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MEMORANDUM FOR: Reglonal Flshery Managemeht Coun¢rls*
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FROM: mes W. ”Brennan P

SUBJECT: Proposed Conservation Stanaard R
(602.11, 602.12) J“%'“”uﬁm‘fﬁ;j, E

Attached is the redraft of the proposed amendments to the s / S /
gu1de11nes for national standards 1 and 2,-cogst1tuting the. / %““=.N,'
"conservation standard." As you know,_ Eﬁisaxedraftﬁgs the..| ]
evolutionary product of the 15-month NMFS/Councfi-dLalog am; “‘“wauj
initiated by the April 1987 "maximum flshlng_mortallty proposai,nmj i
followed by the NMFS technical workshop in AuguSt- 1987, aﬂd S~

T

continuing through the series of three Council/NMFS region n e o f
workshops just completed. This process has generated many e
constructive comments and suggestions, most of which we have

tried to accommodate. Indeed, the broad knowledge, experience,

and imagination of the many participants have greatly enriched

this proposal. We thank the Council and NMFS scientists and
managers whose creative involvement has brought us to this point

in furthering the goals of the Magnuson Act.

We look forward to your responses following the Council
Chairmen's meeting in July. 1In the interim, any comments or
questions you might nave should be directed to Richard H.
Schaefer, F/CM, NOAA/NMFS, Washington, D.C. 20235.

Attachment

cc: Qffice Directors, NMFS
Regional Directors, NMFS
S:ience and Research Directors, NMFS
Members of August 1987 Technical Workshop

75 Years Stimulating Amernica’s Progress = 1913-1988



DRAFT

6/06/868
Billing code:

3510-22 :

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

50 CFR Part 602

[DOCKET NO. ]

Guidelines for Fishery Management Plans

AGENCY: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Proposed rule,

SUMMAiY: NOAA issues this proposed rule to revise the national
stanaarG guidelines for fishery conservation and management
issued in February 1983 under section 301(b) of the Magnuson
Fishery Conservation and Management Act (the Act). The national
standards represent statutory criteria and principles with which
all fishery management plans (FMPs) must be judged consistent by
the -Secretary of Commerce (Secretary). The Act requires the
Secretary to issue guidelines based on the national standards to
assist in the development and review of FMPs, their amendments,
and regulations. P.L. 97-453 amended section 301(b) to make the
national standard guidelines advisory only. The guidelines are
intended to improve the quality of FMPs by providing
comprehensive guidance for the Regional Fishery Management
Councils (Councils) to use in developing FMPs and amendments, and
to proauce a more uniform understanding of the Secretary's basis
for FMP review and implementation. These proposed ruleé ravise

the guidelines for national standards 1 and 2 only.



DATE: Comments must be received by [insert date 60 days after

date of publicationl].

ADDRESSES: Send comments on these proposed guidelines to:
Richard H. Schaefer, Office of Fisheries Conservation and
Management, National Marine Fisheries Service, 1825 Connecticut

Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20235.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Richard H. Schaefer, telephone

(202) 673-5263.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Revision of the national standard
guidelines was precipitated, in part, by recommendations of the
NOAA Fishery Management Study (the Study), commissionea by the
Under Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere and undertaken to
assess and 1improve the Magnuson Act fishery management system.
In June 1986, this Study recommended that NOAA assume
responsibility for determining the acceptable biological catch
(ABC) for each ménaged fishery. By ABC the Study meant the total
allowable removals from the resource which would maintain a
healthy and productive resource into the future. The Study's
intent was that stocks be maintained at some level above that
which protects the minimum spawning stock from recruitment
overfishing. The Study sought a conservation standard such that
stocks are not concinually driven to, or maintained at, the

threshold of overfishingy.
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In April 1987, NOAA distributed for Council/NMFS pre-
publicction raview and commznt a draft revision of 50 CFR 601,
which sets forth the Secretary's uniform standards governing the
Council§ under the Act. This proposed revision included a
section providing that a maximumzfishing mortality (MFM) be
established which would maintain the current spawning stock size
with consideration of the variabilities in spawning stock
estimates, and that ABC be specified so as not to exceed MFM.
Council and NMFS comments concerning the MFM proposal made it
clear that this proposal was not universally applicable for a

variety of reasons.

Accordingly, in August 1987, NOAA convened a technical
workshop of National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) fishery
scientists and managers, and acaademic scientists recommended by
the Councils, to address the Study's recommendations and th=
comments on the April draft. 1In October 1987, in order to allow
time for a thorough examination of the issues raised by the
workshop, the decision was made to separate the rest of the 601
proposal (which provides guidance to the Councils on organization
and administrative questions) from the development of a
conservation standard. 1In the Spring of 1988 a series of
Council/NMFS regional workshops was held to discuss the
acceptability and feasibility of the conservation standard
concept, using as a basis for discussion the proposed revision of
national standards 1 and 2 guidelines produced by the August 1987

technical workshop.



The proposed yuideline revision that follows is responsive
to the workshop series and sets forth a series of definitions and
procedures, which together, are intended to provide the

conservation standard.

Comments at the workshops centered primarily on the need for
flexibility with regard to (a) the mandatory nature of any
definition of overfishing, (b) the difficﬁlty or impossibility of
applying any rigid or universal definition to a large number of
diverse species, (c) the fact that the ABC concept is not used by
all Councils; (d) the bureaucratic chaos that might result from
the proposed Secretarial exemption process; and (e) the burden
imposed by the proposed Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation

requirement.

Concern was also expressed that identificatien of thresholids
might serve to establish targets for harvest rather than provide
for conservation of the resources. Several Councils stated a
need to (a) identify measurable "conditions of concern" for each
stock, with monitoring and review procedures; (b) allow for
conservative approaches when there is uncertainty because of lack
of data; and (c) retain ability to take appropriate restrictive
management actions at stock levels above the threshold.

