AGENDA D-2
JANUARY 1990

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council, AP and SSC Members

FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke
Executive Director

DATE: January 5, 1990
SUBJECT:  Salmon Fishery Management Plan
ACTION REQUIRED

Receive report on status of Amendment 3, annual cycle, and proposal review (postponed from
December 1989 Council meeting).

BACKGROUND

At the September meeting, the Council approved Amendment 3 to the Fishery Management Plan
for the High Seas Salmon Fisheries off the Coast of Alaska East of 175° East Longitude. There
were two main provisions of that amendment: (1) the Council deferred salmon regulations to the
State of Alaska while retaining federal oversight, and (2) the Council recommended the FMP be
extended to cover the entire EEZ west of 175° East longitude should a dissolution of the
International North Pacific Fisheries Commission occur. In approving the amended plan, the
Council also reaffirmed its support for provisions of the Magnuson Act that give the U.S.
jurisdiction over anadromous fish wherever they range except within another nation’s EEZ or
territorial seas.

The Salmon Plan Team met October 16, 1989 to consider the recommendations of the Council,
the SSC, and the AP, and to prepare a schedule for completion of the revised plan and its
submittal to the Secretary for review and approval. The team also reviewed several proposals to
amend the Salmon FMP which were received after the Council’s September meeting.

A. Status of Amendment 3.

Amendment 3, which requires a major revision to the FMP, is in the final stages of preparation
for Secretarial review. The revised FMP will be sent to the Secretary in late January 1990 with
approval expected by June, prior to the beginning of the 1990 troll fishery.

B. Salmon management cycle.

The team notes that the Council intends to have minimal direct involvement in salmon management
but wishes to maintain federal oversight. It is anticipated that in the future, occasional
- management proposals, Board recommendations, or other issues may be brought to the Council for
discussion and resolution. The team recommends that the Council adopt a management cycle for
salmon so that these actions can be considered in an orderly manner. The proposed cycle is under

item D-2(a).
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The proposed salmon cycle includes the management cycles of the Alaska Board of Fisheries and
the Pacific Salmon Commission for reference. The cycle recognizes that the Council can take up
salmon issues at any time but prefers to review public proposals only during its April meeting. No
call for proposals would be issued, but if proposals are submitted to the Council they would be
reviewed in April. The cycle also provides for annual reports to the Council on salmon fisheries
in the EEZ.

C. Proposals received since the September meeting.

The team also briefly reviewed three proposals received from the public during late September.
These proposals are included under item D-2(b). The team requests Council direction for their
disposition. If a salmon cycle is approved, the proposals could be deferred to that cycle, i.e., they
would not be considered by the Council until April 1990.
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Month

JAN

FEB

APR

SEP

OCT

NOV

DEC

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

Salmon Management Cvycle

Council Salmon Plan
Tean
Receives Presents
postseason postseason
report from report.
ADF&G or
Plan Team.
Prepares
Status
Report.

Reviews
Status
Report and
any Board
or public
proposals.

Reviews

- EA/RIR

as needed.

EA/RIR to
public
review.

Approves
EA/RIR for

SOC review.

Reviews Board
proposals

for
consistency
problems and
prepares
recommenda-
tions for the
Council.

Presents

Status

Report and
comments on
Board proposals.

Prepares analysis

of public
proposals.

Finalizes
EA/RIR.

Alaska Board
of Fisheries
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Pacific Salmon

Commission

Continues
considering

N, W, & C AK
salmon issues.

More of the
same.

Considers

SE AK salmon
issues: sets
harvest
guidelines,
etc.

Continues
considerations.

Starts
considering

N, W, and C AK
salmon issues.

Considera-
tions continue.

Annual
Meeting:
sets quotas,
etc.

U.S. Section
& Northern
Panel meet.

Postseason
review and
clarifica-
tion of issues.

See the notes on the next page for details.



