AGENDA B-1
OCTOBER 2009

Executive Director’s Report

New USCG Admiral and new NMFS Enforcement SAC

I wanted to make sure the Council was aware of a couple of important changes — Rear Admiral
Christopher Colvin has taken over for the 17" District USCG and he will be introduced at this meeting.
Ms. Sherrie’ Meyers has been named Special Agent in Charge (SAC) for the NOAA Fisheries Office of
Enforcement, and while many of you already know her, I wanted to formally introduce her to the Council
in her new position, and allow her a moment to address the Council.

Ocean Policy Task Force — Interim Report

I have enclosed a copy here (Item B-1(a)) of the interim report dated September 10, 2009. The NOAA
press release notes a 30-day public comment period ending September 17. The interim report does not
contain many specific recommendations, but does contain a number of high-level recommendations (such
as stressing the critical need for an ecosystem-based management approach, better science information,
adaptive management capabilities, better coordination among existing agencies, etc). It puts the onus on
the National Ocean Council (NOC) to further develop specific plans and strategies to implement these
overarching objectives. It would seem that development of these plans is where the real rubber will meet
the road. I do not have any suggested written comments at this time, beyond the general sentiments I
expressed during the field hearings. If the Council wishes to comment on this interim report we have
until October 17 to do so, apparently.

Northern Bering Sea Research Area

As the Council aware, the Alaska Fisheries Science Center is developing a scientific research plan for the
Northern Bering Sea Research Area (NBSRA) to study the effects of bottom trawling on the benthic
community. The primary goals of the plan would be to use the research area to investigate the effects of
bottom trawling on bottom habitat, and provide information to help with developing future protection
measures in the NBSRA for crab, marine mammals, endangered species, and the subsistence needs of
western Alaska communities. To that end, the AFSC and Council are holding a public meeting on
February 24 - 25, 2010, at the Anchorage Chamber of Commerce Conference Room, 1016 West Sixth
Avenue, Suite 304, in Anchorage. The purpose is to hear from subsistence fishing communities adjacent
to the NBSRA, to help delineate areas of subsistence harvest or critical habitat of marine species in the
NBSRA, understand the nature of subsistence activities, register concerns about the impact of commercial
bottom trawling, and collect ecological knowledge of the NBSRA. Flyers with more information are
available on the table outside of the Council meeting room, and attached here as Item B-1(b).

Journal publication by Council staff

Among recent journal publications developed by Council staff, I have enclosed for your information a
copy of ‘Fishery management responses to climate change in the North Pacific’ (Item B-1(c)), recently
published in the ICES Journal of Marine Science (published by Oxford Journals), and co-authored by
Diana Stram and Diana Evans. It is a great professional boost for staff, and a great reflection on this
Council’s management success, to have these kinds of articles published in prestigious journals!



Seafood.com article

Item B-1(d) is a letter from the Alaska Crab Coalition (ACC) citing an article from seafood.com news
regarding assessment of management fees for catch share programs. The article notes that the fee for this
year’s crab fishery was set at 0%, because sufficient funds remained from last year’s assessment.

Crab industry meeting this week

Members of crab harvesting, processing, and community interests are convening a meeting on Friday,
October 2 to invite the industry and public to meet and discuss options for crab emergency delivery relief
issue which the Council has been grappling with over the past year. They will meet in the AP room at
approximately 5:30 pm. The Council will be addressing this issue later in the week.

AMEF meeting

The Alaska Marine Ecosystem Forum met in June, and the agenda and meeting summary are included for
your reference under Item B-1(e).

Letter regarding loan program request

Item B-1(f) is a letter from NOAA in response to our letter requesting information on a potential loan
program for communities to purchase crab PQS. In summary, the letter confirms that current MSA
authorities do not allow for such a loan program, and that Congressional action would be required to
authorize such a program.

Joint meeting with Board of Fish

We are scheduling a joint meeting with the Council and the Board of Fish for Tuesday, December 8, one
day prior to the start of our Council meeting in December. At this time I anticipate a half-day meeting,
but I am still working out the details on that with the Board of Fish Director (they meet in Anchorage
December 1-8). At that meeting we can discuss a number of issues of mutual concern, and we may
identify issues for further consideration by the Joint Protocol Committee.

Arctic Conference reminder
It’s only a couple week away! “Managing Resources for a Changing Arctic”, the International Arctic
Fisheries Symposium, will be October 19-21 here in Anchorage. Item B-1(g) contains the basic

information, and you can get the details and registration information by visiting www.nprb.org.

Stock Assessment 101

Dr. Loh-Lee Low has graciously agreed to conduct a basic stock assessment workshop Saturday evening,
October 3, at 6:00 pm in the AP meeting room (Dillingham/Katmai). This open workshop is designed to
provide a simpler understanding of the often complex stock assessment process and associated analyses.
Item B-1(h) is a flyer describing the workshop — all interested are encouraged to attend.

PNCIAC report

Item B-1(i) is a letter (and associated materials) from the Pacific Northwest Crab Industry Advisory
Committee (PNCIAC), providing information to the Council regarding the economic data reporting
(EDR) system, and requesting the Council to consider initiating a process to refine and revise the data
collection forms. The PNCIAC Chair and Secretary are on hand to address the Council on these issues.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

Contact: Christine Glunz FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
(202) 456-3469 September 17, 2009

Obama Administration Officials Release Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force Interim Report

WASHINGTON, DC — Obama Administration officials today released the Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force
Interim Report for a 30-day public review and comment period. The Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force, led by
White House Council on Environmental Quality Chair Nancy Sutley, consists of 24 senior-level officials from
Administration agencies, departments, and offices. The report provides proposals for a comprehensive national
approach to uphold our stewardship responsibilities and ensure accountability for our actions.

“This Interim Report represents a wide spectrum of views and considerations, not just from within the federal
government, but from members of the public, local officials, stakeholders and experts from coast to coast,” said
Nancy Sutley, Chair of the White House Council on Environmental Quality. “It delivers on President Obama's
request for recommendations that will move this country towards a more robust national policy for our oceans,
coasts and the Great Lakes and recognizes that we have a responsibility to protect the oceans and coasts for
the benefit of current and future generations.”

“America's oceans are vital to our prosperity, health, security and quality of life,” said Dr. Jane Lubchenco, Under
Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere and Administrator of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration. “This is a historic day -- for the first time, we as a nation say loudly and clearly that healthy
oceans matter.”

“America's enduring maritime interests -- our reliance on the oceans and Great Lakes for commerce, sustenance,
and security -- have not changed since our nation's founding. What has changed is the complexity of the
pressures on these critical ecosystems and the demand for an effective and integrated national strategy to
manage their use, protection, and sustainability,” said Coast Guard Commandant Admiral Thad Allen. “The
recommendations of this Interim Report chart a clear course to address the needs for an integrated national
policy and governance structure that will better provide for the safety, security, and stewardship of the maritime
environment, now and into the future.”

“President Obama's vision for a sustainable and comprehensive strategy for our oceans is vital to the wise
management of these critical resources,” said Associate Deputy Secretary of the Interior Laura Davis. "With 1.7
billion acres in the Outer Continental Shelf - including management responsibilities for offshore renewable and
conventional energy resources, 35,000 miles of coastline, and millions of acres of marine-based parks, refuges
and national monuments — the Department of Interior and its agencies are front and center in the effort to build
the coordinated national ocean policy that our country needs.”
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“The Interim Report provides a clear road map for America’s stewardship of the oceans, coasts and Great
Lakes,” said EPA's Assistant Administrator for the Office of Water Peter Silva. “EPA is proud to have played a
key role in the development of this crucial report, which is inextricably linked with EPA's mission to protect and
safeguard human health and the environment.”

The Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force was created by Presidential Memorandum on June 12, 2009, to
develop a national policy for the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes. The Memorandum charged the Task
Force with developing recommendations that include a national policy for our oceans, coasts and the Great
Lakes, a framework for improved Federal policy coordination, and an implementation strategy to meet the
objectives of a national ocean policy within 80 days. Within 180 days, the Task Force is charged with developing
a recommended framework for effective coastal and marine spatial planning.

The Interim Report provides proposals for a comprehensive national approach to uphold our stewardship
responsibilities and ensure accountability for our actions. Additionally, the Interim Report outlines a more
balanced, productive and sustainable approach to our ocean resources. Specifically, it highlights three key
areas:

A National Policy: The Interim Report proposes a new National Policy that recognizes that America’s stewardship
of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes is intrinsically and intimately linked to environmental sustainability,
human health and well-being, national prosperity, adaptation to climate and other environmental change, social
justice, foreign policy, and natiocnal and homeland security.

A Robust Governance Structure: The Interim Report proposes modifications to the existing governance structure,
including a stronger mandate and direction, and renewed and sustained high-level engagement. Under the
proposal, the White House Council on Environmental Quality and the Office of Science and Technology Policy
would lead an interagency National Ocean Council to coordinate ocean-related issues across the Federal
Government and the implementation of the National Ocean Policy. Such a governance structure, combined with
sustained high-level staff involvement, would ensure that these areas are a priority throughout the Federal
Government.

Categories for Action: The Interim Report prioritizes nine categories for action, including ecosystem-based
management, regional ecosystem protection and restoration, and strengthened and integrated observing
systems, that seek to address some of the most pressing challenges facing the ocean, our coasts, and the Great
Lakes. These strategies and objectives provide a bridge between the National Policy and action on the ground.

The Task Force is now focusing its efforts on developing a recommended framework for effective coastal and
marine spatial planning as charged within 180 days. In addition, the Task Force continues its public engagement
activities, including holding at least five more regional public meetings scheduled to take place in the following
cities: San Francisco, California; Providence, Rhode Island; Cleveland, Ohio; New Orleans, Louisiana; and
Honolulu, Hawaii. The initial meeting was held in Anchorage, Alaska on August 21, 2009. Expert briefings will
continue while the Interim Report is available for review and public comment. The Interim Report may be found at
hitp: /www.whitehouse.qgov/oceans. The Task Force will provide a final report with all of its recommendations
later this year.

Privacy Policy | FOIA | Information Quality | USA.gqov | Ready.gov | Site Map | Contact Webmaster

9/25/2009 9:26 AM

http://www .noaanews.noaa.gov/stories2009/20090918_ceq2.html



THE WHITE HOUSE COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Interim Report
Of The

Interagency Ocean Policy
Task Force

September 10, 2009

w9




 INTERIM REPORT OF THE INTERAGENCY OCEAN POLICY TASK FORCE

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I. Introduction

On June 12, 2009, you issued a Memorandum to the Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies in

which you stated: “In order to better meet our Nation's stewardship responsibilities for the oceans,

coasts, and Great Lakes, there is established an Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force, to be led by the

Chair of the Council on Environmental Quality.” That Presidential memo charged the Task Force as

follows:

1.

2. Within 180 days from the date of this memorandum, the Task Force shall develop, with appropriate
public input, a recommended framework for effective coastal and marine spatial planning. This
framework should be a comprehensive, integrated, ecosystem-based approach that addresses
conservation, economic activity, user conflict, and sustainable use of ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes
resources consistent with international law, including customary international law as reflected in the
1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea.

Within 90 days from the date of this memorandum, the Task Force shall develop recommendations
that include:

a.

A national policy that ensures the protection, maintenance, and restoration of the health of
ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems and resources, enhances the sustainability of
ocean and coastal economies, preserves our maritime heritage, provides for adaptive
management to enhance our understanding of and capacity to respond to climate change, and
is coordinated with our national security and foreign policy interests. The recommendation
should prioritize upholding our stewardship responsibilities and ensuring accountability for
all of our actions affecting ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources, and be consistent with
international law, including customary international law as reflected in the 1982 United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea.

A United States framework for policy coordination of efforts to improve stewardship of the
oceans, our coasts, and the Great Lakes. The Task Force should review the Federal
Government’s existing policy coordination framework to ensure integration and
collaboration across jurisdictional lines in meeting the objectives of a national policy for the
oceans, our coasts and the Great Lakes. This will include coordination with the work of the
National Security Council and Homeland Security Council as they formulate and coordinate
policy involving national and homeland security, including maritime security. The
framework should also address specific recommendations to improve coordination and
collaboration among Federal, State, tribal and local authorities, including regional
governance structures.

An implementation strategy that identifies and prioritizes a set of objectives the United States
should pursue to meet the objectives of a national policy for the oceans, our coasts, and the
Great Lakes.
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II. Structure and Operation of the Task Force

The Task Force is comprised of 24 senior policy-level officials from executive departments, agencies, and
offices across the Federal Government, and is chaired by the Chair of the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ). (Task Force membership list attached.) The Task Force established a Working
Committee comprised of senior officials from these executive departments and agencies. The Working
Committee’s role was to develop initial suggestions based on the guidance and direction it received from
the Task Force. To focus its work, the Committee established four subgroups: Policy, Coordination

Framework, Implementation Strategy, and Public Engagement.'

The Task Force first met on June 22, 2009, and has convened an additional four times through September
10. Task Force meetings were devoted to learning more about the relevant issues, discussing outstanding
matters and options, and providing additional guidance and direction to the Working Committee. In
preparing this interim report, the Task Force, Working Committee, and subgroups discussed key issues
with a variety of knowledgeable sources, including Federal, State, tribal, and regional representatives,
scientists, legal and policy experts, and the public. The Task Force also reviewed reports from two ocean
prominent bodies, the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy (2004) and the Pew Oceans Commission
(2003). In doing so, however, it recognized the significant environmental changes and scientific and

legislative advances that have taken place since those Commissions completed their reports.

The interim report has been coordinated with our national security and foreign policy interests and

reflects a careful balancing of stewardship with these long-standing and well-established interests.

III. Public Engagement

The Task Force initiated a public engagement process throughout the first 90-day period to receive input
for consideration as it developed this interim report. This builds on the comprehensive reports of the U.S.
Commission on Ocean Policy and the Pew Oceans Commission, which were based on significant
scientific, public, and stakeholder input. CEQ, on behalf of the Task Force, organized and hosted twenty-
four expert roundtables to hear from a broad range of stakeholders and interest groups. The roundtables
included representatives from sectors including energy, conservation, fishing, transportation, agriculture,
human health, State, tribal, and local governments, ports, recreational boating, business, and national and

homeland security. Several Task Force or Working Committee members attended each roundtable.

' A fifth subgroup on Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning has also been established for the development of the
recommended framework for coastal and marine spatial planning.
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There was robust participation, and the Task Force received many valuable comments and perspectives
for its consideration during each session. The Task Force will host additional roundtables during the next

90 days as it develops a possible framework for coastal and marine spatial planning.

On behalf of the Task Force, CEQ also set up a website to accept public comments. To date, the Task
Force has received over five-hundred comments from a range of affected parties, including academia,
citizens, commercial interests, non-governmental organizations, and States, tribes, and regional
governance structures. Many of the groups commenting represent constituencies of hundreds or

thousands of members.

Additionally, the Task Force will host six regional public meetings. These meetings are scheduled to take
place in the following cities: Anchorage, Alaska (held on August 21, 2009); San Francisco, California;
Providence, Rhode Island; Cleveland, Ohio; New Orleans, Louisiana; and Honolulu, Hawaii. All but the
first of these public meetings will be held during the second 90 days of the Task Force’s work, which is
focused on coastal and marine spatial planning. Consequently, the Task Force expects most of the input

at these meetings to be focused on that topic, although comments on the report will be welcome.

The public meetings, roundtables, and website showcased a strong desire and enthusiasm among
participants for a National Policy that provides clarity and direction regarding how the Nation will better
care for the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes. A valuable and wide diversity of interests were
represented, and several key themes emerged. While not exhaustive, these include:

e Support for adopting ecosystem-based management as a guiding principle, acknowledging
regional differences, and practicing adaptive management;

e Support for embracing science-based decision-making and investing in ecosystem-based science,
research, and ocean observations, including comprehensive research on the linkages among
ecosystem health, human health, economic opportunity, national and homeland security, social
justice, and environmental change, including climate change;

¢ Desire for improved coordination and collaboration across Federal, State, tribal, and local
governments, and regional governance structures, and for improved transparency and public
participation, while avoiding new layers of bureaucracy and unnecessary costs;

e Support for improving both formal and informal education about the ocean, our coasts, and the
Great Lakes;

¢ Support for ensuring that policies are adequately funded; and
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o  Support for joining the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (the Law of the

Sea Convention).

The Task Force’s deliberations benefitted from this input as it developed its report. To complement these
efforts, and to be responsive to numerous requests, the Task Force strongly endorses issuing this interim
report for 30 days of public comment. This would allow for additional public engagement to help you
and your Administration make a more informed decision on what actions to take in response to these

suggestions.

IV. Interim Report of the Task Force

In developing its interim report, the Task Force reviewed a number of Federal, State, and foreign policies
and models, past and pending legislation, the recommendations contained in the two earlier Ocean
Commissions’ reports, and public comments. The following brief synopsis provides an overview of the

suggested National Policy, Policy Coordination Framework, and Implementation Strategy.

Sugeested National Policy for the Stewardship of the Ocean, Our Coasts, and the Great Lakes

—~ The Task Force believes that the policy should contain the following elements:
1. A vision of what a National Policy should achieve for the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes;
2. A brief context section describing the value of these important areas, the various issues
confronting them, and the urgency to take effective action;
The statement of our National Policy; and
4. A set of overarching guiding principles for United States management decisions and actions

affecting the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes.

The suggested National Policy for the Stewardship of the Ocean, Our Coasts, and the Great Lakes would
provide a comprehensive national approach to uphold our stewardship responsibilities; ensure
accountability for our actions; and serve as a model of balanced, productive, efficient, sustainable, and
informed ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes use, management, and conservation within the global
community. The National Policy recognizes that America’s stewardship of the ocean, our coasts, and the
Great Lakes is intrinsically and intimately linked to environmental sustainability, human health and well-
being, national prosperity, adaptation to climate and other environmental change, social justice, foreign

policy, and national and homeland security.
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Policy Coordination Framework to Improve the Stewardship of the Ocean, Qur Coasts, and the Great
Lakes

The Task Force reviewed the existing coordination framework, with a particular focus on the existing
Committee on Ocean Policy (COP), established by Executive Order 13366 in 2004. The COP has been

moderately effective in establishing forums for bringing Federal agencies together to coordinate on

ocean-related matters. However, numerous parties from both within and outside the structure have
strongly suggested to the Task Force that the design could be improved. Key themes for improvement
included:
e The need for a strong, clear, overarching policy mandate and the setting of national ocean
priorities;
o The need for high-level direction and policy guidance from a clearly designated and identifiable
authority;
e The need for more consistent and sustained senior-level participation and attention on ocean-
related issues from all member agencies and departments;
e The advantages of stronger linkages between management and science;
e The need for an improved, clear structure for ongoing and active engagement with State, tribal,
and local authorities, and regional governance structures to address relevant issues; and

e The need for improved coordination with other Executive branch policy committees.

The Task Force recognized that various options could be pursued. After careful and deliberate
consideration of various models, the Task Force suggests a combination of modifications to the structure
of the existing COP, a stronger mandate and direction, and renewed and sustained high-level engagement.
The Task Force is confident that this combination of improvements provides a framework for more
successful policy coordination to improve the stewardship of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes.
Subject to later refinements, the Task Force suggests the following:
e Consolidating and strengthening the Principal- and Deputies-level components within a single
National Ocean Council (NOC) structure;
o Strengthening the decision-making and dispute-resolution processes by defining clear roles for
the NOC, and the NOC leadership;
e Creating a Governance Advisory Committee to formally engage with State, tribal and local
authorities, and regional governance structures;
e Strengthening the link between science and management by creating an integrated Steering

Committee of the NOC; and
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e Strengthening coordination between the NOC, the National Security Council, the National
Economic Council, the Office of Energy and Climate Change, the Council on Environmental
Quality, the Office of Science and Technology Policy, the Office of Management and Budget,

and other White House entities.

Implementation Strategy

The Task Force considered a number of options for outlining initial strategies to implement the National
Policy. There was an array of views on this strategy among Task Force members, stakeholders, and the
public, ranging from developing a very detailed action plan to providing for more general categories from
which detailed plans would develop over time. The Task Force recognized that within a 90-day
timeframe there were limits to what could or should be accomplished and noted that it was directed to
suggest a strategy as opposed to a plan. However, the Task Force felt strongly that regardless of the level
of specificity of these priority objectives, actions to implement them must, at a minimum, have clear
direction, measurable goals and outcomes, and timeframes for completion. The interim report seeks to
also ensure coordination and collaboration with State, tribal and local authorities, and regional

government structures, as appropriate.

The Task Force’s suggested implementation strategy identifies the following nine priority objectives that
our Nation should pursue to implement the National Policy.

e Ecosystem-Based Management: Adopt ecosystem-based management as a foundational
principle for the comprehensive management of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes.

e (Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning: Implement comprehensive, integrated, ecosystem-based
coastal and marine spatial planning and management in the United States.

e Inform Decisions and Improve Understanding: Increase knowledge to continually inform and
improve management and policy decisions and the capacity to respond to change and challenges.
Better educate through formal and informal programs the public about the ocean, our coasts, and
the Great Lakes.

s Coordinate and Support: Better coordinate and support Federal, State, tribal, local, and
regional management of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes. Improve coordination and
integration across the Federal Government, and as appropriate, engage with the international
community.

e Resiliency and Adaptation to Climate Change and Ocean Acidification: Strengthen
resiliency of coastal communities and marine and Great Lakes environments and their abilities to
adapt to climate change impacts and ocean acidification.
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e Regional Ecosystem Protection and Restoration: Establish and implement an integrated
ecosystem protection and restoration strategy that is science-based and aligns conservation and
restoration goals at the Federal, State, tribal, local, and regional levels.

e Water Quality and Sustainable Practices on Land: Enhance water quality in the ocean, along
our coasts, and in the Great Lakes by promoting and implementing sustainable practices on land.

o Changing Conditions in the Arctic: Address environmental stewardship needs in the Arctic
Ocean and adjacent coastal areas in the face of climate-induced and other environmental changes.

e QOcean, Coastal, and Great Lakes Observations and Infrastructure: Strengthen and integrate
Federal and non-Federal ocean observing systems, sensors, and data collection platforms into a
national system and integrate that system into international observation efforts.

These priority objectives provide a bridge between policy and specific actions, but do not prescribe in
detail how individual entities will undertake their responsibilities. Instead, the NOC would develop
strategic action plans for each of the priority objectives, focusing on key areas identified by the Task
Force. This would allow adequate time to fully consider the necessary details for implementation, and, as
appropriate, to coordinate with States, tribal, and local authorities, regional governance structures,

academic institutions, non-governmental organizations, and private enterprise.

Conclusion

The Task Force is pleased to submit this interim report and fulfill the first part of its charge. Having
considered a broad range of public comments, this report reflects the requests and concerns of all
interested parties. Though the main focus of the Task Force now turns to developing a framework for
coastal and marine spatial planning, due to the President by December 9, 2009, the Task Force anticipates
that this interim report will continue to be refined as the Task Force receives further thoughtful input from
stakeholders. With this continued public participation, the Task Force will be able to provide the

President with the best possible final set of recommendations.
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PROPOSED NATIONAL POLICY FOR THE STEWARDSHIP OF THE OCEAN, OUR
COASTS, AND THE GREAT LAKES

I. Vision
An America whose stewardship ensures that the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes are healthy and
resilient, safe and productive, and understood and treasured so as to promote the well-being, prosperity,

and security of present and future generations.

II. National Policy Context
The Value of the Ocean, Our Coasts, and the Great Lakes

America is intricately connected to and directly reliant on the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes.
Each of us — whether living and working in the country’s heartland or along its coasts — affects and 1s
affected by these places. Their beauty inspires us, and their bounty contributes to our national well-being
and security. Nearly half of our population is located in coastal counties. Our rich and productive coastal
regions and waters account for the great majority of the national economy, totaling trillions of dollars
each year, and support distant communities that may not even be aware of the connection between the
land and sea. Millions of visitors enjoy our Nation’s seashores each year, contributing not only to the
economy, but also to personal and communal satisfaction and fulfillment. The sea is both a refuge for

spiritual reflection and a powerhouse of excitement for educating students of all ages and interests.

With over 95,000 miles of coastline and the largest exclusive economic zone in the world, our Nation
benefits from a wealth of goods and services derived from the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes.
They provide food, fresh water, minerals, energy, and other natural resources and ecological benefits.
They support tens of millions of jobs, and are a source of recreation. They also play a critical role in our
Nation's transportation, economy, and trade, as well as in the global mobility and readiness of our Armed

Forces and the maintenance of international peace and security.

The ocean supports human health and well-being in myriad ways, including as a source of healthy foods,
pharmaceuticals, and other beneficial compounds. The ocean is a source of existing energy and offers
numerous opportunities for renewable energy, which can help to secure our energy independence and

mitigate climate change.
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The ocean and Great Lakes exert significant influence over how our planet functions. Covering over 70
percent of the Earth, the ocean plays a primary role in our planet’s environment and natural operations,
including weather and climate. The ocean’s ability to absorb and store heat from the atmosphere and
transport it to other parts of the globe keeps daily temperatures within a livable range. The Great Lakes
are the largest freshwater system on Earth, with 10,000 miles of shoreline and some 95 percent of the
Nation’s fresh surface water. While we commonly refer to different oceans (Atlantic, Pacific, Arctic,
etc.), it is important to recognize that all of these bodies of water are connected and influenced by each

other. These linkages require our Nation to recognize that we benefit from and affect one global ocean.

The ocean shapes and sustains all life on Earth. We are dependent on the ocean for the air we breathe, the
food we eat, and the water we drink. Though we may not think about it, processes on land and in the
water, including biological processes, are intricately linked so that changes in one can have profound
effects on the other. The ocean is both the beginning and the end of the Earth’s water cycle. Water that
evaporates from the surface of the ocean becomes rain that falls on our fields and fills our aquifers. Much
of this precipitation eventually finds rivers which flow back to the sea, starting the cycle once more.

Half of the oxygen we breathe comes from microscopic plants living in the ocean. Coastal barrier islands,
coral reefs, mangroves, and wetlands serve as buffers between coastal communities and damaging floods
and storms. Coastal wetlands are a nursery for many recreational and commercial fish species, provide
essential habitat for many migratory birds and mammals, and serve as a natural filter helping to keep our
waters clean. Ocean and coastal ecosystems absorb and detoxify many pollutants, recycle nutrients, and
help control pests and pathogens. Marine ecosystems house biological diversity exceeding that found in

the world’s rain forests.

Challenges Facing the Ocean, Our Coasts, and the Great Lakes

The importance of ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems cannot be overstated; simply put, we need
them to survive. It is clear that these invaluable and life-sustaining assets are vulnerable to human
activities and, at the same time, Kfuman communities are rendered more vulnerable when these resources
are degraded. Yet, ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems are experiencing an unprecedented rate of
change due to human activities. We are only now beginning to understand the full extent of the direct and

indirect consequences of our actions on these systems.

Climate change is impacting the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes. Increasing water temperatures

are altering habitats, migratory patterns, and ecosystem structure and function. Coastal communities are
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facing sea-level rise, inundation, increased threats from storms, erosion, and significant loss of coastal
wetlands. The ocean’s ability to absorb carbon dioxide from the atmosphere buffers the impacts of
climate change, but also causes the ocean to become more acidic, threatening not only the survival of
individual species of marine life, but also entire marine ecosystems. The ocean buffers increased global
temperatures by absorbing heat, but increasing temperatures are causing sea levels to rise by expanding
seawater volume and melting land-based ice. Increased temperatures may eventually reduce the ocean’s
ability to absorb carbon dioxide. Conversely, climate change is predicted to lower the water levels of the

Great Lakes, thereby altering water cycles, habitats, and economic uses of the lakes.

Along many areas of our coasts and within the Great Lakes, biological diversity is in decline due to
overfishing, introduction of invasive species, and loss and degradation of essential habitats from coastal
development and associated human activities. The introduction of non-native species can carry
significant ecological and economic costs. Human and marine ecosystem health are threatened by a range
of challenges, including increased levels of exposure to toxins from harmful algal blooms and other
sources, and greater contact with infectious agents. Areas in numerous bays, estuaries, gulfs, and the
Great Lakes are now consistently low in or lacking oxygen, creating dead zones along our bays and
coasts. Unsustainable fishing (e.g., overfishing) remains a serious concern with consequences for marine
ecosystems and human communities. In the Arctic, environmental changes are revealing the vulnerability
of its ecosystems. These changes are increasing stressors and impacts on the ecosystems, people, and

communities in the region, and are presenting new domestic and international management challenges.

Many of these concerns are attributable not only to activities within marine and Great Lakes ecosystems,
but also to actions that take place in our Nation’s interior. For example, our industries, agricultural and
transportation operations, cities, and suburbs generate various forms of pollution. Industrial operations
emit pollutants, such as nitrogen and mercury, into the atmosphere that often find their way into the ocean
and Great Lakes. Rain washes residues, chemicals, and oily runoff from our roadways into our estuaries
and coastal waters. Heavy rainfall events can wash sediment, pesticides, and nutrients from our fields,
lawns, and agricultural operations into our waters. Urban and suburban development, including the
construction of roads, highways, and other infrastructure, as well as modification to rivers and streams,

can adversely affect the habitats of aquatic and terrestrial species.

Demands on the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes are intensifying, spurred by population growth,
migration to coastal areas, and economic activities. Energy development, shipping, aquaculture, and

emerging security requirements are examples of new or expanding uses expected to place increasing
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demands on our ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems. As these demands increase, we must also
preserve the abundant and sustainable marine resources and healthy ecosystems that are critical to the

well-being and continued prosperity of our Nation.

The State of the National Framework for Policy Coordination
The challenges we face in stewardship of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes lie not only within

the ecosystems themselves, but also in the laws, authorities, and governance structures intended to
manage our use and conservation of them. United States governance and management of these areas span
hundreds of domestic policies, laws, and regulations covering international, Federal, State, tribal, and
local interests. These issues range from stewardship and resource use, to maritime safety and commerce,
national security, water quality, ports and other transportation infrastructure, and energy. Challenges and

gaps arise from the complexity and structure of this regime.

