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AGENDA D-2
MARCH 1983

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council, Board, SSC and AP Members

FROM: ¢ Jim H. Branson
Executive Director

DATE: March 22, 1983

SUBJECT: Herring Fishery Management Plan

ACTION REQUIRED

1. Review Herring Workgroup meeting.
2. Approve options for inclusion in FMP.

BACKGROUND

The Herring Workgroup met March 2 and discussed various options for managing
the Bering Sea herring resource. Minutes of that meeting were included in the
latest Council mailing. Council staff, PDT members, General Counsel and NMFS
have discussed these issues and options, and a summary of the current and
Workgroup's optional approaches has been prepared as item D-2(a).

It may be appropriate for the Council to merely decide in concept which

direction to take on these issues and direct staff and PDT members to work out
details.

Item D-2(b) is a discussion of the exploitation rate and ABC and their
appropriateness for offshore fishing.

MAR83/N



AGENDA D-2(a)
MARCH 1983

-~ HERRING WORKGROUP RECOMMENDATIONS, OPTIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS

The Herring Workgroup met March 2 to discuss the Bering/Chukchi Sea Herring
FMP and how the Council's July 1982 motion could be incorporated. The
Workgroup was instructed to consider any alternatives necessary to develop an
acceptable FMP. The major topics discussed by the Workgroup were:

1. an offshore-only OY vs. a resource-wide 0Y;

2. the determination of ABC and 0Y;

3. establishment of an annual FCZ fishery;

4. an experimental/research fishery;
) 5. the objectives and priorities of the FMP;

6. the statistical reporting requirements and implications regarding a -
. mandatory logbook program; and -
) 7. the Allowable Incidental Catch (AIC) vs. Prohibited Species Catch

(PsC).

The Workgroup made three recommendations for specific changes and recommended
that the Council consider specific options in dealing with certain other
issues. The Workgroup recommended that

1. OY apply to the entire herring resource; - < &yne? e
‘ 2. the Nelson Island biomass be exempted in determining the ABC; and72;§,ch§
..~ =3. reference to a mandatory logbook program be eliminated, but that N
,(~&A ; collection of effort data be allowed if necessary for management.
A [: /,"‘r\p/\;/ (/ '/:;/_,- ' ‘/) n\/t,iu“(“ ; :/'\ e vy }M&h‘
4 The Workgroup also recommended that the Council consider le .
. . e
-z L a new OY formulation;
’/470‘A12. a "guaranteed" annual 5,000 mt experimental/research fishery in the
o (\\_ FCZ by either Jy ol « /, %‘,’é/\- ‘ ‘é/ ,
ﬁ,Pi}f\ﬁ,p' (a) commercial vessels or RN y e
}J” A (b) a state-chartered research cruise; and ) e J°” 4
A ﬁ% 3. eliminating AIC from OY and the OY formula.-SSc o PECS a2
No recommendation was made regarding the Regional Director's Field Order
authority to open or close the FCZ based on socioeconomic factors.
The concept of replacing AIC with a PSC was discussed and may be brought up
before the Council for further consideration.
The following report discusses the current and proposed methods of dealing
with each of these issues.
i
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CURRENT AND PROPOSED STEPS IN DETERMINATION
OF EXPLOITATION RATE, ABC, OY, AND FCZ HARVEST

Determination of Annual Biomass Estimate (B, )

Biomass estimates (B, ) will be provided primarily by ADF&G. In the past
these have been base&'on aerial surveys conducted throughout the spawning
period from Bristol Bay to Norton Sound. Due to the nature of these
surveys the estimates are fairly conservative because they are based on
peak daily counts in conditions that are often less than optimum. In
some cases weather, water turbidity and other factors reduce the quality
of the visual data, so other methods are also used to augment the infor-
mation. When adequate aerial survey data are available they will in most
cases be the best scientific data available. Other types of acceptable
data and techniques are described in the FMP in cases where little or no
spawning biomass data are available. B_ is currently the sum of the
spawning biomass estimates for Bristol Bay and all areas to the north.
No surveys are made in the Aleutians so an adjustment for suspected local
spawning stocks is made later in the ABC/OY procedure.

Proposed Revision: The Workgroup reviewed the current formulas for
exploitation rate and ABC and noted that the biomass estimate is the
critical element in determining both. They also noted that an attempt is
made to reduce the optimum yield to address the importance to subsistence
users of stocks spawning around Nelson Island. The current technique
actually increases OY slightly because inclusion of the Nelson Island
biomass in the formula increases the overall exploitation rate. The
Workgroup felt that a more effective mechanism to address the importance
of subsistence usage would be appropriate, and has proposed that the
Nelson Island biomass estimate be excluded from the total biomass
estimate to accomplish this. This would effectively lower the overall
exploitation rate and therefore would reduce ABC and OY. The idea behind
this is that we don't want to commercially harvest Nelson Island stocks
anywhere, and it. is not appropriate to increase the exploitation rate on
other stocks based on this exempted biomass. Because mixed-stock
fisheries will probably harvest the Nelson Island stocks to a certain
degree, the spawning biomass will be monitored to assess the impacts.

Determination of Annual Exploitation Rate (E, )

The annual exploitation rate (E_ ) is derived by comparing the annual

biomass estimate (B,) with the MEY biomass (B,.,), and is the ratio of
: MSY

these components timés 0.2:

B

E =
t Bygy

x 0.2

This formula assumes that at MSY biomass the exploitation rate should be
set at 0.2, and that at lower biomass levels E. should be reduced. This
formula has produced results very comparable t6 the inshore exploitation
rates set each year by ADF&. At above MSY levels the formula would
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produce E_s of greater than 0.2 but a ceiling of 0.2 has been established.
This is currently the maximum Et allowed by ADF&G.

Determination of Allowable Biological Catch (ABC)

ABC is an adjustment of MSY prior to the determination of Optimum Yield
(0Y) to take into account annual variation in stock size and condition.
ABC is determined by multiplying E_ times the annual biomass estimate,
and adding 2,000 mt to account for stocks which spawn in the Aleutian
Islands and Alaska Peninsula:

ABC = Et X Bt + 2,000 mt

The 2,000 mt adjustment is based on the average annual harvest in the
Aleutians during the 1930s which was just less "than 2,000 mt. Spawning
data are not available for much of this area, and the stock composition
of the 1930s harvest is unknown.

This formula provides a self-adjusting procedure to prevent overfishing,
because if an overharvest occurs in one year, the next year the biomass
estimate would reflect the decline in stock abundance and thus ABC would
automatically be reduced. The Council could further strengthen the
maintenance of the Nelson Island stocks by providing an additional
mechanism to adjust ABC or OY if that stock declines independently of
other larger stocks.

Proposed Revision: Do not add 2,000 mt at this time, but make it part of

the 7,000 mt offshore component. This is tied in with the proposed 0Y
procedure.

Determination of Optimum Yield (0Y)

OY is an adjustment of ABC based on ecological, social and economic
factors. OY can be greater or less than ABC, and the Council has
attempted to balance conflicting goals and interests in its determination.
The determination of OY is flexible and guidelines are provided in the
FMP to reduce OY if stock conditions warrant a reduction. OY may be
adjusted upward to promote development of new fisheries and to provide
greater benefits to the nation as a whole, but must prevent overfishing.
Because ABC and OY are reevaluated every year it is extremely unlikely
that overfishing will occur. However, in harvesting the major components
of the herring resource in a mixed-stock offshore fishery, certain minor
stock components may be reduced temporarily. The Council will review the
status of major and minor stocks each year and take measures to ensure
that no stock component is reduced to a critically low level. Based on
the objectives and priorities stated in the FMP, the inshore fisheries
are allocated the entire ABC. A summer fishery in the Aleutians is
allocated 2,000 mt, which might require an in-season OY adjustment. If
any portion of ABC is not harvested in the inshore fisheries and summer

fishery, an offshore fishery may be allowed after October 1. This is
determined by the formula,
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Summer
Total Nelson Offshore
Inshore Island (FCZ)
ABC - Harvest - ABC - Harvest
2

with the stipulations that the amount must be greater than 2,000 mt and
cannot be greater than 10,000 mt.

Winter Apportionment = - AIC

Currently OY pertains only to the FCZ fisheries.

Proposed Revisions: The Workgroup has recommended that OY apply to both
inshore and offshore fisheries, but that it not restrict the inshore
harvest. This could be accomplished by providing for in-season adjust-
ment of OY, if necessary, to allow for inshore overruns. The recommenda-
tion would guarantee a 2,000 mt summer fishery and 5,000 mt experimental/
research fishery in the FCZ. In this option as well as the current FMP,
all summer harvest in State and FCZ waters would apply to the 2,000 mt
allocation. '

The offshore (FCZ) fisheries are thus allocated 7,000 mt and a portion of
any remaining ABC after the inshore fisheries, with the exception that if
the inshore harvests exceed ABC, an upward adjustment in OY will be made
to account for the additional harvest. In general

OY = ABC + PA + 7,000

where PA is the post season adjustment (if any). Of the 7,000 mt
addition, 2,000 mt represents the adjustment made to ABC by the current
formula for suspected local stocks. This would be specified for the
Aleutian fishery. Note that the Allowable Incidental Catch (AIC) has
also been eliminated from the formula, as an option proposed by the
Workgroup. The final determination of OY will not occur until approxi-
mately October 1 when statistics from the biomass surveys, inshore spring
fisheries and summer fishery are available. (October 1 is the midpoint
of the herring fishing year.)

Proposed Determination of Allowable FCZ Harvest

Up to 7,000 mt will be available to offshore (FCZ) fisheries each year.
0f this, 2,000 mt is specifically for the summer fishery and 5,000 mt is
for an experimental/research fishery. These may be adjusted downward in
the event of serious stock decline.

If the inshore harvest is less than ABC, OY will be adjusted downward
in-season by a separate procedure. This additional procedure and
downward adjustment are necessary to account for the uncertain impacts of
offshore fishing. The Council feels that the lack of scientific know-
ledge about the condition, distribution and mixing of stocks offshore is
justification for this adjustment of OY.

Specifically,

(a) only 80% of the first 10,000 mt of remaining ABC may be
harvested in the FCZ;

(b) 90% of the next 40,000 mt may be harvested in the FCZ; and
(c) 100% of all in excess of 50,000 mt may be harvested in the FCZ.

YA



SUMMARY OF IN-SEASON ADJUSTMENT OF OY

The proposed method of determining OY is based on a series of in-season
adjustments to provide maximum flexibility. The final determination of OY is
not made until around October 1. This method, combined with the annual
determination of ABC based on available biomass, constitutes a self-adjusting
system to maximize total harvest and flexibility while preventing overfishing.

The spring inshore fisheries begin and end before ABC and OY are determined.
The fisheries are managed on a day-by-day basis to harvest about 10-20% of the
available biomass, depending on stock condition, which is approximately how
ABC is determined by the formulas in the FMP.

A 2,000 mt allocation is made on July 1 for thé summer fishery in the
Aleutians. The FCZ will be closed on September 30 or when the total area
catch (inshore + FCZ) reaches 2,000 mt, whichever occurs first. This 2,000 mt
is an additional component of OY.

On October 1 a 5,000 mt allocation is made for the experimental/research
fishery. This will be a controlled fishery designed to gather information on
offshore stock condition and distribution and to determine whether U.S.
fishermen are economically and technically able to harvest herring on the
high seas. This 5,000 mt is also an additional component of OY.

About October 1 or as soon as complete data on the spawning biomass, spring
fisheries, and summer fishery are available, a final determination and adjust-
ment of OY will be made. A post-season adjustment (PA) upward will be made if
the inshore harvest (including summer season) exceeded ABC. An adjustment
downward will be made if the inshore harvest is less than ABC so that only a
portion of the remainder will be made available for offshore harvest. This
downward adjustment is based on the 80%, 90%, 100% formula and is made to
address the uncertain impacts of offshore, mixed-stock fishing.

32C/E -5-



THE ROLE OF THE ALLOWABLE INCIDENTAL CATCH (AIC) AND ALTERNATIVES

AIC is a concept developed by the Council in 1980 to address the unavoidable
incidental catch of herring in groundfish trawl operatioms. A detailed
review of foreign catch statistics is provided in the FMP, and an acceptable
incidental catch rate is determined based on average catches of certain vessel
types. Each nation's AIC is determined as the product of this rate (times its
groundfish allocation). When a nation harvests its AIC that nation's trawl
vessels are excluded from all or part of the Herring Savings Area.