NOTES ON SALMON MANAGEMENT CYCLE

The public should submit proposals to change salmon fishing regulatio,
in the EEZ off Alaska to the Alaska Board of Fisheries. If the public
has exhausted all Board procedures to change a regulation, they should
submit a proposal to the Council for amending its Fishery Management
Plan.

Amendments of the Salmon Plan

Proposals for amending the Council's plan should be either for an
emergency amendment or a regular amendment.

A. Emergency Amendment

As needed: Public submits proposals for emergency amendments of the
salmon FMP.

Salmon Plan Team will review the emergency recommendations (by
teleconference if necessary) before the next Council meeting and prepares
recommendations for the Council.

The Council will review the public proposals for emergency changes and
the Salmon Plan Team's comments and decide whether an emergency amendment
is warranted. If so, it will task the Salmon Team to prepare an
amendment. If not, it will place the proposal on the schedule for
regular amendments for Council consideration in April. -

B. Regular Amendments

Members of the public may submit proposals for amending the salmon plan
at any time, but the Council will not formally consider those proposals
until its April meeting. At that time, the Council will consider the
proposals, the Salmon Team's analysis and recommendations, and take
public testimony. If it decides the plan should be amended, the Council
will task the Team to prepare the amendment for review at the September
meeting, public review between September and December, and approval for
Secretarial review and implementation in December.

Schedule of the Alaska Board of Fisheries

Specific salmon fisheries considered by the Alaska Board of Fisheries
will vary from year to year and from meeting to meeting. The schedule
given here reflects the Board's schedule in recent years.

Pacific Salmon Commission

The Chinook, Coho, and other technical committees of the Pacific Salmon
Commission meet at various times throughout the year.

Negotiations between the United States and Canada on Yukon River salmon
and salmon fisheries are ongoing. Delegations meet once or twice a year.
In addition, the Yukon Joint Technical Committee meets once or twicef-\
year to compile and analyze data and prepare reports.
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¢ Fisheries Management Council

Name of Proposer: Yukon-Kuskokwim FPigsheries Task Force
Date: 10/2/89

Address: Box 267, Bethel, Alaska 99559

Telephone: 907-543-3409

Fishery Management Plan: Salmon Fisheries Management Plan

Brief Statement of Proposal: The MFCMA definition of "fishing"

includes both harvesting and processing within the EEZ of
the United States. This proposal requests the NPFMC to deny
joint venture processing permits at sea and to begin to
develop the administrative record to determine if the t h e
NPFMC has authority to 1limit participation in shore based
processing of companies which operate American subgidiaries,
or have transferred capitol to American joint venture
partners to engage in fish trade of resources fron
countries whose Nationals violate U.S. conservation 1laws
by operating fleets that take salmon of North American
origin in the North Pacific Ocean in violation of

MFCMA Section 102(2).

Objectives of Proposal: (Wwhat is the problem?)

Need

Continued interception and at-gsea mortality of salmon of
North American origin by fleets employing gear at a time and
in the area where salmon of North American origin are known
to occur by scientific research and enforcement actions
contributes to the conservation problems experienced by
discrete populations of salmon in their North American
terminal streams. In addition to the Lacey Act and Pelly
Amendment, the NPFMC may have the administrative authority
to turther limit commerce conducted within the area of the
NPFMC authority by these Flag states. '

and Justification for Council Action: Continued interception
and at-sea mortality of salmon of North American origin by
fleets employing gear at a time and in the area where salmon
of North American origin are known to occur by scientific
research and enforcement actions contributes to the
conservation problems experienced by discrete populations of
salmon in their North American terminal streams. Government
so foreign nationals claims their take of this species is a
high seas fishing freedom. These Nations and the Executive
of the U.S. have chosen to disregard MFCMA Section 102(2)
in which the Congress declares these salmon the sole
property of the United States. Once declared fully utilized
by the NPFMC, salmon of North American origin become a
prohibited species, and subject to Section 311(a)
enforcement action in their ocean range.