These challenges are not limited to our domestic governance and management regimes. Our Nation, as a

major maritime power and coastal State, has a large stake in the development and interpretation of

international law and policy applicable to the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes. Our national

security interests are tightly linked to navigational rights and freedoms, as well as to operational ~
flexibility. Our national security and economic interests are also linked to our ability to secure U.S.

sovereign rights over resources in extensive marine areas off our coasts, to promote and protect U.S.

interests in the marine environment, and to ensure that our maritime interests are respected and considered

internationally. The Administration’s support for accession to the Law of the Sea Convention reflects

several important objectives, including strengthening our Nation’s ability to participate in and influence

international law and policy related to the ocean.

Time to Act

The time has come for a national policy to uphold our stewardship responsibilities, ensure accountability
for our actions, and serve as a model of balanced, productive, efficient, sustainable, and informed ocean,
coastal, and Great Lakes use, management, and conservation within the global community. Today, as
never before, we better comprehend the linkages among land, air, fresh water, ocean, ice, and human
activities. We recognize that change is occurring rapidly and must be addressed. Advances in science
and technology provide better and timelier information and understanding to guide decision-making. By
applying the principles of ecosystem-based management (in which we integrate ecological, social,
economic, commerce, health, and security goals, and recognize humans as key components of the

ecosystem and healthy ecosystems as essential to human well-being) and adaptive management (whereby ~
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we routinely assess management actions to allow for better informed and improved future decisions) in a
coordinated and collaborative approach, the Nation can improve its response to environmental, social,
economic, and security challenges. With a clear national policy and a revitalized, empowered, unifying,
and comprehensive framework to coordinate efforts among Federal, State, tribal, and local authorities,
including regional governance structures, non-governmental organizations, the private sector, and the
public, we can work together toward the changes needed to secure the health and prosperity of the ocean,

our coasts, and the Great Lakes.

I1I. Policy

America’s stewardship of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes is intrinsically and intimately linked
to environmental sustainability, human health and well-being, national prosperity, adaptation to climate
and other environmental changes, social justice, international diplomacy, and national and homeland

security. Therefore, it is the policy of the United States to:

1. Healthy and Resilient Ocean, Coasts, and Great Lakes

e Protect, maintain, and restore the health and biological diversity of ocean, coastal, and Great
Lakes ecosystems and resources;

e Improve the resiliency of ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems, communities, and
economies;

e Bolster the conservation and sustainable uses of land in ways that will improve the health of
ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems; and

e Use the best available science and knowledge to inform decisions affecting the ocean, our coasts,
and the Great Lakes, and enhance humanity’s capacity to understand, respond, and adapt to a

changing global environment.

2. Safe and Productive Ocean, Coasts, and Great Lakes

e Support sustainable, safe, secure, and productive uses of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great
Lakes;

e Respect and preserve our Nation’s maritime heritage, including our social, cultural, and historical
values; and

o Exercise rights and jurisdiction and perform duties in accordance with applicable international
law, including respect for and preservation of navigational rights and freedoms, which are

essential for the global economy and international peace and security.
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3. Understood and Treasured Ocean, Coasts, and Great Lakes

Increase scientific understanding of ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems as part of the
global interconnected systems of air, land, ice, and water, including their relationships to humans
and their activities;

Improve our understanding and awareness of changing environmental conditions, trends, and
their causes, and of human activities taking place in ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes waters; and
Foster a public understanding of the value of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes to build a

foundation for improved stewardship.

The United States will promote the objectives of this policy by:

Ensuring a comprehensive and collaborative framework for the stewardship of the ocean, our
coasts, and the Great Lakes that facilitates cohesive actions across the Federal Government, as
well as participation of State, tribal, and local authorities, regional governance structures, non-
governmental organizations, the public, and the private sector;

Cooperating and exercising leadership at the international level, including by joining the Law of
the Sea Convention; and

Supporting ocean stewardship in a fiscally responsible manner.

IV. Principles

1. United States management decisions and actions affecting the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes

will be guided by the following stewardship principles to further this policy.

a.

As responsible environmental stewards we will protect, maintain, and restore the health,
productivity, and resiliency of ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems (including their waters
and resources). Policies, programs, and activities of the United States should be managed and
conducted in a manner that seeks to prevent or minimize adverse environmental impacts to the
ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes ecosystems and resources, including cumulative impacts,
and to ensure and improve their integrity. They should be managed and conducted in a manner
that does not undermine efforts to protect, maintain, and restore healthy and biologically diverse
ecosystems and the full range of services they provide;

Decisions affecting the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes should be informed by and
consistent with the best available science. Decision-making will also be guided by a
precautionary approach as reflected in the Rio Declaration of 1992 which states in pertinent part,

“[w]here there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty shall
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not be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures to prevent environmental
degradation”; and

c. Actions taken to protect the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes should endeavor to promote
the principles that environmental damage should be avoided wherever practicable and that
environmental costs should be internalized, taking into account the approach that those who cause

environmental damage should generally bear the cost of that damage.

Human activities that may atfect ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems should be managed
using ecosystem-based management and adaptive management, through an integrated framework that
accounts for the interdependence of the land, air, water, ice, and the interconnectedness between
human populations and these environments. Management should include monitoring and have the
flexibility to adapt to evolving knowledge and understanding, changes in the global environment, and

emerging uses.

Current and future uses of ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems and resources should be

managed and effectively balanced in a way that:

a. maintains and enhances the environmental sustainability of multiple uses, including those that
contribute to the economy, commerce, security, and human health;

b. harmonizes competing and complementary uses effectively;

c. integrates efforts to protect, maintain, and restore the health, productivity, and resiliency of ocean,
coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems and the services they provide; and

d. recognizes environmental changes and impacts, including those associated with an increasingly

ice-diminished Arctic, sea-level rise, and ocean acidification.

The United States should support disciplinary and interdisciplinary science, research, monitoring,
modeling, forecasting, exploration, and assessment to continually improve understanding of ocean,
coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems. These efforts should include improving understanding of
physical, biological, ecological, and chemical processes and changes, their interconnectedness with
other parts of the Earth system, and with human populations, and the potential social and economic
consequences of management decisions on the long-term health and well-being of the population,
including human health and safety. This knowledge should be applied through ecosystem-based
management and adaptive management. Information resulting from these efforts should be easily

accessible to the public.

EOP | INTERAGENCY OCEAN POLICY TASK FORCE



The United States should develop an improved awareness of changing environmental conditions and
trends, and their causes, and of human activities that take place in the ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes

environments.

United States policies, programs, and activities should enhance formal and informal education about
the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes and their uses to build a foundation for greater
understanding and improved stewardship, and build capacity to produce future scientists, managers,

and members of a dynamic and innovative workforce.

The United States should cooperate and provide leadership internationally in the protection,
management, and sustainable use of the world’s ocean, coastal regions, and the Great Lakes in
keeping with applicable conventions and agreements, and with customary international law, as

reflected in the Law of the Sea Convention.

United States programs, policies, and activities that may impact ocean, coastal, or Great Lakes
ecosystems, or engage the use of their resources, should be designed to meet measurable benchmarks
in support of clear goals and objectives related to stewardship of these ecosystems.

a. These goals and objectives of programs and activities should be periodically reevaluated and their
effectiveness assessed. This information should be used to adjust management priorities and
guide future management and resource decisions; and

b. The United States should develop appropriate standards and methods for measurement and
assessment of parameters associated with the health of ocean, coastal and Great Lakes

ecosystems.

United States policies, programs, and activities that may impact ocean, coastal, or Great Lakes

ecosystems, or engage the use of their resources, should be assessed and conducted within an

integrated and comprehensive interagency planning framework that:

a. considers and addresses the full suite of impacts on resources, biological diversity, and
ecosystems;

b. is based on the best available scientific knowledge;

c. considers and addresses potential use conflicts;
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d.

h.

ensures and advances coordination and collaboration across Federal, State, tribal, and local
jurisdictional lines, and with regional governance structures, the private sector, foreign
governments, and international organizations, as appropriate;

is coordinated and promotes consistency with our homeland and national security and foreign
policy interests;

is coordinated and promotes consistency with other national strategies that include environmental
stewardship components relevant to the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes;

considers and respects our Nation’s maritime heritage, including our social, cultural, historical,
and aesthetic values;

aims to maximize long-term net benefits to society by considering a range of reasonable
alternatives that balance potential economic, environmental, public health and safety, and other
advantages; distributive impacts; social justice and equity;

operates through an open and transparent approach that encourages broad public participation;
ensures consistency with management and budgetary goals and compliance with relevant legal
requirements;

seeks to eliminate redundancy and encourage efficiencies and synergies; and

includes a reporting and accountability mechanism.

Implementing a number of the policy elements and principles directed above will require appropriate

resources and assets. Departments and agencies shall work to identify future budgetary, administrative,

regulatory, or legislative proposal requirements to implement these elements within the budgetary and

management guidelines of the President’s budget.
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PROPOSED POLICY COORDINATION FRAMEWORK

The proposed policy coordination framework suggests a combination of modifications to the structure of
the existing Committee on Ocean Policy, a stronger mandate and direction, and renewed and sustained
high-level engagement. This combination of improvements provides a framework for more successtul
policy coordination to improve the stewardship of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes. The
proposed policy coordination framework would provide a reinvigorated structure that would strengthen
ocean governance and coordination by providing clear and visible leadership and sustained high-level
engagement within the Federal Government. Additionally, the structure would provide for greater
participation by, and coordination of, State, tribal, and local authorities, and regional governance
structures. The linkage between management and science would be strengthened, as would coordination
with other senior level entities on relevant economic, climate, and security matters. The Task Force is
confident that this combination of improvements would enhance the stewardship of the ocean, our coasts,

and the Great Lakes.

1. National Ocean Council

Structure

The National Ocean Council (NOC) would be a dual Principal - and Deputy- level committee.
Membership of the NOC would include: the Secretaries of State, Defense, the Interior, Agriculture,
Health and Human Services, Commerce, Labor, Transportation, Energy, and Homeland Security; the
Attorney General; the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency; the Chair of the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ); the Director of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB); the
Administrator of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration; the Director of National
Intelligence; the Director of the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP); the Director of the
National Science Foundation; the Chairman of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission; the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs, Homeland
Security, Domestic Policy, and Economic Policy; an employee of the United States designated by the
Vice President; and such other officers or employees of the United States as the Co-Chairs may from time

to time designate.
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Co-Chairs

The NOC would be Co-Chaired by the Chair of the Council on Environmental Quality and the Director of
the Office of Science and Technology Policy. This construct would provide the NOC with balance of
equities at the most senior level of its leadership and better facilitate interagency cooperation and

collaboration.

There would be a NOC Steering Committee (described below) comprised of CEQ, OSTP, and the Chairs
of the proposed Ocean Resource Management Interagency Policy Committee (ORM-IPC) and the
proposed Ocean Science and Technology Interagency Policy Committee (OST-IPC).

Function
Subject to the direction of the President and unless as otherwise provided for by law, the NOC would

perform the following functions:

1. Tier-one functions of the NOC (Principal level). The National Ocean Council has overall
responsibility for implementation of the National Policy. Functions would include: (1) periodically
update and set national priority objectives; (2) review and provide annual direction on National Policy
implementation objectives based on Administration priorities and recommendations from the Deputies’
level; and (3) be a forum for dispute resolution and decision-making of issues that could not be resolved
at the Deputies’ Level. The NOC would be required to meet a minimum of twice per year, but the Co-

Chairs could call additional meetings as necessary for dispute resolution or other purposes.

2. Tier Two (Deputy level) functions would include: (1) ensure execution of National Policy
implementation objectives; (2) transmit Administration priorities to the ORM-IPC and OST-IPC; (3)
ensure activities of and products from the ORM-IPC and OST-IPC are consistent with Administration
policy; (4) coordinate with the OSTP, the National Security Council (NSC), National Economic Council
(NEC),’? Office of Energy and Climate Change (OECC), and other offices as appropriate; (5) provide
direction and feedback to, and receive external input and advice from, its advisory bodies; and (6) dispute

resolution and decision-making, and if unable to do so, to forward the issues to the Principal level. This

2 Coordination with the existing Committee on the Marine Transportation System would be done through the
National Economic Council, at both the Principal- and Deputy- level. Coordination with the ORM-IPC and OST-
IPC would also be developed, as appropriate.
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group would also assume the duties of the statutorily mandated National Ocean Research Leadership
Council NORLC) under 10 U.S.C. § 7902.

The Deputies would be required to meet a minimum of quarterly.

II. Authorities and Responsibilities of the National Ocean Council Co-Chairs

1. Advise the President on the National Policy for the Stewardship of the Ocean, Our Coasts, and the

Great Lakes

The Co-Chairs would advise the President on matters regarding implementation of the National Policy for
the Stewardship of the Ocean, Our Coasts, and the Great Lakes (National Policy), consistent with the
consensus views of the NOC. If consensus cannot be achieved, the Co-Chairs would provide their own

views equally with the views of each member of the NOC.

2. Implementation of the National Policy

On behalf of the NOC, the Co-Chairs would have overall responsibility for coordinating and facilitating
the implementation of the National Policy, subject to the direction of the NOC and the President,
including the following:

e Development of Implementation Plans — The Co-Chairs would facilitate development by the
NOC of implementation plans to further the National Policy and identify progress toward meeting
defined goals and objectives.

» Reporting and Accountability — The Co-Chairs would be responsible for: (1) coordinating
interagency reporting on implementation and progress; (2) monitoring and ensuring effective
implementation of policy decisions; (3) providing oversight and accountability for document
preparation; and (4) coordinating and expediting interagency review and clearance of documents
and reports within the NOC purview.

e Budget — The Co-Chairs would coordinate the development of an annual budget guidance
memorandum on ocean priorities consistent with the goals and objectives of the National Policy.
While it is understood that the Co-Chairs’ authority would not be construed to impair or
otherwise affect the function of the Director of OMB, they would work with OMB to issue
interagency budget guidance consistent with annual priorities, develop crosscuts to inform the
annual priorities on ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes stewardship, and consult with OMB, OSTP,

and the NOC to identify programs that contribute significantly to the National Policy. The Co-
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Chairs also would work with OMB to coordinate preparation of the biennial Federal Ocean and
Coastal Activities Report mandated by Section 5 of the Ocean Act of 2000.

Emerging Issues — The Co-Chairs would bring any Presidential ocean actions or priorities to the
NOC, as appropriate, for action and implementation and would coordinate proper management of
and response to emerging issues of relevance to the National Policy.

International — In implementing this policy, the Co-Chairs would coordinate with the Secretary
of State and the heads of other relevant agencies on matters related to the policy that arise within
the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission, International Whaling Commission, Arctic
Council, International Maritime Organization, regional fishery management organizations, and

other similar international organizations.

3, Co-Chairs of the NOC

The Co-Chairs shall have authority to call NOC meetings, draft the agenda, prioritize issues, and

call deputies meetings.

4. Coordination and Integration

The Co-Chairs would be the point of contact to coordinate with the National Security Advisor
(NSA), National Economic Council (NEC) Director, and Assistant to the President for Energy
and Climate Change (APECC), and other senior White House officials as appropriate. The Co-
Chairs would have authority to request meetings with these entities for the purposes of

coordination and resolution of issues of overlapping responsibility.

5. Decision-Making and Dispute Resolution

The Co-Chairs would seek to encourage decisions and recommendations based on consensus of
the NOC.

Disputes that could not be resolved at the Deputy- level would be referred to the Co-Chairs. The
Co-Chairs would facilitate resolution among the Principals.

With respect to those matters in which resolutions or consensus could not be reached, the Co-
Chairs would coordinate with the APECC, NEC Director, and NSA, as appropriate, to frame the
disputed issue or issues for decision by the President.

The establishment of the NOC would not be construed to impair or otherwise affect: (1) authority
granted by law to an executive department or agency or the head thereof; or (2) functions
assigned by the President to the National Security Council (or subordinate bodies) relating to

matters affecting foreign affairs, national security, homeland security, or intelligence — any of
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these matters that are not resolved by consensus within the NOC will be forwarded to the NSC

for resolution.

II1. Steering Committee

Structure

The Steering Committee would be a high-level, streamlined body of four members from OSTP, CEQ, and
one Chair each of the ORM-IPC and OST-IPC. The Steering Committee would meet at least every other
month, but more often as issues require, and work in consultation with NSC and OMB to ensure their

respective input on relevant matters, as appropriate.

Function

The Steering Committee would be the key forum for ensuring integration and coordination on priority
areas within the NOC. In particular, it would ensure that there is coordination of management and
science issues and that the activities of the ORM-IPC and OST-IPC are aligned to fully support
implementation of the National Policy, and priorities agreed upon by the NOC. The Steering Committee
would identify key issues and assist in developing the agenda for the NOC. In addition, the Extended

Continental Shelf Task Force would report to the Steering Committee.

IV. Ocean Resource Management Interagency Policy Committee

Structure

The Ocean Resource Management Interagency Policy Committee (ORM-IPC) is the successor to the
current Subcommittee on Integrated Management of Ocean Resources. Chairs of the ORM-IPC are
designated by the NOC. The members would consist of Deputy Assistant Secretaries or appropriate
representatives from the Executive branch agencies and departments of the NOC. The ORM-IPC reports
to the NOC. The ORM-IPC may establish sub-IPCs as necessary, as approved by the NOC.

Function

The ORM-IPC would function as the ocean resource management body of the NOC, with an emphasis on
ensuring the interagency implementation of the National Policy, national priority objectives, and other
priorities defined or approved by the NOC. This would include the development of strategic plans, in
coordination with the OST-IPC, for the implementation of priority management objectives, with clear
outcomes, milestones, deadlines, designated agencies, and performance measures with an adaptive review
process. The ORM-IPC Chairs would develop a charter for the operation of the body, to be approved by

the NOC, including, but not limited to, membership, meetings (e.g., requiring that it meet at least every

EOP | INTERAGENCY OCEAN POLICY TASK FORCE



INTERIM REPORT OF THE INTERAGENCY OCEAN POLICY TASK FORCE

two months); development of a new or updated work plan based on direction from the NOC, and a

process for external input (e.g., State, tribal, local, regional, and the public).

VII. Ocean Science and Technology Interagency Policy Committee

Structure

The National Science and Technology Council’s (NSTC) Joint Subcommittee on Ocean Science and
Technology (JSOST) would serve as the Ocean Science and Technology Interagency Policy Committee
(OST-IPC). Chairs of the OST-IPC would be appointed through NSTC procedures in consultation with
the NOC. The group would consist of Deputy Assistant Secretaries or appropriate representatives from
the Executive branch agencies and departments of the NOC. The NSTC would direct the OST-IPC to
advise and assist the NOC in consonance with this National Policy and to work with associated bodies

(e.g., the ORM-IPC) accordingly.

Function

The OST-IPC would function as the ocean science and technology body of the NOC, with an emphasis on
ensuring the interagency implementation of the National Policy, national priority objectives, and other
priorities for science and technology objectives. This would include the development of strategic plans
(e.g., the Ocean Research Priorities Plan and Implementation Strategy), in coordination with the ORM-
IPC, for interagency implementation of priority science and technology objectives, with clear outcomes,
milestones, deadlines, designated agencies, and performance measures with an adaptive review process.
The OST-IPC Chairs, in close coordination with the NOC, would develop a charter for the operation of
the body, to be approved by the NSTC, and would include, but not be limited to, membership, meetings
(e.g., requiring that it meet at least every two months), development of a new or updated work plan based
on input from the NOC, and a process for external input (e.g., State, tribal, regional, and public). The
OST-IPC would also retain the legislatively mandated functions of JSOST, report to the NSTC’s
Committee on Environment and Natural Resources, and maintain an intimate operational relationship
with the NOC. It would continue to adhere to the rules and regulations of the NSTC. The ORM-IPC

may establish sub-IPCs as necessary, and will do so under NSTC procedures and in close

coordination with the NOC.
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VIIL Governance Advisory Committee’

Structure

The NOC would establish the Governance Advisory Committee (the Advisory Committee) that would
consist of thirteen members from States, tribes, and regional governance structures. The membership
would be comprised of: (1) one representative from each of the six regions, chosen by the NOC, in
consultation with regional ocean councils (Great Lakes Commission, Governors’ South Atlantic Alliance,
Gulf of Mexico Alliance, Mid-Atlantic Regional Council on the Ocean, Northeast Regional Ocean
Council, and the West Coast Governors’ Agreement on Ocean Health); (2) two at-large representatives
from inland States, chosen by the NOC, in consultation with the National Governors Association; (3) one
representative from Alaska, one representative from the Pacific Islands, and one representative from the
Caribbean, chosen by the NOC, in consultation with regional groups; and (4) two at-large tribal
representatives, chosen by the NOC, in consultation with the National Congress of American Indians,
tribal councils, and regional tribal organizations. Representatives would serve for staggered two-year

terms.

Function

The role of the Committee would be to provide input to the NOC on issues of inter-jurisdictional
collaboration and cooperation on the National Policy and related matters, including providing advice on
long-term strategic management and research priorities. The Committee would also provide, at the

request of the Steering Committee, input to the IPCs.

IX. Ocean Research and Resources Advisory Panel

Structure

The Ocean Research and Resources Advisory Panel (ORRAP) is a legislatively established body that
advises the NORLC under the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA).

Function
The ORRAP would provide independent advice and guidance to the NOC. Current membership is
comprised of individuals from the National Academies, State governments, academia, and ocean

industries, representing marine science, marine policy, and other related fields. However, ORRAP

* This may be a FACA committee based on representation. If it is, then the Committce would be first be established
with State, tribal, and regional representation (consisting of State officials), and then expanded via the FACA
process to allow for additional membership.
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membership would be reviewed to determine whether to include additional representatives to broaden the
level of expertise in support of the goals of the National Policy. The NOC would routinely provide

guidance and direction on the areas for which it seeks advice and recommendations from the ORRAP.

X. Review and Evaluation
After 12 months of operation, the National Ocean Council will conduct a review of the governance

structure to evaluate its effectiveness and make any necessary changes or improvements.
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

PROPOSED NATIONAL PRIORITY OBJECTIVES

How WE Do BUSINESS

1. Ecosystem-Based Management: Adopt ecosystem-based management as a foundational principle
for the comprehensive management of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes.

2. Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning: Implement comprehensive, integrated, ecosystem-based
coastal and marine spatial planning and management in the United States.

3. Inform Decisions and Improve Understanding: Increase knowledge to continually inform and
improve management and policy decisions and the capacity to respond to change and challenges.
Better educate the public through formal and informal programs about the ocean, our coasts, and the
Great Lakes.

4. Coordinate and Support: Better coordinate and support Federal, State, tribal, local, and regional
management of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes. Improve coordination and integration
across the Federal Government, and as appropriate, engage with the international community.

AREAS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS

1. Resiliency and Adaptation to Climate Change and Ocean Acidification: Strengthen resiliency of
coastal communities and marine and Great Lakes environments and their abilities to adapt to climate
change impacts and ocean acidification.

2. Regional Ecosystem Protection and Restoration: Establish and implement an integrated ecosystem
protection and restoration strategy that is science-based and aligns conservation and restoration goals
at the Federal, State, tribal, local, and regional levels.

3. Water Quality and Sustainable Practices on Land: Enhance water quality in the ocean, along our
coasts, and in the Great Lakes by promoting and implementing sustainable practices on land.

4. Changing Conditions in the Arctic: Address environmental stewardship needs in the Arctic Ocean
and adjacent coastal areas in the face of climate-induced and other environmental changes.

5. Ocean, Coastal, and Great Lakes Observations and Infrastructure: Strengthen and integrate
Federal and non-Federal ocean observing systems, sensors, and data collection platforms into a
national system and integrate that system into international observation efforts.
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I. Introduction

The proposed National Policy for the Stewardship of the Ocean, Our Coasts, and the Great Lakes would
provide our Nation with a comprehensive approach, solidly based on science and technology, to uphold
our stewardship responsibilities, and ensure accountability for our actions to present and future
generations. Furthermore, the United States intends, through the National Policy, to serve as a model of
balanced, productive, efficient, sustainable, and informed ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes use,
management, and conservation within the global community. This strategy suggests a clear set of

priority objectives that our Nation should pursue to further the National Policy.

Overview of National Priority Objectives

This implementation strategy proposes nine priority objectives. The first four, which together frame How
We Do Business, represent overarching ways in which the Federal Government must operate differently
or better to improve stewardship of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes. The implementation of
ecosystem-based management embodies a fundamental shift in how the United States manages these
resources, and provides a foundation for how the remaining objectives would be implemented. Within
that construct, the implementation of coastal and marine spatial planning and management would mark
the beginning of a new era of comprehensive, integrated techniques to address conservation, economic
activity, user conflict, and sustainable use of ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources. The other
overarching objectives — to better inform decisions and improve understanding by the public through a
strengthened ability to obtain and use science and information, and to better coordinate and support
science-based management across various authorities and governance structures are, in and of themselves,
not new concepts. However, these efforts have suffered from the lack of a clear National Policy and a

comprehensive framework within which to achieve desired outcomes.

The implementation strategy also identifies five Areas of Special Emphasis, each of which represents a
substantive area of particular importance to achieving the National Policy. These priority areas of work
seek to address some of the most pressing challenges facing the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes.
For many years, scientists, resource managers, private industry, and others have been wrestling with these
issues, with a variety of existing Federal Government programs in place to address them. While those
efforts have delivered their share of results, in each of these critical areas more can — and must — be done.
In many cases, we have lacked the capability and understanding — both scientific and technical — to affect
the type of change required. In the last several years, however, science has significantly evolved and

advanced, and our capacity to respond to environmental and technological changes in these five areas has
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improved substantially. With this strategy, these specific areas of work should be viewed as National

priorities, with a renewed and coordinated effort at finding and implementing solutions.

Planning
Together, these nine priority objectives provide a bridge between the National Policy and action on the

ground and in the water, but do not prescribe in detail how individual entities would undertake these
responsibilities. For each priority objective, the NOC would be responsible for, and oversee development
of, a strategic action plan within six to twelve months from its establishment. The NOC’s Ocean
Resource Management and Ocean Science and Technology Interagency Policy Committees would be
charged with developing these plans. The plans would address the obstacles and opportunities
identified for each objective, and would focus on, but not be limited to, the key areas identified under

each objective. In addition, each plan would:

e Identify specific and measurable near-term, mid-term, and long-term actions, with appropriate
milestones, performance measures, and outcomes to fulfill each objective;

o Consider smaller-scale, incremental, and opportunistic efforts that build upon existing activities,
as well as more complex, larger-scale actions that have the potential to be truly transformative;

e Explicitly identify key lead and participating agencies;
o Identify gaps and needs in science and technology; and

e Identify potential resource requirements and efficiencies; and steps for integrating or coordinating
current and out-year budgets.

The plans would be adaptive to allow for modification and addition of new actions based on new
information or changing conditions. Their effective implementation would also require clear and easily
understood requirements and regulations, where appropriate, that include enforcement as a critical
component. Implementation of the National Policy for the stewardship of the ocean, our coasts, and the
Great Lakes will recognize that different legal regimes, with their associated freedoms, rights, and duties,
apply in different maritime zones. The plans would be implemented in a manner consistent with
applicable international conventions and agreements and with customary international law as reflected in
the Law of the Sea Convention. The plans and their implementation would be assessed and reviewed
annually by the NOC and modified as needed based on the success or failure of the agreed upon actions.
Upon identification and finalization of plans, the NOC Co-Chairs, in collaboration with the Office of

Management and Budget, would develop an annual interagency ocean budget guidance memorandum.
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While these plans are under development, any agency that is conducting an activity that supports or
furthers one of the objectives would bring them to the attention of the NOC. The NOC — working with
the agency — would review the activity to determine how it might best contribute to overall

implementation of the priority objectives, including being incorporated into the relevant strategic plan.

Collaboration

The effective implementation of this far-reaching and comprehensive National Policy would require
active collaboration of the Federal Government with State, tribal, and local authorities, regional
governance structures, academic institutions, non-governmental organizations, and private enterprise. In
developing and revising the plans, the NOC would reach out to these interested parties, as appropriate,
through the NOC’s Governance Advisory Committee, the Ocean Research and Resources Advisory

Panel, workshops, and by other means.

Furthermore, international collaboration on a broad range of ocean issues is an important component of
these objectives. The Nation plays a leadership role in various international forums that deal with these
issues, including the Arctic Council, International Maritime Organization, regional fisheries management
organizations, and the International Whaling Commission. By joining the Law of the Sea Convention
now, we can reaffirm and enhance U.S. leadership in the development and interpretation of international

law applicable to the ocean.

I1. National Priority Objectives

How We Do Business

1. Ecosystem-Based Management: Adopt ecosystem-based management as a foundational
principle for the comprehensive management of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes.

Obstacles and Opportunities

Traditional management of resource use and other activities in the ocean, along our coasts, and in the
Great Lakes has focused on individual species, resources, areas, or actions with limited consideration for
how the management practices of one might impact the sustainability of another. This has often led to
disjointed management approaches resulting in loss of resources, economic hardship, and environments at
risk. To ensure healthier, more resilient and productive marine and Great Lakes environments,
comprehensive management systems are needed that fully integrate ecological, social, economic, and

security goals into decisions. Embedding ecosystem-based management, grounded in science, as an
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overarching principle would be a fundamental shift in the traditional way the Federal Government
approaches management of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes. It would provide the opportunity
to ensure proactive and holistic approaches to balance the use and conservation of these valuable
resources. This broad-based application of ecosystem-based management would provide a framework for
the management of our resources, and allow for such benefits as helping to restore fish populations,
control invasive species, support healthy coastal communities and ecosystems, restore sensitive species
and habitats, protect human health, and rationally allow for emerging uses of the ocean, including new

energy production.

The Plan Should Address:

e “Best practices” for developing and implementing effective ecosystem-based management
systems;

o Identification and prioritization of geographic areas of special sensitivity or in greatest need for
ecosystem-based management;

o Establishment of a process for working with States, tribal, and local authorities and regional
governance structures to apply the most successful approaches in these areas of the greatest need;
and

e Measures to ensure that decisions about ocean activities, uses, and goals are made based on the
best available science and incorporate principles of ecosystem-based management.

2. Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning: Implement comprehensive, integrated, ecosystem-based
coastal and marine spatial planning and management in the United States.