The legality of allowing foreign retention of AIC has been questioned, and the
current method of handling AIC is complex. Currently no other FMP utilizes
the AIC concept. The problem would be simplified if foreign retention of AIC
were not allowed, and that the incidental catch be considered a prohibited
species catch (PSC) which must be returned to the sea. The Herring Savings
Area would still be in effect as for AIC.

AIC is currently deducted in the OY formula. According to the new National
Standard Guidelines (2/18/83), incidental catch need not be accounted for in
the determination of OY if it is discarded. The Workgroup recommended that
the Council consider this option.

32C/E -6-



REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

"An FMP must specify whatever information fishermen and processors will be
required or requested to submit to the Secretary," according to the National
Standard Guidelines "Information about harvest... may be collected if it is
needed for proper implementation of the FMP and cannot be obtained otherwise."

All necessary information regarding inshore harvest and processing can be
obtained from the State of Alaska. Information on the incidental catch of
herring by foreign trawlers is collected by U.S. observers on foreign vessels.
However, U.S. fishermen fishing in the FCZ and not landing their catches on
shore are currently not required to report their catches to either state or
federal authorities. Due to the vast area of the FCZ which may be opened to
herring fishing and the unknown distribution and ~composition of offshore
stocks, it is critical that the FMP provide for collection of harvest
information. The need for this information increases with the magnitude of
the offshore catch -- if the FCZ harvest is small only total catch and general
area information may be required. However, due to the lack of definitive data
and uncertain impacts of mixed-stock offshore fishing, much more detailed
information would be required for managing a major FCZ fishery. Without an
adequate information collection mechanism, a major fishery could cause
irreparable damage and should not be allowed. The type of information for
management of an FCZ herring fishery includes catch, time, area and effort.
Non-fishing 'search" time might also be critical for detection of stock
declines. Specifically, where information is not available from other
sources, the following statistics must be obtained from vessels harvesting
herring in the FCZ:

1. catches reported by % degree latitude x 1 degree longitude areas;
and

2. effort reported by gear type and vessel class by month. Examples of
effort data include hours towed, number of landings, and number of
trips.
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AGENDA D-2(b)
MARCH 1983

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Clement V. Tillion, Chairman
Jim H. Branson, Executive Director

Mailing Address: P.O.Box 3136DT
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

605 West 4th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Telephone: (907) 274-4563
FTS 271-4064

MEMORANDUM

TO: Thorn Smit

FROM: Jim

DATE: Ma

SUBJECT: Herring ABC

The FMP contains a detailed discussion of MSY, biomass estimates, exploitation
rate and ABC. A step-by-step procedure and scientific rationale are provided
and, although technically it is somewhat complex, it is straightforward. 1I'll
do my best to explain it. (See Section 9.6.1.-9.6.2.3.)

First, the discussion addresses the entire herring resource and is not limited
to either the inshore or offshore resource. This is obvious when we discuss
MSY, which is based on offshore historical harvest, and annual biomass
estimates, which are primarily inshore. Each of these probably reflects only
a portion of the entire resource although we expect considerable overlap
between them. Each of these components is recognized as the best available
scientific information. The fact that these two components are not strictly
comparable (i.e. somewhat like oranges and lemons) does not negate the
evaluation but will cause the procedure to err on the conservative side. I
will explain this below.

ABC is an intermediate step between MSY and OY. This step is necessary
because herring as a species exhibit extreme fluctuations is stock size
independent of any fishing pressure. ABC applies to the entire population

even though we only deal with the part we can see or guess about. The
acceptable exploitation rate, which is really the critical element in any
discussion of overfishing, is not tied to the inshore biomass except that the
inshore estimate is the best (or only) annual population figure we have. The
technical description of exploitation rate refers only to "biomass estimate;"
and is actually based on yield-per-recruit analysis of Atlantic herring. This
analysis takes into account the fact that the biomass is no longer virgin
(i.e. fishing mortality has reduced the population from its pristine
condition), and assumes that a rough equilibrium can be acheived in the
absence of environmental fluctuations. When stock size changes independent of
fishing mortality the analysis indicates how fishing mortality should be
modified to compensate. This yield-per-recruit analysis indicates that the
maximum exploitation rate should not exceed .39.

32¢/J-1



Example (not real numbers):

At virgin biomass if we increase our catch by one fish per thousand,
the yield-per-recruit increases by 10%.

At F fishing mortality level if we increase our catch by one fish
per thousand the yield-per-recruit increases by 1% (i.e. 1/10 of
that at the virgin biomass).

This occurs at about twice the MSY biomass and would require a .39 exploita-
tion rate.

Again, the analysis does not distinguish between inshore and offshore but
applies only to total fishing mortality. This type of analysis is scientific-
ally credible but has numerous assumptions that canh lead to some problems.

We need to remember though, that our biomass estimate is much less than the
actual offshore availability, and if we used the offshore biomass in our
formula the exploitation rate would be comsiderably higher.

ADF&G generally targets on an exploitation rate of 10-20%. Washington also
uses a 20% guideline, and an analysis by Trumble (WDF) shows that an average
of 20% is optimal. I think the best we can say is that fishing mortality
should be less than natural mortality. Natural mortality is somewhere between

20-40%. At 20% exploitation we leave four out of five fish to perpetuate the
resource.

There is no evidence that a 20% offshore exploitation rate is any more harmful
than the same rate inshore. The main contention is that if a stock has been
harvested at 20% inshore it cannot sustain additional harvest offshore. On a

sustained basis this may be true, but on a yearly basis it is certainly not
true.

The other main problem is that it is harder to control the impact on any
particular stock when fishing offshore. If the fish were well-mixed offshore
then it would be very difficult to impact any single one. If the stocks are
segregated it would be easier to inadvertantly overharvest a single stock in a
given year only if a net encounted that particular stock. But it may also
become easier to avoid certain stocks as more stock distribution information
comes to light. However, it would be virtually impossible to overfish in
MFCMA terms due to the annual re-evaluation.

If we have set a higher standard than MFCMA due to the FMP consideration of
subsistence harvests, we must keep the effects of our overall conservation
efforts in perspective. First, the Nelson Island subsistence harvest is less
than 3% of the biomass estimate for that stock (i.e. a 3% exploitation rate).
At least an additional 600 mt could be harvested without exceeding the 20%
level. 1If a 7,000 mt offshore harvest ceiling is established this 600 mt
represents about 10% of the catch, but the Nelson Island stock is only 3% of
the total biomass (less than 2% in 1981). The offshore catch rate on the
Nelson Island stocks would have to be much greater than that on other stocks
for even optimum utilization to occur. If they are all harvested equally,
about 210 mt would come from Nelson Island, for a total Nelson Island
exploitation rate of less than 9% of the spawning biomass.
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In summary, overfishing does not occur at the .20 exploitation rate, whether
inshore or offshore. Overfishing may begin to occur at about .30-.40,
depending on stock size. That the .20 rate is a sustainable average is
recognized by all management agencies on the North Pacific coast, and location
of reaching .20 is immaterial. Reducing this rate offshore is not scientific-
ally justified to prevent overfishing, and this level should provide adequate
protection to the Nelson Island stock to allow continuation of subsistence
harvest in the normal and accustomed manner and area.
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_'pplemental
UNITED STATES DEPARTMEN OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admlmstratlon
Office of General Counsel MAR 2

P.O. Box 1668

Juneau, Alaska 99802 - 1983
Telephone (907) 586-7414

March 17, 1983

Mr. Jim Branson

North Pacific Fishery Management Counc1]
P.0O. Box 3136 DT

Anchorage, AK

Dear Jim:

We have had several in-depth discussions with the NMFS staff
regarding the herring workgroup recommendations and the draft FMP.
I would like to present my understanding of the decisions made at
the workgroup meeting, and to reiterate some of the legal advice
which was offered. | am hopeful that these comments will be of help

. to the Council staff and the PDT in prepar1ng a report for Council

consideration.

Resource-wide.OY

Many of the members of the wockgroup favored a redefinition
of 0Y, to encompass the entire herring Tesource rather than that
port1on harvested in the FCZ- fishery. The motivation for.this
recommendation seemed to be that the State would thereby be
subject to some moral duty to manage the inshore roe fishery in
accordance with the provisions of the FMP. It was made clear at
the meeting that this is the most that such a redefinition could -
accamplish. The State would be placed under no legal requirement
to manage the resource co-operatively. The roe fishery takes '
place predominantly within State waters, giving the Secretary no
preemptive authority.

~ There is no Magnuson Act requirement that OY address an entire
resource. Where the Secretary has no legal authority to influence !
State management, it may be most realistic to define 0Y to cover
the FCZ fishery only. OY as currently defined in the FMP was
modified for this reason, and to eliminate the unnecessarily
convoluted "preliminary OY" concept. The draft FMP discusses-State
management of the resource, and accounts for the harvest in State
waters. O0Y, however, need not include the harvest. which is
managed by the State. Please see 47 FR 27231-2, Standard 3, attached.

Dick Marshall has devoted considerable time to this issue, and
has not as yet come up with a viable resource-wide 0Y formula. We
have not. been able to come up with one, either. It is our conclusion’
that an 0Y definition for the FCZ fishery only is most appropriate.

2. Experimental FCZ Fishery

The proposed FCZ fishery would have two purposes: to
establish a commercial fishery in the FCZ allocating.a
portion of OY to the offshore fishery, and to gather certain
scientific data. Any effects on subsistence stocks would be




-
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monitored closely. It is recognized that the data collection ™
objectives of such a program would be limited as a pract1ca]
matter by the nature of the commercial fishery.

You may remember our discussion regarding an experimental
fishery "outside" the plan. The workgroup proposition is for a
profit-making commercial fishery, which would yield some scientific
data. This is significantly different from a purely scientific -
venture in which the harvest is sold only to cover costs.. While the
outer boundaries of "scientific research activity" under 'the Magnuson
Act have not been clearly defined, this proposition seems likely
to fall outside of them. My understanding of the Act is that in
order to provide for any such fishery, the Council must discuss
the matter publicly, incorporate the fishery into its management
ptan, and document its decision. For that reason, I am obliged-:
to offer the following advice... :

If the Council decides to establish an exper1menta1 fishery in
the FCZ, it should re-examine the scientific. data available (including
any data generated since the FMP was written), and make a finding
that a 1limited offshore harvest will not result in overfishing
of subsistence or other stocks. This finding is necessary in any
event, but is part1cu1ar1y important.with respect to subsistence
stocks, which give rise to particular concern expressed in the plan..
Likewise, the Council 'should limit any offshore harvest as indicated
by the best scientific evidence available. The fact that scientific ™™
~information concerning a fishery is incomplete does not prevent the
preparation and implementation of an FMP. 1If there are conflicting
facts or opinions relevant to a particular point, a Council may
choose among them, but should justify the choice. '

The Council should also review the objectives and allocation
priorities of the plan, and revise them as necessary accommodate
any significant change in policy. {An experimental.-FCZ fishery would
_certainly seem to constitute such a significant change. Such
revisions are well within the Council's authority, so long as it
feels that the record justifies its decisions.

3. State Research Proposal

An alternative which would accomplish one of the objectives
of the experimental fishery. has been proposed. This would be a
"research project to be performed by the State. of Alaska. Research
under such a project would be more comprehensive than that expected
of the experimental fishery, and would be paid for through the
commercial sale of herring harvested.

While this aﬁproach might weaken the argument for an experimental
fishery, it would not.necessarily be fatal to it. The two could co-
exist, so long as there were no danger of overfishing.

o
4.  Surplus Reduction Formula

The current draft of the FMP repeatedly stresées the risks



involved in offshore fisheries, as opposed to those concentrating

on discrete, identified spawning stocks. For this reason, NMFS

proposed a 50% reduction in the "surplus" calculated for offshore

harvest. The purpose of this reduction was not so much to reduce

. the offshore harvest in "normal" years when the surplus would be

modest, as it was to protect small subsistence stocks in the odd

year when conditions ashore prevent prosecution of the roe fishery.