-~

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal:To eliminate claims that the take
of salmon of U.S. origin on the high seas beyond the EEZ is
a high seas fishing freedom, and to have the Executive
Branch of the U.S. Government enforce Section 102(2) and
Section 311(a) of the MFCMA, by State practice on the high
seas beyond the EEZ through enforcement actions, and by
applicable trade sanction provisions of the Lacey Act and
Pelly Amendment.

The United states Government has entered into driftnet
monitoring agreements that allow foreign driftnet fleets to
operate at a time, and in areas where salmon of North
American origin are known to range as demonstrated by U.S.
scientific research and enforcement actions in violation of
Section 102 (2) and 311(a) of the MFCMA. Passage of this
amendment by the NPFMC will coincide with the actions of
Congress to direct the Executive Branch to seek a ban on the
use of this geartype, being supported by the “Tarawa
Declaration®, and the efforts of the United Nat ion ‘s
General Assembly and world environmental movements.

Supporting Date and Other Information: What data are available
and where can they be found?

The public record since passage of the Driftnet Monitoring
Impact, Assessment, and Enforcement Act of 1987 of
government, the fishing industry, and National environment
groups is replete with reference to the scientific data
base, and results of enforcement actions that describe the
magnitude of the interception of salmon of North American
origin by of foreign driftnet fleets fishing beyond the EEZ
of salmon States of Origin.

Signature: Harold Sparck
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North Pacific Fisheries Management Council

Name of Proposer: Yukon-Kuskokwim Pisheries Task Force
Date: 10/2/89

Address: Box 267, Bethel, AK 99559
Telephone: 907-543-3409
Fishery Management Plan: Salmon Management Plan

Brief Statement of Proposal: to prohibit the use of drift
gillnets greater then 1.5nm in length as a legal fishing
gear within the migratory range of salmon of North
American origin that are within the jurisdiction of the
North Pacific Pisheries Management Council.

Objectives of Proposal: (What is the problem?) To end the
interception of salmon of North American origin in the
North Pacific Ocean by drift gillnet fleets that fish at
time and in areas that salmon of North American origin are
xnown to frequent in violation of Section 102(2) of the
Magnusson Fisheries Conservation and Management Act, PL.
94-26%, 16 U.8.C. 1801~-1882.

Need and Justification for Council Action: Continued interception
and at-sea mortality of salmon of North American origin by
fleets employing gear at a time and in the area where salmon
of North American origin are known to occur by scientific
research and enforcement actions contributes to the
conservation problems experienced by discrete populations of
salmon in their North American terminal streams

rareseeAnIa Tminmiiln of Picvosal: To have tho kxocutive Branch of
the U.S8. Government enforce Section 102(2) and Section
311(a) of the MPCMA, by State practice on the high seas
beyond the EEZ through enforcement actions, and by
applicable trade sanction provisions of the Lacey Act and
Pelly Amendnent

Are there Alternative Solution? If so, what are they and why do
you consider your proposal the best way of solving the problem?
The United States Government has entered into driftnet

monitoring agreements that allow foreign driftnet fleets to
vperate as a ewime, and in areas whevae aalmon of North

American origin are known to range as demonstrated by U.S.
gscientific research and enforcement actions in violation of
Section 102 (2) and 311(a) of the MFCMA. Passage of this
amendment by the NPFMC will coincide with the actions of
Congress to direct the Executive Branch to seek a ban on the
use of this geartype, being supported by the "Tarawa
Declaration”, and the efforts of the United N a t fion'’s
General Assembly and world environmental movenents.



Supporting Date and Other Information: What data are availabl¢™
and where can they be found?

The public record since passage of the Driftnet Monitoring
Impact, Assessment, and Enforcement Act of 1987 of
government, the fishing industry, and National environment
groups is replete with reference to the scientific data
base, and results of enforcement actions that describe the
magnitude of the interception of salmon of North American
origin by of foreign driftnet fleets fishing beyond the EE2
of salmon States of Origin.