Obstacles and Opportunities

The ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes are host to countless commercial, recreational, scientific,
energy, and security activities, which often occur in or near areas set aside and managed for conservation
and resource protection goals. Overlapping uses and differing views about what activities should occur
and where can generate conflicts and misunderstandings. Coastal and marine spatial planning that fully
incorporates the principles of ecosystem-based management will provide a means to objectively and
transparently guide and balance allocation decisions for use of ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes waters and
resources. It will allow for the reduction of cumulative impacts from human uses on marine ecosystems,
provide greater certainty for the public and private sector in planning new investments, and reduce
conflicts among uses and, between using and preserving the environment to sustain critical ecological,

economic, and cultural services for this and future generations.
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The Plan Should Address:

e Expansion of the national framework for coastal and marine spatial planning developed by the
Task Force;

e Specific time frames for implementation;

e  Geographic limits, use of the best available science, protection of ecosystem integrity (e.g.,
biological diversity, fish and fish habitat), the management of trade-offs, with recognition of
uncertainties in decision-making, and provisions for adaptive management; and

e  An approach that balances competing uses, including traditional, new, and expanding uses (e.g.,
energy, aquaculture), minimizes impacts on coastal and ocean ecosystems, ensures sustainable
uses under reasonable changes in environmental conditions, and minimizes costs.

3. Inform Decisions and Improve Understanding: Increase knowledge to continually inform and
improve management and policy decisions and the capacity to respond to change and
challenges. Better educate the public through formal and informal programs about the ocean,
our coasts, and the Great Lakes.

Obstacles and Opportunities

A broad program of basic and applied disciplinary and interdisciplinary scientific research, mapping,
monitoring, observation, and assessment, coupled with development of forecasts, models, and other
decision-support tools, is required to build knowledge of ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems and
processes and ensure that management and policies are based on sound science. Increased understanding
of watershed processes and the linkages with our coasts will be necessary to develop better decision-
support tools to adequately manage human uses, human impacts, and watershed conservation activities
that affect our ocean and coasts. In addition, increased scientific knowledge and a more comprehensive
awareness and a detailed understanding of current and emerging human activities taking place in and
around our waters, are essential to sound ocean planning and management. However, there are significant
gaps in our understanding of ocean ecosystem dynamics, ocean conditions and trends, and the complex
links between these conditions and human health, economic opportunities, national and homeland security
and social justice. There is significant opportunity to improve how and what information we gather to
better understand change and respond to challenges, better integrate current scientific knowledge and real-
time data into decision-making, improve the management and integration of data supporting science and
decision-making, and identify and close knowledge gaps necessary to adequately understand the impacts
of human activities on the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes. A diverse, interdisciplinary, ocean-

literate workforce that has the appropriate skills and training to capitalize on these opportunities is
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needed. In addition, formal and informal education programs developed and implemented to target

grades K-12 and beyond would create opportunities for enhanced appreciation of coastal and ocean

issues, and better prepare the workforce of the future. Success in building our knowledge and applying it

to improve management also relies on an engaged and informed public. Many Americans do not realize

the importance of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes to their daily lives, the benefits they provide,

or the possibilities they present for further discovery. There is great opportunity to raise awareness and

identify ways we can help protect our waters and their resources.

Inform and Improve
The Plan Should Address:

Identification of priority issues in addressing emerging topics and change in ocean, coastal, and
Great Lakes ecosystems and processes;

Specific scientific requirements and research needs, including the need for reconciling
inconsistent standards, physical infrastructure, research platforms, organizations, and data
management, to identify critical gaps, ensure high quality data, and provide information
necessary to inform management, including mechanisms to transition research results into
information products and tools for management;

The development of a more comprehensive awareness of environmental conditions and trends
and human activities that take place in the ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes environments; and

Requirements for routine integrated ecosystem assessments and forecasts, including impacts
related to climate change, to address vulnerability, risks, and resiliency, and inform tradeoffs and
priority-setting.

Educate

The Plan Should Address:

Challenges, gaps, opportunities, and effective strategies for training and recruiting the current
and next generation of disciplinary and interdisciplinary scientists, technicians, operators,
managers, and policy makers, with a particular focus on the needs of disadvantaged or
under-served communities; and

Identification of successful formal and informal education and public outreach approaches,
including their application toward a focused nation-wide campaign to build public awareness,
engagement, understanding, and informed decision-making, with specific emphasis on the state of
ecosystems.
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4. Coordinate and Support: Better coordinate and support Federal, State, tribal, local, and
regional management of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes. Improve coordination and
integration across the Federal Government, and as appropriate, engage with the international
community.

Obstacles and Opportunities

One of the significant obstacles to effective management of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes is
the complex set of Federal, State, tribal, and local laws, authorities, mandates, and governance structures
intended to manage their use and conservation. Consistent approaches to the management of resources,
including ecosystem-based and adaptive management, are difficult to achieve given this shared, piece-
meal, and overlapping jurisdictional model. Furthermore, the United States is party to numerous
international agreements and subject to customary international law regarding use and protection of the
ocean. Through increased communication, coordination, and integration across all levels of government,
we can streamline processes, reduce duplicative efforts, leverage resources, resolve disparities, and
enhance synergy. A set of shared principles and objectives coordinated among all levels of government

would translate into effective outcomes consistent with the National Policy.

Coordinate
The Plan Should Address:

o Identification of gaps, inconsistencies, and duplications in statutory authorities, policies, and
regulations, and taking necessary and appropriate actions to address them;

e Procedures to identify and align mutual and consistent management objectives and actions across
jurisdictions;

e Tangible tools and procedures to prevent and resolve conflicts across jurisdictions and
disagreements concerning jointly managed ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources; and

o Opportunities for engaging the international community to further the objectives of the policy, as

appropriate.
Support

The Plan Should Address:

o Actions to assist the States in advancing the network of regional alliances to protect ocean,
coastal, and Great Lakes health;
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» Evaluation of existing or new funding sources and options to protect, maintain, and restore ocean
resources; and

e Legislative or regulatory changes necessary to simplify the sharing and transfer of resources
among Federal, State, tribal, and local agencies.

Areas of Special Emphasis

1. Resiliency and Adaptation to Climate Change and Ocean Acidification: Strengthen resiliency
of coastal communities and marine and Great Lakes environments and their abilities to adapt
to climate change impacts and ocean acidification.

Obstacles and Opportunities

The ocean plays a central role in shaping the Earth’s climate and influencing climate variability. Because
of this important relationship and the ecosystem services that the ocean, our coasts, and Great Lakes
provide, global climate change and its associated impacts as well as ocean acidification pose some of the
most serious threats to these ecosystems and coastal communities. Warming ocean temperatures have a
profound impact on the distribution of rainfall over land, the melting of ice sheets, and the distribution
and productivity of species. Sea-level rise, increased severe storm events, rapid erosion, and salt water
intrusion threaten low-lying coastal communities with the destruction of infrastructure, flood inundation,
the potential displacement of millions of people, and the loss of key species and habitats. At the same
time, climate change is predicted to lower the water levels of the Great Lakes, thereby altering water
cycles and supply, habitat, and economic uses of the Lakes. In addition, ocean acidification is expected to
have significant and largely negative impacts on the marine food web, ocean ecosystems as a whole and
biological diversity in general. Since climate change and ocean acidification may have widespread
impacts, increased coordination of monitoring efforts and improved understanding of the changes in the
ocean are vital to minimizing these impacts on our marine and Great Lakes ecosystems and coastal
communities. We have an opportunity and a responsibility to develop strategies for reducing the
vulnerability, increasing the resilience, and improving adaptation of human and natural systems to climate

change impacts.

The Plan Should Address:

e Research, observations and modeling needed to forecast regional and local scale climate change
impacts and related vulnerabilities for natural resources, health, infrastructure, and livelihoods,
including social and economic impacts;

o Better integration of ocean and coastal science into the broader climate dialogue and measures to
improve understanding of the connections among land, water, air, ice, and human activities;
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e Evaluation of potential social and economic costs related to sea-level rise, such as accelerating
erosion, increased saltwater intrusion, and more severe coastal and inland flooding;

e Adaptive actions to identified climate change impacts, and related vulnerabilities such as ocean
acidification, and the development of ecological and economic resilience strategies and priorities
for research and monitoring to address these strategies;

¢ Changes to local and regional ocean and lake management systems that incorporate changing
climate risks and elements of resilient systems; and

e A comprehensive approach to understanding human health implications of policies for the ocean,
our coasts, and Great Lakes, and for identifying opportunities for the protection and enhancement
of human health.

2. Regional Ecosystem Protection and Restoration: Establish and implement an integrated
ecosystem protection and restoration strategy that is science-based and aligns conservation and
restoration goals at the Federal, State, tribal, local, and regional levels.

Obstacles and Opportunities

Along our coasts and the Great Lakes, essential habitats continue to suffer significant losses and
degradation due to coastal development, sea-level rise, and associated human activities. Impacts on these
ecosystems and the people and communities in these areas are presenting new management challenges.
Additionally, external stressors, including invasive species, are impacting native species. While progress
has been made in addressing some of these challenges through ecosystem-based management, the threat
of critical habitat loss and degradation of ecosystem services is still apparent in the Gulf Coast, the
Chesapeake Bay, Puget Sound, South Florida, San Francisco Bay, and the Great Lakes. Because climate
change is impacting our coastlines, it has become even more important to assess and place priorities on

ecosystem restoration projects. These experiences provide valuable lessons for other coastal ecosystems.

The Plan Should Address:

e Prioritization of the locations and geographic scope of coastal and Great Lakes ecosystem
restoration projects, including implementation of the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative;

o Interim and longer term goals and mechanisms to facilitate collaboration among stakeholders to
implement projects;

s Best practices for collaborative science-based planning to achieve ecosystem restoration goals
building on the lessons learned in ongoing ecosystem restoration efforts;
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e Impacts of invasive species on ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems, and a range of
methodologies for control and prevention of these species; and

e Protection, maintenance, and restoration of populations and essential habitats supporting
fisheries, protected species, ecosystems, and biological diversity.

3. Water Quality and Sustainable Practices on Land: Enhance water quality in the ocean, along
our coasts, and in the Great Lakes by promoting and implementing sustainable practices on
land.

Obstacles and Opportunities

Nonpoint source pollution (pollution that comes from diffuse sources instead of one specific point),
caused by poor land management practices, is the leading cause of water quality problems in the United
States and a major cause of rapidly declining ocean and coastal ecosystem health. Runoff from suburban
streets and lawns, agricultural and industrial uses, transportation activities, and urban development — even
hundreds of miles away — negatively impacts water quality, resulting in deleterious effects on ocean,
coastal, and Great Lakes systems as evidenced by harmful algal blooms, expansive dead zones, and
increased incidents of human illness. Areas with particularly poor water quality are known to experience
frequent beach closures, massive fish kills, and areas of toxic sediments. Since this pollution comes from
many diffuse sources throughout the country, addressing it requires a strong commitment to coordination
and cooperation between multiple sectors and among Federal, State, tribal, local authorities, and regional
governance structures. Fortunately, a number of point and non-point source prevention programs are
available to State, tribal, local, regional, and private entities to reduce the amount of pollutants that are
transported from our Nation’s watersheds and into our coastal waters There are opportunities to achieve
significant reductions in these inputs to our coasts and ocean through concrete mechanisms that integrate

and coordinate land-based pollution reduction programs.

The Plan Should Address:

o The major impacts of urban and suburban development and agriculture, including forestry and
animal feedlots, on ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes waters;

e The relative contributions of significant land-based source of pollutants, sediments, and nutrients
to receiving coastal waters and ways to address them, including recommendations of how to
integrate and improve existing land-based conservation and pollution programs;

o Best management practices, use of conservation programs, and other approaches for controlling
the most significant land-based sources of nutrients, sediments, pathogens, toxic chemicals, solid
waste and marine debris, and invasive species; and
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o The establishment of a comprehensive monitoring framework and integration with State
monitoring programs.

4. Changing Conditions in the Arctic: Address environmental stewardship needs in the Arctic
Ocean and adjacent coastal areas in the face of climate-induced and other environmental
changes.

Obstacles and Opportunities

Climate change is having a disproportionally greater impact on polar regions than elsewhere, and the
Arctic region is faced with serious problems. Permafrost is thawing at an accelerated rate, which leads to
the release of large amounts of methane. Multi-seasonal sea ice is rapidly deteriorating. Much of the
Alaskan Arctic seashore is threatened by coastal erosion and other environmental challenges. Increased
human activity in the area is bringing additional stressors to the Arctic environment, with serious
implications for Arctic communities and ecosystems. At the same time, the diminishing ice presents
opportunities and pressures for increased development of living and non-living resources and for
increased commerce and transportation. Working with all of the stakeholders, including the indigenous
communities, we have the opportunity to develop proactive plans, informed by the best science available,

to manage and encourage use while protecting the fragile Arctic environment.

The Plan Should Address:

e Better ways to conserve, protect, and sustainably manage Arctic coastal and ocean resources,
effectively respond to the risk of increased pollution and other environmental degradation on
humans and marine species, and adequately safeguard living marine resources;

s New collaborations and partnerships to better monitor and assess environmental conditions and
devise early warning and emergency response systems and procedures to be prepared for and
respond to emerging events in the Arctic region, such as environmental disasters;

s Consistency and coordination with the implementation of U.S. Arctic Region Policy as
promulgated in National Security Presidential Directive 66/Homeland Security Presidential
Directive 25 (2009); and

¢ Improvement of the scientific understanding of the Arctic system and how it is changing in
response to climate-induced and other changes.
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5. Ocean Coastal, and Great Lakes Observations and Infrastructure: Strengthen and integrate
Federal and non-Federal ocean observing systems, sensors, and data collection platforms into a
national system and integrate that system into international observation efforts.

Obstacles and Opportunities

Our ability to understand weather, climate, and ocean conditions, to forecast key environmental
processes, and to strengthen ocean management decision-making at all levels is informed by a sound
knowledge base. Efficient and effective coordination of the many available tools, continued development
of new tools and infrastructure, and integration of them into a cohesive, unified, robust system is
becoming increasingly difficult as an ever increasing number of data collection and processing systems
come on line. New ground-breaking observation technologies give us the ability to observe and study
global processes at all scales. These new tools, if fully integrated, will significantly advance our
knowledge and understanding of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes. Furthermore, successful
integration of new tools and data will improve our ability to engage in science-based decision-making and
ecosystem-based management by ensuring that biological, ecological, and social data and processes are

included in the calculus.

The Plan Should Address:

e A nationally integrated system of ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes observing systems, comprised
of Federal and non-Federal components, and cooperation with international partners and
organizations, as appropriate;

e Regional and national needs for ocean information, to gather specific data on key ocean, coastal,
and Great Lakes variables that are required to support the areas of special emphasis and other

national needs;

o The use of unmanned vehicles and remote sensing platforms and satellites to gather data on the
health and productivity of the ocean, our coasts, and the Great Lakes;

e The capabilities and gaps of the National Oceanographic Fleet of ships and related facilities; and

» Data management, communication, access, and modeling systems for the timely integration and
dissemination of data and information products.
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Northern Bering Sea Research Area Research Plan
Community and Subsistence Workshop

February 24 - 25, 2010
Anchorage, AK

The Alaska Fisheries Science Center (AFSC), at the request of the Council, is developing a scientific
research plan for the Northern Bering Sea Research Area (NBSRA) to study the effects of bottom
trawling on the benthic community. The NBSRA was established by the Council, became effective in
2008, and is currently closed to bottom trawl fishing. The primary goals of the plan would be to use the
research area to investigate the effects of bottom trawling poe

on bottom habitat, and provide information to help with i I VDT, TR -
developing future protection measures in the NBSRA for :
crab, marine mammals, endangered species, and the
subsistence needs of western Alaska communities.

; o s
Purpose of workshop 5 &

Communication with local communities is necessary to
ensure their interests are represented in enacting policies
and managing resources in the NBSRA. The purpose of
this meeting is to gather input from subsistence fishing
communities for the development of the NBSRA research
plan. The purpose is to delineate areas of subsistence
harvest or critical habitat of marine species in the NBSRA, T A AT AT
understand the nature of subsistence activities, register
concerns about the impact of commercial bottom trawling, | y
and collect ecological knowledge of the NBSRA. The TR
workshop is open to the public.

For more information on the research plan outline and schedule, visit our website:
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfme/current_issues/ecosystem/NBSRA.htm

Or contact:

Dr. Cynthia Yeung, Alaska Fisheries Science Center, project lead, cynthia.yeung@noaa.gov

Diana Evans, North Pacific Fishery Management Council, diana.evans@noaa.gov

Nicole Kimball, North Pacific Fishery Management Council, nicole.kimball@noaa.gov

(See the back of this flyer for a draft agenda of the Community and Subsistence Workshop.)

NBSRA info: http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmec/current_issues/ecosystem/NBSRA.htm
North Pacific Fishery Management Council, 605 W 4™ Ave, Suite 306, Anchorage, AK 99501
Tel: (907) 271-2809, Fax: (907) 271-2817, www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc




DRAFT AGENDA

Northern Bering Sea Research Area Research Plan
Community and Subsistence Workshop

February 24: 9 am - 3 pm
February 25: 9 am - 12 pm
Anchorage Chamber of Commerce Conference Room
1016 West Sixth Avenue, Suite 304

(corner of 6th Ave & K Street in downtown Anchorage)

I. Overview of NBSRA concept and planning (AFSC)

e Background of NBSRA, status of plan development and timeline, Council recommendations.
e Review of current knowledge regarding ecology and fisheries in NBSRA.
o subsistence use, fishery interaction, distribution and population of marine mammals (NOAA,
FWS, AK Marine Mammal Stock Assessments), fish, shellfish

Il. Information on subsistence species, habitat, and activities (subsistence communities)

¢ Descriptions of communities (locations, subsistence populations, subsistence activities, etc.)
Presentation of community-based information and records useful for research planning, e.g.:

maps and geographic positions of harvesting areas and species habitats

species harvested (marine mammals, seabirds, fish, shellfish) and seasons

methods of harvest (vessels, gear)

catch and effort (space-time patterns, length/weight/sex of catch)

traditional knowledge and observations of animal/human ecology

methods of subsistence data collection and recording within communities (electronic surveys,

interviews, etc.)

0O 00O0O0O0

lil. Discussion (All)

Potential impact of bottom trawling

Management considerations

Research priorities

Ecosystem monitoring

Partnership and cooperation in research and management
Timing for future comment/feedback

NBSRA Research Plan Schedule

® & & ¢ o o o

NBSRA info: http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/current_issues/ecosystem/NBSRA.htm
North Pacific Fishery Management Council, 605 W 4" Ave, Suite 306, Anchorage, AK 99501

Tel: (907) 271-2809, Fax: (907) 271-2817, www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc
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Fishery management responses to climate change in the
North Pacific

Diana L. Stram and Diana C. K. Evans

Stram, D. L, and Evans, D. C. K. 2009. Fishery management responses to climate change in the North Pacific. - ICES Journal of Marine Science,
66: 1633 -1639.

in the North Pacific, warming trends, coupled with declining sea ice, raise concerns about the effects of climate change on fish popu-
lations and ecosystem dynamics. Scientists are only beginning to understand the potential feedback mechanisms that will affect every-
thing from plankton populations to major commercial fish species distributions, yet fishery managers have a responsibility to prepare
for and respond to changing fishing patterns and potential ecosystem effects. There are ways for fishery managers to be proactive,
while waiting for better information to unfold. The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) and the National Marine
Fisheries Service have jurisdiction over offshore fisheries in Alaska, USA. Recently, the Council has undertaken risk-averse management
actions, in light of uncertainty about the effects of warming trends (and loss of sea ice) and resulting changes to fishing activities in the
North Pacific. The Council has assessed whether opportunities for unregulated fishing could result from changes in fish distribution,
has closed the Arctic Ocean to all commercial fishing pending further research, and has established extensive area closures where
fishing with bottom-trawl gear is prohibited to protect vulnerable crab habitat and to control the northern expansion of the
trawl fleet into newly ice-free waters. In cases where linkages between climate variables and fish distributions can be identified, the
Council is developing adaptive management measures to respond to varying distributions of fish and shellfish. Finally, the Council
has also tried to re-examine existing information to gain a better understanding of climate and ecosystem effects on fishery manage-
ment. The pilot Fishery Ecosystem Plan for the Aleutian Islands maps interactions among climate factors and ecosystem components

and suggests indicators for the Council to monitor.
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Introduction
The effects of climate change on commercial fisheries are only
beginning to be understood, yet fishery managers have a responsi-
bility to prepare for and respond to changing conditions. At a
national level, managers are trying to develop a strategy to incor-
porate climate change into management of ocean and coastal areas
(Griffis et al., 2008). Although knowledge of potential changes to
fishing patterns and effects on ecosystem dynamics may be imper-
fect, there remains scope for managers to be proactive. The North
Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) has recently
undertaken several risk-averse management actions, in light of
uncertainty about the ecosystem effects of warming trends (and
loss of sea ice) and resulting changes to fishing activities in the
North Pacific. This paper discusses three ways how fishery man-
agers can prepare for changing conditions: (i) assess whether
opportunities exist for unregulated fishing; (ii) where linkages
between climate variables and fish distributions can be identified,
explore the use of adaptive management measures; and (iii) evalu-
ate existing information to gain a better understanding of climate
and ecosystem effects on fishery management.

The Council is one of the eight regional councils in the United
States established under the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and

Management Act of 1976 (which has been renamed the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act;
MSA) to oversee management of the nation’s fisheries in collabor-
ation with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). The
Council has 11 voting members, six from Alaska, three from
Washington, one from Oregon, and a Federal representative, the
Alaska Regional Administrator of the National Marine Fisheries
Service. The non-federal voting members represent state fisheries
agencies, commercial and recreational fisheries, fishing commu-
nities, and the public. The Council also has four non-voting
members representing the US Coast Guard, the US Fish and
Wildlife Service, the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commussion,
and the US Department of State. With jurisdiction over
the 900 000 mile* exclusive economic zone (EEZ) off Alaska
(3-200 nautical miles offshore; Figure 1), the Council’s responsi-
bilities include developing, and amending as necessary, fishery
management plans (FMPs) for all fisheries under its authority.
The FMP defines how a federal fishery may be prosecuted, includ-
ing the assessment of harvest quotas, allocation programmes,
permit requirements, authorized gear types, time and area restric-
tions, discard and retention requirements, and recordkeeping,
reporting, and monitoring requirements. The Secretary of

.
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seasons, coupled with warming waters and fish range expansion,
could create conditions that will certainly result in commercial
fishery development. Species of finfish and shellfish are found in
these waters, and they could conceivably support commercial fish-
eries, if exploitable biomass levels were sufficiently high. Until
now, there have been no commercial fisheries in the Alaska EEZ
in the Arctic Ocean, nor have there been any routine fish
surveys in the region. Historically, fishing in the Arctic required
prior authorization from the State of Alaska for state-registered
vessels, but unregistered vessels faced no prohibitions or
restrictions.

In February 2009, the Council adopted an Arctic FMP to estab-
lish federal fishery management in the Alaskan Arctic. The FMP
will probably be approved by the Secretary of Commerce and be
implemented in 2009. The FMP is necessary to prevent unregu-
lated commercial fisheries from developing in the Arctic, a
region currently lacking a fishery management framework and
adequate scientific information on fish stocks. The Council’s
intent is that the FMP would initially close the Arctic waters to
commercial fishing until adequate information and data are
acquired upon which to make sound decisions about future
fishery development, and the effects of fishing on fish stocks and
related components of the ecosystem are understood. Initially,
no commercial fishing will be allowed under the authority of the
new Arctic FMP.

The Arctic Management Area includes all US federal marine
waters of the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, 3—200 nautical miles off-
shore of the coast of Alaska, from north of Bering Strait, westwards
to the US—Russia Convention Line of 1867, and eastwards to the
US-Canada maritime boundary (Figure 2).

Trawl closures to slow northward fleet expansion

Given the apparent trend towards warming ocean temperatures,
especially in Polar Waters, the Council became concerned that
some non-pelagic trawl fisheries may shift northwards into pre-
viously unfished habitats of the eastern Bering Sea. Flatfish catch
per unit effort from the NMFS summer trawl survey is correlated
with near-bottom temperature over 1982-2004 (Spencer, 2006).
Flathead sole (Hippoglossoides elassodon) and rock sole
(Lepidopsetta polyxystra) were distributed farther to the north
and northwest during warm periods. As ocean temperatures
increase, in the absence of management actions, it is likely that
flathead sole and rock sole would be harvested farther north, but
the extent of movement of the fisheries cannot be predicted
(Spencer, 2006).

Warming temperatures not only affect species range extensions,
but also may determine ecological interactions among species. For
instance, productivity of some species, such as crabs, may be deter-
mined, in part, by changes in their geographic distributions rela-
tive to those of their predators, prey, and competitors (Zheng
and Kruse, 2006). In the past few decades, the distributions of
mature female red king crab (Paralithodes camtschaticus) shifted
to the northeast, those of snow crab (Chionoecetes opilio) shifted
to the northwest, and those of Tanner crab (Chionoecetes bairdi)
displayed no such systematic changes. With regard to groundfish
predators and competitors of crabs, Pacific cod (Gadus macroce-
phalus), flathead sole, and arrowtooth flounder (Atheresthes
stomias) populations shifted to the northwest, and rock sole,
skates (Bathyraja spp.), and Alaska plaice (Pleuronectes quadritu-
berculatus) shifted to the northeast, whereas the yellowfin sole
(Limanda aspera) population displayed no change in the

1635

distribution (Zheng and Kruse, 2006). These distribution
changes appeared to be directly related to mean ocean bottom
temperature.

Groundfish species distributions have also altered with chan-
ging temperatures (Mueter and Litzow, 2008). The area formerly
covered by sea ice (and associated cold pool) has become favour-
able habitat for many Subarctic species, and consequently,
increases in biomass for most fish stocks have been observed in
the area. Although there has been a linear response to bottom
temperatures, there is an additional non-linear accelerating shift
in biomass and a shift in distribution that cannot be accounted
for by temperature alone. Hence, predictions into the future
under a warming scenario are extremely uncertain (Mueter and
Litzow, 2008).

Given these indications of warming trends and associated
northward expansion of commercial fish and shellfish distri-
butions, the Council adopted in June 2007 precautionary measures
to conserve benthic fish habitat in the Bering Sea by “freezing the
footprint” of bottom trawling and limiting non-pelagic trawl effort
only to those areas more recently trawled (Figure 2). These new
measures prohibited bottom trawling in a deep slope and basin
area (47 000 nautical mile’) and in the Northern Bering Sea
Research Area, which includes the shelf waters to the north of St
Matthew Island (85 000 nautical mile?). A research plan for the
Northern Bering Sea Research Area is scheduled for completion
by 2010. It may include an adaptive management design, which
could allow bottom trawling in designated areas to evaluate trawl-
ing effects, or research using other experimental fishing
approaches. Specific areas within the Northern Bering Sea
Research Area, however, will remain closed to bottom trawling.
At the same time, marine protected areas were also established
to conserve blue king crab habitat and other EFH where subsis-
tence fishing and small-scale local fisheries already take place,
and include the nearshore areas of *Nunivak Island and
Kuskokwim Bay, and around St Lawrence and St Matthew
Islands. The research plan may also identify additional protection
measures for blue king and snow crab, marine mammals, endan-
gered species, and subsistence needs for western Alaska commu-
nities in nearshore areas (NMFS, 2008).

Explore opportunities to link climate variables
and fish distributions

Salmon bycatch in the pollock trawl fishery

Salmon (Oncorhynchus spp.) and pollock (Theragra chalco-
gramma) both support important fisheries for Alaska. Salmon
support large and critically important commercial, recreational,
and subsistence fisheries throughout Alaskan waters and are the
basis of a cultural tradition in many parts of the state. Average
annual value of the 2000-2004 commercial harvest was more
than $230 x 10° (Woodby er al., 2005). Subsistence fisheries are
vitally important in Alaska, with communities depending heavily
on subsistence-caught salmon for food and cultural purposes.
Chinook salmon runs in western Alaska have declined in recent
years relative to run strengths observed over the past 20 years,
with the 2008 runs in some areas the poorest on record (NMFS
and NPFMC, 2008).

The commercial pollock fishery is the largest US fishery by
volume, .with annual catches ranging from 1.49 x 10®t in 2003
to 1.35 x 10°t in 2007 (lanelli et al., 2008). Pollock represents
more than 40% of the global whitefish production, with annual
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revenues from the fishery estimated in 2007 at $1.25 billion

CNMES and NPEMC, 2008). Participation  in the  fishery

tthrough rovalties and emplovment) is important for many ol

the same western Alaska communities that also participate i
salmon fisheries, because some receive a percentage of the
pollock quota for community development.

Because of the importance of salmon for coastal and inland
fisheries, it is unlawtul to retain salmon caught incidentally in oft-
shore fisheries, such as those tor groundtish. However, salmon are
caught unintentionally in the offshore eastern Bering Sea pollock
trawl fishery and 1o a lesser degree in the offshore Gulf of Alaska
pollock fisherv. Despite byeatch control measures implemented
in the pollock fishery since the mid-1990s, Chinook salmon
bveatch has increased over time, and reached o historic high in
2007 1Figure 31, The Council is required to balance minimizing
salmon byeatch to the extent practicable, with achieving optimal
vield trom the pollock fsheries.

It is unclear whether the observed increase in salmon bycatch
was the result of an increase in salmon abundance, or whether
there has been a greater degree of co-occurrence between salmon
and Pl)”HLE\ stocks, because of L‘!mngillg uccamngmplug conditions
NMES and NPEMC, 2008). The distribution of the pollock
tshery could also have changed in recent vears, resulting in

creater byaatch, but evidence of this is lacking (Stram and
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Figure 3. Annual Chinook salmon bycatch in the Bering Sea pollock
trawl fishery, 1992 - 2008, extrapolated totals from observed
estimates. Source: National Marine Fisheries Service, Alaska Region,
Catch Accounting Database.

lanelly, in press). Pollock biomass has declined since 2003 and 1t
is projected to continue 1o decline through 2009 to approximarch
hall of the 2003 Jevel, owing 1o a period of recent below -averaae
recruttment levels (lanelli er al., 20081, Pollock distribution i~
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known to be affected by bottom temperatures, with highest den-
sities found in areas where the bottom temperatures are >0°C
(lanelli er al., 2008). Specific ocean temperature preferences for
salmon species are poorly understood, although some evidence
exists for a contraction of ocean habitats for salmon species
under global warming scenarios (Welch er al., 1998).