Section 602.11 proposes an overall overfishing concept

within which each Council must define a specific measurable



aefinition of overfishing for each stock or stock complex covered

2

Ew an FMP. That concept is based on the premise that
irreversible damage to & resource's ability to recover in an
acceptable period of time is unacceptable, and to_allow fishing
on a stock at a level that severely compromises that stock's
future productivity is counter to the goals of the Magnuson
Act. The Councils are provided with the flexibility needed to
develop a definition appropriate to the individual- stock or
species characteristics, and generel criteria are set forth as &
basis for Secretarial review. Provision is made for phasing-in
implementation of the guldelines.

i
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NOAA belisves that, although it is difficult to define b&ﬁ
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precisely the level at which overfishing jeopardizes recovery of v
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a stock, there are indicators of existing or impending xylr/fvw
overfishing that should be heeded. These indicators may inclumu&mﬁi’
evidence that: 1) recruitment is reduced when the stock size

reaches historically low levels; 2) spawning stock 1s currently

at a level below any previously recorded level; 3) spawning

biomass is declining and recruitment information indicates that

an historically low level of spawning biomass may result in the

near future; and 4) the fishing mortality rate is such that

spawning stock biomass will be reduced to an historically low

level in the near future. 1If these conditions exist, the best
scientific advice may conclude that immediate remedial action

should be taken. Councils may, and are encouraged to, identity



"condi-ions of concern" or establish an ABC level, but are not /‘”\

required to do so.

As management regimes become more comprehensive, the
interrelationships of fishing pressures on target.and non-target
(both major and minor) species need to be addressed more
directly. NOAA believes that in determining allowable fishing
levels, Councils should consider all sources of mo:tality on a
stock, including both targeted and non-targeted fishing
mortality, and levels of compliance. Because all removals from
the stock, whether landed or unlanded, will atfect spawning stock
biomass levels now or in the near future, the Councils should
attempt to obtain estimates of all sources of mortality and
consiuer the estimates in adjusting directed fishing levels.
Total fishing mortalizy on a stock should be managed such that

overfishing aoes not occur.

In selected situations, a Council may determine that
overfishing of a minor component species of a multi-species
fishery is warranted based on net benefits expected for the
fishery as a whole. Although fishing any stock to the extent
that it requires protection under the Endangered Species Act
should never be aliowed to occur, some very limited overfishing
may be acceptable if it is identified, and sufficiently analyzed
and justified. However, in all cases, alternatives should be

considered that would prevent such overfishing.



Section 602.12(e) proposes that a periodic Stock Assessment
and Fishery Evaluztion (SAFE; document or set of documen:ts be
prepared or aggregated whereby Councils can obtain an objective
periodic'overview of the status of stocks and fisheries under
management. Several Councils currently produce such fishery
reviews annually within the FMP process, which generally provide
the kinds of information called for in the SAFE report. The SAFE
report would be expected to provide a summary of the best

biological, social, and economic information available to a

<
[

Council when needed (a) to determine annual harvest levels or O
tor species in each fishery management unit (FMU), and (b) to
evaluate the effectiveness of its management in preventing

overfishing as defined by the Council.

While the Secretary has responsibility for assuring that the
SAFE report is produced, it is not intended to be exclusively
authored by NOAA. The SAFE report may be produced by any
combination of talent from Council, academic, government, or
other sources. The SAFE reports are not required to be revised
annually, except as there have been new developments or
significant changes in a fishery. Although the contents of SAFE
reports are not mandatory, certain basic descriptive data on the

stocks and industry should be included.

The SAFE report is intended to provide a useful tracking
tool for assessing the relative achievement of FMP objectives.

It would establish a time-series data base indicating the



relative health of stocks and the industry dependent on them.

Including social and economic information in the same document or

set of documents with biological information does not diminish

the integrity of either type of information. By providing the

best scientific information available for each type of

data

required in the determination of Optimum Yield (0Y), subject to

Council and outside peer review, the SAFE report is designed to

improve the ability of Councils to derive OY or any specified

harvest level as the Act prescribes.

CLASSIFICATION:
The Under Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere has

determined...is issuzd in compliance with E.0O. 12291.

For the reasons set out in the preamble, 50 CFR 602 is

set forth below:

amended as



Sec. 602.11 National Standard 1--Optimum Yield

{a) Standard 1. Consgrvation and management measures shali.

prevent overfishing while achieving, on a continuing basis, the
optimum, yield from each fishery for United States .fishing
interests.

(b) General. The determination of 0OY is a decisional
mechanism for resolving the Act's multiple purposes and policies,
for implementing an FMP's objectives, and for balancing the
various interests that comprise the nationzl welfare. OY 13
basea on MSY, or on MSY as it may be adjusted under paragraph
(d) (3) of this section. The most important limitation on the
specification of Oy is that the choice of OyYy--and the
conservation and management measures proposed to achieve it--must
prevent overfishing.

(¢) Overfishing. (1) overfishing 1s a level or rates of

fishing mortality that jeopardizes the long-term capacity of &
stock or stock compliex to produce maximum biological yield o=
—economic valwe on a continuing basis. Each FMP must specify, to
the maximum extent possible, an objective and measurable
definition of overfishing for each stock or stock complex coverea
by that FMP, and provide an analysis of how the aefinition was
determined and how it relates to reproductive potential.

(2) The definition of overfishing for a stock or stock
complex may be developed or expressed in terms of a minimum level
of spawning biomass ("threshold"); maximum level or rate of
fishing mortality; or formula, model, or other measurable

standard designed to @nsure the maintenance of the stock's



procGuctive capacity, Overfishing must be defined in & way to
enable the Council and the SeCcretary to monitor and evaluate the

condition of the stock or stock complex relative to the

definition. i
. c 5\“’
(1) Councils should identify what actioniqwill be taken if

it is determined that a stock or stock complex is approaching an
overfished condition,

(1i) If overfishing is defined in terms of a threshold
biomass level, the Council must énsure that targeted fishing
effort does not cause spawning biomass to fall or remain below
that threshold.

(Lii) If overtishing is defined in terms of a maximum
fishing mortality rate, the Councils must ensure that targeted
fishing effort on that stock does not cause the maximum rate to
be exceeded.

(iv) If cata indicate that an overfished condition exists, a
program must be established for rebuilding the stock over a
period of time specified by the Councils wEiEE_iE_EEEEEEEELE—EEh
the Secretary.