Signature: Harold Sparck



North Pacific Fisheries Man&&eﬁent Council

Name of Proposer: Yukon-Kuskokwim Fisheries Task Force
Date: 10/2/89

Address: Box 267, Bethel, Alaska 99559

Telephone: 907-543-3409

Fishery Management Plan: Salmon Fisheries Management Plan

Brief Statement of Proposal: to publish an annual ABC and TAC

for salmon spawned in the State of Alaska equal to the
Alaska Department of FPish and Game’s projection of run size,
harvest forecasts and escapement objectives for the
subgsequent season that would account for reproduction, and
forms of harvest including subsistence, commercial

sports fishing, and personal use harvest necessary for
conservation and complete utiligation of the stock.

Objectives of Proposal: (What is the problem?)

Need

Continued interception and at-sea mortality of salmon of
North American origin by fleets erploying gear at a time and
in the area where salmon of North American origin are known
to occur by scientific research and enforcement actions
contributes to the conservation problems experienced by
discrete populations of salmon in their North American
terminal streams. When the Council publishes an ABC and TAC

that identifies domestic use of the entire population of
salmon spawned in Alaskan waters, this fish species is
publicly noticed as being fully-utilized, and thereby
qualifies for protection under the authority of the MFCMA,
and cannot be taken legally by foreign nationals.

and Justification for Council Action: Continued interception
and at-sea mortality of salmon of North American origin by
fleets employing gear at a time and in the area vhere salmon
of North American origin are known to occur by scientific
research and enforceament actions contributes to the
conservation problems experienced by discrete populations of
salmon in their North American terminal streams. Government
so foreign nationals claims their take of this species is a
high seas fishing freedom. These Nations and the Executive
of the U.S. have chosen to disregard MFCMA Section 102(2)
in which the Congress declares these salmon the sole
property of the United States. Once declared fully utilized
by the NPFMC, salmon of North American origin become a
prohibited species, and subject to Section 311 (a)
enforcement action in their ocean range.



Foreseeable Impacts Oof Proposal:To eliminate claims that the take
of esalmon of U.S. origin on the high seas beyond the EEZ is
a high seas fishing freedom, and to have the Executive
Branch of the U.S. Government enforce Section 102(2) and
Section 311(a) of the MFCMA, by State practice on the high
seas beyond the EEZ through enforcement actions, and by
applicable trade sanction provisions of the Llacey Act and
Pelly Amendment.

The United States Government has entered into driftnet
monitoring agreements that allow foreign driftnet fleets to
operate at a time, and in areas where salmon of North
American origin are known to range as demonstrated by U.S.
scientific research and enforcement actions in violation of
Section 102 (2) and 311(a) of the MFCMA. Passage of this
amendment by the NPFMC will coincide with the actions of
Congress to direct the Executive Branch to seek a ban on the
use of this geartype, being supported by the "“Tarawa
Declaration", and the efforts of the United Nation's
General Assembly and world environmental movements.

Supporting Date and Other Information: What data are available
and where can they be found?

The public record since passage of the Driftnet Monitoring
Impact, Assessment, and Enforcement Act of 1987 o

government, the fishing industry, and National environment
groups is replete with reference to the scientific data
base, and results of enforcement actions that describe the
magnitude of the interception of salmon of North American
origin by of foreign driftnet fleets fishing beyond the EEZ
of salmon States of Origin.

Signature: Harold Sparck
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f/ \‘}\ UNITED STATES DERPART SUPPLEMINTAL
. sEb 1 Natienal Oceanic and Atmospharic AGm!inigtration
National Marine Fisheries Service
P.0., Box 21666
Juneau, Alaska 3¢802-15€2

DATE: 10 January 1990
TO: Members of the North Pacific Council's Salmon Team
FROM! Aven M. Andsrsen, Chairman

SUBJECT: A Definition cf Overfishing for the Third Amendment cf
the Salmon Plan.