Archival tags affixed to Asian chum salmon indicate that behav-
iour and migration in juvenile, immature, and maturing fish are
linked to temperature gradients (Friedland er al., 2001) and that
immature chum exhibit a tendency to remain above the thermo-
cline along the continental shelf (Azumaya et al, 2006).
Anecdotal information suggests that Chinook and chum salmon
prefer different (warmer) ocean water temperatures than adult
pollock. Currently, a study linking temperature and bycatch
rates is underway and preliminary evidence indicates that
bycatch rates appear to be positively correlated with warmer temp-
eratures, even when factoring for month and area (lanelli et al.,
2009).

As the pollock population shifts spatially, the commercial
fishery moves to target the available biomass. The winter fishery
commences on 20 January and extends until late March or early
April, depending on allowable catch levels and fishing conditions.
This fishery is normally focused on the southeast Bering Sea and
targets prespawning fish to market pollock roe, whereas the flesh
is used primarily for fillets or surimi. The summer/autumn
fishery starts in June and continues generally until mid-October
for the remaining quota. This fishery is typically spread over the
outer shelf edge of the Bering Sea, extending to the international
boundary. Salmon bycatch in the pollock fishery happens during
both fishing seasons. As the fishery moves to target shifting
pollock stocks, the array of salmon stocks taken as bycatch
changes, because of the spatial variability of the stock of origin
of salmon in the ocean (Myers and Rogers, 1988; Myers et al.,
2004). Many efforts are underway to assess the relationship
between oceanographic conditions, ocean mortality of salmon,
and their maturation timing to their respective rivers of origin
for spawning (e.g. Bering Aleutian Salmon International Survey;
Ocean Carrying Capacity Programme; Alaska Department of
Fish and Game Management and Research).

In the absence of definitive information on the cause of the
bycatch increase, but given indications that warming trends may
exacerbate recent bycatch levels, the Council is currently evaluat-
ing measures to limit the overall number of Chinook salmon
that may be taken annually by the pollock fishery, by season and
sector of the fishery, whereafter pollock fishing would cease for
some or all participants. The Council is expected to take final
action on these new measures in 2009. As evidence unfolds for a
better prediction of the correlation between salmon and pollock
distributions in the Bering Sea, the Council could revisit appropri-
ate bycatch control measures.

Re-evaluate existing information to focus on
climate and ecosystem interactions

Aleutian Islands FEP

The Council began the Aleutian Islands FEP as a pilot project in
2003, both to better conserve important Aleutian Islands resources
(fish stocks, Steller sea lions, seabirds, and benthic habitats that
support corals and sponges) and to evaluate whether FEPs are a
useful tool for Alaska (NPFMC, 2005). The purpose of the FEP
was to integrate information on the Aleutian Islands ecosystem
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dynamics, across all fisheries and FMPs in the area (groundfish,
crab, halibut, and scallop), and to include information from
other agencies actively researching aspects of the Aleutian
Islands marine environment. The Council created an interagency
Aleutian [slands Ecosystem Team, comprising expertise from a
variety of specialties, to develop the FEP. The team first focused
on characterizing what is known of the main physical, biological.
and socio-economic relationships that comprise the Aleutian
Islands ecosystem (NPFMC, 2007a), and the natural and anthro-
pogenic influences on the system.

Once available information on ecosystem interactions is syn-
thesized, the FEP identifies a number of key ecosystem interactions
of importance to fishery managers (Figure 4). An important subset
of these interactions focuses on the effects of climate change, and
how resulting changes in the physical environment might affect
ecosystemn processes. These interactions were used to identify criti-
cal indicators for the Aleutian Islands, to be used to monitor and
evaluate the status of the ecosystem over time. Such an indicator
system is intended to provide an “early warning system” for the
Council to alert for signs of ecosystem change. The FEP also
includes a qualitative risk assessment of the interactions, providing
general guidance to the Council about which issues represent a
priority for management attention and further research and analy-
sis (NPFMC, 2007a).

The Aleutian Islands ecosystem provides an ideal pilot area tor
an FEP. Far less is understood about the ecological interactions in
the Aleutians than in the eastern Bering Sea, so the risk of manage-
ment actions resulting in unforeseen consequences, especially
when combined with the uncertain effects of climate change, is
of special concern in this region. The Aleutian Islands are ecologi-
cally and historically unique, comprising hundreds of small, volca-
nic islands, separated by oceanic passes that connect the waters of
the North Pacific with the Bering Sea. The ecological boundary at
Samalga Pass, 169°W, represents a transition from a shelf- (Bering
Sea) to a slope-based (Aleutian Islands) ecosystem (Hunt and
Stabeno, 2005; Figure 5). This results in an ecosystem where bathy-
metry and habitat types change drastically within a very short dis-
tance, and the degree of interaction between onshore, nearshore,
and offshore systems is much higher than in the neighbouring
Bering Sea (NPFMC, 2007a). A key management priority that
emerged from the FEP was for the Council to recognize the
Aleutian Islands ecosystem as a distinct entity, with different pro-
cesses and properties (NPFMC, 2007a).

The FEP differs from an FMP in that it does not contain any
specific management measures that govern fishing activity in the
Aleutian Islands. It is an overarching document, which provides
an ecological context for fishery management decisions affecting
the Aleutian Islands area. The FEP is designed as a policy and plan-
ning document and an educational resource (NPFMC, 2007a).
The first iteration of the FEP, along with an overview brochure,
was published in December 2007 (NPFMC, 2007a, b), but the
FEP is a living document. The ecosystem interactions, indicator
status, research priorities, and data gaps will be updated period-
ically. Appropriate changes to management practices that might
result from the considerations and priorities suggested in the
FEP will be acted upon through BSAI FMP amendments.

Summary .

The Couricil strives to take proactive and precautionary manage-
ment actions in light of uncertainty about the ecosystem etfects
of warming trends (and loss of sea ice), and potential expansion
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of ishing activities in the North Pacific, to best utilize, conserve,  examples of steps that can be taken to be risk averse in preparation
and protect the fisheries resources in this region. The measures  for climate change and resulting shifts in fishing patterns.
described here represent some examples of the fishery manage-

ment actions underway in the North Pacific as fishery managers Acknowledgements

and policyv-makers operate under a shifting climate and seek to The authors gratetully acknowledge the contributions of Bill
balance various management objectives. These types of action  Wilson, Nicole Kimball, David Witherell, and Jim Lanclli. and

should be of relevance to fishery managers in other regions, as the comments of the three anonvmous reviewers,
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Alaska Crab Coalition
3901 Leary Way N.W. Suite #6
Seattle, Washington 98107
206.547.7560
Fax 206.547.0130

acccrabak(@earthlink.net

September 23, 2009

M. Eric A. Olson, Chairman
NPFMC

605 W. 4" Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Re: B-2 NMFS Management Report

Dear Eric:

1 am submitting a Seafood.com Editorial by John Sackton, dated September 22, 2009 noting that
«Some fees in Alaska drop to zero this year as result of surplus, contrast to New England,” to
bring attention to some of the management benefits of the crab cooperative program.
(Attachment).

Sackton notes that in a previous article on September 21, 2009, he reported about a “fiasco in
New England where a 1% set aside to pay for scallop observer coverage has been exhausted
months before the end of the season, forcing vessels to pay for observers directly with no
reimbursement. Scallopers are angry that the NMFS Northeast Regional office failed to manage

the program properly.”

“Almost on cue, NMFS published a notice in the Federal Register that program fees (cost
recovery) for the Alaska crab management program would be assessed at 0% this year. The
agency can set a fee level, which covers all management and enforcement costs, of up 10 3%
tanded value of crab, paid equally by harvesters and processors.” )

Sackton concludes the article with some insightful comments about catch sharcs:

“The idea that somehow rights to fish are a free ride —and that the ones who harvest and process
the fish should not also pay some of the cost for fishery management, is discredited. This is a
renewable resource extraction industry, and just as companics pay royaltics when they mine or
harvest timber on federal land, so should fisheries pay for the management and enforcement costs
for extracting the commercial value from the public resource.

Catch shares are a way to reduce the burden of these costs, by simplifying management and
enforcement, and the juxtaposition of the reduction of crab assessments to z¢ro this
year with the howls of complaint from the scallop industry, provide a very clear illustration of the

principle.”

Armi Thomson
Alaska Crab Coalition
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posted: Tuesday, September 22, 2004

Some NMFS fees in Alaska drop to zero this year as result of
surplus, contrast to New England

SEAFOOD.COM NEWS by John Sackton - Sept. 22, 2009 - Yesterday we
wrote about a fiasco in New England where a 1% set aside to pay for scallop
observer coverage has been exhausted months before the end of the season,
forcing vessels to pay for observers directly with no reimbursement.

Scallopers are angry that the NMFS Northeast Regional office failed to
manage the program properly.

Almost on cue, NMFS published a natice in the federal register that program
fees (cost recovery) for the Alaska crab management program would be
assessed at 0% this year.

The agency can set a fee level, which covers all management and
enforcement costs, of up to 3% of the landed value of crab, paid equally by
harvesters and processors.

In 2008, the levy was set at 3%. In 2009 It was set at 1.05%. However, due
to increases in value and decreased costs for staff and management, for this
coming year (2010) NMFS set the fee to zero. There was enough money left
from the previous year to cover costs.

One of the differences between the scallop fishery and the crab fishery is
that the scallop fishery is not allocated by shares, and as a result, it is more
difficult to reach agreement about how to pay the costs of the fishery. The
current system is an arcane compromise which compensates vessels for
observers by allowing them to catch more scallops or extend their days at
sea. The nominal limit for these activities is 1% of the allowable scallop
harvest.

A far more straightforward and fair way would be a simple assessment of a
management fee on the harvesters and buyers of scallops. That would meet
the demands of the scallop vessel owners that the payments for the
additional observer coverage in a given year were allocated across all
vessels. And if an allocation was too small, it would be the government's
budget that would take the hit, to be recouped in the following year. That is
what would happen in Alaska.

Many opponents of catch shares scoff at the idea that fishery management is
easier and more straightforward under catch share programs, dismissing this
as something of little value. Yet one of the main [rritants in New Engiand is
exactly the cumbersome and complex rules that are necessary to
accommodate a patchwork system of controls, whether that be from
enforcement of yeliowtail permits by area, or failure to plan for enough
scallop observer coverage.

The idea that samehow rights to fish are a free ride - and that the ones who
harvest and process the fish should not also pay some of the cost for fishery
management, is discredited. This is a renewable resource extraction
industry, and just as companies pay royalties when they mine or harvest
timber an federal land, so should fisheries pay for the management and
enforcement costs for extracting the commercial value from the public

resource,

Catch shares are a way to reduce the burden of these costs, by simplifying
management and enforcement, and the juxtaposition of the reduction of crab
assessments to zero this year with the howls of complaint from the scallop
industry, provide a very clear illustration of the principle.

John Sackton, Editor And Publisher
Seafood.com News 1-781-861-1441
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AGENDA B-1(e)
OCTOBER 2009

Alaska Marine Ecosystem Forum Meeting

Department of Environmental Conservation
555 Cordova St., ground floor conference room, Anchorage, AK
June 10,2009 1-4pm

DRAFT Agenda  5/28/09

Introductions

Agency briefings
e opportunity for each agency to address AMEF (max. 10 minutes)

o What are the principal marine ecosystem issues each agency is facing? Are there any
new opportunities for coordination or collaboration? Please highlight any new activities
or updates since our last meeting in August 2008.

o You may wish to include any transition news, including any new policy directions for
your agency, and any ARRA (economic stimulus) projects that you have planned.

Other issues

e Update on Aleutian Islands Research Plan
e Nomination of Alaska sites to the national system of marine protected areas

e Status of Aleutian Island Risk Assessment and Alaska Oil and Gas Risk Assessment (Cook Inlet
portion)

e Status of planning for 2010 Trans-boundary Contaminants Conference

Next steps

e Election of officers



Alaska Marine Ecosystem Forum

MEETING SUMMARY

June 10, 2009, 1-4 pm
Conference room, Department of Environmental Conservation, Anchorage, AK

The following member agencies attended the meeting. Underlined participants represented their agency.

Department of Environmental Conservation
(DEC)

Larry Hartig, Commissioner
Betty Schorr, Kristin Ryan, Ira Rosen

Department of Fish and Game (DFG)

Stefanie Moreland, Extended Jurisdiction
Program Manager

Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
Samantha Carroll, Special Assistant

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
(NPFMC)

Eric Olson, Chair
Chris Oliver, Diana Evans

National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA
Fisheries)

Jon Kurland, Acting Deputy Regional
Administrator

John Olson

Other participants:
US Geological Survey

Alaska Sea Grant

Mark Shasby
University of Alaska, Fairbanks Keith Criddle
Paula Cullenberg

Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
Greg Balogh

National Park Service (NPS)
Deb Cooper

Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

James Moore, NEPA Coordinator, Anchorage
Field Office

Minerals Management Service (MMS)

Cathy Coon, Marine Biologist, Environmental
Studies Program

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Marcia Combes, Director, Alaska Operations
Officer

17" Coast Guard District (CG)
CPT James Robertson, Anchorage

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE)
Brent Walters



Introductions

Larry Hartig, as Chair of the AMEF, opened the meeting and attendees introduced themselves. At the
request of the group, Mr Hartig rearranged the agenda to begin with the discussion of marine protected
areas.

Nomination of Alaska sites to the national system of marine protected areas (MPAs)

Mr Oliver prefaced the discussion by explaining that the national MPA framework was initiated by
executive order (EO), signed by President Clinton in 2000. The directive was for NOAA to establish a
national network of MPAs. Provisions in the EO require agencies to “avoid harm to natural and cultural
resources that are protected by an MPA” that is identified on the national network. Mr Kurland noted that
a MPA center has been set up within NOAA to accomplish this task. A rolling nomination process is in
place for adding MPAs to the national registry, and sites can be nominated by the managing entity.

An initial listing process has occurred for Alaska, and four areas are now included on the national
network: Glacier Bay, the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge, the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge, and the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge. The NPFMC has been contacted by NMFS with
a draft list of MPAs where fishery management closures have been put in place, to be nominated for the
national registry, formally initiating a consultation process between the agencies. The Council intends to
evaluate the draft list relative to the MPA criteria, and discuss further action at the December 2009
Council meeting. The Council’s handout shows a map of some of the fishery closures in place in Alaska.
The Council has concerns about nominating fishery closures to the national network, partly because of the
proviso in the EO requiring that agencies must avoid harm to the MPAs, which seems to be an ill-defined
standard. Additionally, the time, area, and gear-specific fishery closures that are managed by the Council
are not necessarily permanent closures, and the Council is concemed that registering the closures on the
national MPA network may limit the Council’s flexibility in the future should they wish to remove or
alter the closure provisions.

With respect to the initial four MPA sites, Ms Moreland noted that ADFG and DNR wrote letters to
NMFS opposing the nominations (attached). Three of the nominated areas include lands owned and
managed by the State of Alaska, and the State objected to the fact that the nomination of these areas to a
national registry did not include a public process in Alaska. Ms Moreland asked what the process is for
providing appropriate feedback to the State. Mr Kurland responded that his understanding was that the
proposed nominations were published in the Federal Register, providing an opportunity for public
comment, but that if the proposed sites meet the MPA criteria, and are nominated by the managing entity,
it was likely that the sites would in fact be accepted.

The group discussed what it means for an area to be listed as an MPA on the national registry. Once it is
listed, is it still at the discretion of the managing entity to remove the site from the list, or to change
management measures associated with the area? MPA center representatives have made various
presentations to Federal agencies in Alaska, and stated that the intent of the registry is not to impose
management measures. Mr Kurland suggested that the purpose of the national registry was to provide
more collaboration on management strategies, education, and outreach for the nationally registered
MPAs, rather than to define management policy or restrictions associated with the nationally registered
areas. However, the process for removing or changing an MPA site once it is listed in the registry did not
seem to be clear.

The group discussed whether any other agencies are planning to nominate sites to the national network.
Mr Balogh noted that the USFWS had not had internal discussion about nominating areas, but some
candidate areas might be the northwestern portion of the area designated as Steller’s eider critical habitat,
and an area in eastern Norton Sound, west of Besboro Island, which is also a subset of critical habitat. Ms
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Cooper also noted that the NPS had not had specific discussions about nominating areas, but Katmai
National Park would be the most likely candidate, of the Alaska parks.

The group decided to continue discussion of this agenda item at a future meeting, and in the meantime to
pursue answers to the following questions, raised with respect to the MPA nomination process:

e Whatis the process for listing and delisting MPAs from the national registry. Does this occur at the
discretion of the managing entity?

e How does public comment on proposed nomination sites influence the nomination process?

If proposed MPA sites include State waters or land, is there a public process for consulting with State
managing entities?

o Further clarification is needed on the EO provision to “avoid harm to natural and cultural resources
that are protected by an MPA”. MPAs may be set up to offer protection to some but not all of the
resources within a geographical area. Does the provision relate the harm avoidance provision to the
managing entity’s objectives for the MPA? What is threshold at which a resource is harmed?

e How are agencies planning to use the national MPA network? What are the implications of an MPA
being listed on the national network?

Agency briefings

Each agency present at the meeting gave a brief update on activities of interest with respect to the
Aleutian Islands or other Alaska marine ecosystems. Some agencies provided handouts, which are
attached to this summary.

Cathy Coon, MMS (handout attached)

Ms Coon reported on the MMS environmental studies program, and provided a handout of 2009 research
projects. The budget for this year is $12 million for marine research, and MMS works with the State,
other Federal agencies, and the university to accomplish the research. Funded studies include polar bear
research, the Beaufort Sea fish survey, and oil spill impact studies. An annual study plan comes out each
November, and nominations are accepted for all different types of research. The agency is looking toward
funding broader studies that address ecosystem management, for example combining species-specific
research with the tracking of phyiscal oceanographic parameters in one field study.

Another source of research funding is the SEAPP program. Alaska has been awarded $75million in
funding over the next two years. MMS is working in partnership with DNR. Five projects have been
funded already, and 39 have been nominated.

Ms Carroll noted that there is an open process for nominations for projects. Open solicitation for
nominations from the public is currently on hold, but will hopefully be revived in the fall. It was noted
that ADFG currently has projects on the nomination list.

Greg Balogh, USFWS

The USFWS is looking at the potential for fisheries expansion northwards in the Bering Sea, and the
likely impacts on spectacled eider habitat. The agency is also evaluating the effect of loss of sea ice on
walrus. This winter, USFWS worked with animals which had been displaced by sea ice from Fesborough
Island area, and they were emaciated. Another concern with the retreat of sea ice is the effect on
distribution of ice seals, on which polar bears depend, and the availability of breeding platforms for
raising walrus young.
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With respect to populations at risk, Mr Balogh noted that loons, scooters, and longtailed ducks are in
decline, but the agency does not know why. Sea otter critical habitat has been proposed, and is currently
in its second open comment period. A petition to list walrus has been received, and a 90-day finding is
due on Sep 10. Short-tailed albatross work is being done in Japan, to establish a colony on a non-volcano
island.

Wind turbine projects are becoming increasingly common, and these represent strike threats for birds,
especially along ground transmission lines. There is currently insufficient information on ways to make
these lines visible to birds, so strikes become less likely. The USFWS has a short list of ARRA projects,
but the only one of relevance to this group is the planned removal of animals from islands where they
don’t belong.

Jon Kurland, NMFS (handout attached)

Mr Kurland identified that NOAA has received $167 million nationwide for habitat restoration under the
ARRA. A number of Alaska proposals have been submitted, but no final decision has been made yet. The
proposals are under technical review within NOAA. There is much interest and scrutiny with how the
ARRA funding is used, and on which projects. An announcement is expected in late June.

The Arctic Fishery Management Plan, adopted by the Council in February, has been submitted to NOAA
for Secretarial Review. The public comment period is open until July. The plan closes the Arctic to
fishing until there is sufficient information to make sure that fisheries will be sustainably managed. There
has been a lot of good press for this action. Additionally, in conjunction with the Council, NMFS is
conducting a five-year review of essential fish habitat information in each of the Council fishery
management plans, the results of which will be available in 2010.

Mr Kurland noted that the Center for Biological Diversity has filed an intent to sue the agency for the
listing of ice, ringed, spotted, and bearded seals under the ESA. Cook Inlet beluga whales have been listed
as endangered, and the agency will be holding public hearings on a critical habitat designation this fall.

NOAA has created a regional team in Alaska to coordinate NOAA programs within the state, and to
provide more integrated services. The new lead of that team is Doug Demaster, director of the Alaska
Fisheries Science Center.

Marcia Combes, EPA

EPA is in conversations with MMS and the Aleutians East Borough to explore the potential for requiring
zero discharge for any oil and gas exploration and production activities in the North Aleutian Basin. This
would be a more stringent guideline than the effluent limit guidelines that are currently in place, although
zero discharge is standard in other parts of the country. Cook Inlet has an exemption from zero discharge
(because of economic viability), and zero discharge is not a requirement for exploration. It is a very
difficult issue, but there is pressure to require this standard before any further development goes forward.
A lot of public process is required, and Mr Hartig noted that the State was interested in this issue as well.
In the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, EPA is looking at permitting for Shell’s exploration activities in 2010
and 2011. It is expected that Conoco will also be bringing forward permit applications shortly as well.
EPA is reviewing both air and water permits, but there is little data available for evaluating air data.

With respect to the national transition, a new administrator for Region 10 is expected this summer or early

fall, but in the meantime the deputy is acting as regional administrator. ARRA funding for EPA programs
is primarily for existing water and waste water programs and processes.
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Samantha Carroll, DNR

Ms Carroll noted that an integrated ocean observing system workshop will be taking place in October, a
joint effort with AOOS and the Division of Ocean and Coastal Management in DNR. It will be a 2-3 day
workshop in Anchorage. As noted by Ms Coon, DNR is partnering with MMS for the SEAPP projects.

Deb Cooper. National Park Service

Ms Cooper noted that as previously mentioned, Glacier Bay has been listed as a marine protected area on
the national network. NPS Alaska received $20 million from the ARRA funds, but they were not specific
to ocean or coastal programs. They will be used for getting youth outdoors, and dealing with noxious
weeds.

NPS Alaska region has partnered with other west coast regions on an ocean coastal strategy. There is also
some support nationally. Hopefully there will be funding for three ocean administrator posts: for the
Alaska regional office, and one in Kenai Fjords, and on in the western Alaska parks or in southeast
Alaska. These will allow the NPS to focus more on ocean and coastal issues.

There are four inventory and monitoring networks that are fairly well funded in NPS, looking at a suite of
indicators of environmental health. Some of the data address ocean and coastal related issues, such as
shoreline erosion and benthic habitat information. The agency is grappling with how to better assess
information pertaining to the water column. The agency is becoming more data rich statewide, as this
program is well funded.

Stefanie Moreland, ADFG

ADFG is supporting a joint proposal under SEAPP, with YAF and NMFS, for a bottom trawl survey in
the Chukchi. This would establish a baseline for monitoring effects, and would start in 2011 if funded.

Ms Moreland also noted that the Council recently took action to put in place salmon bycatch restrictions
in the Bering Sea pollock trawl fleet. ADFG has been really active in developing a systematic sampling
protocol for salmon in Bering Sea trawl bycatch, by stock of origin. There is interest by the agency and
from industry to better understand the distribution of salmon in the ocean, and the co-occurrence of
salmon and pollock species, and to develop projects that look at these issues.

Eric Olson, NPFMC (handout attached)

Many of the Council’s issues have already been addressed. The Council is focusing more on outreach,
and identifying issues and ways to improve outreach and get input back from communities. A committee
has recently been appointed to help the Council focus on key projects.

The Council is also developing a Northern Bering Sea Research Area research plan, similar in idea to the
Arctic FMP (don’t allow bottom trawling until we have a better idea of the potential effects). The research
plan will be focusing on crab, ESA-listed species (such as the spectacled eider), marine mammals, and
subsistence species, and will then identify how fishing might occur without impacting those species.
Additionally, NMFS will be revising their Biological Opinion for Steller sea lions in March 2010, and the
Council may then examine alternatives to the current Steller sea lion protection measures in the
groundfish fisheries.
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Mark Shasby, USGS

USGS has been well funded for loss of sea ice, polar bear, walrus, and implications of climate change
studies. Additionally, the agency is looking at coastal erosion on the North Slope, with extensive studies
this summer of the coastal and nearshore benthic environment, looking at rates of change of coastal
erosion, and taking into account sea level rise. The USGS report on oil and gas resources on circumpolar
regions of the globe indicates that most of the undiscovered oil is on the eastern North Slope. USGS is
working with Canada to get a better idea of the geology of the area. The agency has also done work on
seabirds, and sea otters.

Jim Robertson, USCG

CPT Robertson noted that the USCG is kicking off the Arctic risk ecological assessment this year, which
will encompass from the Cape of Prince of Wales, north to the Canadian border. The intent is to evaluate
if there is an ol spill, what is the best mitigation to use in an Arctic environment. The results of this study
will also be able to be exported to Kotzebue, Norton Sound, and Bristol Bay during the ice seasons. The
agency is planning several public hearings in Barrow, Fairbanks, and Anchorage, and perhaps also in
Kotzebue.

The marine safety division did an oil exercise with Conoco Phillips, which went well. They are also
planning to do a joint exercise at Dixon entrance, with the State of Alaska, DOI, and the Canadian Coast
Guard and DOI. The CG is going to Nome this summer, rather than Barrow, as part of their Arctic
exercises. There will be one ice breaker and two cutters stationed there. Some vessels will be going
around to Barrow, as part of the ports and waterways study. There will also be overflights, leaving both
from Nome and from Kodiak, although the aircraft aren’t outfitted with fuel warming tanks, so they can’t
fly below 40 degrees C. The CG will probably try to use small boats again, and hopefully this will prove
more successful in Nome than in did in Barrow. There will also be joint exercises with helicopters,
probably the national guard or the air force, and they will bring medical and dental teams to the villages.

Larry Hartig, DEC

DEC is proposing to use some of the SEAPP funding to continue EMAP work. Mr Hartig chairs the
governor’s subcabinet on climate change. They have just finished a stakeholder, public process. Some of
the technical workgroups have recommendations, which will be processed into reports by the end of July.
The subcabinet will look at the various recommendations, and other strategies, and will bring them
together for a draft State strategy. It is hoped that there will be a consistent strategy on climate change
among the State, Federal agencies, and the tribes. The draft strategy will be released for public comment
by the end of the year, after which the Governor, and then the legislature, will have time to address it. As
part of this initiative, a compendium of research needs is also being pulled together, a report of which is
out in draft form on the State climate change website, www.climatechangealaska.gov. The intent is to
integrate research needs with funds to address them, as part of overall State strategy.

DEC is the Governor’s representative on climate change issues, and has been involved in several western
coast initiatives, such as the Coastal Impact Assessment Program, and the Western Climate Initiative. One
initiative called the Pacific Coast Collaborative, which is being driven by British Columbia. It is looking
at ways to collaborate on environmental and social issues, and a MOU is being negotiated among
jurisdictions. The component dealing with ocean and climate change is probably the furthest along.
Progress has stalled because of the economic crisis in California, Washington, and Idaho, and elections in
British Columbia. It will be interesting to see what comes of these.
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Paula Cullenberg, Alaska Sea Grant

SeaGrant is a partnership between the university and NOAA. The extension program in Alaska is the
Marine Advisory Program, and there are representatives of the program in many of the coastal towns in
Alaska. Ms Cullenberg is in the process of trying to develop an initiative to do community-based climate
change outreach, using the MAP extension agents. SeaGrant is willing to partner with agencies to do
community outreach efforts. SeaGrant has also developed a curriculum for grades K-8 on seas and rivers
that is Alaska-based, in collaboration with the Anchorage School District and the Sea Life Center. They
have hired someone to focus on ways to link ocean scientists with educators. The organization is also
looking a king crab rehabilitation and enhancement, collectively with NOAA, communities, and fishing

groups.
Brent Walters, COE

COE received some funding through ARRA, but they also lost their authority to fund small coastal
erosion projects and village relocations, so all work on these projects has stopped since March. Mr Hartig
noted that this has been a severe blow to coastal communities, as these relocations are only really viable
with Federal money. The State is trying to help to get the funding restored.

James Moore, BLM

BLM is about to convey some of the land around the Sitka airstrip to the State of Alaska. They are also
working on a land use plan for a broad area from Denali to the Yukon delta, including the Kuskokwim
drainage. They will be looking for help from DEC for climate change information, as these impacts will
need to be addressed in the plan.

Update on the Aleutian Islands Risk Assessment (Betty Schorr and Jim Robertson; handout)

There are four groups involved in the multiphase Al risk assessment: a management team, an advisory
panel, a risk analysis team, and a peer review panel. The management team includes the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation in Alaska (they are providing the funds). The Advisory Panel is a diverse group,
which includes lots of varied experience, both from the Bering Sea, but also from a global interest as well.
There are 2 phases for the risk assessment: the first is a preliminary risk assessment, with semi-
quantitative studies for data gathering. The second phase is for analysis of the data, and a focused risk
assessment. The RFP for Phase 1 is currently out, and a contract will be issued in August. Phase 1 is
scheduled for completion by August 2010, and phase 2 should be completed and a report of findings and
recommendations should be available by August 2011. More information is available at the project
website: http://www.aleutiansriskassessment.com. Mr Hartig noted that he is hopeful that the Al risk
assessment methodology will be able to be a template for other areas, particularly the Arctic.

Status of Alaska Oil and Gas Risk Assessment (Cook Inlet portion) (Ira Rosen)

The risk assessment began 2 years ago, and was intended to be a oil and gas infrastructure study to
determine what are the risks of operating existing infrastructure for another generation. The goal of the
study is provide oversight agencies with a snapshot of the system that could then be used as the basis for a
risk management study, the results of which would be useful for industry and the State. The project is
currently three-quarters of the way through the first phase of developing the methodology for the study.
DEC has contracted with the National Academy of Sciences for an independent peer review of the
methodology.
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Cook Inlet has the oldest infrastructure in the state. The study will look at all aspects of production (well,
subsea pipelines, piping, terminals, waste, storage, loading, support), but not marine transportation, the
refineries, or future development. The study will consider the original design, where such information is
available, the intended operating life, aging process, operating and maintenance procedures, oversight,
changes in composition of fluids (sediment, water, oil), and natural hazards (e.g., volcanoes). More
information is available at the project website: http://www.dec.state.ak.us/SPAR/ipp/ara/index.htm.