(3) Overfishing definitions must be based on the best
scientific information available. Councils should build into the
definition appropriate consideration of risk, taking into account
uncertainties in estimacting domestic harvest, stock conditions,
or the effects of environmental factors (see 602.16). In cases
where scientific data are severely limited, informed judgment

must be used, and effort should be directed to identifying and

10



gathering the needed data (see 602.12--standard 2, and 605.14--
datz collection plans).

(4) Secretarial approval or disapproval will be based on
consideration of whether the proposal--

(i)'has sufficient scientific merit;

(11) is likely to result in effective Council action to
prevent the stock from closely approaching or reaching an
overfished status;

(1ii) provides a basis for objective measurement of the
status of the stock against the definition; and

(iv) is operationally feasible.

(3) Changezs in environment/habitat conditions can produce
the appezarance of overfishing. Significant adverse alterations
in the environment increase the possibility that fishing effort
will contribute to a stock collapse. Care should be taken to
identify the cause of any downward trends in spawning stock sizes
Or average annudl recruitment. Whether these trends ("conditions
of concern") are caused by environmental changes or by fishing
effort, the only direct control provided for by the Act is to
reduce fishing mortality. Unless the Council asserts, as
supported by appropriate evidence, that reduced fishing effort
would not alleviate the problem, the FMP must include measures to
reauce fishing mortality regardless of the cause of the low

primary—eause
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f«environmental changes
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Council: should recommend restoration of habitat and otherﬁgkﬂ
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(6) an FMP must prevent overfishing, except in certain
iimitei situations. For example, harvesting the major component
of a mixed fishery at its optimum level may result in the
overfishing of a minor (smaller or less valuable) stock component
in the fishery management unit. A Council may decide to permit
this type of overfishing if it is demonstrated by analysis
(paragraph (f) (5) of this section) that it will result in net
benefits to the fishery as a whole, and if the Council's action -
will not cause any stock component to reqdire protection under
the Endangered Species Act.

(7) Fishing can produce a variety of effects on local ana
areawide abundance, availubility, size, and age composition of &
stock. Some of these effects have been called "growth",
"jlocalized", or "pulse" overfishing; however, these effecis are
not necessarily "overfishing" under the standard 1 definition,
which focuses on recruitment and long-term reproductive
capacity. A Council may recommend conservation and management
measures to prevent or permit these effects, depending on the
objectives of a particular FMP, and the specific definition of
overfishing established for the stock or stock complex under
management. (See Appendix A to Subpart B of these guidelines,
which offers cautionary, explanatory material.)

(8)‘Implementation of the guidelines under this section will
be ph:ised-in as follows:

(i) Any new FMP or amendment submitted six months or more

after the effective date of these guidelines should incluae a



proposzd definition of overfishing for the stock or stock complex
managed under the affectéd FMP.

(ii) All FMPs must be amended to include an overfishing
definition within eighteen months of the effective date of these

guidelines.

(d) Maximum sustainable yield (MSY). (1) MSY is an estimate

of the largest average annual catch or yield that can be taken
over a significant period of time from each stock under
prevailing ecological and environmental conditions.

(2) MSY may be presented as a range of values. One MSY may
be specified for a related group of species in a mixed-species
fishery. Since MSY is a long-term average, it need not be
specified annually, but must be based on the best scientific
information available.

(3) MSY may be only the starting point in providing a
realistic biological descriptioﬁ of allowable fishery removals.
MSY may need to be adjusted because of environmental factors,
stock peculiarities, or other biological variables, prior to the
determination of OY. An example of such an adjustment is
determination of ABC.

(e) Acceptable biological catch (ABC). (1) ABC 1is a

preliminary description of the acceptable harvest (or range of
harvests) for a given stock or stock complex. Its derivztion
focuses on the status and dynamics of the stock, environmental
conditions, other ecological factors, and prevailing

technological characteristics of the fishery.

13



() When ABC is used, its specification constitutes the
first step in deriving OY from MSY. Unless the best scientific
information available indicates otherwise (see Sec. 602.12) , ABC
should be no higher than the product of the stock'iggatural

vig mlf; 1 g
mortali ty rate dnd i+ts exploitable biomass If a threshold has
been specified for the stock, ABC must equal zero when the stock
is at or below that threshold (see overfishing section above).

ABC may be expressed in numeric and/or non-numeric terms.

(f) Optimum yield (0V). (1}, Definition. The term "optimum"

with respect to the yield from a fishery, means the amount of
fish which will provide the greatest overall benefit to the
Nation, with particular reference to food production and
recreational opportunities; and which is prescribed as such on
the basis of the maximum sustainable yield from each fishery, zs
modified by any relevant =conomic, social, or ecological factors
(section 3(18) (b) of the Act).

(Z) Values 1in determination. 1In determining the greatest

benefit to the Nation, two values that should be weighed are fooa
production and recreational opportunities (section 3(18) (&) of
the Act). They should receiye serious attention as measures of
benefit when considering the economic, ecological, or social
factors used in modifying MSY to obtain OY.

(1) "Food production" encompasses the goals of providing
seafoou to consumers at reasonable prices, maintaining an
economically viabie fishery, and utilizing the capacity of U.§.

fishery resourc=s to mezt nutritional needs.

14



{1i1) "Recreational opportunities" includes recognition of

the importance of the quality of the recreational fishing
experience, and of the contribution of recreational fishing to
the national, regional, and local economies and food supplies.

(3) Factors relevant to OY. The Act's definition of Ov

identifies three categories of factors to be used in modifying
MSY to arrive at OY: economic, social, and ecological (section
3(18) (b)) . Examples are given below. Not every factor will be
relevant in every fishery; for instance, there may be no Indian
treaty rights. For some fisheries, insufficient information may
be available with respect to some factors to provide a basis for
corresponding modifications to MSY.

(1) Economic factors. Examples are promotion of domestic

fishing, development of unutilized or underutilized fisheries,

satisfaction of consumer and recreational needs, and

encouragement of domestic and export markets for U.S. harvested -
. . - Lf'-.

fish. Some other factors that may be considered aregthe value of

industrial fisheries, the level of capitalization, operating

costs of vessels, alternate employment opportunities, and

economies of coastal areas.

(ii) Social factors. Examples are enjoyment gained from

recreational fishing, avoidance of gear conflicts and resulting
disputes, preservation of a way of life for fishermen and their
families, and dependence of local communities on a fishery.