Summary

I have beer advised by the NMFS Washington, D.C., office
that the third amsndment of the salmon plan had better contain a
definition of overfishing when it is submitted for Secretarial
review or it will likely be rejected. Here ieg some background
and a definition I drafted. Pleass review the definition and jot
down your concerns, I'll call in a few daya. I would like us to
agree on a definition by the 20th of January so the Council can
submit the plan and assorted documents to D.C. for Secretarial
review befors the end of Janaury. (The definition, of course,
will always be subject to furxther refinement by a future plan
amendment. )

n ucti

Under NOAA Guidelines for Fishery Management Plans,
published on 24 July 1989 (54 FR 30826), any fishery management
plan or amendment of a fishery management plan being developed
and not yet adopted as final by a Council on 23 August 1989
"should contain a definition of overfishing when submitted for
approval by the Secretary” (50 CFR 602.11(c){9) (1)), The third
amendment of the salmon plan was being developed and had not yet
been adopted by the Council on 23 August 1989, Therefors,
according to NOAA, the third amendment needs to contain a
definition of overfishing.

NOAA prepared its guidelines in responszs to 4 provision in
the Magriuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act that says
"The Secretary shall establish advisory guidelines (which shall
not have the force and effact of law), based on the national
standards, to assist in the development of fishery management
plans" (16 USC 1851(b)). The requirement to define overfishing
is based on National Standard 1 of the Magnuson Act, which
states: “"Conservation and management measures shall prevent
overfishing while achieving, on a continuing basis, the optimum
yield from each fishery . . . ." (16 USC 1851(a)(1)).




Ine it fishj ue j iv rabl

The guidelines state that each fishery management plan {F¥?)
"must specify, to the maximum extent poesibls, an objective and
measurab.e dafinition of overfishing for each stock ox stock
complex covered by that FMPF, and provide an analysis of how ths
definition was detarmined and how it relates to reprcductivs
potentiai" (50 CFR 802.11(c)(1)).

Specifically, the guidelines state that, roversfishing is a
level or rate of fishing mortality that jecpardizes the long-term
capacity of a stock or stock complex to produce MSY on a
continuing basis" (S0 CFR 602.11(c)(l)). The guidelines do,
however, allow a plan to permit short-term overfishlng ("pulge
overfishing"), harvesting fieh before they have attained the
maximum weight or yileld ('growth overfishing*), and ovarfishing
minor stock components {“localized overfishing") as long as this
iocalized overfishing does nct causs any stock to require
protection under the Endangered Species Act (50 CFR
602.11{¢c)(3),(6)(v), and (8)).

The guidelines state further that ovefishing must ba defined
in a way to enabls the Council and the Secretary to monltor and
ovaluate the condition of the stock or stock complex relative to
the definition (50 CFR 602.11(c)(2)).

Finaily, the guidelines state the definition must be based
on the best scientific information available (50 CFR
802.11{c)(4)).

Stocks Subject to Thig Salmon Plan are in Two groups,

The salmon stocks covered by this fishery managemeat plan
are the anadromous salmon stocks that originate primarily in
Alaska, but include some from British Columbia, and a few chinoock
aalmon stocks from Washington, Oregon, and Idaho (and perhaps
northern California). The number of separate stocks is unknown
but is well into the thousands. For purposes of defining
overfishing, these stocks can be ssparated into two groups on the
basis of which of two organizations has primary jurisdictlon over
those stocks: the Paciflc Saimon Commission (see §5.4) or the
Alagka Board of Fisheries (§5.3).

