt
for 2017/2028, respectively. Not an official non-trawl allocation in regulation, but rather the sum of the WA, OR, CA state
HGs that are managed to by the states as to not exceed the ACL when also factoring in minor IOA, tribal, EFP, research,
and trawl impacts. The CA fishery HG is shared between the recreational and commercial non trawl sectors

¢/ The ACL contribution to the complex is shared between recreational and non-trawl commercial. Non-trawl commercial
projected impacts under Alternative 1 is 100 mt. Recreational take of vermilion rockfish should not exceed 164.4 mt.

d/ The species-specific contributions to the non-trawl allocation are shared between the recreational and commercial non-
trawl sectors.

Option 5

Season structure Option 5 examines a season structure that generally follows an offshore — inshore —
all depth structure (Table 16-12). Specifically, in the Northern and Mendocino GMAs, fishing is
authorized offshore of the 40 fathom RCA line April 1 — June 30, inshore of the 50 fathom RCA July
1 — October 31, and at all depths November 1 — December 31. In the San Francisco and Central GMAs,
fishing is authorized offshore of the 40 fathom RCA line April 1 — June 30, inshore of the 40 fathom
RCA line July 1 — October 31, and at all depths November 1 — December 31. In the Southern GMA,
fishing is authorized offshore of the 50 fathom RCA April 1 — June 30, inshore of the 50 fathom RCA
July 1 — October 31, and at all depths November 1 — December 31. During the offshore period, there
is no nearshore rockfish closure associated with the offshore fishery; the projected impacts (Table
16-22) take this into account.

The impacts projected under Option 5, while still uncertain, are likely to stay within harvest limits.
This Option was developed to balance opportunity with stability by keeping the likelihood of inseason
actions low. Since groundfish mortality is more likely to stay within harvest limits, no additional
accountability measures beyond routine inseason monitoring and management are proposed. New
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ACTs for California quillback rockfish and vermilion/sunset rockfish south of 40° 10’ N. lat. may not

be necessary for inseason management under this Option.

Table 16-22. Projected impacts for key groundfish stocks under Alternative 1, Option 5 in the California
recreational fishery relative to the 2027/2028 harvest limits. Assumes status quo prohibited status for quillback
rockfish; status quo sub-bag limits for canary, copper, and vermilion/sunset rockfishes. Rows with only one value
for 2027/2028 limits are the same value for both years. Projections provided by CDFW from CRFS estimates. Some
projections are provided as a range to account for modeling uncertainty. Projections and estimates are preliminary

and subject to change. (Source CDFW).

Stock Projected Alt 1
Mortality (mt) 2027/2028 Limit Reference Point
Limit (mt)
CA Quillback rockfish 3-33 11.6/11.9 Fishery HG
Bocaccio S of 40°10° N lat. 280 963.1/919.8 CA Rec HG
Canary rockfish 46.8 -53.8 50.5/52.1 CA Rec HG
Cowcod S 0f 40°10° N lat.
Prohibited, year-round (status quo) 6.5-17.5
23.5/23.1 CA Rec HG
1-fish sub-bag (Nov OR Dec) 14 -16.1
1-fish sub-bag (Nov & Dec) 21.4-24.6
Yelloweye rockfish
Prohibited, year-round (status quo) 11.7-13.4
25.7/25.8 CA Rec HG
1-fish sub-bag (Nov OR Dec) 16.3-18.7
1-fish sub-bag (Nov & Dec) 20.9-24.1
CA Black rockfish 112 248.8/260.7 Fishery HG
California scorpionfish 225 232.5/228.6 Fishery HG
Lingcod N of 40°10° N lat. 25 1767.1/1743.6 Non-trawl HG
Lingcod S of 40°10° N lat. 286 472.1/476.3 Non-trawl HG
Widow rockfish 10.8-13.2 300 Non-trawl HG
Nearshore rockfish N of 40°10° N Iat. 10.1-11.2%¥ 82.3/81.0Y Fishery HG
ACL Contribution to
o_4n°710’ _ a/
Copper rockfish 42°-40°10' N. lat. 3.1-33 6.7 Complex
Nearshore rockfish S 0f 40°10° N lat. 279 — 341 925.6/921.7 Fishery HG ¢
Copper rockfish S. 40°10' N. lat. | 36.6—38.9 127.8/129.1 ACL Contribution to
Complex
Copper rockfish S. 34° 27’ N. lat. 14.6 - 15.5 20.1/22.0 Rec ACT
Shelf rockfish N of 40°10° N Iat. 7.2-8.8% 514.7/511.1 Non-trawl HG ¢
Vermilion/sunset rockfish 42°-40°10' N. lat. 5-6.1% 6.1/6.0 ACL Contribution to
Complex
Shelf rockfish S of 40°10” N lat. 446 — 545 1270.2/1267.3 Non-trawl HG ¢
Vermilion/sunset rockfish S. of 40°10' N. lat. 140 - 172 268.0/264.4 ¢ ACL Contribution to
Complex
Petrale sole 22.5-27.5 30.0 Non-trawl HG