Amony other factors that may be considered are the cultural place
of subsistence fishing, obligations under Indian treatiles, and

WOr la-wide nutritional needs.



(iii) Ecological factors. Examples are the vulnerability of

incidental or unregulated species in a mixed-species fishery,
predator-prey or competitive interactions, and dependence of
marine mammals and birds or endangered species on a stock of -
fish. Equally important are environmental conditions that stress
marine organisms, such as natural and man-made changes in
wetlands or nursery grounds, and effects of pollutants on habitat

and stocks.

(4) Specification. (i) The "amount of fish" that

constitutes the OY need not be expressed in terms of numbers or
waight of fish. The economic, social, or ecological
modifications to MSY may be expressed by describing fish having
common characteristics, the bharvest of which provides the
greatest overali benefit to the Nation. For instance, OY may be
expressed as a formula that converts periodic stock assessments
into qguntas or guideline harvest levels for recreational,
commercial, and other fishing. OY may be defined- in terms of an
annual harvest of fish or shellfish having a minimum weight,
length, or other measurement. OY may also be expréssed as an
amount of fish taken only in certain areas, or in certain
seasons, or with particular gear, or by a specified amount of
fishing effort. 1In the case of a mixed-species fishery, the
incidental-species OY may be a function of the directed catch, or
absorbed into an OY for related species.

(11) If & numerical OY is chosen, a range or average may be

specified.

16
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(iii) In & fishery where there is a significant discard
component, the OY may either include or exclude discards,

consistent with the other yield determinations.

(iv) The 0OY specification can be converted into an annual ﬁ/ &]
numerical estimate to establish:%ﬁggTALFF and to analyze impacts |- m
b%ﬂﬁ*q
of the management regime. There should be a mechanism in a hﬁ;mu*
akw$”

multiyear plan for periodic reassessment of the QY specification,
so that it is responsive to changing circumstances in the
fishery. (See section 602.12(e)).

(v) The determinztion of QY requires a specification of
MSY. However, where sufficient scientific data as to the
biological characteristics of the stock do not exist, or the
perioa of exploitation or investigation has not been long enough
for adequate understanding of stock dynamics, or where frequent
large-scale fluctuations in stock size make this concept of
limited value, the 0OY should be based not on a fabricated MSY buc
on the best scientific information_available.

(5) Analysis. An FMP must contain an analysis of how its OY
specification was aetermined (section 303(a) (3) of the act). It
should relate the explanatiop of overfishing in paragrapn (c) of
this section to conditions in the particular fishery, and explain
how its choice of QY and conservation and management measures
will prevent overfishing in that fishery. 1If overfishing is
permitted under paragraph (c) (6) of this section, the analysis
must contalin a justification in terms of overdll benefits anu an
assessment of tne risk of the spec1esf?§§%§?;g a ﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁfleneo or

"endangered" status. A Council must identify those economic,



social, and ecological factors relevant to management oL u
particular fishezry, then evaluate them to arrive at the
modification (if any) of MSY. The choice of a particular OY must
be caregully defined and documented to show that the OY selected
will produce the greatest benefit to the Nation.

(g) OY as & target. (1) The specification of OY in an FMP

is not automatically a quota or ceiling, althqugh guotas may be
derived from the OY where appropriate. OY is a target or goal;.
aniFMP must contain conservation and management measures, andg
provisions for informstion collection, that are designed to
achieve OY. These measures should allow for practical and
effective implementation and enforcement of the management
regime, so that the harvest is allowed to reach but not to exceed
OY by & substantial amount. The Secretary has the obligation to
implement &nd enforce the FMP so that OY is achieved. 1If
management measures prove unenforceable--or too restrictive or
not rigorous enough to realize OY--they should be modified; an
alternative is to reexamine the adequacy of the OY specification.
(2) Exceeding OY does not necessarily constitute
overfishing, although they might coincide. Even if no
overfishing resulted, continual harvest at a level above a fixed-
value OY would violate national standard 1 because OY was
exceeded (not achieved) on a continuing basis.
(h).QX-QEQ_ESEEESQ_Eiibigi‘ Section 201(d) of the Act
provides that fishing by foreign nations is limited to that
portion of the OY that will not be harvested by vessels of the

United States,

18



(1) D&H. Councils must consider the capacity of, and the
extent to which, U.S. vessels will harvest the QY on an annual
basis. Estimating the amount that U.S. fishing vessels will
actually harvest is required to determine the surplus.
(2) Reserves. Part of the OY may be held as a reserve to Sy
allow for uncertainties in estimates of stock size and of DAQJ (b;{?g

v b Q&At_ewhﬂﬁwmjl qu
If an OY reserve is established, an adequate mechanism shoula be J’

o
a v o
included 1in the FMP to permit tlmely release of E reserve to qvaO

Dovnes ke g ﬁg\f\ v

foreign fishe i} necessary.D that full wtilization of OY \AQ w
v

V’%’f"

may be achieved, Iﬁn FMP may also provide for a direct transfer
of a portion of DAH to TALFE] Tt

(3) DAP. (i) Each FMP must identify the capacity of U.S.
processors. It must also identify the amount of domestic annual
processed fish (DAP), which 1s the sum of two estimates:

(A) The amount of U.S. harvest that domestic processors will
process. This estimate may be baszd on historical performance
and on surveys of the expressed intention of manufacturers to
process, supported by evidence of contracts, plant expansion, or
other relevant information; and

(B) The amount of fish that will be harvested but not
processed (e.g., marketed as fresh whole fish, used for private
consumption, or used for bait).

(1i) When DAH exceeds DAP, the surplus 1is available for

JVP. JVP 1is a part of DAH.

> \(J.‘ A~

/ 8 J@&Q N \)IJ Q.
g faits PRI
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Sec. €02.12 National Standard 2--8Scientific Information

(a) Standard 2. Conservation and management measures shall

b< based upon the best scientific information available.

'é?w [602.12 remains unchanged except for the addition of paragraph

‘} (e) as follows:]

(e) Stock Assessment aqg_FiShery Evaluation (SAFE) Report.