" Failure of the inshore roe fishery could result in a large "surplus",
the harvest of which offshore could pose a danger of overfishing

subsistence stocks. : :

Certain members of the workgroup expressed the view .that the
proposed surplus reduction was excessive, and that greater utilization
of any substantial surplus should be allowed. I stated that there
was nothing sacred about the particular reduction proposed, but that
any reduction should be rationally related to the expressed need
to protect subsistence stocks. ~I also offered the view that a
"ceiling" on the FCZ harvest could be substituted for a rate reduction.
The workgroup adopted a recommendation that an escalating surplus
harvest rate of 80 to 100% be adopted, with no "ceiling" on the take.
This approach does not give any of the desired protection of individ-
ual spawning stocks at maximum offshore harvest levels. -My advice
is that so long as the plan continues tp emphasize the subsistence
spawning stock issue, a more:conservative offshore harvest rate (or
a ceiling) should be adopted - rationally related -to the best
scientific evidence on permissible harvest rates. Again, if there
are conflicting facts or opinions on the point, the Council may
choose among them, so long as it can justify its choice. If data
"are nonexistent or are absolutely ‘inconclusive, it should be aware
that its primary duty is to prevent overfishing. |

5. Logbook Requirement

A strong consensus was voiced in support of logbooks to
collect management data. If there is any rush to implement the
FMP, data collection provisions should be made severable from the
rest of the plan so that protracted OMB reviews will not delay
impiementation.

6. Nelson Island Adjustment

There was a clear consensus, supported by the scientists
‘present, that this adjustment should be eliminated from the OY
formula. :

7. Allowable Incidental Catch

- At the workgroup meeting Bob McVey promised to give further
consideration to his proposal that the allowable incidental catch
. (AIC) concept be eliminated from the 0Y formula. Having done so,
and having discussed the matter at length with his staff, he
recommends strongly that the concept be eliminated from the plan.

The AIC concept was developed some time ago, to rationalize



the handling of prohibited species. Since that time, however,

‘a new concept, that of the prohibited species catch (PSC); has , -
"been introduced. This approach recognizes that forelgn fishermen =
should not be permitted to retain prohibited species, and limits

the amounts which may be harvested before closures to foreign

trawling occur. As the record suggests no rational basis -for :.
treating herring different]y from salmon (for example) in this

respect, it is the opinion of the Office of General Counsel

that the special "AIC" treatment of herring may render the p]an-

more vulnerable to legal attack. "Additionally, the Enforcement
Division has serious questions about the enforceability of the

measure. _ '

we do not propose that the Council ignore the problem of : : '
. herring harvested incidentally in foreign trawl fisheries. Lo
Rather, we propose that herring be treated like any other proh1b1ted
species. That is, AIC in the draft herring FMP would be treated

as a PSC. Foreign fishermen would be required to return herring -

to the sea, and the Herring Savings Area would be closed for the

period specified in the draft FMP to trawl vessels of any nation

which had harvested its herring PSC. The Council may wish to

consider whether it wants to allow domestic fishermen to retain
incidentally harvested herring, and whether to 1imit this incidental
take.

L S

8. Field Order Authority

Among the criteria to be considered by the Regional Director a
in issuing a field order adjusting fishing time and areas under -
the FMP is a catchall, "any other factors necessary for the
conservation and management of the herring resource." This broad
language appears to have been included in the original draft of
the FMP, written some years ago. The Office of General Counsel is -
reviewing field order authority generally, and will advise as to
the appropriateness of the catchall criterion. :

9. 20% Maximum Exploitation Rate

Several members of the workgroup and most .of the scientists
present questioned the validity of the 20 per cent maximum exploita-
tion rate. The PDT and SSC will review this matter, and may well
recommend that the Council remove this -limitation to permit greater
ut1llzatlon when appropriate.

While the workgroup made substantial progress and is prepared.
to identify changes which may strengthen the plan, it is questionable
whether all of the specific details can be worked out before the
Council meeting. The Council may wish to vote on the broad issues
and to allow the staff more time to develop a detailed amendment.

I hope that thesé comments will be helpful. I will be available

to discuss them at your convenience.

Thorn Smith

‘o
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The proposed revision also
encempasses a number of additional
aspects of OY determination and
expression that have evolved since 1977
as a result of the Councils® and NOAA's
experience in implementing the Act, and -
passage of the lwo amendments. These |
include: (1) The concept that .
specificalion of OY in an FMPis not a
quola, per se: {2} the recognition that QY
amalgamates management objectives
and instructs the management measures;
{3) the exception to annual achievement
of OY allowed through deferring until

.the following year the allocation to

foreign fishing of some or all of the
“surplus” not harvested by vessels of

the U.S.; (4) the establishment of a

reserve within OY for reallocation to
foreign fishing to allow for uncertainties

in estinates of domestic harvest and full .

“utilization of OY; and (5) the provision

that permits transfer at sea of the
surplus of domestic harvest exceeding
domestic processing capacity to foreign
processor vessels,

Standard 2

1. ANPR Issue. Based on its concern
that the present national standard
guidelines fail to address the operative
conseguences of serious inadeqguacics in
the biolagical data base, and fail to -
specify a miniraum quantem of
infurmation upor which an approvable
plan irust rest, EDF proposed that FNPs
incerporate measures designed! to
generate the information necded to
assure an improved scientific basis for
the plans, and that a suitable buffer in
favor of conservation should be

: proviced. In addition, EDF.proposed that

Councils should identify all sigrificant
irformation gaps and should indicate

- the manner in which such additional

ir‘~rmatien should be acquired.
~DAA feels that it would be
rec onable, und consisicat with current

.practice. to expect Councils to prepare a

management straiegy 1o compensate for
weokresses in the information base;
hevever, 10 require a plan to specify the
manner of acquisition is unnecessary
Aua inappropriate since this
tesponsibility falls 1o the Secrelary
{S~ction 304(e) of the Act). The bulfer
crnzeptis implicit in the concept of
adstng MSY (as in the ABC example).
and is. in zddition, retoined as a
provision under standard 6 to

con pensale for possible veriations and
Cuniingencies.

2. Retiorale. Application of this
starddird aflects the operation of all the
otk r s1andaids. The level of
inlomation influences the
eslaoishment of MSY, OY, and

manegement unit composilion: it
underlies determinations of allc catians,
judgments of efficicncy, adjustmenez for
variations and contingencics. aad
cvalualions of costs end benefits. The
proposed revision streagthens the
lanzuage regarding the needed
infurmalion base, and is cross-
refeszenced to two other standards.

The proposed guidelines retain the
idca expressed in the current geideline
that Jack of complete data concerning a

. fiskery does not prevent the preparation

and implementation of an FMP, The
Ianguage has been modified to
acknowledge that “complete” scientific
information is not etlainable in the
absolute sense. NOAA believes that,
although collection of data about a
fishery is a legitimate FMP objective, the
need to collect information is not, by
itself, udequatetjustification for
preperation of & plan, and so states in ~
the standard 7 guidelines. The siandard

-3 guidelines permit a management unit

to contain related species or stocks of

fish for which there are inadequate data
- o specify MSY or determine OY., and to

gather data on those species or stocks
under the FMP; : .
-The proposed revision directly

-addresses the queslion of timeliness,

opposing bodics-of opinion, and

. practical utility of the information

specified. It emphasizes the continuing
need for information for monitoring and
in-scason adjustment decisions. A
voluntary system of data collection is
permissible, but requires a justification
under the Paperwork Reduction Act, and
is not covered vunder the Act’s
corfidentiality provision. (Under the
NOAA data sccurity system, all
individually collected fisheries data are
treated internally with the same degree
of protection.) It is all right o collect
data within State boundaries when
necded for proper implementation of an
FMP. Tiere will always be a dregrec of
controversy regarding the qualitative
word “besL” in “best scientific
information available.” Successful data
coliection depends on the protection of
confidential data, the publie trust in that

.protection, and the public perception of

the valid uses of these data. The validity
of the entire process may hinge on the
cooperative attitudes of constituents. the
research community, and the relevant
governmenlal institutions.

Stendard 3

1. ANTR Issues. EDF cites failure of
the guidclines to explain the relationship
between the standard 3 directive to
manage a fish slock throughout its range
#nd the Act’s provisions relating to
jurisdiction within lerritorial walers as
the busis for the following proposed

-

language: “Where muanegement units
cross Federal-State boendaries,
Councils shall identify those
consesvalion and managemnent measures
most appropriate for the conservation -
and management of the entire resource
and shall include all such measures in
their fishery management plans. leaving
to the Secretary the delermination
wkether aclions of relevant State
arthorities substantially and adversely
affect the carrying out of such plans.”
Another proposal that dealt with
recommendations concerning habitat is
discussed under Standard 6.

NOAA supports EDF's comprehensive
approach but believes the EDF solution
to be inappropriate. Councils are
already analyzing relevant State
regulations, soliciting State cooperation,
or incorporating State regulations as
appropriate. .

2. Raliongle. Standard 3's principle of
comprehensive management works well
with standard 7's principle of avoidirg .

- duplication. The emphasis in-the

- proposed revision is on the scope,
composition, and unity of the
‘management.unit, and on coordination
and cooperation rather than on potential
furisdictional tenslon. .
-.The proposed revision strengthens
guidance on how to handle FMPs for
stocks ranging across international and -
State-FCZ boundaries. NOAA believes
that range-wide planning should
cncourage actlive State participalion in
the planning process, and that such
planning will provide clear direction to
the States as to what is needed to
implement the proposed management
regime effectively. This is consistent
with Council praclice and compatible
with the comprehensive approach
sought by the petitioner. The result
should Le greater compatibility belween
Federal end State minagement :
-L:easures. Ongoing cooperalive
errangements should not be disturbed
by the proposed revision.

Because the potential for -
incompatibility does exist, however, the
guidelines require an FMP to discuss the
interrelationship between State
management activities and the propesed
Federal regime. Federal regulations
supersede any conflicting State
rezulations of FCZ fishing (F/V
Amcerican Eagle v. Alaska, No. 222
(Aluska. Nov. 21, 1880)). State landing
Jaws and other forms of indirect
regulation of FCZ fishing may be
allected by implementing an FMI. The
required analysis focuses attention on
these impacts and on the effect of
inconsistent State aclion on attaining
the objectives of the FMP. This latter
discussion will assist in determining
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Secretarial responsibilities under
section 306(b) of the Act. .
Standard 3 calls for management of a:
“stock” thoughout its range. NOAA feels
that the use of the words “stock,”
“fishery.” and “management unit™ i3
significant. and has endeavored to use’ .
the appropriata term in the guidelines. A
stock may be larger than the fishery, as:
is the case when only a portiorr of the . .
stock is actively fished. A fishery may °
be larger than a stock, when more than
one atock is fished together. The
management unit may {gnore a partion
of a fishery or stock whenitincludes a
ransboundary fishery or when a mino
portion of the unit is fished within the
jurisdiction of another Council. The -,
guidelines define “management unit™ a
a fishery of that gaction of a fishery
b identified in an ¥»¢P as relevant to the
FMP's manageme=nt cbjectives:™
Examples are given of the perspectives *
around which a management unit may

be organized.

Standard 4

" 1. ANPR Issues. The ANPR question
related to standard 4 was designed to

- give NOAA some understanding of how

the term “allocation™ i3 perceived, and
‘how “fair and equitable” fits into the -
perception. NOAA was seeking
assistance in addressing the definitions

. not elucidated by the existing
guidelines.

Commenters were conscious of the
need Tor public involvement in resolving
allocation questions. Many urged
flexibility, and pointed out that

allocation schemes must follow from the

. objectives of a given plan and that
roblems of allocation are peculiar to
each fishery. The following factors
affecting allocation decisions were
. mentioned: consumer costs, community
 structure, income produced. jobs
.created, needs of subsistence fishermen

traditional harvest levels of each group,

potential for expansiorn, economic

efficizncy of gear, incidental catch risks,

economic dislocation caused by new
fishing patterns, and opportunitics in
other fisheries.

2. Ratioaale. The proposed revision
provides a more precise expression of
agency policy and legal interpretation

than was attempted or possible in 1977.

To assist Councils in making what are
_usually the most controversial decision

within an FMP, NOAA has tried to

confront the human issues surrounding

fishery management directly, consisient

with its increased concern for the
economic and social consequences of
regulation.
" “I'he guidelines address the
© wdiscrimination among resicents of
different States” issue as an extension

of the Federal "privilege and
immunities” clause of the u.s.
Constitution. which means that Counclls
may not rely on. nor incorporate within
an FMP, a State law that discriminates
against residents of a different State.
The guidelines also acknowledgte that
management measures may have
different effects on persons in different
locations without discriminating among
residents of different States.