The Pacific Salmen Commission (founded by a treaty between
the United States and Canada) has jurisdiction over all salmen
stocks that originate in one country and are intercepted by
fisheries of the other country. Salmon stocks originating in
Washington, Oregon, Idaho, or California and caught cff or within
Alaska are under the jurisdiction of the Pacific Salmon
Commigsion because those stocke are, undoubtedly, also
intercepted by Canadian fishermen. Salmon stocks originating in
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British Cclumkia and intercepted off or within Alaska by U.S.
fishermen are alsc under the jurisdiction of the Pacific Salmon
Commission.

Chinook, chum, and ccho salmon stocke originating in
Canadian partes of the Yukcn River are currently the subjesct of
nagotiations between the U. S. and Canada and will likely soon
fall under the jurisdiction of the proposed Yuken Panel ¢f the
Pacific Salmon Commission. Until then, they remain primarily
under the jurisdiction of the Alaska Board of Fisheries.

The Alaska Board of Fisheries has primary jurladiction over
most of the salmon stocka originating in Alaska that are
harvested off or within Alaska. The excaption3 are these stocks
under the primary jurisdiction of the Pacific Salmon Commisaion
and, perhaps, those stccke originating on the Annette Islands
Reservation.

The Salmen Fisheries are Managed to Prevent Qvexfishing.

The Pacific Salmon Commiesion operates under the Pacific
Salmon Treaty, of which one principle is to "preveant
overfishing.” The salmon treaty and commigsion attempt to
prevent overfishing by limiting levels of harvest (setting
harvest quotas) for certain salmon fisheries, having spawning
escapement goals for some indicator salmon atocks, and monitoring
stock rebuilding plans, stocks, and harzvests.

The Alaska Board Board of Fisheries sets pollicies and
regulations to ensure the long-term productivity of the stocks
under its jurisdiction and, accordingly, acte tc prevent
cverfishing. Among the means it uses to prevent overfishing are
the setting of harvest guidelines and spawning escapement goals.

In summary, the fisheries on both groups of stocks are
managed to pravent overflshing.

A large rumber of factors determlne how productive & salmon
tock can be; rafer to the Habitat Section in the Appendix for

more discussicn and references. In a particular environment, the
main factor determining how many adult ealmen a stock will
produce is the effective number of fertillized eggs depoaited by
the parent generation. In general, few spawners produce few
adults; more spawners produce more adults; tooc many spawners
produce fewer adults (see Ricker, 1975 and Larkinm, 1977 for
details). Theoretically, there is some optimum number of
spawners for a stock in a given environment. In real life, this
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optimum number is a fairly broad range in the number of spawners
and is naver precisely kncwn by man.

For the most part, salmon fishery mariagers work ¢n the basis
cf groups of salmon stocks (e.¢., & complex of hundreds of
Southern Southeast Alaska pink salmon stocks, or the gxoup of
several Naknek River system sockeye salmon stocks}, rather than
on the kasis of individual stocks., They try tc control the
harvests so that the number of salmon reaching the spawning
grounds for the group of stocks will, over the long run, sustaln
or increase the number of salmon in the group of stocks, i.e., be
near the optimum. They do so, generally, in two ways.

The usual way ls to establish harvest levels based on
historical harvest levels and their resulting spawniag
eéscapements. Under this approach, managers control the flshery
to achieve what they believe are adequate numbar of spawnsra by
using an estimated status of the stock (or group of stocks),
{inseason assessments of the fisherles and stocks, and harvest
levels that appear to be appropriate for the stock in that
status, After the fishery is over and the remaining salmon have
reached the spawning grounds, the managers examine the resulte
and, if necessary, refine the next year's management program.