-
AN
(1) The SAFE report is a document or set of documents that
o
J

\E% provides Councils with a summary of the most recent biological
»° :

conaition of species in the fishery management unit (FMU), and ° .
the social and economic condition of the recreational andqfishing
industries and the fish processing industries. It summarizes, on

periocic basis, the best available scientific information

)]

A
gs concerning the past, present, and possible future condition of
:gi the stocks and fisheries being managed under Federal regulation.
(1) The Secretary has the responsibility to assure that a
\gi SAFE report or similar document 1s prepared, reviewed annually,
and changed as necessary for .each FMP. The Secretary or Council
may call on any combination of talent from Council, State,
university, or other sources (but at a minimum must include
Council and NMFS representatives) to acquire and analyze data and
produce the SAFE report.
(11) The SAFE report provideé information for adaetermining
annueal harvest levels from each stock, documenting significant

trends or changes in the resource and fishery over time, and

20



assessing the relative success of existing State and Federal
fishary management programs. In addition, the SAFE report may be
used to update or expand previous environmental and regulatory
iméact documents, and ecosystem and habitat descriptions.

(iii) Each SAFE report must be scientificallf based, and
cite data sources and interpretations.

(2) Each SAFE report should contain information on which to
base harvest specifications. Examples are:

(i) Estimates of biomass or.spawning biomass for each stock
in the FMU;

(ii) Estimates of the annual surplus production (ASP) ana
MSY for each stock in the FMU;

(iii) pescription of the estimated biomass, ASP, and MSY in
previous years relative to those estimates for the current or
next year;

(iv) Description of the model or assumptions on which these
estimates are based and a discussion of the reliability of each
estimate;

(v) If a stock is below the level which will produce MSY,
estimated time necessary to allow the stock to rebuild to MSY,
threshold or other specified level under various harvest levels
and prevailing environmental conditions; and

(vii) significant changes (if any) in the habitat or
ecosystem since it was last described in the FMP, an amendment to

the FMP, or previous SAFE report.
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(3) Each SAFE report should contain information on which to
assecs the condition of the recreational and commercial fishing
industries and fish processing industries. .Examples are:

(i) Estimate of the amount of fish harvested from each stock
in the %MU, by gear type and area, in the most recent three years
and in the year immediately prior to implementation of the FMP
governing fisheries for (or in) the FMU. If applicable, the
amount of fish harvested in the same time period by wholly
domestic, joint venture and foreign fisheries;

(ii) The approximate exvessel value of the harvested tish
described in paragraph (e) (3) (i) of this section;

(iii) Amouats and estimated value of each type of processed
products derived from the harvested fish described in paragraph
(e) {3) (i) of this section;

(iv) Estimates of the numbers of commercial vessels, by gear
type and in terms of individual vessels, involved in eacn fishery
for (or in) the FMU;

(v) Estimates of the number of commercial fishermen employed
in each fishery for (or in) the FMU:

(vi) The numbers of propessing plants, floating and shore
based, individual and by product type, involved in processing the
harvested fish described in (e) (4) (i) of this section;

(vii) Estimates of the amount of fish harvested by
recreational fishermen from the FMU;

(viii) Estimates of the numbers of recreational fishermen

who hurvested fish from the FMU;
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(ix) Estimates of the number of charter vessels ana party
boats involved in the recreational fishery; and

(x) The estimated value of the recreational fishery for (or
in) the'FNU.

(4) Each SAFE report may contain additional economic,
social, and ecological information pertinent to the success of
management or the achievement of objectives of each FMP.
Examples are:

(i) Enforcement actions taken and penalties assessed and
collected over the most recent three years under an implementea
FMP;

(ii) Significant changes (if any) in State regulations
pertinent to the FMU and their known or anticipated effects on
stocks in the FMU;

(iii) Significant changes (if any) in related fisheries
which may affect the fishing effort for (or in) the FMU; and

{iv) Potential conservation and management problems, their

possible causes and solutions.

Dwhite:6/06/88, Disk 20, CA:preamble
Drafters/Reviewers: White, Brown, Thompson, Fougner, Ginter,

Meehan, Darcy, Cooney, Fraily, TeEbush, Schaefer
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Office of 7he Dean, HN—15

Mr. Richard Schaefer

National Marine Fishery Service
1825 Connecticut Avenue NW
Washington, D.C. 20235

Dear Dick:

This letter is in response to your request, at the meeting in Seattle on
February 4, to provide you in writing our Committees views on the 603 guide-
lines. We propose the following definitions:

Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC)

Acceptable Biological Catech (ABC) is an acceptable level of harvest
which recognizes the status and dynamics of the stock, environmentai’///
conditions and ecological factors. It is developed and justified on

the basis of relevant biological environmental and ecological infor-
mation. Lacking justification of a methodology to derive ABC, it

should be no higher than the natural mortality rate multiplied by

an estimate of the exploitable biomass. ABC must equal zero whem the
stock is at our below its "threshold". 1If it is used, ABC is the

first step in deriving optimum yield (0Y) from maximum sustained yield
(MSY). It may be expressed in numeric or non~-numeric terms.

Optimum Yield (0Y)

The term "optimum" with respect to the yield from a fishery, is the
amount of fish which will provide the greatest overall benefit to the
nation, with particular reference to food production and recreational
opportunities; and which is prescribed as such on the basis of the
maximum sustainable yield from each fishery, as modified by any rele-
vant economic social, or ecological factor. In the determination of

0Y, a council should consider safety factors and the uncertainty of
assessments.

Threshold

Threshold is the population level below which there is concern owver the
ability to rebuild the stock over an acceptable period of time. A
threshold level will be developed based on relevant scientific infor-
mation. Lacking justification of a methodology to calculate threshold,
it shall be not less than 25 percent of the biomass expected in the
long term absence of a fishery.



Page 2 .
Mr. Richard Schaefer (‘-\

Overfishing

Overfishing is the application of exploitation rates that drive the
stock below its threshold. Exceeding biological acceptable catch need
not result in overfishing, unless that excess is carried out over suf-
ficient time at high enough exploitation rates to reduce the population
below the threshold.

In addition to the definitions, the record of your meeting makes very clear
our views on a number of matters such as the replacement of the secretarial
exemption procedure with the normal process for plan adoption, amendment, or
rule making. If you decide to continue with the exemption process, we suggest
that it be turned around, so that the secretary intervenes rather than require
the Council to request an exception.

