





including following appropriate depth contours. It was noted that this was consistent
with the method the Council employed in designating the two seamount HAPCs.

A tangential but potentially critical discussion took place regarding the appropriateness
of the white hake adult EFH spatial extent. One member in particular with experience in
the slope region was not aware of any white hake at the deeper end of the depth ranges
covered in the white hake adult text descriptions (100-2250m). The deep-water extent of
this description was based on one site in a paper by Richard Haedrich and Nigel
Merrett. To ensure the accuracy of the depth for this species/life stage, the PDT elected
to contact Dr. Haedrich directly to confirm his site of white hake occurring at those
depths.

Additional information: The response from Dr. Haedrich came back thusly —

“I tried to find a copy of the paper, but don't seem to have any more
Around here. But that reported depth range for white hake cannot be
right. Seems as though there are some extra 0's in there. White hake
are found at quite shallow depths in embayments, especially as
juveniles, and I wouldn't say they go much deeper than 300-400 m. Even
the longfin hake (U. chesteri), a more deepwater species, would not be
expected much deeper than 1500 m. So wherever those numbers came from,
they are wrong!”

The PDT had significant discussion of HAPC boundaries should the white hake depth
need to be amended. The PDTs opinion was that the seaward side of the HAPC
boundaries would have to be relocated to the depth contour that corresponds to the
deepest depth of EFH within that area, most likely 1500 or 1000 meters instead of the
2250 m previously approved. The PDT Chair will address the resolution to this issue in
separate correspondence.

Deep Sea Coral Protection

Background: The HAPC boundaries, while clearly trying to protect corals, do not reflect
a holistic approach to coral protection. Section 303(b)(2)(B) of the MSA now gives the
Council the authority to designate zones where fishing will not be permitted in areas
where deep sea corals are identified, to protect deep sea corals from physical damage
from fishing gear. Coral areas that emerge, for example, from a risk analysis as being
vulnerable to more than minimal and not temporary in nature adverse impacts from
fishing may be designated as Deep Sea Coral Protection Areas (DSCPAs) if the Council
should so chose. The HAPC process was not geared toward coral protection simply
because the proper mandate did not exist at the time the Council began this process. As
a result, while the presence of known structure forming organisms was considered in
evaluating proposed HAPCs, a comprehensive approach to protecting deep sea coral
areas was never considered.



PDT Discussion: The PDT discussed the need to ensure that appropriate areas of known
coral presence are captured in the MSA-mandated (Sec 408) report to Congress. Several
members agreed to take a look at the NOAA internal draft report to ensure that it
contained some information on all areas of known corals. It was noted that the report
focuses primarily on the canyon areas, and may need additional detail on Gulf of Maine-
located corals. The PDT determined that the risk assessment for Phase II was a
reasonable way to assess the risks associated with adverse impacts to corals from
fishing.

Phase II Risk Assessment

The PDT discussed finalizing TORs for the assigned internal working groups. It was
decided that, if and when appropriate, additional non-PDT members may be brought
into these groups to provide their expertise on an ad hoc basis. A stand-alone working
group, with it’s own TORs, will be formed to address the potential adverse impacts of
fishing on deep sea corals.

The call concluded at about 4:30 PM.