These questions were al issue in the -

Gulf of Mexico shrimp FMP, which
proposed lo extend a Fexas law by
closing the FCZ off Texas to shrimping
for a 45-day period to allow for growth
that would increase the weight and
value of the harvest. Fishermen in four
public hearings in Louisiana expresse
their fear that additional out-of-State
vesscls would fish off Louisiana during

the Texas closure, which would result in
greater competition for shrimp and shore

facilities; they argued discrimination.
The agency found the FMP consistent

with standard 4, however, because “the

measure does not allocate or assign
fishing privileges to residents of any
State. Even-if-one could consider the
Texas closure lo be an allocation of
fishing privileges, residents of both

Texas and Louisiana as well as othem .~

States are cqually prohibited from
fishing in the FCZ off Texas during the
closure and have equal opportunity -
under the FMP to fish in the FCZ after

the closure ends. The operator of a small
vessel has fewer opportunities to fish -

than the operator of a large vessel,
regardless of the State of residence.

seek shrimp fishing opportunities off

coasts of other States or even off foreign

countries. Thus, mobility or lack of

mobility is a function of each vessel
\ rather than the proposed regulatory

measure. The Texas clogure will

. enhance the overall utilization of the

resources by allowing for a larger
harvest.”

series of allocations among present

users, between present and future users,

between public and private inturests.

The guidelines define “allocation” for

purposes of the standacds as a direct
and deliberate distribution of the
opportunity to participate in a fishery

3
.. meet the definition will be judged
against the standard. thisis a critical
and sensitive delineation.

Many management measures may

have an incidental effect on the fishing
privileges enjoyed by different groups of

U.S. fishermen. Any quota has a

distributive effect on present and future

users through its impact oa stock

The
large mobile shrimp vessels traditionally

Resource management is essentially a

among identifiable, discrete groups of
fishermen. Because only measures that

. maintenance or rebuilding. Area
closures may cnuse practical difficultics
for smaller vessels or those located far
from open areas. Scasonal quotas creale
- difficulties for those whose economics of
operation do not permit a long period of
inactivity. . .
Direct allocations. by contrast, have.
been miade by the several Councils ina
variety of FMPs: quotas by classes of
vessels (Atlantic groundfish). quotas for
commercial and recreational fishermen
(Atlantic mackerel), different fishing
seasons for recreational and commercial
fishermen (salmon), assignment of ocean
areas to dilferent gears (ston2 crab), and
limiting permits to present users (surf .
clam). These direct allocations were
approved under standard 4 because the
Councils complied with the three
statutory criteria of the starndard in -
constructing their aliocation schemas.
The guideline’s definition isan
attempted middle ground between all -
measures affecting fishing practices and
measures designated as allocaticns ina

plan. The distribution must be direct and

deliberate, but a Council could not
disclaim an intent to allocate through a

measure that had obvious and inevitable

allocative effects. .

NOAA believes that the required
analysis of allocations and altemative
schemes considered—including the
status quo—will help to focus attention

and the alteration of that distribution
- that Federal management will impese.
Each FMP should contain the Council's
- judgment on faimess and equity,
- conservation aspects, and possible
monopolistic effects of the proposed
allocations. NOAA feels that the

analysis poses no extra burden in that it

is similar to the sort of analysis
necessary under E.O. 12291, ~

The guidelines link “fairness” with
FMP objectives and OY and

acknowledge that fishing rights of trea'y

Indians and aboriginal Americans
should be factored into Council

(as in the case of the Gulf of Maxico
shrimp) is suggested as one way an
allocation scheme may promota
conservation. A more visible

- conservation purpose is illustrated by

the moratorium on entry of new vessels’

into the surf clam fishery, initiated to

mitigate a resource crisis in some stocks.
The guideline lists examples ol othier

factors to consider in making
allocations, when they are relevant to

FMP objectives.

Standard 5 -
1. ANPAR Issues. Response was net’

on the existing distribution of privileges

judgments. Rational use of the resource

heavy to the ANPR question regard.m3
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMEN OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admlmstratlon
Office of General Counsel MARg

P.0. Box 1668 .

Juneau, Alaska 99802 - 1983
Telephone (907) 586-7414

March 17, 1983

Mr. Jim Branson

North Pacific Fishery Management Counc11
P.0. Box 3136 DT

Anchorage, AK

Dear Jim:

We have had several in-depth discussions with the NMFS staff
regarding the herring workgroup recommendations and the draft FMP.
I would like to present my understanding of the decisions made at
the workgroup meeting, and to reiterate some of the legal advice
which was offered. I am hopeful that these comments will be of help

~to the Counc1l staff and the PDT in prepar1ng a report for Council

consideration.

Resource-wide O0Y

Many of the members of the workgroup favored a redefinition
of 0Y, to encompass the entire herring Tesource rather than that
portion harvested in the FCZ- fishery. The motivation for. this
recommendation seemed to be that the State would thereby be
subject to some moral duty to manage the inshore roe fishery in
accordance with the provisions of the FMP. It was made clear at
the meeting that this is the most that such a redefinition could
accomplish. The State would be placed under no legal requirement
to manage the resource co-operatively. The roe fishery takes
place predominantly within State waters, giving the Secretary no
preemptive authority.

- There is no Magnuson Act requilrement that 0Y address an entire
resource. Where the Secretary has no legal authority to influence o
State management, it may be most realistic to define 0Y to cover
the FCZ fishery only. OY as currently defined in the FMP was
modified for this reason, and to eliminate the unnecessarily
convoluted "preliminary 0Y" concept. The draft FMP discusses-State
management of the resource, and accounts for the harvest in State
waters. OY, however, need not include the harvest.which is

.managed by the State. Please see 47 FR 27231-2, Standard 3, attached.

Dick Marshall has devoted considerable time to this issue, and
has not as yet come up with a viable resource-wide 0Y formula. We
have not. been able to come up with one, either. It is our conclusion
that an 0Y definition for the FCZ fishery only is most appropriate.

2. Experimental FCZ Fishery

The proposed FCZ fishery would have two purposes: to
establish a commercial fishery in theé FCZ allocating.a
portion of OY to the offshore fishery, and to gather certain
scientific data. Any effects on subsistence stocks would be




monitored closely. It is recognized that the data collection -~
objectives of such a program would be limited as a practical
matter by the nature of the commercial fishery.

You may remember our discussion regarding an experimental
fishery “outside" the plan. The workgroup proposition is for a
profit-making commercial fishery, which would yield some scientific
data. This is significantly different from a purely scientific
venture in which the harvest is sold only to cover costs.. While the
outer boundaries of "scientific research activity" under 'the Magnuson
Act have not been clearly defined, this proposition seems likely
to fall outside of them. My understanding of the Act is that in
order to provide for any such fishery, the Council must discuss
the matter publicly, incorporate the fishery into its management
plan, and document its decision. For that reason, I am obliged:
to offer the following advice. :

If the Council decides to establish an exper1menta1 fishery in
the FCZ, it should re-examine the scientific. data available (including
any data generated since the FMP was written), and make a finding
that a limited offshore harvest will not result in overfishing
of subsistence or other stocks. This finding is necessary in any
event, but is particu]ar]y important.with respect to subsistence
stocks, which give rise to pdrticular concern expressed in the plan..
Likewise, the Council 'should 1imit any offshore harvest as indicated
by the best scientific evidence available. The fact that scientific
~information concerning a fishery is incomplete does not prevent the
preparation and implementation of an FMP. If there are conflicting
facts or opinions relevant to a particular point, a Council may
choose among them, but should justify the choice. ’

The Council should also review the objectives and. allocation
priorities of the plan, and revise them as necessary accommodate
any significant change in policy. i{An experimental.FCZ fishery would
certainly seem to constitute such a significant change. Such
revisions are well within the Council's authority, so long as it
feels that the record justifies its decisions.

3. State Research Proposal

An alternative which would accomplish one of the objectives
of the experimental fishery- has been proposed. This would be a
"research project to be performed by the State of Alaska. Research
under such a project would be more comprehensive than that expected
of the experimental fishery, and would be paid for through the
commercial sale of herring harvested.

) While this aﬁproach might weaken the argument for an experimental
fishery, it would not.necessarily be fatal to it. The two could co-
exist, so long as there were no danger of overfishing.

7"

e

4. Surplus Reduction Formula

The current draft of the FMP repeatedly stresses the risks



involved in offshore fisheries, as opposed to those concentrating
on discrete, identified spawning stocks. For this reason, NMFS

proposed a 50% reduction in the “surplus” calculated for offshore
harvest. The purpose of this reduction was not so much to reduce

. the offshore harvest in "normal" years when the surplus would be

modest, as it was to protect small subsistence stocks in the odd .
year when conditions ashore prevent prosecution of the roe fishery.

- Failure of the inshore roe fishery could result in a large "surplus"”,

the harvest of which offshore could pose a danger of overfish1ng
subsistence stocks. : :

Certain members of the workgroup expressed the view .that the
proposed surplus reduction was excessive, and that greater utilization
of any substantial surplus should be allowed. I stated that there -
was nothing sacred about the particular reduction proposed, but that
any reduction should be rationally related to the expressed need
to protect subsistence stocks. I also offered the view that a

“ceiling” on the FCZ harvest could be substituted for a rate reduction.
The workgroup adopted a recommendation that an escalat1ng surplus
harvest rate of 80 to 100% be adopted, with no "ceiling" on the take.
This approach does not give any of the desired protection of individ-_
ual spawning stocks at maximum offshore harvest levels. -My advice
is that so long as the plan continues tp emphasize the subsistence
spawning stock issue, a more:.conservative offshore harvest rate (or
a ceiling) should be adopted - rationally related -to the best
scientific evidence on permissible harvest rates. Again, if there

~are conflicting facts or opinions on the point, the Council may

choose among them, so long as it can justify its choice. If data

"are nonexistent or are absolutely ‘inconclusive, it should be aware

that its primary duty is to prevent overfishing.

5. Logbook Requirement

A strong consensus was voiced 1n support of loghooks to
collect management data. If there is any rush to implement the
FMP, data collection provisions should be made severable from the
rest of the plan so that protracted OMB reviews will not delay
implementation.

6. Nelson Islénd Adjustment

| There was a clear consensus, supported by the scientists
present, that this adjustment should be eliminated from the OY
formula. :

7. Allowable Incidental Catch

- At the workgroup meeting .Bob McVey promised to give further
consideration to his proposal that the allowable incidental catch

. (AIC) concept be eliminated from the OY formula. Having done so,

and having discussed the matter at length with his staff, he
recommends strongly that the concept be eliminated from the plan.

The AIC concept was developed some time ago, to rationalize



the handling of prohibited species. Since that time, however,

-a new concept, that of the prohibited species catch (PSC); has , :
"been introduced. This approach recognizes that fore1gn fishermen ™
should not be permitted to retain prohibited species, and limits
the amounts which may be harvested before closures to foreign
trawling occur. As the record suggests no rational basis -for :..
treating herring differently from salmon (for example) in this
respect, it is the opinion of the Office of General Counsel
that the special "AIC" treatment of herring may render the plan -
more vulnerable to legal attack. "Additionally, the Enforcement
Division has serious questions about the enforceability of the
measure. ‘

We do not propose that the Council ignore the problem of
~herring harvested incidentally in foreign trawl fisheries.

Rather, we propose that herring be treated like any other proh1b1ted
species. That is, AIC in the draft herring FMP would be treated

as a PSC. Foreign fishermen would be required to return herring -
to the sea, and the Herring Savings Area would be closed for the
period specified in the draft FMP to trawl vessels of any nation
which had harvested its herring PSC. The Council may wish to
consider whether it wants to allow domestic fishermen to retain
incidentally harvested herring, and whether to limit this incidental
take.

A3

8. Field Order Autﬁonity

Among the criteria to be considered by the Regional Director ~
in issuing a field order adjusting fishing time and areas under
the FMP is a catchall, "any other factors necessary for the
conservation and management of the herring resource." This broad
language appears to have been included in the original draft of
the FMP, written some years ago. The Office of General Counsel is -
reviewing field order authority generally, and will advise as to
the appropriateness of the catchall criterion.

9. 20% Maximum Exploitation Rate

Several members of the workgroup and most .of the scientists
present questioned the validity of the 20 per cent maximum exploita-
tion rate. The PDT and SSC will review this matter, and may well
recommend that the Council remove this -limitation to permit greater
utilization when appropriate.

While the workgroup made substantial progress and is prepared. -
to identify changes which may strengthen the plan, it is questionable
whether all of the specific details can be worked out before the
Council meeting. The Council may wish to vote on the broad issues
and to allow the staff more time to develop a detailed amendment.

I hope that thesé comments will be helpful. I will be available

to discuss them at your convenience. -~

S rre TH

Thorn Smith
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recreational fishing to the national,

. fegional, and local economies.