Status of planning for 2010 Trans-boundary Contaminants Conference (Kristin Ryan)

Kristin Ryan is spearheading a State of Alaska effort to develop a State strategy for contaminants. The
strategy would include all persistent contaminants, marine or interior, and affecting all species. A vision
statement and goals have been identified. The object is to coordinate all the State researchers, for
example, to have information to guide fish monitoring efforts in the State, and to develop a systematic
sampling program. A steering committee has been identified, with members representing DEC, EPA,
UAF, and the Alaska Native Tribal Health Consortium, and a framework outlined. There will be an
emphasis on gaining information from traditional knowledge and local sources. Stakeholder meetings are
planned in Anchorage and Fairbanks in July, and the stakeholder process will also continue throughout
the year. These will culminate in a summit in 2010, which will bring all the various agencies, and at
which there will hopefully be buy-in on a joint strategy.

Update on Aleutian Islands Research Plan (Keith Criddle; handout)

Keith Criddle updated the group on progress with developing the AI Research Plan, a project which is
funded by Alaska SeaGrant. The research plan is one of ten regional research plans that are being
developed nationally, although each has taken a different approach. The methodology identified for
Alaska was to use a bottom-up approach to identify management-critical information needs for the Al
Initial scoping has been completed, and they are in the process of processing stakeholder input, and
through the use of an expert panel, of prioritizing research needs within a structured hierarchy of research
topics. It is intended that this process will be completed over the summer. A draft report is expected to be
released to stakeholders and the expert panel in fall 2009, for public comment and revision. The report
will then be disseminated in spring 2010 at the Alaska Forum for the Environment, and the Alaska
Marine Symposium.

Election of Officers and Next meeting

The Memorandum of Understanding is structured so that the current Vice-Chair, Marcia Combes, will be
the next Chair of the AMEF, during the upcoming year. The group agreed that Stefanie Moreland should
be the next Vice-Chair. Autumn 2009 was identified as the timeframe for the next meeting.
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605 W. 4™ Avenue %
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 RBEMS o

Dear Mr. Oliver:

Thank you for your letter to Secretary Gary Locke regarding authority under the Magnuson-
Stevens Fisherv Conservation and Management Act to implement a loan program that weuld
provide financing to aid communities in Alaska in purchasing processor quota shares (PQS) in
the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI) crab fisheries.

BSAI crab fisheries are managed under a limited access privilege program (LAPP) and subject to
specific statutory requirements under the Magnuson-Stevens Act. As noted in your letter, the
Act does not provide explicit direct authority to NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) to implement a loan program for specific communities under the BSAT crab fishery
LAPP. Nor does the Act provide implicit authority to establish a loan program to finance
community purchase of PQS. Specifically, sections 303A(i), 304(d)(2), and 313(j) provide
authority for NMFS to establish a loan program for the BSAI crab fisheries. The Act was
amended in 2006 to implement specific provisions applicable to the BSAI crab fishery LAPP.
™. Most importantly, section 303A(1)(1) states that “the requirements of section 303(d) of [the Act]
in effect on the day before the date of enactment of [the reauthorized Act] shall apply to [the
BSAI crab fishery LAPP].” Section 303(d) of the Act prior to amendment authorizes the
Secretary to establish a loan program to aid the financing of individual fishing quotas “‘by
fishermen who fish from small vessels™ and “first time purchase of individual fishing quotas ...
by entry level fishermen.” Although not defined by the Act, a “community” does not fit these
descriptions. In addition, the Act defines an individual fishing quota as a harvest privilege, not a
processing privilege such as that conferred by PQS.

Because the loan program authority in the Magnuson-Stevens Act does not extend to
communities seeking to purchase PQS, additional action by Congress would be necessary to
provide this autnority to NMFS. Congress could provide this authority by amending the Act or
through other legislation.

If you have any further questions, please contact the NMFS Alaska Regional Office at
(907) 586-7228.

Sincerely,

./Bensi/ger, Ph.D.

§sistant Administrator
for Fisheries

THE ASSISTANT AOMINISTRATOR
FOR FISHERIES

@ Printed on Reeyeled Paper
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OCTOBER 2009

Managing Resources for a Changing Arctic

19-21 October 2009
Hotel Captain Cook, Anchorage, Alaska

The mternational Arctic Fisheries Symposiwn is designed to initiate international
discussions for conserving and managing future fisheries in the Arctic Ocean.
including managing migratory, transboundary and straddling fish stocks.

The symposium will identify current management regimes in the Arctic region and how relevant
scientific and fisheries data can be used to inform future management decisions.

The symposium will identify gaps in existing management regimes and potential steps to address
those gaps, as well as the need for improved scientific programs to support conservation and
management of future Arctic fisheries.

The symposium is being organized by the Institute of the North in coordination with the U.S.
Department of State, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, the North Pacific Research Board, and other fisheries agencies, non-
profit organizations and stakeholders.

We anticipate 200 participants from throughout the Arctic, as well as fisheries managers and
scientists from Japan, China and South Korea.

Register online

Registration fee is US $200.00. When you click "Register Now" you will leave this site.

[ Register Now |

Promotional flyers

o English (PDF)
o Russian (PDF)

For more information

o Nancy Hemsath, Institute of the North
tel 907-771-2443

o Russian Contact: Kristina Baiborodova,
Institute of the North
907-771-2467

Only 21 days until the International Arctic Fisheries Symposium ...

http://www.nprb.org/iafs2009/index.htm

ARCTIC FISHERIES IN
FOCUS

“The Arctic region is
warming, faster on
average than the rest of
the planet,” noted
Ambassador David Baiton.
Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Oceans and Fisheries.
U.S. Department of State,
in a March 2009 interview
with FAQ Radio of the
United Nations’ Food and
Agriculture Organization.

© Hear Ambassador
Balton’s speech
O Full FAD article

9/28/2009



Arctic Fisheries Symposium 2009

Agenda

Download Detailed Agenda (English) (POF)
Downioad Detailed Agenda (Russian) (PDF)

General Agenda

MONDAY, OCTOBER 19

0730-0900 REGISTRATION

0900-0945 Welcome, purpose and scope of conference
Opening remarks

0945-1015 Sponsored health break

Overviews of climate impacts, resources, and uses

1015-1230 o Impacts of climate change on the Arctic Ocean
o Living resources: What lives there now or may live there?
o Who uses it? - Panel to include industry and subsistence users

1230-1400 LUNCH with keynote speaker
1400-1530 Concurrent sessions: policy and science

International laws, commissions and management policies

Track 1

© Overviews of current situation and future trends in policy and management

Scientific perspectives on climate change and Arctic fisheries

Track 2

o Overview of science topics with representation from Arctic nations

1530-1600 Sponsored health break

1600-1730 Concurrent sessions continue:

Track 1 International laws, commissions, and management policies
T(ack 2 " Scientific perSpectives on climate change and Arctic fisheries
1730-1745 i C(osing remarks and preview of Day 2

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 20
0845-0900  Call to Session

0900-1130 Gap analysis of national/international laws and management structures

1130-1300  LUNCH

1300-1500 Gap analysis of research, science and data availability

1500-1530 Sponsored health break

Future directions

1530-1730 o Conservation and management of future Arctic fisheries
o Possible steps to address issues such as transboundary stocks
o Actions to ensure heaithy fish stocks in central Arctic Ocean

1730-1745 * Closing remarks and preview of Day 3
1900-2100 Sponscred reception

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 21
0845-0900 Call to Session

0500-1100 - Finding common ground: small group breakouts to discuss ways forward

1100-1130 ASVpon‘sored health break
11A30:-1230 - Report of small group discussions
1230-1400 ~ LUNCH

1400-1500 Facilitated discussion of recommendations and next steps

1500-1530  Closing remarks

Registration fee for the Symposium is US $5200. When you click "Register Now" you will leave this site.

[ Register Now |

o XHTML
- 1.0

httn://www.norb.org/iafs2009/agenda.html

Page 1 of 1

9/28/2009



International Arctic Fisheries Symposium Working Draft Program as of September 15, 2009

10/19/2009 MONDAY

0730-0900 RN *REGISTRATION -

0900-0945 Welcome, purpose and scope of conference (co-chalrs)

Opening remarks

U.S. Ambassador David Balton (confirmed)

US. Senator Lisa Murkowski {tentatively confirmed)

US. Senator Mark Begich (tentatively confirmed)

Alaska Governor Sean Parnell (invited)

0945-1015 = Sponsored health break

1015-1230 Overviews of climate impacts, resources, and uses

Impacts of climate change on the Arctic Ocean and adjacent seas
Harald Loeng, Institute of Marine Research, Norway (confirmed)

Living resources: What lives there now or may live there?

Libby Logerwell - Biological resources in the Arctic (confirmed)
Alexander Glubokov - VNIRO, Russian Federation (invited)
William Cheung, University of East Anglia, UK (confirmed)

Who uses it? - Panel to include industry and subsistence users
Moderator: Paul MacGregor, Mundt MacGregor LLP (confirmed)
Lene Kielsen Holm, ICC Greenland (confirmed)

Willie Goodwin, Jr., ICC-Alaska Elders Representative (confirmed)
Russian Federation representing commercial fishing
vay representing commercial fi f'shlng o
ptamCocku PRI e

12301400 <7 i LUNG 8 Hot
1400-1530 Concurrent- ons: policy and s
Track 1 International laws, commlsslons and management policies
Overviews of current situation and future trends in policy and management
Moderator: Erik Molenaar, University of Utrecht, the Netherlands (confirmed)
Kjartan Hoydal, Ex. Dir. Northeast Atlantic Fisheries Commission (cenfirmed)
David Benton, Marine Conservation Alliance, USA (confirmed)
Canadian representative
Russian Federation representative
Track 2 Scientific perspectives on climate change and Arctic fisheries
Overview of science topics with representation from Arctic nations, to include
Indigenous perspectives: Caleb Pungowiyi, Oceana (confirmed)
Physical oceanography: Tom Weingartner, UAF (invited)
Sea ice ecosystems: Tara Connelly, NRDC (confirmed)
Siberian/Barents/Kara ecosystems: Andrey Pedchenko, State Research Institute
on Lake And Rtver F‘shenes [GOSNIORKH] (confirmed)

1530-1600 . - . .o 7 sk
1600-1730 Concurrent sesslons contlnue'
Track 1 International laws, commissions, and management policies

Panel of 4-5 people present case histeries
Leif Fontane, Organization of Fishermen and Hunters, Greenland (confirmed)
Reidar Toresen, Institute of Marine Research, Norway (confirmed)
Bill Wilson, NOAA (confirmed)

Track 2 Scientific perspectives on climate change and Arctic fisheries

Science topics, continued
Beaufort/Canadian Archipelago/Chukchi ecosystems: Stephen Macko, Univ. of Virginia (confirmed)
Ocean acidification
Physical, physiological and ecological constraints: Jeff Short, Oceana (confirmed)

) ) Panel discussion 7
17301745 - .. T S CLOSING-previewofDay2 - i v v oo ot




10/20/2009 TUESDAY

0845-0S00 - CALLTO SESSION. . i
0900-1130 Gap analysis of naﬁonalllnternatlonal laws and management structures
Facilitated panel of speakers from previous day presenting their views about gaps in national
and international management based on experience and prevnous days presentations
1130-1300 LUNCH at the Hotel Captain Cook
1300-1500 Gap analysis of research, science and data avatlability
Facilitated panel of speakers from previous day presenting a consensus summary of scientific
perspecbves on climate change and Arctic fisheries.
1500-1530 BREAK
1530-1730 Future Directicns
Moderator summarizes previous discussions and then leads panel representing individua!
nations to discuss following topics:
Potential solutions to promote conservation and management of future Arctic fisheries
Possible steps by Arctic neighboring states to address issues such as transboundary stocks
Actions by international community to ensure healthy fish stocks in high seas portion of
central Arctic Ocean where there are no current agreements
Moderator: U.S. Ambassador David Balton
Terje Labach, Legal Advisor, Directorate of Fisheries, Norway (confirmed)
Tomas Heidar, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Iceland (confirmed)
Kjartan Hoydal, Exec. Director, Northeast Atlantic Fisheries Commission (confirmed)
Erik Molenaar, University of Utrecht, the Netherlands (confirmed)
Duane Smith, President, ICC Canada (confirmed)
Canadian representative
Russian Federation representative
1730-1745 CLOSING - pleview of Day 3
1800-21G0. - SPONSORED RECEPTON -
10/21/2609 WEDNESDAY
0845-0800. o GALLTQ SESSION . i
0900-1100 Finding common ground
) Small grou breakouts to discuss wa: s forward
1100-1130 - -
1130-1230 Roport of small  group drscusglons
1230-1400" - LUNCH at'the Hotel Captain Caok e
1400-1500 Facilitated discussion of recommendations and next steps
1500-1530 Closing remarks
1530-1600  BREAK: - : : : :
1600-1700 Organizlng Commlttee meets to plan publicalion and next steps, if any
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- DO YOU KNOW WHAT THIS GRAPH MEANS?
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NO?

THEN YOU SHOULD ATTEND A SPECIAL
SESSION ON SATURDAY, OCTOBER 3 AT 6 PM

IN THE AP MEETING ROOM
(DILLINGHAM/KATMALI)

How to Interpret Groundfish Stock Assessment and Fishery
Evaluation (SAFE) Reports -

PRESENTED BY

DR LOH-LEE LOW
NMEFS-ALASKA FISHERIES SCIENCE CENTER
SEATTLE, WA "

HOSTED BY THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
EVERYONE WELCOME
COFFEE WILL BE PROVIDED!!!
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PACIFIC NORTHWEST CRAB INDUSTRY ADVISORY
COMMITTEE (PNCIAC)
c/o 4209 21% Ave. West, Ste. 403
Seattle, Washington 98199
360 440 4737

steve(@wafro.com
September 22, 2009

Mr. Eric A. Olson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4™ Avenue Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

RE: Agenda Item B-1, Executive Director’s Report
PNCIAC Report on Request for Revision of BSAI Crab Program Economic Data
(EDRs) reporting system

Dear Eric:

The PNCIAC respectfully requests the NPFMC initiate a process to revise the BSAI
Crab Program (EDRs) reporting forms and to develop an appropriate regulatory
amendment that will also be needed to implement revisions to the EDR forms.

PNCIAC recommendations were finalized at a recent PNCIAC meeting on September 18,
2009 in Seattle. The attached packet of reports and industry surveys identify the
numerous revisions that need to be made to the EDRs.

See the following PNCIAC attachments that validate the industry recommendations:
¢ PNCIAC meeting announcement and agenda, September 18, 2009

with attendance list.

PNCIAC EDR motion, September 18, 2009

PNCIAC motion to support recommendations of the Bering Sea Fisheries

Research Foundation, September 18, 2009

PNCIAC Report from EDR sector work-groups, September 2009

NPCA Notes from the Processing Sector EDR Work Session, August 20, 2009

Catcher Vessel EDR Evaluation Workpaper, September 3, 2009

Shoreside-Floating Processor EDR Evaluation, September, 2009

Catcher Processor EDR Evaluation, September, 2009

PNCIAC notes on an EDR workshop, July 17, 2009 with attendance list.

Sincerely,
Armi Thomson, Secretary
Pacific Northwest Crab Industry Advisory Committee



PACIFIC NORTHWEST CRAB INDUSTRY ADVISORY
COMMITTEE (PNCIAC)
c/o 4209 21* Ave. West, Ste. 403
Seattle, Washington 98199
360 440 4737

steve(@wafro.com

August 31, 2009

To: PNCIAC Members and interested BSAI crab industry representatives
and members of the public

From: Steve Minor, Chair, PNCIAC

Re: NOTICE OF PNCIAC MEETING, FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 18, 2009
TIME: 9 AM TO 1 PM
LOCATION: LEIF ERIKSON HALL
2245 NW 57™, SEATTLE, WASHINGTON
(Please note that parking in Ballard has become very restricted, and it is virtually
pay as you park across the board. The Viking Bank lot is a commercial parking lot
now. There is also a pay parking lot across the street on the South side of the Hall.)

Agenda, as noted in the Federal Register by the NPFMC:

1. A presentation by NMFS/RAM Division, on the soon
to be implemented online QS transfer system. Online transfers of crab IFQ and
IPQ will be implemented for intercoop transfers and for [PQ leases for the 2009-10
fishing year. This is a significant new tool for industry.

2. Continuation of the NPFMC Crab Economic Data Reporting (EDR) revision process,
and a report and discussion of the work session with the NMFS/AFSC staff,
including reports from industry sector work groups on revisions to the EDRs.

-3. Other business.

Both agenda items are significant. Please plan on attending, and pass this notice
along to others you think will be interested.

For additional information, contact Steve Minor, Chair of PNCIAC at 360 440 4737
and email, steve@wafro.com; or Arni Thomson, Secretary of PNCIAC, at 206
769 3474.



Pacific Northwest Crab Industry
Advisory Committee

Leif Erikson Hall, Ballard, WA
Friday, September 18, 2009
9:00 am —1:00 pm
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PACIFIC NORTHWEST CRAB INDUSTRY ADVISORY
COMMITTEE (PNCIAC)
c/o 1900 W. Emerson Pl., #205
Seattle, Washington 98199
360 440 4737

steve(@wafro.com

September 18, 2009 FINAL

PNCIAC motion regarding revisions to the BSAI Crab Rationalization Economic
Data Reporting (“EDR”) forms.

Whereas, the BSAI Crab Rationalization Program EDR pracess was designed prior to implementation of
the Program and that several assumptions about how the Pragram would function were not accurate; and

Whereas, the comprehensive review of the Metadata documented that the C data (1/3) collected was
unusable and should no longer be collected. In addition, the B data (1/3) had quality issues that require it
to be well understood by analysts to be properly utilized; and

Whereas recent PNCIAC/AFSC meetings and PNCIAC work groups have documented continuing data
quality and data collection problems; and

Whereas a survey of all sectors (Catcher Vessals, Catcher Processors and Shore-based and Floating
Processors) documents that the time being spent to complete the EDR process far exceeds the
requirements of the Federal Paperwork Reduction Act and specific program regulations; and

Whereas, very little data has been utilized to date by analysts because of the continuing data collection
and data quality problems;

Now therefore be it resolved that the PNCIAC recommends to the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council that:

A. The North Pacific Fishery Management Council should review and redefine
the issues that merit examination on a regular basis;

B. Then, working collaboratively, Council staff and industry should identify the private sector variables
that impact the management decisions related to those issues identified by the Council;

C. Council staff and industry should also collectively review the standard accounting practices utilized by
industry and reporting already required of industry to determine which data can be efficiently and
accurately collected through the EDR process, and which data is already being collected through
other established processes (COAR, Fish Tickets, Municipal Tax Records, etc);

D. Finally, the results of the very constructive Metadata Review that took place over the preceding 12 to
18 months should be incorporated into revised EDR forms, and a comprehensive regulatory
amendment to revise the regulations to make them consistent with EDR revisions and consistent with
the Council’s stated intent.

MOTION ABOPTED UNANIMOUS.



PACIFIC NORTHWEST CRAB INDUSTRY ADVISORY
COMMITTEE (PNCIAC)
c¢/o 1900 W. Emerson Pl., #205
Seattle, Washington 98199
360 440 4737

steve @watro.com

September 18, 2009 FINAL

PNCIAC Motion to support the recommendations of the Bering Sea Fisheries Research
Foundation (“BSFRF").

1. The PNCIAC supports the BSFRF request that the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game (ADFG) and the Crab Plan Team consider the 2009 NMFS/BSFRF Snow Crab
Net Efficiency Study as the best scientific information on net efficiency as you
deliberate the Opilio harvest strategy.

2. The PNCIAC is supportive of delaying the Opilio TAC announcement to no later than
November 6, 2009 so long as ADFG deems it beneficial to the TAC setting process. If
that approach is chosen, we ask that there be as much transparency and industry
input as possible.

Motion adopted unanimous.



PACIFIC NORTHWEST CRAB INDUSTRY ADVISORY
COMMITTEE (PNCIAC)
c¢/o 1900 W. Emerson P1., #205
Seattle, Washington 98199
360 440 4737

steve@wafro.com

Report from the EDR Sub-Committee and Sector Work Groups
September 2009

The BSAI Crab Rationalization Program is entering its fifth year of operations, yet there
is very little usable EDR data available to analysts (Council Staff has so far only been
able to use some crew data) and the paperwork burden on industry is growing well
beyond the OMB requirements and regulatory objectives of the Program. Processors and
harvesters are now required to spend three to five times the amount of time filling out
EDR forms as was originally expected and set into regulation. Well over $2 million
dollars has been spent by the Agency and private sector in the last four years with no
significant results, and according to the Council’s Three Year Review the Agency’s
annual budget for the EDR process now exceeds program management Costs.

PNCIAC believes a lot of these problems are the result of an EDR process that was
designed before implementation of this unique Program, and therefore it is now time to
redesign the EDR process from the bottom up.

In 2008, PNCIAC and the industry worked with the AFSC to assess data quality issues
and improve the metadata. Now, we are turning our collective efforts towards revisions to
the EDR forms.

Throughout the Summer of 2009, the members of the PNCIAC EDR sub-committee held
meetings with the AFSC staff and various sector work groups to try to establish a
framework for the crab industry EDR process that would:

1. Improve overall data accuracy.

2. Improve data collection efficiency so that the process conforms with the OMB
Paperwork Reduction Act and the implementing regulations for this program.

3. Identify and recommend new data collection processes that will close data gaps and
address other problems that are the result of an EDR process that was designed prior to
implementation of the BSAI Crab Rationalization program.

4. Identify any regulatory changes that may improve the EDR process.

At the start of the summer, the EDR sub-committee met jointly with AFSC staff and
several industry representatives. Out of that meeting, a framework for our evaluation
efforts was established, which PNCIAC recommends to the Council for this and every
other EDR process under it’s jurisdiction:



A. First, that the Council should identify the program issues that it wants analyzed, or is
likely to want analyzed, in the next five to seven years. Further, we recommend that
the Council revise program regulations and establish a periodic (five to seven years)
EDR review process to stay abreast of evolutionary (and often unanticipated) changes
in management practices and environmental conditions.

B. Second, based on the Councils identified analytical needs, AFSC and Council staff
should consult with program participants to identify the variables that effect
management decisions related to those issues;

C. Third, the industry (and other participants) should then identify the standard
accounting practices that already capture those variables, and a process for efficient
collection/submission of the data;

D. And fourth, that a process for collecting the remaining variables either directly
through the EDR process or by data-mining other data sources (COAR, Fish Ticket,
Municipal Tax Revenue, the new SOA Crew Data Program etc) be developed.

With that framework in mind the various sectors (CP, CV and SB/F Processor) held
individual work sessions throughout August and September. Each sector was assigned
three tasks:

1. To review current EDR data collection requirements for their sector and rank both the
ease of gathering the information and the accuracy of the submitted information. A
“Red Light/Yellow Light/Green Light” process was used to rank each data component.

2. To identify any other related issues based on their first-hand experience with the EDR
process. A large number of issues were identified by each group.

3. To survey members of each sector and provide an estimate of the private sector
resources associated with the EDR process; to compliment the agency cost estimates in
the Three Year Review.

The results of this months-long process are included in this report.

Submitted by the EDR Work Group:

Brett Reasor, UniSea

Ed Poulsen, ACC

Ami Thomson, ACC

Steve Minor, NPCA

Doug Wells, Baranof and Courageous
Kevin Kaldestad, Kaldestad Fisheries



Work Group Summaries:

Average Annual Hours Spent Preparing EDRs
Not Including Audits

Catcher Vessels 7.5 hours 37 hours
Catcher Processors 12.5 hours 37 hours
Shore Based Processors 10 hours 48 hours

Estimated Public and Private Sector Costs,
Not Including Private Sector Audit Costs
Agency Estimate from Three Year Review, Produced Below

Tabls 11-1 Managemant costs and cost recovery fees (2005-2006 through 2007-2008.
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Source: North Pacific Fishery Management Council, Three-year raview of Crab Rationalization Program for
BSAI crab fisheries - October 2008. Page 110.

EDR costs = “Alaska Fisheries Science Center / Economic Data Reporting® plus “Paclfic States Marine
Fisherlas Commission / Economic Data Reporting / Joint Electronic Reporting™. Total $1,355,773. 2007/8
total is $400,025. No detall avaflable concerning split between PSMFC tasks.

Program Management costs = "Restricted Access Management” plus *Sustainable Fisheries”™. 2007/8 total
is $327.45B: less than the EDR process.

Industry Red/%« " - /Green Light Summaries are provided under separate cover.



Steven K. Minor
Executive Director

n ‘ T 360-440-4737
‘ F 206-801-5803
NORTH P, Steve @ Wafro.com
ASSOCIATY

August 20, 2009

Notes from the Processing Sector EDR Work Session

Recommendations

The working group noted that the original EDR forms were developed prior to implementation of the
Program, and that a lot of things that were assumed at that time have turned out to be inaccurate; as
a result, some of the data being collected is either redundant, irrelevant or of very poor quality.
Therefore, the working group recommends (a) a complete review of the Council’s data needs and the
supporting federal regulations (50 CFR Part 680.6) to ensure the EDR process is providing the
Council with accurate data without unnecessarily burdening industry; (b) a complete revision of EDR
forms to better conform to industry accounting practices and to eliminate duplicative reporting; and (c)
a collaborative effart to develop a Best Practices Guide to accompany the new EDR forms.

We developed a very specific framework for improving the existing data collection process that
should satisfy the Council's need for accurate data, as well as industry’s interest in having an efficient
collection process. We recommend that the Council adopt the following framework to advance a
better data collection process:

A. Now that we have four years of experience in this Program, the Council should review and redefine
the issues that merit examination on a regular basis;

B. Then, working collaboratively, Council staff and industry should identify the private sector variables
that impact the management decisions related to those issues identified by the Council;

C. Council staff and industry should also collectively review the standard accounting practices utilized
by industry and reporting already required of industry to determine which data can be efficiently and
accurately collected through the EDR process, and which data is already being collected through
other established processes (COAR, Fish Tickets, Municipal Tax Records, etc); andThe results of the
very constructive Metadata Review that took place over the preceding 12 to 18 months should be
incorporated into revised EDR forms.

The working group is canfident that implementation of these recommendations will yield an EDR
process that is much more accurate, efficient and responsive to the questions that should be
answered than the overtly burdensome and inherently inaccurate data collection process currently in
place.



Major Findings

1. In accordance with the Papsrwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35) the Public Burden
estimate for the processing sector EDRs is 10 hours per response. Industry estimates indicate that
the actual time involved is approximately 48 hours per response and growing.

2. The level of detail requested and the obscure type of information required to complete the EDRs
often does not reflect the variables that are relevant for business decision or policy management
purposes. For example, the processing sector is asked to provide data conceming the amount of
finished pounds of crab for a fishery (which makes sense); but the EDR also requires that those
finished pounds be identified by multiple crab sizes, grade, and pack size, and that this information
be tracked from production through sales. The EDR also requests this data be segregated by
quota type (A,B,C or CDQ). Crab is generally sold as a bulk product. It is not tracked by box size; it
is tracked by pounds. Processors pack based on customer requirements, not by the size of the
crab delivered or the type of quota used by harvesters to catch the crab. Additionally, crab packed
and shipped in one form from the plant may be reprocessed in different locations into different
forms before it is sold. Much of the information currently requested imposes significant accounting
burdens without a clear applied management purpose and, since industry is not set up to track
information in the manner requested, results in the provision of highly subjective and inherently
inaccurate data.

3. One of the most significant Processing Sector issues that should be analyzed — the impact of fleet
consolidation and elongated seasons on processing capacity utilization and efficiency - cannot be
analyzed using current EDR data. This is a significant issue that should be addressed.

4. The EDR forms require processing entities to track crab purchases, processing and sales activity
according to fishery codes that were established for harvest sector management purposes, but
which have nothing to do with processors’ purchases, processing or sales activity. This requires a
significant amount of retroactive and often subjective accounting analysis that does not contribute
any insight into the EDR data. This applies specifically to Eastern and Western Aleutian Islands
Golden King Crab and Eastemn and Western Bering Sea Tanner crab, both of which are purchased
and processed as a single type of crab.

5. The EDRs fail to recognize that crab processing plants are aimost all part of larger, multi-species
production facilities. The EDRs ask for information such as, “How much do you spend for food for
crab production workers?” This is impossible to accurately report because processing facilities
provide food cafeteria style, production workers from all lines eat together along with administrative
personnel, and production workers move between processing lines depending on work loads, etc.
What analytical purpose does collection of this "guesstimated” data serve?

6. The same types of detailed information are requested for items like annual fuel consumption,
insurance, water, sewer and waste disposal, etc. In addition to the difficulty of assigning fuel costs
across a broad range of seafcod products that are often processed simultaneously, some plants
use new technologies to reduce fuel costs by blending diesel fuel with fish oil. What is the palicy
objective this data is necessary to support?

7. Further, the crab sales data requested does not necessarily correspond to the catch and
processing data collected because the sales for crab harvested in one year often occur over a
period of two years.

8. In some cases, the EDR forms actually fail to capture data that is essential to analysts. For
example, data from processors who engage in custom processing agreements, which represent as
much as 20% of the annual processing activity in the crab fisheries, is not collected at all except
through voluntary submission by those businesses, and even then it is not clear that the voluntary
data can be legally incorporated.
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9. In many cases, the data requested are already provided on COAR Reports or on Fish Tickets.
Shouldn't analysts be able to mine existing data sets rather than be allowed to create redundant
(though often disparate) reporting requirements for industry?