a/ Projected impacts include only recreational for the area between 42° N. lat. and 40°10' N. lat.
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b/ The informal CA share of the Nearshore rockfish complex between 42° N. lat. and 40°10° N. lat. is 37.2 mt and 36.8 mt
for 2017/2028, respectively. Not an official non-trawl allocation in regulation, but rather the sum of the WA, OR, CA state
HGs that are managed to by the states as to not exceed the ACL when also factoring in minor IOA, tribal, EFP, research,
and trawl impacts. The CA fishery HG is shared between the recreational and commercial non trawl sectors

¢/ The ACL contribution to the complex is shared between recreational and non-trawl commercial. Non-trawl commercial
projected impacts under Alternative 1 is 100 mt. Recreational take of vermilion rockfish should not exceed 164.4 mt.

d/ The species-specific contributions to the non-trawl allocation are shared between the recreational and commercial non-
trawl sectors.
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16.3 Alternative 2

Under Alternative 2, default harvest control rules apply to all stocks except canary rockfish,
chilipepper rockfish north and south of 40° 10’ N. lat., petrale sole, shortspine thornyhead,
rougheye/blackspotted rockfish north and south of 40° 10’ N. lat., yellowtail rockfish north of 40° 10’
N. lat., widow rockfish, and yelloweye rockfish. Since chilipepper rockfish north of 40° 10’ N. lat.
and rougheye/blackspotted rockfish (both area stocks) are managed within the shelf and slope rockfish
complexes, respectively, the harvest specifications for each respective complex are also affected.
These stocks are analyzed under alternative HCRs (see Agenda Item F.3.a, Supplemental GMT Report
1, November 2025).

For some stocks, alternative HCRs have no impact on the ACL distribution to the non-trawl sector
(such as petrale sole, which is allocated to the non-trawl sector as a flat metric tonnage). Additionally,
the California recreational sector has little impact on many of these stocks. Key stocks to the California
recreational fishery that are presented under Alternative 2 are canary rockfish and yelloweye rockfish.
The alternative HCR for canary rockfish is ABC = ACL with no 40-10 adjustment, where default
(Alternative 1) would be ABC > ACL (with 40-10 rule). The result is a small increase in ACL
distribution to the California recreational fishery HG. For yelloweye rockfish, the alternative HCR
considered is a constant ACL of 85 mt for the biennium. The result is a decrease in the ACL
distribution to the California recreational fishery. Table 16-23 below compares the California
recreational HG under Alternatives 1 and 2.

Table 16-23. Comparison of Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 for the California-specific recreational Harvest
Guidelines (HGs) in 2027/2028 for canary and yelloweye rockfish. Units are in metric tons (mt).

Stock Alternative 1 CA Rec HGs | Alternative 2 CA Rec HGs (gzgefi‘; el)
2027 2028 2027 2028 2027 2028

Canary rockfish 50.5 52.1 53.9 55.9 +3.4 +3.8

Yelloweye rockfish 25.7 25.8 20.2 20.2 -5.5 -5.6

Several management changes under Alternative 2 would remain the same as described in No Action
and Alternative 1. Decision points and Options under Alternative 2 are compiled and provided in Table
16-24.

Table 16-24. Summary of decision points and the resulting Federal management actions that would result under
Alternative 2 for the California recreational fishery.

Decision Point ‘ Alternative 1
Rockfish, Cabezon, and Greenling (RCG) Complex

RCG Complex Decoupling ‘ Same as Alternative 1
Groundfish Seasons and Area Restrictions

Groundfish Management Areas (GMASs) Same as No Action
Rockfish Conservation Area Waypoints Same as No Action
Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Areas Same as Alternative 1
Season Structure
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Decision Point

Alternative 1

Rockfish and Lingcod Season Structure Options

Option 1

Same as Alternative 1

Option 2

Same as Alternative 1

Option 3

Same as Alternative 1

Option 4

Same as Alternative 1

Option 5

Same as Alternative 1

Cabezon

Same as Alternative 1

Greenling

Same as Alternative 1

California scorpionfish

Same as No Action

Other groundfish

Same as No Action

Bag Limits, Gear Limits, Size Limits

Rockfish

Same as Alternative 1

Vermilion/sunset rockfish North of 40° 10’ N. lat.