The alternative way is to forecast the number cf adults
returning toward the spawning grounds and control the harvests con
the basis of the forecasts and inseason assesaments of stock
abundance so that the optimum number of spawners reach the
spawning grounds. This approach requires solid information cn
the relationship between the number of spawners in the parent
gsnezation and the resulting number of adults returning towards
the spawning grounds (harvest plus spawners). Among the
information needed are the actual number of epawnara (or a
reliable index) and the number harvested from the atcck. Also,
because the relationship is nonlinear, this information 1s needsed
for at least three broods of the stock. Thus, for a salmon stock
producing adults that spawn when they ars 4, 5, and 6 years old,
information will be needed on the numbers of spawners for 3 years
and on the resulting harvests and spawning escapement for % more
years, & minimum of § consecutive years. Because the raquired
data ars difficult and expensive to obtain, thie method is used
for only a few salmon fishexries in Alaska.

A definition of overfishing for salmon fisheries must take
into account the differences in the life cycles of the various
species and origin of the salmon stock. Of prime importance is
the fact that most species spawn at eeveral ages, whereas some
spawn only at one or two ages. Thus, if a pink salmon stock
(which, universaly, spawns only at the end of its second and last
year of life) was overfished in any year, the long-term capacity
of that stock to produce MSY would have been jeopardized hecause
most of the spawners for the stock, which would have spawned that

4



year would have been harvested. In a species that spawns at
several ages, an excessive harvest of the returning adu.ts in .
ysar would not constitute overfishing becauss the steck would
llave spawners return over 2 or more censecutlve ysars and would
probably not be reduced in its long-term capacity to produce MSY.
For example, a Yukon River chinook salmen steck (which spawns for
the most part at ages 4, S5, and 6) would have to bs excessively
harvested 3 years in a row tu jeopardize one brocd of the stock
and 7 years in a row to jeopardize the whcle stock.

The fcllowing definiticn has been crafted to be objective
and measurable, account for differencss in the life historiss of
the different salmcn species, and be directly related to the
reproductive potential of the stocks. In being specified on
groups of stocks and particular fisheries, rather than on
individual stocks, this definition allows for "short-term
overfishing," “growth overfishing,” and "localized overfishing,"’
as dascribed in S50 CFR Part 602, Appendix A to Subpart B.
Moreover, this definition enables the Council and the Secretary
to monitor and evaluate the condition of the salmon atocks
relative tc the definitioan, Finally, because the managers
annually evaluate the harvest levels and spawning escapement
goals and revise them on the basis of the newest sclentific
information, thie definition is based on the best avallable
scientific information.
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THE DEFINITION OF OVERFISHING.

Overfishing, as the term applies to the salmon fisheries
covered by this fishary management plan, means reaching cne or
more of the following conditions for the species-specific period
of years given in the table:

(A) Exceeding a quota {and upper bound of any management
range) or approved level of kill (harvest plus any accountabla
incidental kills) established by the Pacific Salmen Commission
for the salmon fishexies cf Southeast Alaska (Dixcn Entrance,
54°50' North latitude, to Cape Suckling, 143 53' West longitude).
or

(B) Exceeding the upper bound of 4 harvest guideline set
for a particular salmon fishery by the Alaska Board of Fisherles,
or

(C) Failing to achieve a spawning escapement goal set by
the Pacific Salmon Commission, the Alaska Board of Flsheries, the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, or any other official policy-
gsetting body (e.g., the proposed Yuken River Panel of the Pacific
Salmon Commiasion).

e OCigfi= ific Ti ods

(1) € consecutive years for chinocok salmon;
(2) 5 consecutive years for sockeys salmon;
(3) 4 consecutive years for coho or chum salmonj

(4) 3 consacutive years fox pink salmon.

NOTE 1: When making a determination whether overfishing exists
according to these definitions, in any situation where thsre are
conflicting quotas, goals, guidelines, or levels, those
established by an international body takes precedence over those
get by a U.S. Federal body, and the Federal ones take precedence
over those set by a Statas body. ‘

NOTE 2: This definition of overfishing is indspendent from any
allocation considerations; it deals with tha number of salmon
harvested or killed by all fishing activities or how many salmon
reached the spawning grounds, not with who caught the salmon c¢r
whether any group exceeded (or failled to harvest) its allocation.
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