10. Another example of the EDRs not collecting data that the Council needs for some important
policy analysis is the failure to collect information on processing capacity. While the wide-spread
fleet consolidation and development of elongated fishing seasans has certainly benefitted fleets
and crewmen, it has had some negative economic impacts on the processing sector and crab
dependent communities. Shore-based plants and public utilities designed for high pulse fisheries
have been forced to operate for long periods of time with less daily throughput. Analysis of excess
processing capacity would be relatively simple if the correct data were collected. The Price
Formation/Binding Arbitration process has become a dominant feature of this Program. As a
result, the entire industry has oriented itself to consider and discuss issues on an FOB Alaska
basis. The EDR forms attempt to capture both FOB Alaska and FOB/Seattle data. To what avail?
Since industry is already required to convert all sales to an FOB/Alaska basis for the COAR, the
EDR farms should be revised to conform. This would also eliminate the need to request freight

information.

11. The Processing Labor data collected by the current EDRs is inaccurate to the point of being
unusable. Today's large multi-species plants require adaptable labor that moves from line to line
and species to species throughout a single shift. Similar reporting problems exist for facilities that
process crab only, because the information is requested by crab fishery, and some crab seasons
are prosecuted within the same timeframe. Residency is almost impossible to confirm, as
employees’ stated addresses often represent nothing more than where their parents live or where
they get their mail. For Dutch Harbor plants, the reality is that most of their employees reside in
Dutch Harbor for most of the year. We would suggest that there are far better measures such as
municipal tax receipts, utility consumption, and statistics on housing, rent, and airport traffic by
which to analyze community impacts.

12. Alarge component of the current EDRs attempts to trace processing plant consumables back to
their source, e.g. which location in the United States or beyond benefitted from the purchase. This
includes everything from food and provisions to processing and packaging materials to equipment
and supplies. This is a data request that is impossible to accurately answer. Instead, the source is
often identified as the location of the vendor's accounting office to which the payment was mailed,
even if the materials were pulled out of a warehouse in Alaska. This entire section of the EDRs
should be reviewed and reshaped within the context of the Council’'s analytical goals.
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Catcher Vessel EDR
Evaluation Workpaper 1] Eas Gead
Work Group Compilation 2| Average | Average
September 3, 2009 3|  Difficuit Poor
L Table J Data
MNumber | EDR Section | Data Reported By Data Requestsd Gathering { Accuracy 1D Source Data Comments Recommended Corrective Action
la Crab Activily Crab Fishery days waveling and olfloading 3 2 DP  veswl log book requires skipper (0 meet with EDR preparer, attempl to dicipher  question necessity
daily entries in his log book
1a Crab Aclivily Crab Fishery days wraveling and offloading 2 2 JH  info from captain, fish tickets, work paper can be confusing il vessel moving in Alaska as its dificult 1o get
summary detrils somelimes.
La Crab Activity Crab Fishery days waveling and offloading 2 2 JC Owners provided assume used log book Eliminate this depth of detail
La Crab Activity Crab Fishery days yeveling and offloading 3 2 NH  Log book; skipper; FT EDR only; usc 172 days? Lliminate this clement
Lb Crab Activity Crab Fishery ceab fishing days 2 2 JH  [fish tickews, work peper summary seems like duplicate effort, requires audic quality work paper NMTS should use fish tcket
Lb Crab Activity Crab Fishery ceab [ishing days 1 1 IC Tish uckets provided by owner or he [ thought fish lickets were the best source and prewy accurale, but Simplify and be consislent use fish licket days
provided a sheet with number of days a5 Indicated in the meeting maybe not
1h Crab Activity Crab Fishery crab harvesting days 3 2 NH/MDP l.og book; skipper; FT EDR only, use 1/2 days? Eliminate this element
Le Crab Activity Crab Fishery CFEC fish licket numbers 2 1 DP  Gshtickels seems like duplicate effor, requires audit quality work paper this info ix already provided 1o NMFS;CoOp
managers
Crab Activity Crab Fishery CFEC fish ticket numbers 1 1 IC  Owners provide us with [ish tickets They should access another agency's dta base Eliminate this element
le Crab Activity Crab Fishery CFEC fish ticket numbers 2 2 JR  fish tickeis seems like duplicate effort, requires audit guality work paper NMFS should use fish ticket
Lo Crub Activity Crab Fishery CFEC fish tickel numbers 1 1 NI CFEC fish lickets Needed? ADFG has. Eliminate this clement
22 Crab Sales  Crab Fishery and  pounds sold 2 1 DP  [ish tickets, work paper summarics, general Quola share type may not be on fish licket and some planis use  requite ADG 1o include this data on each fish
Quota Share Type ledger fish grade rather than quota Lype on Lickel ticket by quota type/No /so as well as values
Crab Sales  Crab Fishery and  pounds scld 2 1 IC  Tos off fish tickets, reconcile tickets o g/l 1 tie out my quota type with co-op info spread sheets if | have Strive for consistent standards in filling ot fish
Quola Share Type fevenue. them bul all the swapping makes it difficult lickets so there is good base line data they can
access
24 Crab Sales  Crab Fisheryand  pounds seld 2 1 JH  fish tickets, work paper summaries, general Quota share type may not be on fish tickel and some planis use  establish species code [or each quota share type
Quala Share T'ype ledgee fish grade rather than quota type on ticket A, B, and C.. and North and South for opilio
and bairdi.
2a Crab Salcs  Crab Fisheryand  pounds sold 2 1 NH  Fish lickets, wkshoet List shares per FT, nol as coop does 1low to report shares caught for coop?
Quota Share Type
b (rab Sales  Crab Fisheryand  dea loss pounds 2 1 DP  fish tickets, work paper summaries, general Quota share 1ype may ool be on (ish ticket and some planis use  same as above
Quota Share Type ledger fish grade rather than quota type on ticket
2b CnabSales  Crab Fisheryand  dead loss pounds 2 1 JC  fish ticket info entered in worksheels to 1 did not occut W me that thal could be a "grade” | thought is was Suive for consistent standards amount person
Quota Share Type summarize quota share Lype always, aliend migk and learn! filling out fish tickets sa there is a good base
line daia base they can access
2b CrabSales  Crab Fisheryand dead loss pounds 2 1 JH  fish lickets, wotk paper summaries, general Quola share type may not be on fish licket and some plants use  eslablish species code for each quola sharc Lype
Quota Share Type ledger fish grade rather [han quota Lype on ticket A, B, and C. and North and South for op:lio
and bairdi.
2b Crab Sales  Crab Fisheryand deadloss pounds 2 1 NH  Fish tickets, wksheel List shares per FT, not as coap does How to report shares caught for coop?
Quota Share Type
2c Crab Sales  Crab Fisheryand  gross revenue from ex-vessel sale 2 2 NH  Setlement, praccssor, coop Share type, average price, PAS Ceop payment vs. processor paid
Quota Share Type
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Evaluation Workpaper 1 Easy Good
Work Group Compilation 2| Average | Average
September 3, 2009 3| Difficult Poor
Tabla l Data
Number | EDR Section | Data Aeporisd By Data Requested ing | Accuracy | ID Source Data Comments Recommended Corrective Action
2c Crab Sales  Crab Tishery and  gross revenue from ex-vessel sale 2 2 JC  Fish tickets maiched to general ledgor
Quota Share Type revenue. Plus identify related bonus's &
adjustments
2¢ Crab Sales  Crab Fishery and - gross revenue {rom ex-vessel sale 3 1 IH  processor seulements, fish tickels, work  ofien there are several seitkements and the fequirement tequires  Not sure of solution if all is done in ane
Quotu Sharc Type paper summaries, general ledger cumulative summarics that have to be preparcd just o meet this — calendar year. . usually red crab has advance in
requirement yenr 1, and selement n year 2
3la Qwner Crab Fishery and  vessel owner's quota harvested nn 3 1 JH  NMFS dala summaries, co-op work starts geiling tricky wilh averaging dead loss, beginning of scason recording quota share type on fish tickets
Annull_ﬂumﬂ Quota Share Type vessel, pounds. papers, internal wotk paper, fish tickets  transfory, end of season transfers, and in season swaps (i.e. north  would provide belter starting point.
Allocation for south, etc.)
dla  Oweer Crab Fishery and  vossel owner's quota harvested an 3 2 DP  NMFS data summarics, fish lickets, co-op Scction 3.1 is U most lime consuming, due (0 the fact thatit 1 is very common far 2 hurvesier o fish only
Annual Quoia Quota Share Type vessel, pounds work papers, inwmal work paper. docs nol lake into consideration how the crab rat management  portaions of its's own quati type . Possibly this
Allocation has evolved. section would be vest answered by the Co-ops.
ila Owner Crab Fishcryand  vessel owner's quota harvested on 3 1 JC  Coop worksheets recapped, Very time consuming, seems nol one source caplures all the info  Go directly w co-op's lor info
Annusl Quota Quota Share Type vessel, pounds
Allocalion
3la Owner Ceab Fisheryand  vessel owner's quota harvesied on 2 2 NIl Coop vs. leased IFQ vs. acual caich vs. coop allocation. Sections 3.1 and 3.2 This section takes so much time!
Annual Quota Quota Share Type wessel, pounds requite so much work (0 derive numbers, just for EDR. All the
Allocation detail for share type really adds 1o spreadsheet time. To pay
leaschojders, we use average prices. BBR being paid in 2 years
complicates pulling #% from GI1
31lb Owner Crab Fishery and  vessel owner's quotz keased/vansleired 3 2 DP NMFS dala summarics, co-op work transfers 10 another vessel in the same t:o-ap‘?j'l'his isCrabrat  terminolgy s confusing and [ helieve
Annual Quota Quota Share Type o another vessel, pounds papers, iniernal work paper, fish tickels ~ management interpreted differendy by individusl EDR
Allocation preparers
Owner Crab Fishery and  vessel owner’s quota leased/ftransforred 3 3 IC  Coop worksheets, track funds going back  Leased - swaps - Lrue ups dilficult wrail 1o follow but the co-op  Get from co-ap level
Annual Quota Quola Share Type 10 another vessel, pounds and forth ta reconcile if possible 1o see il know best
Allocation your close
ALb Owner Crab Fishery and  vessel awner's quota leased/iransferred 3 1 JH NMFS data summaries, co-op work Need to differentiate between transfers for quota leased not part  Allow northern shares o be delivered o other
Annual Quala Quota Share Type 10 another vessel, paunds papers, inlernal work paper, fish tickets  of the setlement and ransfers called “swaps® ested as income  processors when plants ace not accessible due
Allacation and split with crew. to jce.
3Lb Owner Crab Fishery and  vessel owner's quota leased/transferred 2 2 NH  Coop vs. leased , seilement, allocation 1FQ vs. actual catch vs. allocation, PA's. Sections 3.1 and 3.2 Use coop #'s or calculate for EDR
Annual Quota Quota Share Type to another vessel, pounds require so much work to derive numbers, just for EDR. All the
Allocation detail for share type really adds to spreadsheet lime. To pay
leascholders, we use average prices. TIBR heing paid in 2 years
complicates pulling #'s (rom GL..
32a Quota Lease  Crab Fishery and  quota leased for use on vessel, pounds k] 2 DP  fish tickets, ransfer docs, work paper royally schedules fissucs related o overfunderage due 10 CoOp  Need more emphasis on fish tickels with quota
Cosls Quota Share Type summary management duting lishery (ie fish all A shares,but leascd A/B/C share Lype
)
32s Quota Lease  Crab Fishery and  quola Jeased for use on vessel, pounds 3 I I fish tickets, transfer docs, work paper fairly straightforward process Need more emphasis on fish tickets with quata

Casts Quots Share Type
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Work Group Compllation Average | Average
September 3, 2009 Difficult Poor
Tabls l I I l Data | | l
Number | EDA Saction | Data Reportsd By Dats Requestsd Gathering | Accuracy D Source Data Comments Recommended Corrective Actlon J
3.2a Quois lease Crab Fisheryand quota leased for use on vessel, pounds 3 2 NI Coop vs. Jeased 1FQ vs. actual catch vs. allocation, PA's. Sections 3.1 and 3.2 Worksheet (or share type - EDR only
Costs Quota Share Type require so much work 10 derive numbers, just for EDR, All the
detail for share Iype rcally adds to spreadshect ime. To pay
leaseholders, we use average peices. BBR being paid in 2 years
complicates pulling #'s from GL.
32b Quola Jease Crab Fisheryand quotz leased for usc on vesscl, wolal 3 1 JH  plaot sevilements, fish tickets, workpape  More complex as payments come in layers  sometimes 3 or 4
Costs Quuola Share Type cost summary adjustments. This scction (akes a lol ime 10 complete.
32h Quota lease Crab Fishery and  quola leased for use on vessel, total 3 2 NIVDP seulement, allocation 1FQ vs. acwal caich vs. allocation, PA's. Sections 3.1 and 3.2 Workshcet for share type - EDR only
Costs Quota Share Type cost require so much work (o derive numbers, just for KDR, Al the
detail for share type really adds 1o spreadsheel lime. To pay
J2c Quota lease Crab Fishery and number of crew (including caplain) 1 1 JH/DP NMFS data summarics, co-op work sheets, [airly siraightforward process
Cosis Quota Share 'I'ype cantributing [FQ C class sharcs crew contracts, and sctilcments
llc Quota Lease  Crab Fishery and  number ol crew (including caplain) 1 1 NH NMFS data summaries, co-op work sheets,
Costs Quota Share Type contributing [FQ C class shares crew contracts, and setilements
41 Harvest Labor Crab fishery no. uf paid harvest crew 1 L JH  ciew conlracls
Cosls
4la 1larvest Labor Crab Ashery no. of paid harvest crew 1 1 JC  fish ticket Include in fish ticke! data hase info and pull
Costs
4.la Iarvest Labor Crab fishery 0. of paid harvest crew 1 1 NH  setllement
Costs
301b  Huves! Labor Crab [ishery iola] crew labor payment 1 1 DP  crew selllements may involve two calendar years due io price adjmis
Costs
4.1b Harvest Labor Crab [shery total crew labor payment 1 2 JC  crew setlements - general ledger nol always clear if tendering or crab or shipyard Focus in seitlement sheet info
Costs
4.1h Harvest Laber Crab fishery total crew labot payment 1 1 JH  crew sellements
Costs
4.1b Harvest [abor Crab fishery lotal czew labor payment 2 3 NH  selllemeat + price adj. PA’s often paid in next year -tally just for EDR's
Costs
4lc larvest Labor Crab fishery capuain's labor payment 1 1 DP  cew sewlements may invalve two calendar years duc to price adjmis
Casts
Harvest Labor Crab fishery captain's labor payment ] 2 JC  crew sewlements - general ledger not aiways clear if tendering or crab or shipyard or quota share  Focus in settlement sheetinfo
Costs pymit
4.1¢ Harvest Labor Crab fishery captein's labor payment 1 1 JH  erew senlements
Costs
4lc Harvest Labar Ceab fishery caplain's labor payment 2 1 NH  sculement + price adj. PA's ofien paid in next yeor -tally just for EDR's
Costs
4.2 Labor Annual; bycost  deducied/directly charged/not charged JH  settlemenl
Payment clement
Details 1 1
42 Labor Annual; by cost  deducted/directly charged/not charged IC G
Payment ¢clement
Details 1 L
42 Labor Annual; by cost  deducicd/directly chargod/not charged NH  setllement
Payment clement
Details 1 1
43a Revenue Crab Gshery vessel owner’s percentage of net share 1 1 JH
shares
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Table Data
Number | EDR Section | Dats Reportsd By Data R d Gathering | Accuracy D Source Data Comments Recommended Corrective Action
432 Revenue Crab fishery vessel owner's percentage of net share NH/DP settlement
sharcs
1 1
4.3b Revenue Crab fishcry harvest crew percentage ol nel share 1 1 JH  crew contracls
shares
43b Revenue Crab fishery harvest crew percentage ol nel share NH/DP crew contracls, seltlement
shares 1 1
43¢ Revenue Crab fishery caplain's perceniage of net share L 1 JH  crew contracls
shares
43.c Revenue Crab fishery captain's pereentage of nct share NH/DP sctilcment
sharcs 1 )i
440 Crew Annual harvest crew license numbers 2 2 DP  Aliska DOA/DFG licensehelp object 10 having 10 gather this info for EDR,not sure what the Crew purchases liccose for the Year, may have
Licenses und purpose is, 3¢ this lakes unnecesary preparation ime fished for another vesselfishery This is infu
Permiu available to everyone
448 Crew Annual harvest crew license numbers 3 1 1€ Conect Ownets wha cantacts caplain who FDR online kicks oul as error if incarrect dala entered Do Lhey feel they have crew Lthat have not paid
Licenses and conlscts crewmember as needed license fees that they hope ta calch here
Permits
44.a Crew Annual harvest crew license numbers 2 2 JH  Alaska DOA/DFG licenschelp getling smoolher
Licenses and
Permils
44a Crew Annual harvest crew license numbers 2 2 NH  Ask on contract, AK-DOAJADFG license EDR use only, permanent address so how valuable for crew
Licenses and location.
Permits
44b Crew Annusl CFEC gear operator permil numbers 1 1 JC Owners provide license # and fish tickels
Licenses and
Peremite
44.b Crew Annual CFEC gear operator permil numbers 1 1 DP  Fish tckets [nformation is available via ADT&G
Licenses and
Permits
4.4b Crew Annual CFEC gear opesator permit numbers 1 I IH  Fish tickels
Licenses and
Permits
44 Crew Annual CFEC gear vperalor permil numbers 1 1 NH  fish ticket EDR usc only
Liconses and
Permits
5.1a Crab-Only  Annual insurance premiums 3 i DF Mot possible 1o prorato vessel's annusl vessels participating in Pot Cod Dshery would share in the
Costs premiums o Crab only premium costs
5.1a Crab-Only  Annual insurance premiums 1 1 JH  cenificate of insurance, summary ol days at Scction 5.1 and 5.2: {5 all this dotail needed? Crab vs. non-crab
Costs sea hy season, costs apportioned by can be arhiary and then allocated by Section 6 denominator
clement anyway which skewers the cost allocation
5.l.a Crab-Only  Annual insurance premiums 2 3 JC  General |edger Allocated out by number of days spent in each activity, cod-crab-
Costs tendering ete.
513 Crab-Orly  Annual insurance peemiums 3 3 NH  data ant given by carrier Not available by fishing season Ask in 5.2 only; eliminate from 5.1
Costs
5.1b Crzb-Only  Annual insurance deductible fees 2 2 DP  Review P&I deiail, son data by fishery deductible may not be reached during the Gscal yeer the injury
Cosis accurred
S1b Creb-Only  Annuzl insurance deductible (ces 2 1 JH  Review P&I detail, sort data by fishery costs for P&1 deductible can sirelchoul over several accounting
Costs periods.
51b Cezb-Only  Annual insurance deductible lees 2 2 NH  daa aom given by carrier deductible may not be reached during the [iscal year the injury  Ask in 5.2 only, ehiminsie from 5.1
Cosls
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Table Data
Number | EDR Section | Dals Reporied By Dats Regqueatad Gathering | Accuracy (] Source Data Comments Recommended Corrective Actlon
S.lel Crab-Only  Purchase Location quantily of pats purchased 1 2 JH  Review invoices for capilal additions Sometimes the count is an issue when purchasing lerge pile of
Costs used gear and some pols lossed, some saved for parts, all counted
by gear stotage provider.
s.1.cl Crab-Only  Purchase Location yuantity of pots purchased 1 1 NH G, invoice
Costs
1.2 Crab-Only  Purchase Location cost of puls purchased 2 2 JH  Review invoices for capilal addilions Sometimes cost per item is conditional on sorting good and bad
pe 2 B
Costs pots in pile of used gear.
5.1.c2 Crab-Only  Purchase Localion cost of puts purchased 1 1 IC  Contact Owners who contacts bookkeeper  Takes lime to track down
Costs ta pull inveices or GL. detail
5.1.c2 Crab-Only Purchase Location cost of pots purchased 1 1 NIl GL, calculale Pals & line often bought separately.
Costs
5.1d Crab-Only  Purchase Location other crab harvest gear cost 3 1 JH  Extract data, sort into work paper, review  Suppliers have stores in Washington and Alaska, good purchased drop purchase location reporting
Costs invoices, etc. fram bath locations . all payments to Washington
S.d Crab-Only  Purchase Localion other crah harvest gear cost 1 1 JC  Conlact Owners who contacts bookkeeper Takes tiime Lo track down
Cosls 10 pull invoices or GL delail
5.1d Crab-Only  Purchase Location other crab harvest gear cost 2 2 NH G, invoice Gathered {or EDR only
Costs
5.1el Crab-Only  Crab Fishery, bait pounds 2 1 JH Prepared work paper, review invaices. Some bait stored betwecn accounting periods carricd as inventory more focus on actual bait used during crab
Costs Purchase on vessel baoks. fishing
[ocation, and Bail
Species
S.lel Crab-Only  Crab Fishery, bait pounds 2 2 NH/DY Prepare workpaper, review invoices/add!  EDR use only by bait species Purchased vs. used, which year used
Cosls Purchese time needed for EDR use only by bait
Location, and Bail species, break down by purshase source,
Species input [rom skipper.
Slel Crab-Only  Crab Fishery, bail pounds 2 2 JC  Pulled ofl seilement sheels, invoices Pounds not always noled/specic nal noled dlways Use crewsheets shared coslavg cost
Costs Purchase
Location, and Bait
Species
5.1.e2 Ceab-Only  Crab Fishery, 1otal bait cost 2 1 DP  Prcpared work paper, review Some bait stared between accounting periods carried as inventory more focus on actual bait used during crab
Costs Purchase invoices /add! time needed (o break down  on vessel books. fishing. should be tizd to bait charges shared
Localtivn, and Dail by bail species wilh crew.
Species
5..e2 Crab-Only Crab Fishery, tolal bait cost 2 | JH  Prepared work paper, neview invoices. Same bail stored berween accounting periods carricd as invenlory mane [ocus on actual bail used dusing crab
Caosts Purchase on vessel books. fishing, should be lied 1o bait charges shared
Location, and Bait with crew,
Species
512 Crab-Only  Crab Fishery, total bait cost 2 2 NH  Prepared work paper, review EDR use only by bail specics Purchased vs. used, which year used
Costs Purchase invoices.fadd'l lime needed to break down
Location, and Bait by beit species
Species
5.1.11 Crab-Only  Crab Fishory and  galluns of fuel used 2 2 DP  Exlract daa, surt into work paper, review  Some fuel stored between accounting periods carried ss inventory drop location reporting. Include all fuel shared
Cosls Purchase [.ocalion invoices, elc. on vessel hooks. Splitting out Alaska travel, such as Kodiak 1o with crew as allowable crab fishing expense.
King Cove [or crab is difficult as the crew shares in Lhis cast.
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Table i ’ l Data
Mumber | EDA Sectian | Data Reported By Data Requesled Gathering | Accuracy 1D Source Data Comments Recommended Corrective Action
Creb-Only  Crab Fishery and - gallons of fucl used 2 2 IC Used owners estimates, called vendors o Wilhoul wracking beginning and ending inventory may be ol Use crew seulement fucliavg cost
Costs Purchase Location gel avg pricos prior year Prices rcally vary and aclual fuel used varies wilh activity and
y vary y
speed
5401 Crab-Only  CrabFisheryand gallons of fucl uscd 2 1 JH  Exirect data, sort into work paper, teview  Some fuel stored between accounting periods carried as inventory drop location reporting. Include all fuel shared
Casts Purchase Location invoices, cic. oa vessel books. Splitting oul Alaska wravel, such as Kodisk o wilh crew as allowable crab fishing expense.
King Cave for crab is difficult as the crew sharcs in this cost
510 Crab-Only  Crab Fishery and  gallons of [uel used 1 2 NH  skipper, settlemeni Purchases - mulli-year; location? Purchascs can be from prior year
Cosis Purchase Location
5400 Crab-Only  Crah Fisheryand costof fuel used (indicate if lube/fluids 2 2 DP  Extract dala, sort into work paper, review  Some fuel stored between accounling periods carried as inventory drop location reposting. Include all fuel shared
Costs Purchase Location costincluded) invoices, clc. on vessel bouks. Splilting out Alaska iravel, such as Kodiak 1o with crew as allowable crah [ishing expense.
King Cove for crab ix difficult ax the crew shares in this cost
5.1.12 Crab-Only  Crab Fishery and  cost of fuel used (indicate if lube/fluids 2 2 JC  Used owners estimales Without tracking beginning and ending inveatory may be off. Use crewshezts as with other shared expenses.
Costs Purchase Localion cost included) Prices realiy vary and actual fucl used can be hard to identify Owner has alrcady allocated these cosis 10 the
where purchased season and why pay us lo do it again
sLn Crab-Only  Crab Fishery and  cost of fuel used (indicate if lube/fluids 2 1 JH  Exuaci dat, sort into work paper, review  Some luel stored between accounting periods carried as inventory drop location reporting. Include all fuel shared
Costs Purchase location cost included) invoices, elc, on vessel books. Spliting cut Alaska travel, such as Kodiak o with crew as allowable crab fishing expense.
King Cove for crab is difficult as the crew shares in this cost.
512 Crab-Only Czab Fishery und  cost of {uel used (indicate if lube/Muids z 2 NIl skipper, setilement EDR use only hy location Purchuscs can be from prioe year
Costs Purchase Lacation cost included)
S5.lg Crab-Only  Annual fond and provisions for crew 2 2 DP  based on assumplions, il vessel Gished Use crew seltkenent workpapers ; indusiry
Casts P.cod which occurs during same uarler. siandard is a per day grocery raie deducicd
[rom share/not actual grocery cost.
{ood and provisions for crew 2 2 JC Setllement sheets Actual cost could be more or less on G/L, sometime you have Use crewsheets as with ather shared expenses.
foad inventory also atend of scason Owner has already allocated Lhese costs 10 the
season and why pay us v do it again
5.8 Crab-Only  Annual food and provisinns for crew 2 1 JII invoices
Caosis
5.lg Crab-Only  Annual food and provisicns for crew N/A N/A NH  charged to crew - Not applicable as crew is charged Eliminate his element
Costs
5.Lh Crab-Oaly  Annual cost of other crew-related expense 2 2 JH  Pull dota off settlements and GIL. Sometimes the amount changes {rom the preliminary seut) o
Costs (open ended description) the linal sewlement.
S.Lh Creb-Only  Annuel cost of ather crew-related expense 2 2 1C Pull selected ilems off G/L
Cosls (open ended description)
S.1h Crah-Only  Annual cost of olher crew-related expense 2z 2 NH  GL, caleulae EDR use only Eliminaic this clement
Cosls (open caded descriplion)
S50 Crah-Only  Annual freight and handling costs lor ccab and na I
Cosis crab producls
5. Crab-Only  Annual {reight and handling costs (or crab and N/A N/A NH/DP none incurred EDR use ealy Eliminate this clemenl
Cosls crab producis
5. Crab-Only  Annual siorage, wharfage, and delivery costs il 3 PP Exiract dawa, sort into work paper, review  apporlion costs based on number of pots for crab and cod
Cosls for crah harvest gear invoices, cic.
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Page 7

Evaluation Workpaper 1] Easy Good
Work Group Compilation 2| Average | Avera
September 3, 2009 3] Oifficult Poor
Table Data
Number | EDR Saction | Data Reportad By Datn Requested Gathering | Accuracy 1] Source Data Comments Recommended Corrective Action
5.1 Crab-Only  Annual storage, wharlage, and delivery costs 2 1 JII Extract data, sort into work paper, review  apportion costs based on number of pots for crab and cod.
Costs for crab harvest gear invoices, elc.
5.1 Crab-Only  Annual sterage, wharfage, and delivery costs 2 1 NIl GL, calculate EDR use only Eliminate this clement
Costs for crab harvest gear
5.1k Crab-Only  Crab Fishery observer costs nfa Jn
Costs
5.1k Sﬂbﬂnly Crab Fishery observer cosls N/A N/A NH/DP 1C required, NOAA pays, not boal, except bairdi
-0sts
5.1 Crab-Only  Annual 101z} of fisheries 1axes and fees 2 2 DF  seulements from processors there are adjustments in taxcs shared and withheld between the
Costs end of season advance and the final setilement.
5.1 Emb-()nly Annus! total of fisheries taxes and fces 2 2 1C setlements from processors Had 1o do spread sheet w break out, not broken out on GL-
asts
511 Crab-Only  Annual 1otal of fisheries taxes and fees 2 2 JII sculements from processors there are adjusiments in taxes shared and withheld between the
Costs end of season advance und the final seilement.
5.1 Crab-Only  Annual towal of fisheries laxes and fees 2 1 NH  setdemem, calculaw PA's often paid in next year <tally just for GDR's
pa ye Y )
5.1m Crab-Only  Annual harvest cooperalive membership and 1 1 JH
Cosis Inter Coop Exchsnge fees
Sim Crah-Only  Annual harvest cooperative membership and 1 1 NIl GL
Costs Inter Coop Fxchange fecs
5.0n Crab-Only  Annual cost of other crab related expense 1 1 JH
Costs (open ended description)
5.An Crab-Only  Annual cost of other crah relaled expense 2 2 NH GL discretionary whai to include Lliminate this elemem
Costs (open ended desceription)
52a Annual Cosis Purchase Location capital invesiment cost (crab anly cost 3 3 NP capilal projects summary, gl data extracled Capital items arc custom made for vessel often sourcing pars purchase location by port is most difficult pan
indicated) and sorled, review each iransaction from scveral sources und locslions of analysis, vendors wilh same names in
different locations, elc.
52a Annual Costs  Purchase I.ocation capital investment cost (crab only cost 3 1 JEl  capital projects summary, gl data extracled  Capital items are cuslum made (or vessel ollen sourcing pars purchase locaticn by port is most difficult part
indicated) and sorted, review each transactinn from several sources and Jocalions of analysis, vendors wilh same names in
different localions, elc.
52a Annual Casts Purchase 1.ocation capilal investment cast (crab only cost 2 1 JC G/L, then request invoices (o deermine Getting location for everything adds ume & § Lo preparation Rely more on community vendor info
indicated) location of purchase, not always obvious  getting other parties t pull invoices from storage
by vendor name
52a Annual Costs Purchase Location capital investment cost (erab only cost 3 1 NH Gl calculate Hard 10 separate crab only $%; location? Section 5.1 and 5.2: 1y
indicated) all this detail nceded? Crab vs. non-crab can be arbitrary and then
allocated by Section 6 denominator anyway which skewers the
cost allocalion.
5.2b Aanual Costs Purchase Location repair and meintenance cost (crab 3 3 DP g data cxiracted and sorted, review cach Al r&m has to be performed with erab fishing in mind and be 2 purchase localion by port is most difficult part
unly cost indicated) transaclion cerlain crab boat quality of analysis, vendors with same names in
ditlerent locations, eic
5.2b Annual Costs Purchase Location repair and mainlenance cosl (crab 3 1 JH gl data cxiracied and sored, review cach  All r&m has 1o be performed with crab fishing i mind and be a  purchase location by port is most difficult part
only cost indicaled) transaction cetlain crab boal quality of analysis, vendors with same names in
different localions, etc.
Annual Costs Purchase Lacation repair and maintenance cost (crab 3 2 IC  G/L, then request invoices to determine  R&M accoun: usually has most entries, takes more time w get  Gel communily data from vendors
only cost indicaled) localion of puzchase, nol always obvious  Jocalions and hard to allocate t just one 2ciivily
hy vendor name
5.2b Annual Costs Purchase Location repaie and mainienance cosl (crab 3 2 NH gl data extracied and soried, ceview each  hard to separate crab only §5; locatlon?