It is our understanding that after your regional meetings you will revise
the 603 guidelines and they will be returned to the Councils prior to their
publication in the federal register. If we can be of any further assistance,
please call upon us,

Sincerely yours, o

14 E. Bevan, Chairman :
Scientific and Statistical Committee
Pacific Fishery Management Council

Richard Marasco, Chairman
Scientific and Statisitcal Committee
North Pacific Fishery Committee Council

DB:pf

dbs v///

cc: Jim Branson

Larry Six : A\



= —CHAIRMAN
" Robert Fletcher

PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

Metro Center, Suite 420
2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201

Phone Commercial (503) 221-6352
FTS 8-423-6352

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
_ Lawrence D .Six. ..
ST “ o 1-\(_

April 12, 19§

Mr. Richard H. Schaefer, Director

Office of Fisheries Conservation and Management ------ i

e e e o o

!

National Marine Fisheries Service {;:

—

Universal Building South, F/CM ' s
1825 Connecticut Avenue, NW. S ——
Washington, DC 20235

R AN

Dear Dick:

Enclosed are the final version of the February 4 and 5,

meetings
standards.
Western Pacific Fishery Management Council.
attached.

in Seattle,

P

1988

Washington to address the conservation
The only changes were suggested by Sam Pooley of the
His letter is also

We hope your April workshops are successful and are looking

forward to receiving a new draft.

Sincefely,

Lawrente D. Six
Executive Director

LDS:rcb

Enclosures

cc: Workshop Participants
Council Members



SUMMARY OF MEETING
Joint Meeting of Scientific and Statistical Committee's (SSC)
Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC)

North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC)
Western Pacific Fishery Management Council (WPFMC)
Seattle Airport Hilton, Seattle, Washington
February 4, 1988

The meeting of the Pacific, North Pacific, and Western Pacific SSC's was
called to order by Dr. Donald Bevan at 1:48 p.m. on February 4, 1988. See
Appendix A for a copy of the agenda.

Attendees

Dr. Donald Bevan, PFMC SSC

Dr. William Clark, PFMC SSC

Mr. Svein Fougner, National Marine Flsherles Service, Southwest Region

Mr. Jay Ginter, National Marine Fisheries Service, Alaska Region

Mr. Nicholas Iadanza, National Marine Fisheries Service, Portland, OR

Dr. Richard Marasco, NPFMC SSC

Dr. Craig MacDonald, WPFMC SSC

Dr. Marc Miller, PFMC SSC

Dr. Sam Pooley, WPFMC SSC

Mr. William Robinson, National Marine Fisheries Service, Northwest Region

Dr. Grant Thompson, National Marine Fisheries Service, Northwest and Alaska
Fisheries Center

Ms. Daphne White, National Marine Fisheries Service, Washington, DC

QOthers

Mr. Jim Branson, NPFMC Staff

Mr. Gerald Fisher, PFMC Staff

Dr. Clarence Pautzke, NPFMC Staff
Mr. William Royce, NMFS Retired
Ms. Kitty Simonds, WPFMC Staff
Mr. Lawrence Six, PFMC Staff

An attendance roster is included in Appendix B.

Purpose of Meeting

The purpose of this meeting was to reach a consensus, in concept, on the 603
guideline definitions, the 603 process of implementation, and the 601-602
regulation's impact on the SSC process. Subsequent to this meeting, this
group will meet with representatives of National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) to discuss the results of this meeting. Three regional meetings are
planned in order to secure input from all councils. The results of all three
meetings will be incorporated into a final draft which will be circulated to
all councils for comments.



603 Guideline Definitions

Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC)

Dr. Bevan stated Pacific Council SSC recommended that reference to safety
factors, risk assessment, and technological and temporal fishing patterns be
deleted from the definition of ABC, since these factors pertain to.optimum
yield (OY) not ABC. The purpose of ABC is to separate biology from socio-

economic and legal factors. A copy of the Pacific Council SSC statement is
included in Appendix C.

Dr. Richard Marasco reported the North Pacific SSC concurred with the Pacific

Council comments on ABC and supported the modifications suggested. A copy of
NPFMC's statement is included in Appendix D.

Mr. Sam Pooley explained the Western Pacific Council SSC did not consider the
concept of ABC because it is not used in their management. They believe the
guidelines currently in use are adequate. Further, he suggested that if these

guidelines are adopted, the language should read that ABC "may be used"
instead of "should be used." :

Mr. Craig McDonald expressed concern over whether constant harvest would
preclude pulse fishing. He explained that pulse fishing is being considered
in the precious coral fishery. Dr. Bevan felt that this was not a concern
because the definition also includes a statement "unless other biological
information justifies a different method of derivation."

Mr. Lawrence Six pointed out that not all fisheries are managed by an ABC, for
instance the salmon fishery. He suggested that the guidelines reflect this.
Dr. Bevan agreed with Mr. Six and stated that not only the definitions are
important but also the process in which they are used is important.

Dr. Grant Thompson expressed his view that ABC should be replaced with a term
that represents the scientists' recommended catch. This catch recommendation
should be based on the best scientific information available regardless of
whether that information is biological, economic, mathematical, or other.
Further, this catch recommendation should always be presented with explicit
statements of the objectives and assumptions used in its calculation. A
detailed description of Dr. Thompson's views is included in Appendix E.

Mr. Pooley agreed with Dr. Thompson's conclusions and urged that .the

scientists be allowed to make recommendations taking into account the best
scientific information available.

Dr. Bevan supported the two step process--the first step being establishing an
ABC and then determining OY. Determining OY is a management decision.

The group agreed on the North Pacific Council's> fallback definition of

calculating ABC; i.e., ABC should be no higher than the natural mortality rate
multiplied by the exploitable biomass.

~
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Ms. Daphne White noted that the initial Council guidelines were interim and
comments were accepted for improvement for approximately a year. It may be
possible to handle these guidelines in that manner also.

Dr. Marc Miller stated that if you do not have a threshold, a species may be
put on the endangered species 1list. Once a species is on the endangered
species list it is very difficult to remove them from the list.