Same as No Action

Vermilion/sunset rockfish South of 40° 10’ N. lat.

Same as No Action

Canary rockfish Same as No Action
Copper rockfish Same as No Action
Yelloweye Rockfish Same options as Alternative 1
Cowcod Same options as Alternative 1
Quillback rockfish Same as Alternative 1
Bronzespotted Rockfish Same as No Action
Lingcod Same as No Action
Cabezon Same as Alternative 1
Greenling Same as Alternative 1

California Scorpionfish

Same as No Action

Pacific sanddab, petrale sole, starry flounder

Same as No Action

All other groundfish unless specified (state
regulations may also apply)

Same as No Action

Rockfish, Cabezon, and Greenling (RCG) Complex

Under Alternative 2, the RCG complex management unit would be decoupled as described in

Alternative 1.

16.3.1 Groundfish Seasons and Area Restrictions

16.3.2 Groundfish Management Areas

Under Alternative 2, the GMA configurations are the same as described in No Action.

16.3.3 Area Restrictions

Rockfish Conservation Areas

Under Alternative 2, the RCAs are the same as described in No Action.

Groundfish Exclusion Areas

Under Alternative 2, the Groundfish Exclusion Areas are the same as described in No Action.
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Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Areas
Under Alternative 2, the YRCAS are the same as described in Alternative 1.

16.3.4 Season Structure

Rockfish and Lingcod Season and Depth Options

Under Alternative 2, the rockfish and lingcod season structure and depth options are the same as
presented in Alternative 1. Tables 25, 26, 27, and 28 below show the season structure Option impacts
for canary rockfish and yelloweye rockfish compared to Alternative 2 harvest specifications.

Cabezon Seasons and Depths
Under Alternative 2, cabezon seasons and depth restrictions are the same as in Alternative 1

Greenling Seasons and Depths
Under Alternative 2, kelp greenling seasons and depth restrictions are the same as in Alternative 1.

California Scorpionfish
Under Alternative 2, the season structure for California scorpionfish is the same as under No Action.

Other Groundfish Species Seasons and Depths
Under Alternative 2, season and depth restrictions for other groundfish (flatfishes, sharks, skates,
sablefish, etc.) are the same as in No Action.

16.3.5 Groundfish Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits
Rockfish Bag Limits, Gear Limits and Size limits
Under Alternative 2, the same gear limits, size limits, bag limits, and sub-bag limit Options described

under Alternative 1 apply.

Cowcod
Under Alternative 2, the same Options described under Alternative 1 apply.

Yelloweye Rockfish

The Options for yelloweye rockfish seasonal sub-bag limits are provided below in Table 16-25 through
Table 16-28 in order to compare the projected impacts to Alternative 2 harvest specifications. The
Options are the same as described under Alternative 1.

Quillback Rockfish
Under Alternative 2, the same Options described under Alternative 1 apply.

Lingcod Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and size Limits
Under Alternative 2, lingcod bag limits, gear limits, and size limits are the same as described in No
Action.

Cabezon Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits
Under Alternative 2, cabezon bag limits, gear limits, and size limits are the same as described in
Alternative 1.
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Greenling Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits
Under Alternative 2, greenling bag limits, gear limits, and size limits are the same as described in
Alternative 1.

California Scorpionfish Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits
Under Alternative 2, California scorpionfish (sculpin) bag limits, gear limits, and size limits are the
same as described in No Action.

Other Groundfish Species Bag Limits, Gear Limits, and Size Limits
Under Alternative 2, bag limits, gear limits, and size limits for other groundfish species are the same
as described in No Action.

16.3.6 Inseason Management Response

Under Alternative 2, inseason management response is the same as described in No Action.

16.3.7 Impact (Groundfish Mortality)

Since the season structure and bag limit Options are the same as provided under Alternative 1,
projected mortality under Alternative 2 is the same as described under Alternative 1. Impacts for each
Option are provided below for canary and yelloweye rockfishes, in order to compare projected
mortality to the Alternative 2 harvest specifications for these species which are key stocks to the
California recreational fishery. Due to increased modeling uncertainty (as described under Alternative
1), impact projections are provided as a range rather than a point estimate (i.e., a singular value).

Option 1
Option 1 represents a full closure of the fishery, year-round, in all areas. The impacts are the same as
described under Alternative 1 (zero).

Option 2

Option 2 represents a fishery that is open year-round with no depth restrictions, in all areas (i.e., same
as described under Alternative 1, Option 2). The impacts are the same as described under Alternative
1 and assume a status quo sub-bag limit for canary rockfish. Table 16-25 shows projected impacts for
canary and yelloweye rockfishes with respect to the Alternative 2 California recreational HGs.