only cost indicated)
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Catcher Vessel EDR
Evaluation Workpaper 1 Easy Good
Work Group Compilation 2| Average | Average
September 3, 2009 3| pifficult Poor
I Table l l '! Data
Number | EDR Section | Data Raportsd By Data Requestad Gathering | Accuracy 1D Source Data Comments R ded Corrective Actlon
52¢c Annual Costs  Annual hull, P&I, and pollution insurance 2 1 NP centificate ol insurance, summary of days at Only accurate and casy 10 gather IF vessel is only invalved [n
premium costs (crab only cost sea by season, costs apportioned by Crab fishery, Note should include cost of Cargo Insurance for
indicaled) element Leased Quota
S2¢ Annucl Costs  Annual hull, P&1, end pollution insurance 2 1 JH  cenificale of insurnnce, summery of days at Vessels are crab buats and all insurance costs are predicated on  Vessel is primarily a crab hoat and sl other
premium costs (crab anly cost sea by season, costs apportioned by this type of use. activities are extras
indicalcd) clement
5.2.¢ Annual Costs  Annual hull, P&1, and pollution insurance 2 2 NH  GL, prepaid Fall for year Why is crab only asked herea and in 5.1 alsa? Insur. - put in 5.2 only; creb only N/A
premium costs (crab only cost
indicated)
524 Annual Cosls Purchase Location fuel, electricily, lubrication and fluids, 2 1 JH/DP  Exlract dara, sortinlo work paper, réview  appears (o understate crab fishing costs by excluding in state purchase location by port 1s most dilficult part
cosl (not incurred while fishing for invoices, elc. travel and other direct crab fishing costs af analysis
crab)
524 Annual Costs Purchase [.ocation fuel, elecuicity, lubrication and fluids, 2 2 IC  General ladger- Fuel & Lube ofien oot broken aut. Geuwing Jocalion for everything
cost (not incurred while fishing for adds ime & § to preparation getting other parties 1o pull invoices
crah) from storage
52d Annual Costs Purchase Lacation fuel, electricity, lubrication ard fluids, 2 2 NH  GL, calculate Boughl one year; partially used in next
cost (crab only cast 2nd lube/fluids
costs in¢luded indicated)
S2e Annual Cosls Annual other crab related cost (open-ended 2 | JH  cxtract g data, preparc wark paper
description)
52¢c Annual Costs  Annual ather crab reluted cost (open-ended 2 2 NH  GL, calculawe discretionary what o include Tliminate this clement
description)
6a Annual Annual annual totals for 2ll fisheries, days at 1 1 JH/DP operations records ‘This appears to assemble all the days into an inflated denominator vessels are primarily crab boais and all the
Tolals, All sca 1o divide inlo the apportioned costs using Lhe minimived olher activities arc provided using a crab boat
Fisheries numeration in table 1. This appears o be a method [or pulling  Needs (o be clear thal this is ot an ordinary
non crab related cxpenses on a highter level than crab and distonts wnder, as there is not need to maintain salmon
the the true time and cost of crab fishing and using the vessel for  boats in this manner or provide the equipment
crab, ‘This also ignores the risk levels of moving to and from the  wnd peae, These are crab wessels, managed by
crab grounds and general costs of preparing the gear and (he professional fishermen, and maintained w
vessel..this number could be misused to load the equation by exacting standards.
falsly minimizing crab expenses and maximizing crab income.
Ha Annual Annual annual Iotals for all fisheries, days at 2 2 JC  Askowner for days at sea in other slutes
Totals, All sea including WA, OR etc and tendering or
Fisherics non crab aclivilies
6.2 Annual Annual annua! totals for all fisheries, days at 2 2 NIl FT, skipper, processor At sva days FDR use only
Totals, All sea
Fisheries
6.b Annual Annual annual totals (or all fisheries, round 2 1 DP Gl does nol record pounds, musl alter boukkeeping records , 1o
Tolsls, All pounds caught and retsincd (excludes include his cumbersome information
Fisheries discards)
6.b Annual Annual annual tolals [or all fisheries, round 1 1 i
Totals, All pounds caught and rerained (excludes
Fisheries discards)
bb Annual Annual annual talals for all fisherics, round 2 I NH  FT, processor Why nan-crab pounds, pre-2005 no salmon
Towls, All pounds caught and retained (excludes
Fisheries discards)
b.c Annual Annual pross landings revenue 1 1 Jit
Touls, All
Fisherics

C:\Documents and Settings\Arni\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Flles\Cantent, IES\DOLASUZ\Cambined Red Yiw Green

Comblned Red Yiw Green



9/17/200%  12:40 PH

Catcher Vessel EDR
Evaluation Workpaper

1 Easy Good

Page s

Work Group Compilation 2| average | Average |
September 3, 2009 3| oitficult Pacr
Table Data
Humber | EDR Section | Duta Reportad By Data Requested Gathering | Accuracy I i+ 1 Source Data Comments Recommended Corrective Action
6.c Annuzl Annual gross landings revenue 2 1 NH/DP I, processor, GL PASs ofien paid in next year -1ally just for EDR's
Touwls, All
Fisherics
[X] Annual Annual annual totals for all fisheries, labor 1 1 iTH
Totals, All cosls
Fisheries
6.d Annual Annual annual otals for all fisheries, labor 2 1 NII/DP PAs eften paid in next year -tally just for EDR's
Totals, All Cosls
Fisheries
Notes Dp General Comments
bp 1 TOOK THE STAND WHEN MEASURING THE DEGREE OF ACCURACY; IF THE DATA GATHERING WAS
"EXTRACTED" OR APPORTIONED MAKING THE LEVEL"2" THEN ACCURACY WOULLD BE NO BEUTER
THAN A "2* AS WELL
np THERE IS AN ADDED DEGRFEE OF DIFFICULTY DUE TO PRICE ADJUSTMENTS IN ANOTHER CALENDAR
YEAR AS NUMEROUS COSTS ARE AFFECTED AND INVOLVES THE NEED TO PREPARE SEPARATE
REPORTS T0O ACCURATELY REPORT THE INFORMATION ON EDR.
or EDR'S ARE PREPARED ON CALENDAR BASED ACCOUNTING QUESTIONS, HUT ACIUALLY REQUIRE US
TO PULL AND ELIMINATE INFORMATION FOR MORE THAN ONE CALENDAR YEAR.
or AS THE COOPS ARE MANAGED TQ EFFICIENTLY CATCH QUOTA, THIS MEANS AT VARIQUS TIMES A
HARVESTER MAY BE FISHING QUOTA FOR ANOTHER MEMRER. THE HARVESTER MAY NOT CATCH
ALL OF ITS OWN QUOTA (BY A/B/C). THIS CREATES ISSUES RELATED TO QUOTA THE HARVESTER
MAY HAVE LEASED, WHEN IT COMES TO FIGURING ROYALTIES AND CREW SHARES.
Dy ALSO, THIS CREATES ANGTHER PROBILEM AS THIS ADDS A LEVEL OF DIFFICULTY WHEN
ATTEMPTING TO ANSWER EDR QUESTIONS BASED ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT A HARVESTER
CATCHES 1TS OWN QUOTA AND ASSUMED IT ALSO CATCHES ALL IT'S LEASED QUOTA
Noltes NH Genersl Comments
NH Please standardize type size on the pdf form. Some lines have larger type than others.
NI Clarify an al sca day. A day could include offload, travel (o grounds, and resume fishing. Do you allocate or code day lo
activity laking largest %.
NH Secticns 3.1 & 3.2 are very difficult. With coop directed harvesting of B & C shares, swaps, average prices, seasons paid
in 2 years, cic.
NIl
Sections 3.1 and 3 2 require so much work o derive numbers, just for EDR. All the detail for share type really adds o
spreadsheel time. To pay leaseholders, we use average prices. BBR being paid in 2 years complicales pulling #s [rom
GL.
NH Section 5.1 and 5.2: Is all this detait needed? Crab vs. non-crab can be arbitrary and then aliocated by Section 6
dcnominator anyway which skewers the cost allocation.
il Section 6 - including tender and ground(ish sales so distoris the cost allocation %. And these non-crab sales were not
included in historical EDRS, sa total sales arc nol comparative anyway.
Notes m General Comments
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Catcher Vessel EDR

Evaluation Workpaper Easy_

Waork Group Compilation Average Average
September 3, 2009 3| Difficult Paor

I Nl:l:ﬂb:f mmn‘| Data Reportad B"‘I Dats Requastsd I GI:?::I“Q Accuracy I 1D l Source Data l Comments Recommended Corrective Action
I Please make it possible to enter additional lines in the the online report where data is requested by location purchased
Notes ic Gengral Comments
e Fish tickees shauld be revised 1o included more detail for their data hase and less required o be reporied on EDR
i Settlement sheets seem Lo be unother repeated source from information that's more tuned to the crab fishery rather than
general ledger amounis that need to be allocated and done differently by preparer most likely
iC Gary indicaled Co-op could maybe play a bigger role in providiog EDR inlo, and 1 do recall thinking that myself while

preparing EDR, but not sure if they have the staff 1o do that.

i Red Yiw Gr
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<Thoreside- A’/da://h% Apcrsior

1 Easy Good
2 Average Average . .
3| Difmcult | Poor Annual Shoreside Processor/Floating Processor Form
Tabo  lebRsection  |DataReported B Data Requasted
Numb v °q Data Gatheri Accurbcy  [Source Data Comments |Recommended Corrective Action
dates covered Production by Specles report/Fish
1a-6 Crab Preduction |Crab Fishery 1 1 Tickets
1.5-6 Crad Production |Crad Fishery crab processing days Production by Specles report
l.a-0 Crab Production _ |Crab Fishery nds of rew crab processed 1 1 Fish purchase by fish ticket owner report
1.6-6 Crad Producti Crab Fishery oduct cods 1 1 ADF&G
1.8-6 Crab Productlon {Crab Fishery process code 2 2 Manually assign ADF&G Codes
1.2-0 Crab Production | Crab Fishery crab size code 1 2
1.6-¢ Crab Production {Crab Fishery crab grade code 1 1 Production Report - Item Description
le-e Crab Production 2 1 Item Master
1.a-e Crab Production 1 1 |FT by Owner report
1.a-0 Crab Prodgclion | 1 1 IProduction Report
Crab species and
AffilliatstvUnafTiliate
2.1a-b {Annug) Crab Sales|d sales Wmm code 1 1 |Sales Report by Customer
Crab species and
AffiliatedAUnaffiliate
j2.1ab Annwa! Crab Salesid salss ocess code 2 2 Sales Report - [tem Description.
Crabd species and
AffilllatedAnafliliale
2.1e-b ___{Annus! Creb Salesd sales creb size code 1 2 rSales Report - ftem Description,
Crab species and
Affilisted”Unafilele
12.18-b Annual Crab Seales|d salea crab prade code 1 1 Sales Report - Item Description.
Crab spacies end
Affilliated/Unatfiliate
2.1a-b Annual Crab Sales{d sales box size and untts (ka/ib) 2 1 Sales Repart - [tem Description.
Crab spocles and
Affillisted/Unaffiliate
2.12-b Annual Crad Salesid sales u«n!shad pounds sold 2 1 Sales Report by Customer
Crab specles and
Affillisted/Unaffillate
Lg.w—b Annual Crab Salesid sales tota! revenuas 2 1 {Sales Report by Customer
Crab speciss and
Affilligted/Unaffiliate |port of lading for FOB valug;
2.12-b Annua! Crab Salesld sales Saattle or Alaska 1 1 Sales Report by Customer
Custom
Processing
3._2‘. Provided |Crad Fishery CR Fighery Code 1 1 Production Report - Jtem Description
Custom
Processing
22 Providad Crad Fishery |product code 1 1 |Production Report - ltem Description




Custom
Processing
2.2 Providad Crad Flshary T0CO8s code
Custom
Processing d for custom
2.2 Provided Crab Fishary procassing
Processing Labor averaps no. of crab
21 Costs Crab fishery proceasing poshtions
Processing Labor total man-hours
3.1 Costs Crab fisheary
3.4 Processing Labor Crab fishery total procassing labor payment
By locatlon of count of praceasing workers
resldance {by clty, state, or country of
residence
Custom
Procasaing Done pounds of raw crabd sent for
4.6a-0 For You Crab Fishery custom processing
Custom
Processing Done
4.5-¢ For You Crab Fighery product code
Custom *7
Processing Dons
4.8-8 For You Crab Fishery s code
Cusiom
Processing Done
4.2-0 For You Crab Fishery crab size code
Custom
Processing Done
4.9-6 For You Crab Fishery creb grade cods
Custom
Processing Done
4.0-8 For You Crab Fishery box size and units (kg/ib)
Custom '
Processing Done
4.0-¢ For You Crab Fishary uﬁnwmd pounds
Custom
Processing Dons
4.8-0 For You Crab Fishery tolal cost paid
Creb Fishery and I
Crab Purchases |IFQ Typs 1FQ Typs
Crab Fishery and
Crab Purchasss _[IFQ Type crab sizg code
Crab Fishery and
Crab Purchases crah code
Crab Fishery and  [total pounds of raw crad
and  Jtoted gross cost of rew crab
purchased

Production Repart - Item Description

G/L comparison to A/R

Estimate from production

Payroll records

Payroli records

HR Records

|Fish Tickets

Other company records, and finished

oo regort

Juo: distinquished

LPmductlon Report - Ttem Description

Production Report - [tem Description

Production Report - Item Description

LG/L comparison to A/P and contracts

IFlsh purchase by fish ticket awner report

Production Report - ltem Description

Fish purchase by fish ticket owner report

IFlsh purchase by fish ticket owner report




[Eia Crad-Only Cosis_ [Anual IFisherios Texas
8 1b Crad-Only Costs |Annual [Processing and packaging
materlals, equipment &
supplies
{6.1¢c Crab-Only Costs |Annual food and provisions
Ie.w Crab-Only Costs [Annual Other Direct Cosls for crab
labor
1618 Crab-Only Costs |Annus! insurance Deduclibles
6.1 Crab-Only Costs |Anmwal Re-packing Costs
6 1g Crad-Only Costs |Brokerags and promastions
Annua! casts for orab sales, by fishery
6.1h Crab-Only Costs ~ [Processcr Guata (1PQ) Lease
JAnnual Coats
6.1i Crab-Only Cosls |annual Obaesver cosls, by fishery
P" Crab-Only Cosls |Purchase location _ |Freight Gosts for supplios 1o
plant
8.1k Crab-Only Costs freight and handling costa for
) Annual processed creb products from
. the plamt
8.1} Crab-Only Costs |Annua! product storage
6 im Crab-Only Costs water, sewer, and waste
I Anmual disposal
I6.1n Crab-Only Cosls Annual - Other Crab specific costs
N Fus!, electrictly, ubrication
|6.2 Annua! Costs Purchase Location and hydraullc fhids
|investments in plant and
I8.2 Annus! Costs Purchase Location equipmsnt (by locstion)
I ropalr and maintenance for
62 Annual Costs Purchase Location fplant and equipment (by
locsation)
[Number of Employess and
Salaries for Foremen,
|62 Annus) Costs Purchase LacatoN  |\anacaers, end other
Employees
Other Pian! specific costs
16.2 Annual Costs Purchase Location . (describe below)
7 Annual Totals, All Annuat annuel tolals for all fishefies,
Fisheries processing days
annual totals for all fisheries,
Annusi Totals, All |
7 e s {Annual gross FOB revenus
ennual tolals for all fisheries,
Annua! Tolals, All |nnished pounas od
7 |F‘ her Annual pounds process
- Annual Totals, Al Gnnal Ioals fof ah fEharles.
ual s, racessing labor costs
7 Fisherias Annual P ng

~N ~N NN ~ NN N NN

~N

N NN W ww

NOW o wN

~N

[T2x Returns/compare to G/L

You would need to start at the G/L and
then go to individual invoices to do this

G/L and subjective proration

G/L and some subjective proration
rocess

FL compare to A/P
N/A

G/L

G/L

GfL

N/A or G/L

G/L ang vendor A/P

G/L and vendor A/P

G/L and vendor A/P

G/L and vendor A/P

G/L and vendar A/P

G/L and vendar A/P

IProduction Report DH

{Financial Statements

]Flnanclal Statements

Financial Statements




PACIFIC NORTHWEST CRAB INDUSTRY ADVISORY
COMMITTEE (PNCIAC)
c/o 4209 21 Ave. West, Ste. 403
Seattle, Washington 98199
360 440 4737

steve(@wafro.com

July 17, 2009
Notes: Jaint PNCIAC/AFSC workshop concerning the Crab Rationalization program EDR forms.

1. Steve Minor opened the meeting with an overview of industry concerns that have been raised in recent weeks.
He outlined several issues:

a. The Paperwork Reduction Act specifies that the public Reporting Burden for the harvast sector is
supposed to be 7.5 hours per EDR, but many industry participants have stated that it now exceeds 35
hours per EDR, and in the case of an EDR respondent that also leases IFQ it is even greater.

b. The Paperwork Reduction Act also specifies that the Public Reporting Burden for the processing sector is
supposed to be 10 hours per EDR, but many industry participants have stated that it now exceeds 40
hours per EDR.

c. That the latest proposed EDR revisions will actually increase the burden on the private sector rather than
decrease it as anticipated after the data quality review found that 1/3 of the data currently collected is not
usable.

d. That the cost of the EDR process for the agency exceeds $1,000,000 in the first three years of the
pregram and the system is still not ylelding quality data for anatysts.

Steve then went on to propose that the meeting be a “Listening Session™ between AFSC and the industry, and
that everyone try to address their comments and recommeandations within this framework goal for the EDR
process:

i. What are the crab program issues that the NPFMC wants examined?

ii. What are the industry variables that effect management decisions related to those issues?

ﬁl.wmhat standard accounting practices already capture those industry variables, and how can they be accessed
efficiently?

iv.What remaining variables need to be collected through the EDR process, and how can they be efficiently
collected?

2. The meeting was then apened up for a lengthy exchange between AFSC staff and both harvesting and
processing sector representatives.

3. During thal discussion, Mike Galan of Trident handed out a “red light, yellow light, green light" document he
had prepared to demonstrate how specific data requests have various “ease of access™ and “quality”
characteristics.

4. Several participants spoke of the additional costs of the EDR process (eg - staff time, audit expenses); others
spoke of the unnecessary detail required (eg - separating EAG and WAG at the processing levels when it is all
purchased and processed as a single species). many participants spoke of the underiying problems caused
because the EOR process was designed before the crab program was implemented and the industry now
oparates in many ways that were not anticipated.

5. Agreed upon actions:

a. AFSC staff will prepare templales for the processing and harvesting sector to each (individually or on a
collaborative basis) recreate the “red, yellow, green light” process to see if we can arrive at a consensus
about efficient data collection methods and likely data quality resuits.

b. The next collaborative workshop will take place in mid-September, during the same week as the Crab
Plan Team meetings, at a date and time to be determined.

¢. Out of this effort a process to develop the revised EDRSs is expected to emerge and be presented to the
Coungcil at the Octeber meeting.
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MSRA Reauthorization Tracking: by Status update of tasks (30 items)

As of September 4 2009

: ? Due date

i o B S R

Annual Catch Limits (1 1tem)

g 1 Establtsh a mechamsm for specnfymg annual catch Ilmlts 01/01/10
¢ ‘in the plan (including a multiyear plan), implementing
. regulations, or annual specifications, at a level such that
: overfishing does not occur in the fishery, including : :
. measures to ensure accountability, The amendment made
. by subsection (a)(10)—(1) shall, unless otherwise provided :
. for under an international agreement in which the United | 3
. States participates, take effect— (A) in fishing year 2010 §
. for fisheries determined by the Secretary to be subjectto |
. over fishing; and (B) in fishing year 2011 for all other
. fisheries; and (2) shall not apply to a fishery for species
¢ ‘that have a life cycle of approximately 1 year unless the
¢ Secretary has determined the fishery is subject to
¢ ‘overfishing of that species; and (3) shall not limit or
. otherwise affect the requirements of section 301(a)(1) or
. 304(e) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
: :Management Act (16 U,S.C, 1851(a)(1) or 1854(e),
‘respectively).

2. Requires that rebuilding plans be submitted 2 years after :
i 55tuck declared and overflshmg |5 ended |mmed|ate|y

Bycatch (1 ltem)

B 1 Prograrn The Secretary, in cnoperatlon wn:h the Councns 01/12/08
. ‘and other affected interests, and based upon the best :
i scientific information available, shall establish a bycatch | H
. reduction program, including grants, to develop
¢ technological devices and other conservation engineering
. changes designed to minimize bycatch, seabird interactions, :

bycatch mortality, and post-release mortality in Federally

managed fisheries, The section specifies program

requirements,

:2. Incentives: Authorizes councils to establish a system of
. incentives for bycatch reduction, including establishment of
.individual bycatch quotas.

. 3. Seabird Bycatch: Authorizes Sec., in coordination with
‘the Sec. of Interior, to undertake projects in cooperation

+ with industry to improve information and technology to
reduce seahlrd hycatch

Canfl;ct uf mterest (1 |tem)

1 8  Additional Information

§‘C|')r'r‘1plete'c‘1 -

‘ Completed

* Annual Catch Limits must be in place for overfished stocks by 1/01/10. However, the '

- task tracked here is GUIDELINES to be provided to NMFS/Councils to establish a
~mechanism for specifying annual catch limits.

- * A Notice of Intent published on 2/14/07 (72 FR 7016). The public comment period is
‘closed.

i* The proposed revisions to the guidelines for National Standard 1(NS1) of the

{ Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act published on June 9,
12008 (73 FR 32526). Public comments will be accepted through September 22, 2008.
i * A notice of public meetings for the ACL proposed rule was published on June 26,
12008 (73 FR 36300)

CEA summary of comments received at scoping meetings, the proposed rule, and the

‘RIR/IRFA may be found here:
ghttp://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msaZOD7/catch|irnits.htm

“ A final rule implementing ACL guidance was published January 16, 2008 (74 FR 3178)
‘and will be effective February 17, 2009. The final rule, and additional information, may -

.be found here: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/catchlimits.htm

The |ncentlves and seablrd bycatch tasks (|tem5 2 and 3) do not have assouated
i statutory deadlines but are being tracked with the overall bycatch program task

»because these components are part of the overall bycatch reduction program in section
£ 316 of the revised Magnuson-Stevens Act.

A Policy Directive establishing this program was signed by NMFS on January 11, 2008.

- The Directive may be found at www.nmfs.noaa.gov/directives
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‘Task. Due date Status Additional Information
management. The study should build upon the
recommendations of the advisory panel (established under
Section 406 of MSA). Stipulates what must be included in
study.

Environmental Review Process - NEPA (1 item) ;
iThe Secretary shal!, in consultation with the Councils and 01/12/08 Delayed The National Marine Flshenes Service sollcuted public comment through Apnl 20 2007
ithe Council on Environmental Quality, revise and update on the environmental review provisions required by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
:agency procedures for compliance with the National Conservation and Management Reauthorization Act (MSRA).

{Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4231 et seq.). Specifies i
‘requirements of the procedures. First part of schedule i For more information, see:
;speciﬁes when revised procedures are to be proposed. http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/notice_to_public_5.pdf
‘Proposed rule shall provide 90 days for public comment. A summary of the public comments received has been posted on the website. See:
:Requires that the Secretary promulgate final procedures for http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/publiccomments.htm
.compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (42
‘U.S.C. 4231 et seq.) no later than 12 months after the date On August 12, 2008, the comment period closed on the proposed rule to revise and i
;of enactment, update NMFS procedures for complying with NEPA in the context of fishery t
: management actions. Numerous public comments were received, and NMFS is in the i
process of sorting, counting, and analyzing the comments. To review or download a
copy of the proposed rule, see:
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/nepa_proposed_rule.pdf :
NMFS was not able to complete the interagency discussion on the final NEPA rule, and |
it was apparent that the agency would be unable to complete the work in the final
weeks of the current administration. OMB wanted to have a clean slate for the next
administration, so on December 19, 2008, NMFS withdrew the rule from OMB review.
NMFS plans to engage the new administration on this important issue as we continue
to consider revised procedures for complying with the National Environmental Policy :
Act in the context of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management !
Act. H
Experimental Fishing Permits (1 item) !
- TRV |
iRequires Sec., in consultation with the Councils, to 07/12/07 Completed A proposed rule was published on 12-21-2007 (72 FR 72657). 1
ipromulgate regulations that establish an expedited, See: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/Proposed_Rule.pdf H
‘uniform, and regionally-based process for issuance of Extension published March 18, 2008 (73 FR 14428). i
‘experimental fishing permits. See: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/otherprovisions.htmi :
: Comment period ended on April 4, 2008,
§
A final rule was published on 08-25-2009 (74 FR 42786). L
See: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/otherprovisions.html

Fishery Science (1 item)

iSecretaries of Commerce and Education shall collaborate to 107/12/07 Completed The report on "The Shortage in the Number of Individuals w1th Post-BaccaIaureate

istudy If there is a shortage of individuals with post -
ibaccalaureate degrees in fisheries science and shall submit
ia report to congress detailing the findings and
{recommendations of the study.

Degrees in Subjects Related to Fishery Science" is completed. This Report to Congress
was issued to the Hill on Sept. 26th. A formal press release, web page, and media
advisory to the general public were issued on Sept. 29th. For additional details and
conclusions of the Report, please go to the faollowing web address:
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sclentistshortage/

A

Framework 42 (1 item)
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Protection Act to require the Secretary, in consultation with
the Sec of State, to provide to Congress, a biennial report
that includes— (1) the state of knowledge on the status of
international living marine resources shared by the U.S. or
subject to treaties or agreements to which the U.S. is a
party, including a list of all such fish stocks classified as
overfished, overexploited, depleted, endangered, or
threatened with extinction by any international or other

Task .Due date - Status Additional Information' !
The Secretary of Commerce shall conduct a unique, 02/12/07 Completed See: 2
thorough examination of the potential impact on all affected http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/Framework42ReporttoCongressFinalfinal.pdf i
and interested parties of Framework 42 to the Northeast
Multispecies FMP and report the Secretary’s findings. The !
report shall include a detailed discussion of the pravisions -
specified in the section. i
Hurricane (2 items) ,
The Secretary of Commerce shall transmit a report to the  107/12/07 Completed This report has been submitted to Congress and may be viewed at:.' o «M:
Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and http://www,.nmfs,noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/Fisheries_Report_Final.pdf
Transportation and the House of Representatives
Committee on Resources on the impact of Hurricane
Katrina, Hurricane Rita, and Hurricane Wilma on— (1)
commercial and recreational fisherles in the States of ¢
Alabama, Louisiana, Florida, Mississippi, and Texas; (2)
shrimp fishing vessels in those States; and (3) the oyster
industry in those States.
The Secretary of Commerce shall transmit a report to the  {07/12/07 Completed This report has been submitted to Congress and may be viewed at: 4 ;
Senate Corqmil:tee on Commerce, Science, and http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/HurricanelmpactsHabitat_080707_1200. pdf
Transportation and the House of Representatives with errata: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/errata_080707.pdf i
Committee on Resources on the impact of Hurricane
Katrina, Hurricane Rita, and Hurricane Wilma on habitat,
including the habitat of shrimp and oysters in those States. A ) .
IFQ Referenda Guidelines (LAPP) (1 item)
e i 4 e e s e S %y P wd
Within 1 year after the date of enactment of the Magnuson- {01/12/08 Completed This project was discussed at the Gulf Council meeting on June 4, 2007:
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management http://www.gulfcouncil.org/Beta/GMFMCWeb/downloads/committee%20schedule-
Reauthorization Act of 2006, the Secretary shall publish 607.pdf
guidelines and procedures to determine procedures and and at the New England Council on June 19, 2007:
voting eligibility requirements for referenda and to conduct http://www.nefmc.org/calendar/index.html
such referenda in a fair and equitable manner.
A proposed rule published on April 23, 2008 (see 73 FR 21893). The comment period is
closed.
A final rule published on December 15, 2008 (see 73 FR 75986) and is effective ;
January 14, 2009. :
5 See: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/otherprovisions.html
Internatlonal fi sheries (3 |terns)
Amends the High Seas Driftnet Fishing Moratorium 01/12/09 On Track An advance notice of proposed rulemaklng and request for public comments was

published June 11, 2007 (72 FR 32052) to solicit public comments on proposed
procedures for the identification and certification of nations whose vessels have been
engaged in IUU fishing or bycatch of protected living marine resources. A proposed rule |
published Jan. 14, 2009, (74 FR 2019) comments will be accepted through May 14,
2009. See: http://www. nmfs.noaa.gov/rn532007/docs/|uu bycatch_rule011409.pdf

Six public hearings were held during March - May, 2009. The FR notice of the public
hearings published Mg(ch »3‘&2009 (74 wa9297) See: . o
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Task -

Due date

Status -

- Additional Information

authority charged with management or conservation of
living marine resources; (2) a list of nations whose vessels
have been identified under section 609(a) or 610(a),
including the specific offending activities and any
subsequent actions taken pursuant to section 609 or 610;
(3) a description of efforts taken by nations on those lists to
comply take appropriate corrective action consistent with
sections 609 and 610, and an evaluation of the progress of
those efforts, including steps taken by the U.S. to
implement those sections and to improve international
compliance; (4) progress at the international level,
consistent with section 608, to strengthen the efforts of
international fishery management organizations to end IUU
fishing; and (5) steps taken by the Secretary at the
international level to adopt international measures
comparable to those of the U.S. to reduce impacts of fishing

‘and other practices on protected living marine resources, if
:no international agreement to achieve such goa! exists, or if
:the relevant international fishery or conservation

organization has failed to implement effective measures to
end or reduce the adverse impacts of fishing practices on
such species.