A copy of the Pacific and North Pacific Council recommendation for spécific
language of the definitions is included in Appendix B.

Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC)

Dr. Bevan reviewed the Pacific and North Pacific council's suggestions for
changes in the ABC definition. He noted there are other methodologies of
setting ABCs than the constant exploitation rate as suggested in the proposed
definition. Both council's concurred with the concept that ABC is zero when a
fishery is at or below its threshold. ABC should be no higher than the
natural mortality rate multiplied by the exploitable biomass. Further, the
reference to safety factors and risk assessment should be removed from the ABC
definition, since this pertains to optimum yield (0Y).

Mr. Six asked if it was the intent of the guidelines to require that ABC be
used by all councils for all fisheries. ABCs are not used for all fisheries,
for instance the salmon fishery. Mr. Schaefer answered that originally it was
intended for all fisheries, but NMFS has reconsidered since that time. Mr.
Six suggested that the guidelines make it clear that ABC is one method of
departing from MSY to arrive at OY.

Dr. Sam Pooley stated that the Western Pacific Council does not use ABCs at
all and therefore they are not used in calculating OY. The guidelines should
be viewed as enabling rather than mandating.

Optimum Yield

The Pacific and North Pacific Council's suggested adding a reference to safety
. factors and risk assessments to the OY definition as derived from ABC.

Overfishing

Both the Pacific and North Pacific Councils agreed to the definition of
overfishing but suggested the Secretarial exception process be changed to the
power to intercede and overturn a decision when he disagrees with a determin-
ation.

Confidentiality of Statistics

Dr. Bevan iterated the Pacific Council SSC's view that the SSC should have
access to confidential statistics.

Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) Document

The Pacific Council SSC suggested the 602 regulations relating to the SAFE
document include what is intended to be in the document, who prepares it, and
that is must be prepared. Further, the "musts" be replaced with "shoulds."



Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned aﬁ 4:15 p.m.




SUMMARY OF MEETING
Conservation Standards Workshop
Seattle Airport Hilton, Seattle, Washington
February 5, 1988

The meeting of the Pacific, North Pacific, and Western Pacific SSC and
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) representatives was called to order
by Mr. Richard Schaefer at 8:40 a.m. on February 5, 1988.

Attendees

Dr. Donald Bevan, Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC), Scientific and
Statistical Committee

Dr. Brad Brown, NMFS, Southeast Fisheries Center

Dr. William Clark, PFMC SSC :

Ms. Eileen Cooney, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, General
Counsel

Mr. Svein Fougner, NMFS, Southwest Region

Mr. Jay Ginter, NMFS, Alaska Region

Dr. Richard Marasco, North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC), SSC

Dr. Craig MacDonald, Western Pacific Fishery Management Council (WPFMC), SSC

Dr. Marc Miller, PFMC SSC

Dr. Sam Pooley, WPFMC SSC

Mr. William Robinson, NMFS, Northwest Region

Mr. Richard Schaefer, NMFS, Washington, DC

Dr. Grant Thompson, NMFS, Northwest and Alaska Fisheries Center

Ms. Daphne White, NMFS, Washington, DC

Others

Mr. Jim Branson, NPFMC Staff

Mr. Gerald Fisher, PFMC Staff

Dr. Clarence Pautzke, NPFMC Staff
Mr. William Royce, NMFS Retired
Ms. Kitty Simonds, WPFMC Staff
Mr. John Sproul, WPFMC Staff

Mr. Lawrence Six, PFMC Staff

An attendance roster is included in Appendix A.

Purpose of Meeting

On the previous day, SSC representatives from each of the three council met to
form a consensus on the 603 guideline definitions, the 603 process of
implementation, and the 601-602 regulation's impact on the SSC process. The
purpose of this meeting was to relate the results of the joint SSC meeting and
to discuss conservation standards with NMFS representatives.

Mr. Schaefer summarized the events to date and the reasons for developing the
conservation standards including rationale for the definitions of threshold,
overfishing, maximum sustainable yield (MSY), etc.



Conservation Standards

Dr. Bevan summarized the February 4, 1988 joint SSC meeting. He stated the
Western Pacific Council recommended continuing: on a status quo basis.
Although the Pacific and North Pacific councils accepted and supported in
general the concept of a conservation standard, a number of suggestions were
made for changes in the definitions and the process.

Dr. Sam Pooley stated the Western Pacific Council appreciates the importance
of a conservation standard, but indicated it is not appropriate in their
management area. He expressed particular concern over the definition of
threshold. The Western Pacific Council manages for MSY and views threshold as
providing for overfishing.

The Pacific and North Pacific Council suggested the Secretarial exception
process be required only if the Secretary disagrees with a council decision.
It would be similar to the process now being followed.

Mr. Jim Branson expressed concern that the Secretarial exception process is
redundant in that data used to make Council decisions have -already gone
through multiagency review by plan management and development teams and SSCs
which include experts in fishery management. Dr. Brad Brown pointed out that
this is not necessarily the case on the east coast.

Threshold

Dr. Bevan noted the threshold definition indicates there must be proof the
stock is jeopardized and not able to return to an MSY level. This presents
the disadvantage of waiting too long before making a determination that the
stock is stressed. Determining MSY biomasses is not only difficult but also
subject to a great deal of variability. Dr. Bevan suggested the threshold be
based on 25 percent of the expected biomass in the fishery without fishing.
Further, the Secretarial exception should be eliminated from the definition.

Dr. Richard Marasco explained the difference between virgin biomass and the
25 percent of the expected biomass in the fishery without fishing as noted by

Dr. Bevan above. The number was not changed, only the method used to arrive
at the number.

The WPFMC SSC believes a conservation ethic is important, but a nationally-
mandated threshold is not considered useful. They view the threshold as
poorly developed scientifically and practically difficult to measure and
implement. Collaborative discussions on the scientific basis of management,
both within the Council family and between councils, are important.

Mr. Lawrence Six suggested another draft of the conservations standards
reflecting the results of the three workshops should be sent to each council
for comment. Mr. Schaefer suggested a letter from each of the council's
iterating their views on the conservation standards.

Mr. Six expressed concern over publishing final guidelines on such new
concepts when each time we meet we are continually revising the definitions.

He suggested putting these guidelines into practice in various regions on a
trial basis first.