The proposed revision also
cncempasses a nember of additional
aspects of OY determination and
expression that have evolved since 1977
as a resull of the Councils' and NOAA's
experience in implementing the Act, and -
passage of the two amendments. These
include: (1) The concept that .
specificalion of OY in an FMPis not a
quola, per se: (2} the recognition that OY
amalgamates management objectives
and instructs the managemen! measures;
{3) the exceplion to annual achievement
ol OY allowed through deferring until
the following year the allocation to
foreign fishing of some or all of the
“surplus” not harvested by vessels of
the U.S.: (4) the establishment of a
reserve within OY for reallocation to
foreign fishing to allow fur uncertaintics

in estiinates of domestic harvest and full -

utilization of OY; and (5) the provision
that permits transfer at sea of the
surplus of domestic harvest exceeding
domestic processing capacity to foreign
processor vessels.

Standard 2

1. ANPR Issue. Based on its concern
that the present national standard
guidelines fail to address the operative
consequences of serious insdequacies in
the biological data base, and fail to "
specify a minimum quantem of
infurmation upor which an approvable
plan inust rest, EDF proposed that FNIPs
incerporate measures designed to
generate the information needed to
assure an improved scientific basis for
the plans, and that a suitable buffer in
favor of conservation should be
provided. In addition, EDF.proposed that
Councils should identify all sigrificant
irformation gaps and should indicate
¢ manner in which such additional
ir‘~rmatica should be acquired.

S OAA feels that it wonld be
rec:ionable, end consisient with current

.Practice. to expect Councils to prepare a

managemenl straiegy to compensate for
weskresses in the information base;
heviever, 1o require a plan to specify the
maaner of acquisition is unnecessary
Aana inappropriate since this
resonsibility falls 1o the Secretary
{K-ction 304(e) of the Act). The Lulfer
crzzeplis implicit in the concept of
adizsung MSY (as in the ABC example),
and is. in addition, retained as a
pr&ision under standard 6 to

con pensate for possible veriations and
CORingencies.

2. lletiorale. Application of this .
stardurd uflects the operation of al) the
oths r siandaids. The level of
il mation influences the
esieolshment of MSY, OY, and

. fishery does not prevent the prepasation

fish for which there are inadequate data
-to specify MSY or determine OY, and to

. practical utility of the information

-3 guidelines permit a management unit

-addresses the question of timeliness,

.protection, and the public perception of
P 3 p P

management unit composition: it
underlies determinations of allc cations,
judements of efficiency, ndjustmen s for
variations and contingencics. aad
cvaluations of costs end benefits. The
proposed sevision streagthens the
language regarding the needed
infurmation base, and is cross- -
refurenced to two other standards.

The proposed guidelines retain the
idca expressed in the current guideline
that lack of complete data concerning a

and implementation of an FMP. The
language has been modified to
acknowledge that “complete” scicntific
information is not attainable in the
absolule sense. NOAA believes that,
although collection of data about a
fishery is a legilimate FMP objective, the
need to collect information is not, by
itself, udequatejustification for
preperation of & plan, and so statesin
the standard 7 guidelines. The siandard

to contain related species or stocks of

gather dala on those species or stocks
under the FMP. :
-The proposed revision directly

opposing bodics-of opinion, and

specifiéd. It emphasizes the continuing
need for information for monitoring and
in-season adjustment decisions. A
voluntary system of data collection is
permissible, bul requires a justification
under the Paperwork Reduction Act, and
is not covered under the Act’s .
coxnfidentiality provision. (Under the
NOAA data security system, all
individually collected fisheries data are
treated internally with the same degree
of protection.} It is all right to collect
data within State boundaries when
necded for proper implementation of an
FMP. There will elways be a dregree of
coniroversy regarding the qualitative
word “best” in “best scientific
information available.” Successful data
coliection depends on the protection of
confidential data, the public trust in that

the valid uses of those data. The validity
of the entire process imay hinge on the
cooperalive attitudes of constituents, the
research communrity, and the relevant
governmental institutions.

Standard 3

1. ANTR Issues. EDF cites failure of
the guidclines to expluin the relutionship
between the standard 3 directive to
munage a fish stock throughout its range
and the Act’s provisians relating to

-

language: "Where munagement units

cross Federa!l-State beendaries.

Councils shall identify those

conservation and management measures

most appropriate for the conservation -
and management of the entire resource
and shall include all such measures in
their fishery management plans. leaving
to the Secretary the delermination ‘
whether actions of relevant State
avthorities substantially and adverscly
affect the carrying out of such plans.”

Another proposal that dealt with

recommendations concerning habitat is

discussed under Standard 6.

NOAA supports EDF's comprehensive
approach but believes the EDF solution
to be inappropriate. Councils are
alreudy analyzing relevant State
regulations, soliciting State cooperation,
or incorporatling State regulations as
appropriate. .

\ 2.Rationple. Standard 3's principle of
comprehensive management works well
with standard 7's principle of avoiding .

- duplication. The emphasis in-the

- proposed revision is on the scope,
composition, and unity of the

‘management.unil, and on coordination
and cooperation rather than on polential
furisdictional tension. .

- The proposed revision strengthens
guidunce on how to handle FMPs for

State-FCZ boundaries. NOAA believes
that range-wide planning should
encourage aclive State parlicipation in
the planning process, and that such
planning will provide clear direction to
the States as to what is needed to
implement the proposed management
regime effectively. This is consistent
with Council praclice and compatible
with the comprchensive approach
sought by the petitioner. The result
should be greater compalibility belween
Federal and State management :
-measures. Ongoing cooperative
arrangements should not be disturbed
by the proposcd revision.

Because the patential for
incompalibility does exist, however, the
guidelines require an FMP to discuss the
interrclationskip between State
management activities and the propesed
Federal regime. Federal regulations
supersede any conflicting State
rezulations of FCZ fishing (F/V
Ainerican Eagle v. Alaska. No. 2227
{Aluska, Nov. 21, 1880)). State landing
laws and other forms of indirect
regulation of FCZ fishing may be
affected by implementing an FAIP. The
required analysis focuses attention on
these impacts and on the effect of
inconsistent State action on attaining

jurisdiction within territorial walers as
the basis for the following propused ’

the objectives of the FMP. This latter
discussion will assist in determining

stocks ranging across international and -

.
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Secretarial responsibilities under
section 306(b) of the Act. .
Standard 3 calls for management of ai
wstock” thoughout its range. NOAA feels
that the use of the words *stock,”
“fishery.” and “management unit” is
significant. and has endeavored to use: .
the appropriata term in the guidclines. A
stock may be larger than the fishery. as:

stock is actively fished. A fishery may °
be larger than a stock, when more than
one stock is fished together. The
management unit may ignore a portion
of a fishery or stock when itincludes a
transboundary fishery or when a mino
portion of the unitis fished within the
jurisdiction of another Council. The -,
guidelines define “management unit™ a
a fishery or that postion of 2 fishery
identified in an ¥>¢P as relevant to the
{P\MP's management ebjectives:™
Examples are given of the perspectives *
around which a management unit may

be organized.

Standard 4

= 1. ANPR Issues. The ANPR question
related to standard 4 was desizned to

- give NOAA some understanding of how

the term “allocation” i3 perceived, and”
“how “fair and equitable” fits into the -
perception. NOAA was seeking
assistance in addressing the definitions

. not elucidated by the existing

- guidelines.
Commenters were conscious of the

need for public involvement in resolving

sllocation questions. Many urged
flexibility, and pointed out that

allocation schemes must follaw from the

. objectives of a givan plan and that
problems of allocation are peculiar to
each fishery. The following factors
alfecting allocation decisions were

mentioned: consumer costs. community |

structure, income produced. jobs

created, needs of subsistence fishermen,
traditional harvest levels of each group,

potential for expansioz, economic

efficiency of gear, incidental catch risks,

economic dislocation caused by new
fishing patterns, and opportunities in
other fisheries.

2. Nationale. The proposed revision
provides a more precise expression of
agency policy and legal interpretation

than was attempted or possible in 1977.

“To assist Councils in making what are

_usually the most controversial decisions
.. meet the definition will be judged

within an FMP. NOAA has tried to

confront the human {ssues surrounding
fishery management directly, consistent

with its increased concern for the
economic and social consequences of
regulation.

“The guidelines address the

© wdiscrimination among resicents of

different States™ issue 35 4n extension

is the case when only 8 portiorof the' . .

of the Federal “privilege and
immunities” clouse of the U.S.
Constitution, which means that Counclls
may not rely on. nor incorporate within
an FMP. a State law that discriminates
against residents of a different State.
The guidelines also acknowledgte that
management measures may have
different effects on persons in different
locations without discriminating among
residents of different States. .
These questions were at issue in the -
Gulf of Mexico shrimp FMP, which
proposed to extend a Texas law by
closing the FCZ off Texas to shrimping
for a 45-day period to allow for growth
that would increase the weight and
value of the harvest. Fishermen in four
ublic hearings in Louisiana expresse
their fear that additional out-of-State
vessels would fish off Louisiana during
the Texas closure, which would resultin
greater competition for shrimp and shore
facilities: they argued discrimination.
The agency found the FMP consistent
with standard 4, however, because “the
measure does not allocate or assign
fishing privileges to residents of any
State. Even if-one could consider the
Texas closure to be an allocation of
fishing privileges, residents of both
Texas and Louisiana as
States are cqually,,prohibiled from
fishing in the FCZ off Texas during the
closure and have equal opportunity -
under the FMP to fish in the FCZ ofter
- the closure ends.
vessel has fewer opportunities to fish -
than the operator of a large vessel, "

regardless of the State of residence. The _
large mobile shrimp vessels traditionally

seek shrimp fishing opportunities off

coasts of other Slates or even off foreign

countries. Thus, mobility or lack of
mobility is a function of each vessel
rather than the propesed regulatory
méasure. The Texas cloture will
enhance the overall utilization of the
resources by allowing for a larger )
harvest.”
Resource
series of allocations among present

users, between present and future users,

between public and private interests.
The guidelines define *allocation” for
purposes of the standasds as a direct
and deliberate distribution of the
opportunity to participate in a fishery
among identifiable, discrete groups of
fishermen. Because only measures that

against the standard. this is a critical
and sensitive delineation.

Many management measures may
have an incidental effect on the fishing

privileges enjoyed by different groups of

U.S. fishermen. Any quota has a

distributive effect on present and future

users through its impact o stock

well as othem-."-

‘The operator of a small

management is essentially a

. maintenance or rebuilding. Area
closures may cause practical difficultivs
for smaller vessels or those located far
from open areas. Seasonal quotas creale
- difficulties for those whose economics 0

operation do not permit a long period of

inactivity. . .
Direct allocations, by contrast. have.

been made by the several Councils in a

variety of FMPs: quotas by classes of

vessels (Atlantic groundfish), quotas for
commercial and recreational fisheren

(Atlantic mackerel), different fishing

scasons for recreational and commercial

fishermen (salmon), assignment of ocean
areas to dillerent gears [stone crab), and

Jimiting permits to present users {surf.

clam). These direct allocations were

approved under standard 4 because the

Councils complied with the three

statutory criteria of the standard in -

constructing their aliocation schemes.
The guideline’s definition is an
attempted middle ground between all -
measures affecting fishing practices and
measures designated as allocaticns ina
plan. The distribution must be direct and
deliberate, but a Council could not '
disclaim an intent to allocate through a
measure that had obvious and inevitable
allocative effects. : .
NOAA believes that the required
analysis of allocations and alternative
schemes considered—including the
status quo—will help to focus attention
on the existing distribution of privileges
and the alteration of that distribution

- that Federal management will impecse.
Each FMP should contain the Council’s
judgment on faimess and equity,

- conservation aspecls, and possible
monopolistic effects of the proposed
allocations. NOAA feels that the
analysis poses no extra burden in that it
is similar to the sort of analysis
necessary under E.O. 12291,

The guidelines link “fairness” with
FMP objectives and OY and
acknowledge that fishing rights of trealy
Indians and aboriginal Americans
should be factored into Council
judgments. Rational use of the resource
(as in the case of the Gulf of Mexico
shrimp) is suggested as one way an
allocation scheme may promota
conservation. A more visible

- conservation purpose is illustrated by

the moratorium on entry of new vesseis’
into the surf clam fishery. initiated to
mitigate a resource crisis in some stocks.
The guideline lists examples of othar
_factors to consider in making
allocations. when they are relevant to
FMP objectives. .

Standard 5 .

1. ANPR Issues. Response was net’
heavy to the ANPR question regared. g

Sense e

cime

.