§The Secretary shall establish a procedure for determining if
:a nation identified under subsection 609(a) and listed in the
‘report under section 607 has taken appropriate corrective

action with respect to the offending activities of its fishing
vessels identified in the report under section 607, providing
for notice and an opportunity for comment by any such
nation. The Secretary shall determine, on the basis of the
procedure, and certify to the Congress no later than 90
days after the date on which the Secretary promulgates a
final rule containing the procedure, and biennially thereafter
in the report under section 607— (A) whether the

‘government of each nation identified under subsection (a)

has provided documentary evidence that it has taken
corrective action with respect to the offending activities of
its fishing vessels identified in the report; or (B) whether

illegal, unreported, or unregulated fishing activity by
vessels of that nation.

the relevant international fishery management organization
has implemented measures that are effective in ending the

On May 14, 2009, the public comment period ended.

corrective action to stop IUU fishing by their vessels. See:

B B e Lo

The Secretary shall publish a definition of the term ‘illegal,
unreported, or unregulated fishing’ for purposes of this Act,
including in the definition, at a minimum—(A) fishing
activities that violate conservation and management
measures required under an international fishery
management agreement to which the United States is a
party, including catch limits or quotas, capacity restrictions,
and bycatch reduction requirements; (B) overfishing of fish
stocks shared by the United States, for which there are no

‘applicable inte_rnational conservation or management

04/12/07

Completed

See:

07/pdf/07-1830.pdf

Ao : AR o R o 3 8 K.

S

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/public_meetings.pdf.

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/biennial_report011309.pdf

Definition published in the Federal Register on April 12, 2007, at 72 FR 18404-

5.

On January 13, 2009, NOAA submitted the first ever report to Congress identifying
nations whose fishing vessels were engaged in illegal, unreported, and unregulated
(1VV) fishing in 2007 or 2008. This report opens the way for consultations between the
U.S. government and officials of each of the six nations to encourage them to take

http://a257.g.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/01jan20071800/edocket.access.gpo.gov/20
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Task -

- Due date

- Status

Additional Information

measures or in areas with no applicable international
fishery management organization or agreement, that has
adverse impacts on such stocks; and (C) fishing activity
that has an adverse impact on seamounts, hydrothermal
ivents, and cold water corals located beyond national
tjurisdiction, for which there are no applicable conservation
:or management measures or in areas with no applicable
international fishery management organization or
agreement.

The Secretary, in consultation with the Under Secretary of
Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere, shall designate a
Senate-confirmed, senior official within the Nationa!
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration to perform the
iduties of the Secretary with respect to international
‘agreements involving fisherias and other living marine
:resources, including policy development and representation
:as a U.S, Commissioner, under any such international
:agreements.

01/12/09

Targets/Miles
tones Being
Established

Joint Enforcement Agreements (2 items)

iThe National Marine Fisheries Service and the United States
iCoast Guard shall transmit a joint report to the Senate
{Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation and
ithe House of Representatives Committee on Resources
:containing—

(1) a cost-to-benefit analysis of the feasibility, value, and
icost of using vessel monitoring systems, satellite-based
‘maritime distress and safety systems, or similar systems
ifor fishery management, conservation, enforcement, and
{safety purposes with the Federal government bearing the
:capital costs of any such system;

{(2) an examination of the cumulative impact of existing
‘requirements for commercial vessels;

i(3) an examination of whether satellite-based maritime
|distress and safety systems, or similar requirements would
‘overlap existing requirements or render them redundant;
(4) an examination of how data integration from such

¢ systems could be addressed;

{(S) an examination of how to maximize the data-sharing
‘opportunities between relevant State and Federal agencies
:and provide specific information on how to develop these
3opportun|t|es, including the provision of direct access to
:satellite-based maritime distress and safety system or
isimilar system data to State enforcement officers, while
{considering the need to maintain or provide an appropriate
{level of individual vessel confidentiality where practicable;
iand

i(6) an assessment of how the satellite-based maritime
.distress and safety system or similar systems could be
developed purchased and distributed to regulated vessels.

04/12/08

Completed

R

A copy of this report can be found here:

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/otherprovisions.htmi

R

This report was completed and eubmitted to Congress on September 28 2008
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Task ...~ ! bDuedate | 'status § . - = " Additional Information S e

302(f)) can be found here: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/otherprovisions.html.
See also: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/trat_cong_letter0109.pdf

Salmon Recovery Plan (1 item)

jThe Secretary of Commerce shall complete a recovery plan $01/12/09 Completed A presentation was made at the PFMC the week of April 2nd, 2007.

ifor Klamath River Coho salmon and make it available to the

{public. A notice of availability of the recovery plan was published in the Federal Register on
iWithin 2 years of enactment, and annually thereafter, the July 10, 2007 (72 FR 37512).

iSec. is required to submit a report to Congress on the The recovery plan is available at:

‘actions taken under the recovery plan and other law http://swr.nmfs.noaa.gov/salmon/MSRA_RecoveryPlan_FINAL.pdf

:relating to the recovery of Klamath River Coho salmon and
how these actions are contributing to its recovery; progress ;
:on restoration of salmon spawning habitat, including water
-conditions that relate to salmon health and recovery (with i
:emphasis on the Klamath River and its tributaries below :
:Iron Gate Dam); the status of other Klamath River
:anadromous fish populations, and actions taken by the Sec.
{to address the 2003 National Research Council’s
‘recommendations regarding monitoring and research on
:Klamath River salmon stocks.

s o

bk o S0 o IR e

Secretarial Action on State-waters fishing (1 item)

i iThe Secretary of Commerce shall determine whether fishing §03/12/07 Completed Analyses completed and are available at:

¢ iin State waters— NERO: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/NER_section_110_20070226.pdf H
(A) without a New England Multispecies groundfish fishery PIRO: ¥
permit on regulated species within the multispecies complex http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/section_110_analysis_PIRO_20070321.pdf

‘is not consistent with the applicable Federal fishery
.management plan; or

:(B) without a Federal bottomfish and seamount groundfish
‘permit in the Hawaiian archipelago on regulated species i
within the complex is not consistent with the applicable i
Federal fishery management plan or State data are not
sufficient to make such a determination.

If the Secretary makes a determination that such actions
are not consistent with the plan, the Secretary shall, in 3
consuiltation with the Council, and after notifying the :
i :affected State, develop and implement measures to cure H
‘the inconsistency pursuant to section 306(b). §

Training (2 items)

iRequires the Sec., in consultation with the Councils and the {07/12/07 Completed New member Council training is scheduled for the week of October 15, 2007. :
iNational Sea Grant College Program, develop a training ' A syllabus of the training program is available at: i
icourse for new Council members. Training course shall be http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/council_training_syllabus_200707_v2,pdf §
‘made available to new and existing Council members and H
istaff from the RO's and RSC's of NMFS, and may be made Training presentations can be seen here: i
:available to committee or advisory panel members as http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/reg_sves/Council%20stuff/council%20orientation/2007 .
i resources permit. /2007TrainingAgenda_web.htm L o i
Council members appointed after the date of enactment of }01/12/09 Completed New member training was conducted the week of October 23, 2007. 5
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and . i




. Task'

| - Duadate .

. Additional Information.

TRERDRNRR

Management Reauthorization Act of 2006 shall complete a
training course that meets the requirements of this section
not later than 1 year after the date on which they were
appointed. Any Council member who has completed a
training course within 24 months before the date of
enactment of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Reauthorization Act of 2006 shall be
considered to have met the training requirement of this
:paragraph.

S—

Tsunami (4 items)

:The National Weather Service, in consultation with other
relevant Administration offices, shall transmit to Congress a
report on how the tsunami forecast system under this
section will be integrated with other United States and
global ocean and coasta! observation systems, the global
earth observing system of systems, global seismic
networks, and the Advanced National Seismic System.

01/12/08

Completed

View NWS charter here:

 http://www.ppi.noaa.gov/weather_water/TsunamiPage.html|

: View Indian ocean tsunami warning system program here:
http://www.iotws.org/ev_en.php?ID=1267_201&1D2=DO_TOPIC

;
i
H
i
!

The National Weather Service, in consultation with other
relevant Administration offices, shall transmit a report to
Congress on how technology developed under section 806
is being transferred into the program under this section.

01/12/10

On Track

This final Report may be viewed at: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/

View NWS charter here:
http://www,ppi.noaa.gov/weather_water/TsunamiPage.html

View Indian ocean tsunami warning system program here:

http://www.iotws.org/ev_en.php?ID=1267_201&1D2=DO_TOPIC =

The Administrator shall establish a process for monitoring
and certifying contractor performance in carrying out the
requirements of any contract to construct or deploy tsunami
detection equipment, including procedures and penaities to
be imposed in cases of significant contractor failure or
negligence.

04/12/07

Completed

View NWS charter here:
http://www.ppi.noaa.gov/weather_water/TsunamiPage.html

View Indian ocean tsunami warning system program here:

http://www.iotws.org/ev_en.php?ID=1267_201&ID2=D0O_TOPIC

Comptroller General of the U.S. shall transmit a report to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation
of the Senate and the Committee on Science of the House
of Representatives that (1) evaluates the current status of
the tsunami detection, forecasting, and warning system and
the tsunami hazard mitigation program established under
this title, including progress toward tsunami inundation
mapping of all coastal areas vulnerable to tsunami and
whether there has been any degradation of services as a
result of the expansion of the program; (2) evaluates the
:NWS's ability to achieve continued improvements in the
:delivery of tsunami detection, forecasting, and warning
services by assessing policies and plans for the evolution of
modernization systems, madels, and computational abilities
(including the adoption of new technologies); and (3) lists
the contributions of funding or other resources to the
program by other Federal agencies, particularly agencies
 participating In the program.

01/31/10

On Track

View NWS charter here:
http://www.ppi.noaa.gov/weather_water/TsunamiPage.htm!

View Indian ocean tsunami warning system program here:

http://www.lotws.org/ev_en.php?ID=1267_201&ID2=DO_TOPIC
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AGENDA B-1
Supplemental
OCTOBER 2009

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
Public Meeting of September 30, 2009
(Information subject to editing)

Sinking of U.S. Fish Processing Vessel Alaska Ranger
Bering Sea, Alaska, March 23, 2008
(NTSB/MAR-09/05)

This is a synopsis from the Safety Board’s report and does not include the Board’s
rationale for the conclusions, probable cause, and safety recommendations. Safety Board staff is
currently making final revisions to the report from which the attached conclusions and safety
recommendations have been extracted. The final report and pertinent safety recommendation
letters will be distributed to recommendation recipients as soon as possible. The attached
information is subject to further review and editing.

SUMMARY

On March 23, 2008, the U.S. fish processing vessel Alaska Ranger sank in the Bering Sea
120 nautical miles west of Dutch Harbor, Alaska. The vessel was owned by Fishing Company of
Alaska, Inc., headquartered in Seattle, Washington. Five of the 47 people on board died in the
accident.

CONCLUSIONS

1. The flooding of the Alaska Ranger appears to have begun in the rudder room, likely as the
result of the loss of a rudder.

2. A lack of internal watertight integrity allowed the progressive flooding that eventually sank
the Alaska Ranger.

3. A loss of electrical power caused the pumps that controlled the pitch of the vessel’s
propellers to lose hydraulic pressure, which allowed the propeller blades to move to an astern
pitch (contrary to the ordered position) and, because the main engines were running,
propelled the Alaska Ranger backward.

4. The Alaska Ranger would not have traveled astern if the vessel’s controllable-pitch propeller
system had been equipped (as it originally was) with hydraulic pumps driven off the main
propulsion shafts.

5. The astern movement of the Alaska Ranger before the sinking caused the vessel to move
away from the liferafts and prevented crewmembers from entering the liferafts from the
vessel as intended.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Slowing or stopping the main engines would have arrested the vessel’s astern motion, which
might have slowed the flooding as well as prevented the liferafts from deploying out of
reach.

There is no evidence that the fishmaster compromised the Alaska Ranger master’s ability to
exercise his command authority.

Fishing Company of Alaska personnel were under the mistaken impression that the Alaska
Ranger had been strengthened for operation in ice.

Fishing Company of Alaska failed to ensure that its engineering officers met Coast Guard
requirements for licensing and manning, but there is no evidence that the qualifications of the
engineering crewmembers played a role in the accident.

During the Alaska Ranger’s January 2008 dockside examination, the Coast Guard failed to
identify that the vessel’s engineers were not properly certificated.

Fishing Company of Alaska’s drug and alcohol policy was not effectively implemented or
enforced.

Under the circumstances of being occupied with rescuing survivors and treating them for
hypothermia, it was reasonable that personnel on board the rescue vessels did not conduct
postaccident testing for alcohol.

Postaccident drug-testing requirements could have been met on board the Alaska Warrior or
in Dutch Harbor, but they were not.

Although toxicology testing of specimens from the ship’s master, mate, and chief engineer
showed no evidence of alcohol or drug use, no conclusions can be reached regarding alcohol
or drug use by surviving crewmembers because postaccident testing was not conducted.

Despite a communication error that delayed the discovery that the fishmaster was missing,
the Coast Guard’s search and rescue effort, carried out under adverse weather and sea
conditions, was timely and effective and minimized the loss of life in the accident.

The Coast Guard’s seasonal basing of a rescue helicopter near the fishing grounds aided the
rescue effort.

The drydock examination of the Alaska Ranger performed as part of the Alternate
Compliance and Safety Agreement program was inadequate because not all hull areas
specified in the program guidance were gauged.

Although the Coast Guard’s implementation of the Alternate Compliance and Safety
Agreement program was flawed, the program has provided a higher level of safety for the
enrolled commercial fishing industry vessels than existed previously.

The Coast Guard’s ability to address safety deficiencies in commercial fishing industry
vessels is limited by its lack of statutory inspection authority.



20. By imposing a regulatory bar against replacing Amendment 80 vessels, the regulations that
implement the fishery management plan for groundfish of the Bering Sea/Aleutian Island
management area negatively affect safety by preventing vessel owners from replacing aging
vessels that pose increased operating risks.

PROBABLE CAUSE

The National Transportation Safety Board determines that the probable cause of the
sinking of the Alaska Ranger was uncontrolled, progressive flooding due to a lack of internal
watertight integrity and to a breach of the hull’s watertight envelope, likely caused by a physical
rudder loss. Contributing to the loss of life was the vessel’s movement astern, which likely
accelerated the flooding and caused the liferafts to swing out of reach of many crewmembers.

RECOMMENDATIONS

As aresult of its investigation of the Alaska Ranger sinking, the National Transportation
Safety Board makes the following recommendations.

To the U.S. Coast Guard:

1. Conduct refresher training for your marine inspectors and commercial fishing
vessel examiners on the licensing and manning regulations that apply to
commercial fishing industry vessels.

2. Seek legislative authority to require that all commercial fishing vessels be
inspected and certificated by the Coast Guard to ensure that the vessels
provide an appropriate level of safety to those on board.

To the National Marine Fisheries Service:

3. Amend the regulations at 50 Code of Federal Regulations part 679, subpart H,
to allow for replacement of an Amendment 80 vessel in situations other than
vessel loss.

To the North Pacific Fishery Management Council:

4. Amend the fishery management plan for groundfish of the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Island management area to allow for replacement of an
Amendment 80 vessel in situations other than vessel loss.

To Fishing Company of Alaska:

5. Review and modify as necessary the procedures for enforcing your drug and
alcohol policy to ensure full crew compliance. |



Tileston Award Reception on Thursday, October 1, 5-7 pm

Subject: Tileston Award Reception on Thursday, October 1, 5-7 pm
From: Jason Brune <jbrune@akrdc.org>

- Date: Wed, 30 Sep 2009 14:44:57 -0800

To: David.Witherell@noaa.gov

CC: chris.oliver@noaa.gov

Chris and David:

Following is a press release that was just jointly issued by RDC and ACA for this
year's two Tileston Award winners: Unalaska's seafood processors: Alyeska Seafoods,
Westward Seafoods, and Unisea Inc.; and the Fort Knox Gold Mine and ADF&G. A
reception will be held on Thursday from 5-7 pm at the Hilton in Anchorage. I would
like to personally invite all members of the NPFMC and staff, AP, and SSC to
attend. I hope many of you can make it.

Jason Brune

Executive Director

Resource Development Council for Alaska, Inc.
jbrune@akrdc.org

(907) 276-0700

(907) 382-4353 (cell)

Fort Knox gold mine near Fairbanks, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G)

and three seafood processors in Unalaska have been selected to receive the Second

Annual Tileston Award, named after long-time Alaskan conservationist Peg Tileston

and her long-time husband and former state mining director Jules Tileston. The

award celebrates resource developers whose success is measured both in their

positive effect on our jobs and economy as well as our environment. Developers who,
/o~ as Peg says, do it right.

When Fort Knox and ADF&G restored fish habitat and Arctic grayling to Fish Creek
and when Unalaska's seafood processors made oil out of fish waste to generate heat
and electricity, they captured the spirit of the Resource Development Council (RDC)
and Alaska Conservation Alliance (ACA) annual Tileston Award, “if it is in Alaska,
it must be done right!”

The Alaska Conservation Alliance and the Resource Development Council (RDC) both
agree that economic development and environmental stewardship are not mutually
exclusive goals. The Tileston Award is not viewed as a 'green' award for the
resource development industry or as ‘economic’ recognition for a conservation
organization. “It is a uniquely Alaskan award established to honor organizations,
individuals, and/or businesses that create solutions and innovations advancing the
goals of economic development and environmental protectiocn,” said ACA Executive
Director Caitlin Higgins.

The city of Unalaska and RDC member Frank Kelty nominated Alyeska Seafoods,
Westward Seafoods, and Unisea Inc. for their processing and use of high quality
fish oil in their plant operation; used as a 50 percent blend in the city's diesel
generators and steam boilers and export for other uses. Kelty said he wanted to
nominate the seafood processors to bring awareness to their efforts.

“It was a pleasure for us to nominate them,” Kelty said, “few people know that they
have been using fish oil out here for years and years.”

Fort Knox and ADF&G are being awarded for taking it upon themselves to repair

damage done to fish habitat from past activities of other mining operations in Fish

Creek near Fairbanks. Their efforts established a viable Arctic Grayling population

in Fish Creek and reversed Fish Creek's listing as an Impaired Water Body. Though
/N the mine has brought and estimated $250 million economic boost to Fairbanks and
Alaska, the mine's restoration work can be considered priceless.

“It is impossible to place a dollar value on the results of [the] reclamation
efforts, but the intrinsic value of clean water and a productive fishery cannot be
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Tileston Award Reception on Thursday, October 1, 5-7 pm

overstated. In addition to the current benefits realized downstream, the economic
benefits will carry their strengthening influence far into the future,” said Lorna
Shaw, Community outreach director for Fort Knox.

The first Tileston Award went to the Alaska Board of Forestry in 2008 was
recognized at a reception in its honor as part of the Alaska Municipal League’s
conference on climate change.

An award ceremony is scheduled for this year’s Tileston Award recipients Thursday,
October 1 at the Hilton’s Top of the World Lounge, 5 p.m. to 7 p.m.

For more information please contact Alaska Conservation Alliance at 258-6171 or the
Resource Development Council at 276-0700.

###

The Resource Development Council is a statewide, non-profit, membership-funded
organization made up of businesses and individuals from all resource sectors, as
well as Native corporations, support sectors, labor unions, and local governments.
Through the Council these interests work together to promote and support
responsible development of Alaska's resources.

The Alaska Conservation Alliance is the statewide umbrella group for approximately
40 member organizations with a combined membership of over 38,000 Alaskans. The
Alliance unites Alaska's conservation community to speak with one strong voice in
the State Capitol.

20f2 9/30/2009 2:49 PM



PuBLIC TESTIMONY SIGN-UP SHEET

T

~ Agenda Item:

\

\

\
<)

\!i

KL

Li-i‘

NAME (PLEASE PRINT) TESTIFYING ON BEHALF OF:

1 ) Ll’ AYar S A -'"""".’"?‘_"__"n.""-w T~

O || | N[ o | | w|N

25

Management Act prohibits any person *

NOTE to persons providing oral or written testimony to the Council: Section 307(1)(I) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
to knowingly and willfully submit to a Council, the Secretary, or the Governor of a State false
information (including, but not limited to, false information regarding the capacity and extent to which a United State fish processor, on an
annual basis, will process a portion of the optimum yield of a fishery that will be harvested by fishing vessels of the United States)
regarding any matter that the Council, Secretary, or Governor is considering in the course of carrying out this Act.
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Puget Sound Accounting®, Inc.

September 28, 2009

Mr. Eric Olson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4" Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

RE: Agenda Item, B-1 Executive Director’s Report
Request for Revision of BSAI Crab Program Economic Data Reporting (EDRs)
System and Harvester Endorsement of Pacific Northwest Crab Industry Advisory
Committee (PNCIAC) Recommendations

Dear Mr. Olson,

We are writing today on behalf of our crab harvesting clients to request the NPFMC
consider initiating a process to revise the BSAI Crab Program EDRs and an appropriate
regulatory amendment that will also be required to implement the revisions to the
reporting system.

We have a total of 50 years experience as professional bookkeepers for independent
vessel owners that include crabbers, trawlers, and longliners. We have accounting
systems in place to record and report necessary and valuable financial information for our
clients. We, as well as our clients, depend on our systems for tax reporting both state and
federal.

The EDR process, we believe, was created assuming our accounting systems would
enable a speedy and an accurate response. [t was also assumed that this would not
change with the Crab Rationalization program. We believe both of these assumptions
have proven inaccurate. The result has been an incredible amount of time spent
attempting to respond to the process (four to five times the requirements of the Federal
Paperwork Reduction Act and the program regulations.) Some of the requested data is
nearly impossible to gather and a portion of the data is most certainly inaccurate. Our
experiences with the EDR process has proved to be shared by others participating in the
PNCIAC sponsored workgroup. (See PNCIAC report from the EDR Sub-Committee and
Sector Groups, September 2009).

We can point to several sections of the EDR that we found were too complex and resulted
in inaccurate or useless data. The Tables 3.1 and 3.2 involved answering Leasing
arrangements and transfers. This section, the most time consuming to collect, assumes
that a Harvester catches all of its own quota shares as well as all of the quota shares it
may have leased. This is not the reality of crab rationalized fishery. It is also nearly
impossible to attribute income from their harvesting by share type if in fact the Harvester
is working as part of a Crab Cooperative. The Cooperative’s goal is to efficiently manage
the harvested quota shares and calculates income based on averages by season, not by

10T Nickerson, Suite 340, Seattle, WA 98109  Office (206) 282-6996 Fax (206) 285-8296



share type. We spend the majority of our preparation time attempting to create
spreadsheets to help us provide this data. This has to be repeated when the price
adjustments arrive, often coming from several processors, and often in the next calendar
year, which we are required to include. This also affects other sections for data collection

such as crew labor costs

Sections requesting operating expenses identified by port of sale and relationship to crab
harvesting (Sections 5.1, 5.2) are not readily available or identifiable as to its eventual
use or consumption. Vendor information is based on billing addresses, not point of sale.
Harvesters also utilize the purchase order system of Processors, further complicating the
issue. In order for us to even attempt to answer this section with any degree of usefulness
it would take countless additional accounting hours and creates a mammoth set of records
for our clients.

In closing we concur with PNCIAC’s recommendations for revisions of the EDRs and for
an appropriate regulatory amendment that will be required to implement the revisions to
the reporting system.

Sincerely,

5 >_/\O( (/‘?p

pvenzano
af, Puget Sound Acc ng+, Inc.

Nancy Harris
Owner, Harris Accounting Services



L/&MW 28

HARRIS ACCOUNTING SERVICES

(206) 783-0160 - Fax (206) 783-9784
hasseattle@aol.com

Mailing Address Street Address
P O Box 17012 2018 NW 57 St,
Seattle, WA 98127 Seattle, WA 98107

September 28, 2009

Mr. Eric Olson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

RE: Agenda Item, B-1 Executive Director’s Report
Request for Revision of BSAI Crab Program Economic Data Reporting (EDRs)
System and Harvester Endorsement of Pacific Northwest Crab Industry Advisory
Committee (PNCIAC) Recommendations

Dear Mr. Olson,

We are writing today on behalf of our crab harvesting clients to request the NPFMC consider
initiating a process to revise the BSAI Crab Program EDRs and an appropriate regulatory
amendment that will also be required to implement the revisions to the reporting system.

We have a total of 50 years experience as professional bookkeepers for independent vessel
owners that include crabbers, trawlers, and- longliners. We have accounting systems in place to
record and report necessary and valuable financial information for our clients. We, as well as
our clients, depend on our systems for tax reporting both state and federal.

The EDR process, we believe, was created assuming our accounting systems would enable a
speedy and an accurate response. It was also assumed that this would not change with the Crab
Rationalization program. We believe both of these assumptions have proven inaccurate. The
result has been an incredible amount of time spent attempting to respond to the process (four to
five times the requirements of the Federal Paperwork Reduction Act and the program
regulations.) Some of the requested data is nearly impossible to gather and a portion of the data
is most certainly inaccurate. Our experiences with the EDR process has proved to be shared by
others participating in the PNCIAC sponsored workgroup. (See PNCIAC report from the EDR
Sub-Committee and Sector Groups, September 2009).

We can point to several sections of the EDR that we found were too complex and resulted in
inaccurate or useless data. The Tables 3.1 and 3.2 involved answering Leasing arrangements and
transfers. This section, the most time consuming to collect, assumes that a Harvester catches all
of its own quota shares as well as all of the quota shares it may have leased. This is not the
reality of crab rationalized fishery. It is also nearly impossible to attribute income from their
harvesting by share type if in fact the Harvester is working as part of a Crab Cooperative. The
Cooperative’s goal is to efficiently manage the harvested quota shares and calculates income



based on averages by season, not by share type. We spend the majority of our preparation time
attempting to create spreadsheets to help us provide this data. This has to be repeated when the
price adjustments arrive, often coming from several processors, and often in the next calendar
year, which we are required to include. This also affects other sections for data collection such
as crew labor costs

Sections requesting operating expenses identified by port of sale and relationship to crab
harvesting (Sections 5.1, 5.2) are not readily available or identifiable as to its eventual use or
consumption. Vendor information is based on billing addresses, not point of sale. Harvesters
also utilize the purchase order system of Processors, further complicating the issue. In order for
us to even attempt to answer this section with any degree of usefulness it would take countless
additional accounting hours and creates a mammoth set of records for our clients.

In closing we concur with PNCIAC’s recommendations for revisions of the EDRs and for an
appropriate regulatory amendment that will be required to implement the revisions to the
reporting system.

Sincerely,

Dyann Provenzano
President, Puget Sound Accounting+, Inc.

A\ anYy = i
Nancy K. Harris
Owner, Harris Accounting Services



September 25, 2009 /\\/' :ﬁ»“d{?_

Mr. Eric A. Olson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

RE: Agenda Item, B-1 Executive Director’s Report
Request for Revision of BSAI Crab Program Economic Data Reporting (EDRs)
System and Harvester Endorsement of Pacific Northwest Crab Industry Advisory
Committee (PNAIC) Recommendations

Dear Eric:

We are writing today on behalf of the Alaska Crab Coalition, the Inter-Cooperative Exchange
Policy Advocacy Committee (“ICEPAC”) and the Crab Group of Independent Harvesters to
respectfully request the NPFMC consider initiating a process to revise the BSAI Crab Program
EDR reporting forms and to develop an appropriate regulatory amendment that will also be
needed to implement the revisions to the EDR forms.

Several of our members have been engaged in the lengthy PNCIAC-AFSC workshop process that
has been ongoing since last fall. Here we reference the PNCIAC submission to the NPFMC for
this meeting (Report and recommendations from the September 18, 2009 meeting, Seattle, WA)
under this same agenda item.

On behalf of BSAI crab harvesters we hereby concur with the undue complexity of the reporting
problems identified by the PNCIAC, harvesters, processors, catcher processors and their
professional bookkeepers and accountants who work with the system on a regular basis. We also
note that the PNCIAC has formed an industry workgroup that has developed a survey of all the
sectors reporting documents and they have validated that the time being spent to complete the
annual EDRs far exceeds the requirements of the Federal Paperwork Reduction Act and specific
program regulations. (See PNCIAC Report from the EDR Sub-Committee and Sector Work
Groups, September 2009)

In closing we concur with PNCIAC’s recommendations for revision of the EDRs and the need for
an appropriate regulatory amendment that will be required to implement the revisions to the
EDRs.

Arni Thomson, Executive Director
Alaska Crab Coalition

Edward Poulsen, Executive Director
Inter-Cooperative Exchange Policy Advocacy Committee (ICEPAC)

Kale Garcia, President
Crab Group of Independent Harvesters
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Enforcement Committee Minutes
October 2, 2009
Hilton Hotel
Anchorage Alaska

Committee present: Roy Hyder (Chair), Sue Salveson, CAPT Mike Cerne, Garland
Walker, Herman Savikko, Matt Brown, Martin Loefflad, Ken Hanson, and Jon
McCracken (staff)

Other present: Jon Streifel, Alan Kinsolving, Jennifer Mondragon, Ralph Johnston, and
Ray Reichl

I. Update on the approach for monitoring salmon bycatch for the proposed salmon
bycatch program

Jennifer Mondragon presented an explanation of Chinook salmon monitoring
requirements for the catcher vessels, inshore processors, catcher processors, and
motherships. The Committee noted that the report was very informative and would like to
thank Jennifer for her presentation.

II. Review of the 3 meeting Council agenda for determining future Enforcement
Committee agenda item

The Enforcement Committee briefly reviewed the 3 meeting Council agenda for potential
enforcement agenda items. Based on that review, the Committee noted that two potential
agenda items would be Heigermeister Island walrus protection and review of the GOA
Pacific cod sector split for the December 2009 Enforcement Committee meeting.