Table 16-25. Projected impacts to canary and yelloweye rockfish under Alternative 2, Option 2 in the California
recreational fishery relative to the 2027/2028 harvest limits. Assumes status quo sub-bag limit for canary rockfish.
Rows with only one value for 2027/2028 limits are the same value for both years. Projections provided by CDFW

from CRFS estimates. Impact projections provided as a range to account for modeling uncertainty. Projections and
estimates are preliminary and subject to change. (Source CDFW).

Stock Projected Alt 2
Mortality (mt) 2027/2028 Limit Reference Point
Limit (mt)
Canary rockfish 84.6-974 53.9/55.9 CA Rec HG
Yelloweye rockfish
Prohibited, year-round (status quo) 19.2-22

20.2 CA Rec HG

1-fish sub-bag (Nov OR Dec) 23.8-274

1-fish sub-bag (Nov AND Dec) 28.5-32.7
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Option 3

Alternative 2, Option 3 is the same as described under Alternative 1, Option 3 (i.e., status quo season
structure). The impacts are the same as described under Alternative 1 and assume a status quo sub-bag
limit for canary rockfish. Table 16-26 shows projected impacts for canary and yelloweye rockfishes
with respect to the Alternative 2 California recreational HGs.

Table 16-26. Projected impacts to canary and yelloweye rockfish under Alternative 2, Option 3 in the California
recreational fishery relative to the 2027/2028 harvest limits. Assumes a status quo sub-bag limit for canary rockfish.
Rows with only one value for 2027/2028 limits are the same value for both years. Projections provided by CDFW

from CRFS estimates. Impact projections provided as a range to account for modeling uncertainty. Projections and
estimates are preliminary and subject to change. (Source CDFW).

Stock Projected Alt 2
Mortality (mt) 2027/2028 Limit Reference Point
Limit (mt)
Canary rockfish 68.9-173.9 53.9/55.9 CA Rec HG
Yelloweye rockfish

Prohibited, year-round (status quo) 16.2 - 18.6

20.2 CA Rec HG
1-fish sub-bag (Nov OR Dec) 20.8—-24
1-fish sub-bag (Nov & Dec) 25.5-29.3

Option 4

Alternative 2, Option 4 is the same as described under Alternative 1, Option 4. The impacts are the
same as described under Alternative 1 and assumes a status quo sub-bag limit for canary rockfish.
Table 16-27 shows projected impacts for canary and yelloweye rockfishes with respect to the
Alternative 2 California recreational HGs.

Table 16-27. Projected impacts to canary and yelloweye rockfish under Alternative 2, Option 4 in the California
recreational fishery relative to the 2027/2028 harvest limits. Assumes a status quo sub-bag limit for canary rockfish.
Rows with only one value for 2027/2028 limits are the same value for both years. Projections provided by CDFW

from CRFS estimates. Impact projections provided as a range to account for modeling uncertainty. Projections and
estimates are preliminary and subject to change. (Source CDFW).

Stock Projected Alt 2
Mortality (mt) 2027/2028 Limit Reference Point
Limit (mt)
Canary rockfish 69.8 — 80.4 53.9/55.9 CA Rec HG
Yelloweye rockfish
Prohibited, year-round (status quo) 16.3-18.7
20.2 CA Rec HG
1-fish sub-bag (Nov OR Dec) 20.9-24.1
1-fish sub-bag (Nov & Dec) 25.6-29.4

Option 5

Alternative 2, Option 5 is the same season structure as described under Alternative 1, Option 5. The
impacts are the same as described under Alternative 1 and assumes a status quo sub-bag limit for
canary rockfish. Table 16-28 shows projected impacts for canary and yelloweye rockfishes with
respect to the Alternative 2 California recreational HGs.
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Table 16-28. Projected impacts to canary and yelloweye rockfish under Alternative 2, Option 4 in the California
recreational fishery relative to the 2027/2028 harvest limits. Assumes a status quo sub-bag limit for canary rockfish.
Rows with only one value for 2027/2028 limits are the same value for both years. Projections provided by CDFW
from CRFS estimates. Impact projections provided as a range to account for modeling uncertainty. Projections and
estimates are preliminary and subject to change. (Source CDFW).

Stock Projected Alt 2
Mortality (mt) 2027/2028 Limit Reference Point
Limit (mt)
Canary rockfish 46.8 —53.8 53.9/55.9 CA Rec HG
Yelloweye rockfish

Prohibited, year-round (status quo) 11.7-13.4

20.2 CA Rec HG
1-fish sub-bag (Nov OR Dec) 16.3-18.7
1-fish sub-bag (Nov & Dec) 20.9 - 24.1
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