Sm————

factor
efficic
resou:
thate
Annce
lie
- womi
ecolo:
relatic
objec!
‘the co
or rec
appea
(1) the
benefi
societ,
greate
to the
approi
efficie
isbyt
seconc
atlain
the mi:
indivic
2. R
purpos
be def:
desiret
objecti
cost, o
and ec
Counc:
measu:
objecti
wlen
. <tlic
. necess.
12291,
and the
guideli:

~inherer

econon
parliciy
goal of
maximi
by allo-
overcaj
effort o
terms o
necesse
when it
subsiste
recreali
efficien
appropr
choose
objectiv
NOA.
not rest:
cost-eff:
Process:
restricti.
Conserv.

FMP.Fo

FMP pro
t re

an. cchir



ﬂ r\:\ n <3 =a i i an
sm—wm Flen eppionam Fangied TR ( AR FA T
{. Gy Ghy Neskudud LSRR DR CSUTTE

Clement V. Tillion, Chairman
Jim H. Branson, Executive Director

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 3136DT
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Suite 32, 333 West 4th Avenue
Post Office Mall Building

Telephone: (807) 274-4563
FTS 271-4064

DOCUMENT RECEIPT AND DISBURSEMENT REPORT

Document Title and Date of DocumentDW Mﬁéf/éi’/?/j J{L_EW/?L
N_RS ,M!f /W , aceﬁw

[

Received by: @Q/{/@&/ Date: 3 ay Time: _TG—D

Originator of Document:,

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FROM ORIGINATOR:

For Council books
~— For SSC books , = .
Far AP Books '
For Staff Books
Other:

Instructions completed: ?_[)/3
By: &’(’6'-‘\/
R

NPFMC-12/80



o o ALTAS O} EPOYLSM &84T LQuSOD  SATREUAIY(E 40 Qs ayy -

uu.. A3 S[{ed pue HELEMTLHD ADLHUNS [RBTIAIE 40 UOT3I23.d pun mumznuum. .
v 3y3 BUTNASDIUOD  PISTRL SUOTRSanb ualxq asey asaylr Buituurdeq ucu
WOL] "SIQEMTRSD “eucmvcjsmwmpzﬁommm 019 nw#;w>c0u AW SDLEMTLTI ,l(\
Aaadns  [RTABE S3QVNTISS ALTSuap woasum Butadauy 4o =0ﬁ+ﬂm DUUﬁ
SO wrp gate o N ham;mvcjnm. BATAELSAL JO  XBpul ue QUﬁ>o;a.
) .nmm: 3.4 m>w>;3mwﬁﬁﬁ;mm ATTEERTUL "AAdYSTy4 Butaaay sox. wW#mmow
S D13 samap 8yl Yyt pastosNa pue  padolasap  swy ,»%maxnm..ﬁaﬁ>mm

‘Qurtiiay L0y t&;#&e ruamsEasse yo0as Tedrautad  quaaana’ ay),

. p.llr,.HMOﬁ;u3voxa maaa»emumﬁznﬁqdpccnw T
ot 30 joey 8y} 4o ueid ﬁsmawam&ﬂa“>xm;mﬁ¢ 2 40 aduasqge w;p.xmzpﬁm.o#

SR . i
anp 0BT DOUMTS 3ZJ AU} UT PaALANIDO sey BUuTys Ty Autsasny oM "udiqde

IR [grocpnt ybno.aysy smu sq:cxa mﬂz ZDd4 waeg But4@g 8Y3 UL BUuLAASY A0

- CUT BuTTmeL) pagoastp [TH om&H.ch “A1finrpanooe U@uzcmg.wma LAaYsTYH

ﬁaﬁxv;,caﬁmL0$ m;p pue >anﬁamk pado[asap ALDYESTY DTRSaWOp ayy

E -

Leczo;o ucacsram am+ac04 :a caaoqm>ma SAAQYSTH DUT.LADY DLRSIWOP €

o ¢£u_:,w;4 JO UGTY 1p:quH;EH m:a Y3 TM AUSAANDUOD “HPUBRTTE] +0nqnq>&
AR o : . «
sl ms& %0.&&&3;@;0; POLEIDT SUDTHEAZUSIUOD ADZULE UO Ccﬁsmﬁw.mﬁ@mmm>

t asm_a :squxc_ Aq :usnoﬁayo >H4LmEHLa atam  HButaday mam. acaxom )
l)n.%. : . . - - . - . .

;,:Lwemnm ¢J:;t ayay go coﬁ»m cwsdﬁasa ayy 04 Loﬂ»m t W.mwﬂ i
.N L. C « e .. P
h’%‘f B - . r. .
. N ucac;w¢UMm

e e e e -
e
e e .

AT, . S L . .
Adaystyd Tmell Tejuaut.adid mag bDut.dag wdagses 1o uerd (d.aeasasy

LAvua oo

eyt e .o rer -




Savaee e et DRI A . ez - . . ST e e 1

" past efforts it is likely that a minimum of 3-4 vessel months 15

. collect sci 'anF]C data on herrlbq,:

" .provide are items

~\:~i$: hmthy dopnndonh on the amounL oT centvo] oF,Fishing.]ocatlon

prcouvslhic- Lraml  surveys  over the‘ﬁmintev.'qvound$~;?.Inf

instances 1 vessel month or lessfmwc ava1]ab1e for the survey and

could be useful in assessing the abundnnce oF the 'youngef ‘age "

Fizheries Conter tmice abteaplod to agsoo:s Laoring sbundance Vi

P A
S h “‘.

enly minimal amounts of hevvingvmeréﬂehcountered. Bnﬁed on thcqe~

r .

...... .

.

“In  the ab€ﬂnre of adﬂquahm rvqoarrh vessel é#fort il hns bcen'

propnmod that an expov1m@nba1 +¢bhcry be instituted in the F(Z to

T

fﬁzprdeQQd,,expprimental

‘measure of herrlnq 1bundanco. uhah the

groups  which are onlv paftially,ﬁec#uited to the roe fishery.
Also biological and distributional 'data of valUe for organizing

future research activities can he bbtained from a fi éhury“"Thex

exLﬁnL 3nd q)u]JLy of data ohtnlned Prom an expérimental | +J~hery

o

PRI ]

Survey areas and general data descyription: -

“Hervring traml fisheries could be conducted in the FZC during

N

autumn | along  the continental sheld between Unimak Pass and  the

PribiloP "Izlands or northwes t of the’ Pribilo#s:durinq Decewber-

L3 . -
’
.".. - -
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.



N./. pug Aawmns  83W[ Ul udjen a:wLLmr 2EBYY PIAsT[aq ST 3l .pmsazd,
L0 @928T 04 PIM UWIAADYSE4 J20[[0d ASwund a3 UT STTETIJUSPIIUT  uS)ed’
ASATY 4@ Butriddy ATIE2TA0GSTY UBYF A3YJF0 SNT] 4D Bsaw  STY3 Ul

18 fHutaday znoqe &Escx ST BT3ATT AAap "pasodoad uasq Arjuanrad sey

‘worgeaBTH uNN3NE @Y3 BuTANp Pa3ONPUOD 3G 0} ma:ﬂﬁmw,¢oﬁﬁawxm ays

.

pue SSE] NEMTUR usamgac adors [elquautlund ayl fHuote Adaystd g

T T T eanyea

MRE X e s>1; vﬁzas.m@;m msy‘:ﬁspﬁa.cﬂmpso elep >>m;mﬁ¢ pue m;:#:%

u mz ﬁﬁsoz mxc>L31 ﬁaﬁxp:u= msoumo>3>c pmcp..mwxm:

RS

.mm.m,m:p.OPcﬂ_UmvzoéxJ.Po:,mm:.zuma aot

m:p pue v¢+ﬂxgcm¢:0u >H®>qpmnwx aq 03 passT(aq 24w Butadsy auwty
.,mﬁ;p; 19, "SPUELST &oﬁﬁnﬂ:m aya 4O 3SEMYLAOU AdwAUEp pue aquadag
- Buganp . aq praom sasodind | yoamasad A0y AddYs H¢.n.>L0pﬁ»omaxmA

..

‘® A0 UWOTLEIOT puE amti wnwtgdo ayy abipagmouy p:@p;:u.:a‘emmmm

) . ,xuoﬁﬁoa.ww :u&w.mﬁﬁumnm

.Lmspo..:pﬁs .m:ﬁxﬁz 40 meummn ayj pue  SUOTREAZUAIUOD  Bu .;;ms

mo :o_#ﬁuoﬁ v:m mo:mx 243 m:ﬁgmu 03 diay prna >Lm:mﬁ¢ HmﬁuLmﬁasu

xucpm azqci a1 m:ﬁumaﬁb;q ut msrﬁv +0_

PPN . .
.- -

gjep’ %ea>3;r§ u:m, wu:mucnamﬁ

RERRPRN

o .

:q.ﬁjwumz 2q pPLNOmM yoTym4 (.Ad

b

Hcc:um. %Q ;u;gscmtwam:&uv S3ICPUT mu:mccagm .@}ﬁvmﬁmu

@.@ﬁaaO&gﬁoum e Ec.* va:am;Lo ma pINOD yorym ejep Joo ma%p AL

E .w:ommmm pUE SESAE 283Y] Ul9mMlaq L34 I

Y Te

s -

2 st pa pqaﬁﬁou mpmn 40 Astrenb pue anfea  ayj ‘giupmm

CXRURUEE J MU NS Pty

uzm ;ﬂain >_4L34ﬁ5 puw =0npq¢oaecu abe BPNTIUT AADYSTY [RLIASHNOD

.



i
awtumn are - migrating _tp thn minter qroundé{;:f

“tiwming,voutes and stocks harvu ted are unknomn bg% it 1% u%aumed

" that primarily southern Bering_Sea spawning stocks ave‘_lnvolvwd.

The data that could be obtained for a f;shery in *hla:area -are

w:sxmllar to that obtained. noth of thp Pribilofs however"smnce

......

L~

'Jherring a%é.migratlng more_re%earch structure 1¢ needed bo obtain

the same information.

“is dl+~1ru1t to 5pec1{y precis e operation plangvﬁithduh_y

the ¢1Le oF the Flshery or the Siiévof’ number ‘bF.

e

vcsse]a 1nvolwod. lb is- assumed hhat'aevoral ]arge vesgelu m111

of a]l F.the vessels anolved in the fishery. Since the pvoposed

L experimentai' fishery is desiqned~#or vesearch a high dnqrce of

Lhu mlnLev grounds a lnltlal survoy o+ 7 10 dayajjduration

L ,_( -

Ce e
- ‘.i ..«"

be d951rablc Lo dePlne’the dx trlbut;onal vange of herrlnq

VeI | e vy Y e Sy e < B A

bconccnhrahlons.é

-

is locaied Lo support a Fi shery biological ddta m11] be collecte

thvuugh normal Fiahevyfﬁbﬁevver proceduregu Should a Fisﬁery
developf dodJCalcd ve"&el time of 1-2 vessel davs per muekf m111
be vnqumved +or rcst 1¢'h;ﬁg and %clool behavioy studles. It mnay

etfort to fully..
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sample the resource.

. -
-

" South of the Pribilefs a greater amount of vessel coordination

may be nesded to achieve dala similar to that collected on  the

‘winter grounds. For best results fishing showld start scon after -

herring begin migratingialong the shelf. Fishing should -h;déged
from novth to south with the Q@ﬁﬁels:invblved fclloming assigned
ﬁéérch: patterns. Since the fishery will onlv‘tuver the southern
Beving Sea a dedicated rvesearch vescel may be needed to
investigate h&%rinq distribution and abundance on the norlhern

shelf.
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T70: Jim Glock
From: Fred Gaffney
Date: 3/24/83

Subj: Vidar's draft on experimental tryawl fishery
Following are comments on Vidar's paper:

1. 3 to 4 montha to conduct a rasearch survey seems unrealistie. I talked
with Vidar and he agrees that with the info available on previous .
NMFS surveys, obsexvar reports, histnrinal ficherics, 3md the abortative -
V.S, trawl fishary should reduce the time necessary ta- conduct an ;
adequate research survey. Six weeks of vessel charter should do the trick. - " &
The Department's Tast £ish fund (which is set up for Shrimp, Herring & -

" Salmon) could be used to conduct such a sSurvey at-no AxXpAnes to the . o
State ,Feds, or Council. Assuming $3000/day for a vessel the charter
could he m~nnAnctad for appremimalsly 45C TGRS SF heEriayg (33000/day
thies ‘45days= $135,000; assume $300/ion selling price).

2. I think it should be stongly emphasized that an experimental trawl o b
fishery would not produce biomass estimates or estimates of racruitment - :
or stock contributions. They only way annh info can be atuleed LIs
thru a bona fide research effort. ‘4

3. vidar has indicated that a Priblof experimental trawl fishary would
be hard enough to conduct given the level of info available and the ' ;
administrative control necessay, but a fall trawl fishery betwaen the : !
priblofs and Dutch Hbr. would be much more difficult (because of R
little info available and the fact that the herring are migrating north). ’
I would reccomend that we should reject the fall proposal as unworkable
and concentrate on the winter f£ishery in the priblofs.

4. I beleive that we should state that it would be difficult to equate the
berformance of the exparimental trawl fishery to the performance of
the inshore roe Ziumimyw and food/bait fishary.

i A
5. There is no discussion of the manpower ‘needs or costs associated with

such an offshore experimental trawl fishery. Presumably, Vidar and
you will be availahla for you'mid wintexr crulse:?

123

I dont really undowsand Vidaxr®s 7-10 day prupusal and the -y days
per week necessay for teat fishing and school bahavior gtudias.

How many veasele doces he expeCt Lo participate, how wany scientiest/
obsexvors on haw many wezcols, what lavel of administrative

oontrol is naneesary for the vaasels,ete.??

I have also enclosad a hrief issue paper that Al prepared on the suject.,
Hope these comments are useful,
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SubJoct: Offshore Bering Sea

Herring Trawl Flshery
Prepared by: Al Didler - o

Date: March t, 1983

Issue:

~ There have been recen? proposals before both the NPFMC and +he

BOF to piuvide an orrshore allocation of herrlng In fhe Ber!ng
Sea, thereby permitting an offshora trawl £lchery tn *his oPsa.'.

'i’

Since there Is scant management InformatTon avallable daai!ng

with the stocks found on +he of fshore grounds. Jusf!f!caflon for_g

thls actlon has cen+ered on the need *o gathar addlf:é&as
Intormatlion; the proposad fishery has been descrlbed~as
experimental In nature. This paper will describe those
Information needs and wll! examine +he techniques which are-

avalliable for thelr solutton.

Informatlon Needs: .

The Initlation of any experimeat I5 & highiy yual=uriented
2ctivity, Spsciflic gusstliens are formulafad and a plan Is devel=-
oped which wit} produce Information +o answer these questions.
For offshore herrlng stocks In the Bering Sea, the baslc
ques?lons simplity to how many herring are out there, .where are
they, and from where do they come? These questlions must be
answered In order to begin a process of population modellng whicb
establishes the estimate of maximum sustainabie yloeid, It Is

hNecessary to determine whether the stock may be managed as a
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separate unlt or whather offshors aesivities wii| affec+ or can

be atfected by fisheries in other sreas. In addition, 1+ 1s

neeossary +o detwimline whether subgroups exls+ wlfhtn -l'he

.

P

by
.

ot
o
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offshore stock which mlight reacf dtfferen*!y to flsheryf"

exploltation.

Assassﬁgnf Technlques:

Since the numbers of herring in the Bering Sea are +oo large +o

census dlrectiy, popu!a+lon estimates mus+ use lndtrec+

techntques, One nf the mest cémmon! iy dsed methods ls +haf of

swept area. When using thls technique, 14 Is assumed 1ha+ cafch

per unit of effort Is proportlional to the populatlon dsns!?y as

well as to the abundance of the stock. Fishing etfort must be
distributed randomly *s §void biusy; +he variables of fishing
strategy (the choice of grounds) and fishing tactics (activity on

8 partlcular ground) musi{ be siimivated, The standardlzattion

o

process Is falrly stralghtforward 1 afi +the samples arw

collected by a single vessel; samplling sli+es and ccha duias‘ﬁay be

set In advance. The use of multiple vessels requl}es an

additional standardlzatlon of f!:ﬁ!ﬁg povwer through the sampling
_:f!ae?. For trawlers, the ablilty to capture flsh g!ven 8 sev
danst+y of fleh per untt of TISNING Time Improves wlth lncreases
In size (tonnage) and horsepower. Net deslan Is alse a ert+ical
factor. The Impacts of Individual vessel differences must be
quantlfied and minlmized. |f these conditions are satisfied, the
catch In any Indlvldugs! +rov) mE8y B¢ iuken as rebresenfaftve.bf

the population dansi+y In +ha rampling aros snd +he vOlUBS may be




expanded accordingly. Errors can occur when ustng thls me*hod I+
some of the fIsh In the area covered by the gear escape or {f the
population density In the sample area Is not representetive of

the average denslty.

It Is also posstble to use the swaept area technlique to obtain a
measure of stock density whlich Is entirely Independent of catch
and effort data. Egho- or sohar-surveys may be conduc?ed'ﬁsfng

the same samplling sshamac and +he Index of denatf‘y' moy by

-

éxpressed as the amount of trace per mile traveled. In practice,

these surveys are usually conducted In conjunction wlfh q-frakl ;_j@;ﬁ

survey so that tho gompzalisn msasure. that of tonnage per unt+

trace, may also be obtalned.

The other primary }echnlque for answerling the questions .of
humbors and eorlgln I!nvolves Tagging studles. 't conducted
properly, these provide def]nl+!ve Informatlon on specifle stocks
;bpf they ailso requlre a multi=ifayered project. ln!f:ally,
spawning herrtag s¥ecks mual be iocated along the Astsn and North’
~American sides of the Bering Sea and a rough estimate of

populatlion stze must be made. A representative numhar n¢
» randomly selected fish must +hen be captured, tagged, and

. released. Later, when herring are captured on the offshore
grounds, all or a representative t'‘andom samplie of the catch must
be examlined for tags. Knowlng the number of tags recovered, the
orlginal site of tag Implantation, and the magnlitude of the total

catch, It Is possible to estimate the population size and the



proportions of Individual stock contributions. ! T

Unfortunately, tagging studlies alzoc anntala many patontisi

ources of orror. OQbvisusly, 14 an untagged herring stock Is a

Q

major contributor to the ocffshore populatton, results from the
study will be misleading, Emigration of tagged fish from the

Bering Sea wlll also skew the results. Populafiun es?lmafas wl(l

be affected If the tagged fish dle Immediately afterward due +o

the stress of handling, If +agged fish shed or leose +helr tags

hatwaean taggliag aad 1 svuvury, or !r +agged filsh suffer a hlgharl

rate of mortality or predatlion than the ganeral'populaf!on.

Tagging must not Induce behavioral changes which cause fagged;?'

fish to be unequally vulnerabie fo recovery gear er not uniformiy

mixed with the untagged pepulation. Flnally, recovery and-“ﬁé

reporting of tags In the fishery must be complete or at least
occur at a constant and known rate,

The question of subgroups within the offshore stock can best be
answered through a detslled examination of the catch. Sampies of
lengths, scales , and otollths must be collected from each tow.
Tlssue samples must be collected and preserved for later analysls
uslng electrophoresis., Ta be representative, these samples ﬁuéf
come from a random selec+lion of both sampling area and catch, In
. @dditlon, standards for each set of blologlcal data musflbe
collected from spawning herring poputatlions on the Asian and

North Amerlcan sides of the Bering Sea.

e
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Concluslons:
Randomizing effort and standardlzing collectlon methods appear‘fo
be the keys to effectlvely addressing the questions of herring in

the Berling Sea. Toward t+his end, the use of private vessals In

.an open commerclal fishery sltuation would be of very (ittle

asslstance. The practicas nf rasearch and commerctal f!sheriss
are so different that nelther functlon Is adequately served by a

Jolnt effort. The Impositlon of a research framework on a

. commerclal fishery requlires activities which are lnhereﬁ+ly inef-

-

ficlent from the commercls! ztandpolnt. However, the usea of a - *.

puraly commerclial tlchory to obtaln research lnformo+!oaﬂbé{ﬁti$'z*?

the collection of some quallitative blologlical cafcﬁ dafé but

sacriflaas callaction of meaningful quantitetive data.

Effort In an open commorclial flshory !s not random but targets un
the major concentrations of fish In an area; strategy and tactics

are both vital slaments, These factors seriously laverfsrs with

*the random campting of a populotlon essentlel +o a reswarch

effort. Research flshlng requires +hat fishling pfacT!ces be set
In advance and that limi¥s bs placed i faclurs such as fﬁe
fength of tows. Restrictions of this tvype effectively |imlt the
amount of catch and run contrary to the normal operation of a
commercial fishery. In additlon, the gear used on commerclal
vessels depends largely on the preferences of Indlvidual
fishermen and there Is littie &tiompl v sicudardizu wilhin the
legal IImits, The sampling, sorting. and ather necessary

handling of a research catch usually Interferes with routine




‘commercial operatlons. Weafher conditions which make research

activitiors, z2ueh s welighing the ualch)vdlff!culT or daHQGFOUS‘

would halt a resaarch flishery during porfods In which o normal

commerclal! flshery might continue, Flnally, slnce & ressesarch -

operation must continue until the test area is sampled, research

flsherles are usually of jonger duratton than commerclal

flsherles, Spoilage of a commerclal catch Is then an addltlional

r
concern; frequent In?egpp?lons would be required for unloading at '

processors on the grounds or on shore. For all these reasons,
the needs of experimental research are better satisfied through
vessel charters using a small number of ctandsrdizod fl:ﬁ:ng

boats.

~.
\;'/"‘
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Marine Resources Company

HEAD OFFICE: NAKHODKA OFFICE:
192 Nickerson Verkhne - Morskaya, 134
Suite 307 ' Nakhodka 17

Seattle, Washington 98109 Primorski Krai

Phone: (206) 285-6424 692900 U.S.S.R

Telex: 277115 MRC UR Telex: 213118 MRK SU

March 28, 1983

UPDATED PROPOSAL FOR AN EASTERN BERING SEA
HERRING RESEARCH/EXPERIMENTAL PRODUCTION PROJECT

By
Marine Resources Company
192 Nickerson #307, Seattle, WA 98109

This project proposal is intended to complement the letter of

28 February, 1983, to the North Pacific Fishery Management Council
and to update the original proposal for such a project submitted
to the Council on July 18, 1980. A copy of this previous proposal
is enclosed for reference.

Marine Resources Company offers to organize and conduct a research/
experimental herring fishery during the winter months of 1983-1984
in the eastern Bering Sea. Area of operation would be the wintering
grounds of pacific herring northwest of the Pribilof Islands. 1In
this area fishable concentrations of herring are known to be highest.
Also, it is this region where herring biologists have recommended

as the best for acquiring the needed information.

Our experimental research/production project would be organized

in such a fashion that at least one U.S. midwater trawler catching
vessel would be at the complete disposal of the joint state-
federal research team. The fishery would likely employ a Soviet
processing vessel of the Sulak type capable of accepting and pro-
cessing upwards of 200 metric tons of fish per day and 4-5 U.S.
midwater catching vessels. Catching capacity surplus to the raw
fish delivery requirements of the processor would be contracted
with so that a harvesting platform was always available to the
biologists.

We would anticipate a fishery plan according to the following
general format: Prior to the arrival of the processing vessel,
the U.S. fleet would spend 5-10 days surveying for herring
availability and abundance within areas recommended by the
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biological team. Research workers or representatives would be
present on each of the U.S. trawlers and preliminary distributional
information would be obtained. Upon the arrival of the processing
mothership the production phase would begin with normal fishery
observer procedures being carried out on board the processor and
trawlers as required. Additionally, one trawler would host the
chief research team which would have control over the work program
of that vessel. The "research trawler" would accept for use the
various sampling and testing equipment such as XBT, CDT and hydro-
acoustic assessment equipment as requested by the biologists. This
ship could work alongside production trawlers in areas being conm-
mercially exploited or would survey peripheral or more distant
areas according to grids or tracts as spelled out by the research
team. We would expect that several trawlers within the U.S. fleet
would also be rotated in and serve as the research platform subject
to a schedule agreed upon with the chief biologist.

We would be willing to contract with the Council or lead research
agency to insure that:

1. Scouting by harvesting vessels with observers
on board would be conducted prior to the beginning
of the production phase.

2. During production phase specific trawler vessel’
time would be made available to the research team for
its independent survey work.

3. Area of fleet activity could be shifted if the
biologists became alarmed that a relatively smaller
independent concentration of herring was being
exploited too heavily by the production fishery.

Magnitude of the fishery and species composition is projected as
follows:

Minimum number of fishery days--90 (plus preliminary
survey)

Projected harvest level 18,000 MT

Target species composition

Herring 10,000 MT
Pollock 7,500 MT
Miscellaneous 500 MT

18,000 MT

Biologists of state and federal agencies as well as biologists

from the private sector have suggested the types of useful informa-
tion to be generated from such a research/experimental production
project and how that information could be used. They include:

1. Age composition and population structure of the
Eastern Bering Sea herring stocks;
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2. Relative abundance indices of the various year
classes presently comprising the population;

3. Relative abundance and maturity data on younger age
groups which are only partially recruited to the roe
fishery:;

4. Distributional data on the herring resource and
stock mixing or segregation, including possible
mixing with western Bering Sea stocks;

5. Spatial relationship between herring and the other
pelagic resources in this area;

6. Oceanographic factors influencing the offshore
distribution of herring during winter;

7. Schooling behavior of herring;

8. Acoustic signatures of herring relative to other
midwater species in this area at this time;

9. Food habits of wintering herring concentration
for use in Bering Sea biomass modelling efforts.

Additionally, various analyses of a developing domestic fishery
can be initiated in areas such as fisheries technology, fleet
interactions, economics, logistics and management.

No funding of any sort is being requested for this project. The
various survey and sampling efforts would be pursued as an integral
part of our experimental production fishery. The various research
agencies themselves would be responsible for supporting their

own personnel, including their specific catch sampling and data
analysis requirements.

The design of this research/experimental production project in-
corporates many of the thoughts and requirements expressed by
agency biologists who participate in the management of the

Bering Sea Herring resource. Marine Resources Company is con-
fident that we and the fishermen who join the operation could
cooperatively and successfully work with the biologists responsible
for the details of design and implementation of the research pro-
gram.

As in the past we are ready to begin work on this project. We

seek Council endorsement. If it is granted, we firmly believe

that the additional steps necessary to implement this cooperative
venture can be and will be accomplished to the benefit of all
concerned with the rational management and utilization of the Bering
Sea herring resource.



Marine Resources Company

HEAD OFFICE: NAKHODKA OFFICE:
4215 - 21st Avenue West Verkhne - Morskaya, 134
Suite 206 Nakhodka 17

Seattle, Washington 98199 Primarski Krai

Phone: (206) 285-2701 £92900 U.S.S.R.

Telex: 32-8041 MRC SEA _ R— Telex: 213434 MRKNHDSU

/ July 18, 1980 /
V /./

Mr. Jim H. Branson

Executive Director

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

P. O. Box 3136 DT

Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Jim:

Re: Proposal for an Eastern Bering
Sea Herring Research/Experimental
Production Project

On behalf of ourselves and the fishermen who fished for us this
year in the Bering Sea, I am pleased to submit the attached
"pProposal for an Eastern Bering Sea Herring Research/Experimental
Production Project" for Council consideration. Please note that
we are not requesting any financial support, only Council endorse-

ment.

If the proper administrative approvals can be obtained from NMFS,
this project would be incorporated into our developmental ground-
fish fishery this fall in the Bering Sea. We plan to have the
Sulak and/or up to 4 BMRT/RTM-type processors working with 4-5
American trawlers. They will operate in the entire Eastern Bering
Sea from the Unimak Pass area to the outer shelf area southwest

of St. Matthew Island. Estimated total production is about 12,955
MT broken down as follows:

Herring 3500 MT
Pollock 7500
Pacific cod 1500
Atka mackerel 150
Sablefish 120
POP 50
Rockfish 25
Squid 10
Other species 100

Total: 12955 MT



Jim Branson
July 18, 1980
Page 2.

Marine Resources Company and the fishermen who fish for us feel
quite strongly that due to conflicting data presently available
regarding the Bering Sea herring stocks (1980 Togiak data versus
that presented in the draft herring FMP), it will be impossible
to make a reasonably accurate assessment of the status of this
resource. For this reason it will be very difficult, if not
impossible, to arrive at any rational management decisions as

to what sort of reasonable quotas or allocation schemes should
be set so that the maximum benefit can be derived from this

valuable resource.

It is our considered opinion that, given the value of this resource
to both native and non-native fishermen and the difficult economic
situation in most of our fisheries, we can jll-afford to under-
exploit or overexploit the Bering Sea herring resource. Unfor-
tunately, though, with the inconclusive data available, there is

a strong possibility we will do one or the other.

Obviously more data such as stock composition, age structure and
relative year class strengths are needed in order to set reasonable
guotas and allocation schemes with any degree of certainty. There
also is a recognized need for information on the high seas distri-
bution of the Western Alaska herring stocks. such data can only

be obtained on the high seas in the areas where the herring are

aggregated.

We are not aware of any research cruise which have been or will

be organized for this purpose. - For this reason, given the critical
situation on hand, we are willing to organize and operate our fall
fishery so that the required data can be collected.

The attached proposal, which outlines our ideas on such a project,
was put together following discussions we had with scientists and

management staff at the NMFS Alaska Regional Office and the North-
west and Alaska Fisheries Center and the Alaska Department of Fish

and Game.

It should be noted that the facilities and accommodations on the
trawlers and processors together with the survey and sampling
efforts would be provided at no cost. Since this would be a
directed operation, the participating biologists would be assured
of getting the necessary samples (We understand that such was not

the case.when the Miller Freeman was involved in a herring assess=
ment cruise in the Bering Sea two years ago)}., To carry out such a




Jim Branson
July 18, 1980
Page 3.

sampling program using a dedicated research trawler would cost
in excess of $250,000 and since sampling effort would be consid-
erably less, chances of success would not be as great as our
proposed joint research/production operation with 4-5 well-

equipped trawlers.

The amount of herring involved (up to 3500 MT) is small when
compared with the amount of under or overharvest which is likely
to occur. Ironically twice this amount was wasted as deadloss

during the Togiak sac-roe fishery this spring.

We ask that the Council support our proposal. Moreover, we ask
that you request NMFS to promulgate the necessary regulations
required to permit our processors to receive herring from the
U.S. trawlers involved. From our side we pledge to work closely
with the Council, NMFS and ADF and G to insure that the data and
samples collected meet the scientific criteria established so
they will be meaningful in terms of shedding light on the status
7~ of the Bering Sea herring resource for the benefit of all parties

concerned.

Yours sincerely,

Walter T Pereyra
Vice President and General Manager

WrP:kb
Enclosure

cc: Senator Magnuson
Senator Stevens
Senator Gravel
Congressman Young
Congressman Pritchard
Terry Leitzell
Robert McVey
Dr. William Aron
Charles Meacham
Ronald 0. Skoog

s 0o+ s b e wen
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ERN BERING SEA HERRING RESEARCH/EXPERIMENTAL

PRODUCTION PROJECT

By
Marine Resources Company
4215 21lst Ave. W., Seattle, WA

PROPOSAL FOR AN EAST

PROBLEM

e Eastern Bering Sea herring resource is incomplete.
lable is conflicting as regards

s to the status of this impQr-

pata on th
Moreover, what data that is avai

conclusions which can be drawn a
tant resource. A brief review of the status of stocks informa-

tion and conclusions which are presented in the draft herring
FMP as contrasted with preliminary data from this year's Togiak

fishery are illustrative in this regard.

praft FMP for herring in the Bering-Chukchi Sea presents evidence
that suggests the Lastern Bering Sea herring resource is in good
condition with increasing biomass and strong year classes entering

the fishery. specifically the FMP states:

. Aerial surveys have indicated an increase in herring abun-
1976-1978 period.

dance in all major spawning areas during the
Preliminary observations in 1979 indicate a similar or slightly

greater abundance relative to 1978.

. Based on peak-day aerial counts of herring schools it is
estimated that the spawning biomass in 1978 from Bristol Bay to
Norton Sound was pbetween about 250,000 - 500,000 MT.

. The 1979 surveys indicated that herring abundance was
approximately equal to that recorded for 1978 in all areas.

. A relatively high abundance of 3 year old herring (1976
year class) were present during the 1979 spawning season indica-
ting that recruitment to the 1980 fishery will be good.

. Under average conditions an exploitation rate of 20 percent
would be appropriate.

ABC for 1980 is thus set at 49,600 MT.

. Preliminary TAC is set at 48,438. (Following a reanalysis
of the 1979 data the TAC was set in the PFMP at 41,200 MT (inclu-
ding 200 MT for the subsistence fishery), broken down as follows:
DAH 33,200 MT (DAP 27,000 MT; JVP 6,000 MT, and subsistence 200

MT), TALFF 6,000 MT and reserve 2,000 MT).

OO
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Preliminary indications from data gathered from the Togiak sac-
roe fishery gives a somewhat different picture. For example,
it is reported that the peak. spawning biomass was only about
100,000 MT and that the run was dominated by older age groups.
The 1976 year class, which had a strong showing as 3-year olds
last year, did not enter the fishery in numbers.

If the Togiak data is accepted as representative of the size

and composition of the Eastern Bering Sea herring resource,

then the immediate conclusion one reaches is that the resource

is in a depressed state and needs maximum protection. Such a
conclusion is not warranted at this time for the following reasons:

1) The total population could not have declined by two-thirds

decline in apparent abundance as suggested by peak spawning counts
without experiencing a greater than threefold increase in instan-

taneous total mortality.

2) It is difficult to establish a supportable biological
hypothesis whereby the realtively strong 1976 year class could
be severely reduced without having a similar or more severe
reduction in the older age groups.

3) Storms were prevalent this spring which probably decreased
the effectiveness of the aerial surveys.

4) A rapid temperature drop of ° F (48° F to 41° F) was
observed following one severe storm, This suggests that thermal
conditions may not have been optimal for spawning which could
have caused a reduction in the availability of herring on the
spawning grounds Or a delay in the time of spawning. This later
explanation is supported by reports of increased amounts of spawn
on the spawning substrates after the fishery was closed down in

late May.

Obviously additional data on the age class structure and relative
abundance of the Eastern Bering Sea herring stocks is critically
needed before the end of this year in order to establish the
actual status of this important resource. Moreover, information
on the origin and distribution of the stocks in offshore waters
is needed to properly manage this resource. Without such infor-
mation it will be extremely difficult to establish gquotas and
allocation schemes with any degree of certainty or to proscribe
appropriate conservation measures, should they be required. '

Data to answer some of these questions can only be obtained on
the high seas in the areas where herring are aggregated. Unfor-
tunately to the best of our knowledge, no research cruises have

been or will _be organized this year for this purpose. Furthermore, —



the present prohibition against any directed foreign herring
fishery makes it impossible for NMFS observers aboard foreign
vessels to collect such data as these vessels now avoid herring

concentrations.

For these reasons, together with the fact that there is a critical
need for more data and time is short, we propose that a limited
domestic research fishery be permitted this fall from late October
through late December to allow collection of the requisite data.

PROPOSAL

This fall we plan to have the 18,000-ton mothership, Sulak,

and/or up to 4 BMRT/RTM-type processors work with 4-5 large,
U.S. trawlers from late October to late December. This fleet

will operate over the entire Eastern Bering Sea from the area
around Unimak Pass to the outer shelf area west of St. Matthew

Island.
Taking into consideration that we would be fishing in areas

with various levels of herring abundance, we estimate that our
catch would total around 12,955 MT, broken down as follows:

Herring 3500 MT
Pollock 7500
Pacific cod 1500
Atka mackerel 150
Sablefish 120
POP 50
Rockfish 25
Squid 10
Other species 100
Total: 12955 MT

The primary research aim of this joint activity would be to
collect samples, and biological and hydroacoustic data on the
dominant aggregations of herring throughout the Eastern Bering
Sea. A secondary aim would be to obtain production information
on the catching success of large U.S. trawlers in this area

during the late fall.

Wg expect that the proposed joint research/experimental produc-
tion project will provide information on the following:



1) Age structure of the Eastern Bering Sea herring stocks;

2) Relative strength of the various year classes presently
making up the population;

3) Late fall distribution pattern of the herring resource;

4) Acoustic signatures of herring relative to other midwater
species in this area at this time;

5) Availability of herring during the late fall to largé
U.S. trawlers;

6) Daily production capabilities of large U.S. trawlers on
herring, pollock and cod during the late fall.

Other information which may be generated include:

1) Relative abundance of the Eastern Bering Sea herring
resource;

2) Offshore distribution of the western Alaskan herring
stocks during late fall;

3) Spatial relationship between herring and the other
pelagic resources in this area;

4) Oceanographic factors influencing the offshore distribu-
tion of herring during late fall.

A detailed research plan would be developed in concert with the
various agencies involved in research on the Eastern Bering Sea
herring resource. In this regard we would suggest the immediate
formation of an ad hoc committee to formulate a reasonable and

attainable research plan.

FUNDING

We are not requesting any funds to carry out the suggested
research activities. The various survey and sampling efforts
W9uld be pursued as an integral part of our experimental produc-
tion fishery. The various research agencies themselves would

be ;esponsible for supporting their own personnel, including
their specific catch sampling and data analysis requirements.