(“\



Optimum Yield

The Pacific Council SSC agreed with the proposed definition of OY with the
addition of a sentence that specifies safety factors and the uncertainty of
assessments should be considered.

The Western Pacific Council SSC did not address this definition.

There was some discussion on whether safety factors included vessel safety or
only biological safety.

Threshold

The Pacific and North Pacific Council SSC's both supported the use of
thresholds as a mechanism for expressing a strong conservation ethic and a
useful way of defining overfishing.

Further, the Pacific Council SSC suggested the council, team, and SSC should
make determinations based on the best information available. The Secretary of
Commerce would have the power to intercede (on an exception basis) and
overturn a decision when he disagrees with a determination.

The Western Pacific Council SSC was opposed to a threshold concept being
mandated. Fisheries are now being managed by maximum sustainable yield
(MSY). To create another term which allows the resource to be fished below
the MSY level would allow fishermen to push for more fishing effort.

Overfishing

The North Pacific Council SSC modified the definition for overfishing slightly
but agreed it is important to define overfishing and to the concept expressed
in the draft.

Secretarial Exception

Following a lengthy discussion on secretarial exceptions, the group agreed to
add to §603.11(j)(1)(iii) "If a Council requests a Secretarial exception to
fish or harvest at or below a stock's threshold under paragraphs (e) and (i),
its analysis in support of its request must--. . . ." (Additions denoted with
boldface type.) .

603 Process of Implementation and 601-602 Regulations Impact on SSC Process

Dr. Bevan suggested the 602 regulations relating to the Stock Assessment and
Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) document be stated in generalities; i.e. what it is
intended to be, who prepares it, and that it must be prepared. Further, the
"musts" be replaced with "shoulds."

Confidentiality of Statistics -

The Pacific Council SSC felt it would be useful for SSC members to have access
to confidential statistics.



Ms. Eileen Cooney agreed with Dr. Bevan that "must" in a guideline is almost f’ \
as strong as "must" in a regulation. Guidelines are binding unless a variance
is well justified.

Dr. Pooley concurred with Dr. Bevan's statement.

Summary

The chairmen of the respective SSCs were asked to summarize their comments in
writing and forward them to Mr. Schaefer. The comments will be reviewed and a

redraft of the conservation standards will be produced and sent to all the
councils.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 11:26 a.m.

PFMC
04/12/88



Honolulu Laboratory
National Marine Fisheries Service
2570 Dole Street
Honolulu, HI 96822
(808) 943-1221

March 23, 13588

Mrx. Lawrence D. Six

Executive Director

Pacific Fishery Management Council
Metro Center, Suite 420

2000 S.W. Firast Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97201

Dear Larry:

I’ve scribbled a few minor edits on the draft minutes you
prepared on the Seattle Conservation Standards Workshop. 1
have no gquarrel with your summary.

My only substantive comment ia a requ2st to point out in
the text, probably under the Threshold heading, that the
Western Pacific Council’a SSC poaition includes the point:

“The Western Pacific SSC believes a conservation ethic is
important but a nationally-mandated threshold is not
conaidered useful. We view the threshold aa poorly developed
scientifically and practically difficult to measure and
implement. Collaborative discussions on the scientific baalis
of management, both within the Council family and between
Councils are important.*”

I think both these points are important to make because
they speak to our opposition to the thresholds while at the
same time accepting the apirit of the North Pacific and
Pacific Council approaches to this issue. (I’m not sure that
we (the SSC) accept the earlier "spirit® of the NMFS HQ
approach to the issue.)

As I returned to Hawaii I wondered whether in fact we
could avoid the overfishing problema which seem to face other
councila. The lack of a national commitment to managing
fisheries, in the context of a laiassez faire orientation to
government regulation in general, makes many conciliatory
approaches to local fisheriea management difficult to achieve.
Ironically, in the bottom fishery which is apparently on the
verge of biological overfishing (growth not recruitment), and
certainly overfished economically, it is Waashington

[



(apecifically OMB), which haas posed the Problema in avoiding
overfishing. The quota orientation toward fisheries management
which was firat appropriated by biclogists and now
appropriated by economists is so simple in concept and so
impoasible in reality that I continue to be amazed at its
perseverance. These of course are subsidiary comments to the
workashop itaelf.

Anyway, thank you for hoating the meeting and I hope we

have a chance to collaborate in the future.

Beat regarda.

Sincerely,
Sam Pooley

Fishery Management
Research Program

~

Enclosure -

cc: G.W. Boehlert, HL
K. Simonds, Council
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
Northwest and Alaska Fisheries Center

Resource Ecology and Fisheries
Management Division

7600 Ssand Point Way Northeast

BIN C15700, Building 4

Seattle, Washington 98115-0070

July 27, 1988

Mr. James O. Campbell

Chairman '

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue

P.0. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Jim,

At their June meetings, the North Pacific and Pacific Fishery
Management Council's SSC's reviewed the 6/6/88 Draft 602
Guidelines for Fishery Management Plans. Both SSC's are of the
opinion that it represents a significant improvement over earlier
versions. Changes made in the guidelines have yielded a document
that is acceptable.

Enclosed is a copy of comments prepared by the Pacific Fishery

‘Management Council's SSC. These comments are endorsed by the

North Pacific Fishery Management Council's SSC.

oincerel Singerely,
';?GEE!!:g!ll"" :

Richard Marasco Déhald Bevan
Chairman, SSC Chairman, SSC
NPFMC ‘ PFMC

cc: C, Pautzke

Enclosure




SUPPLEMENTAL EXHIBIT C.4.a.
July 1988

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE (SSC) COMMENTS ON
CONSERVATION STANDARDS '

The SSC reviewed the proposed rule for 602 conservation standards attached
to Mr. James Brennan's letter of June 9, 1988. The SSC finds the document
to be a reasonable set of guidelines that allows the Council the flexibility
needed to specify overfishing and prepare SAFE reports. The SSC noted
three wording changes. These are:

1. delete "or economic value® on page 9, line 4, under (c).

2. replace "its exploitable biomass" with “biomass of the exploitable
stock" on page 14, line 5.

3. for reserves described on page 19, reserves may also be needed when
Joint venture processing occurs and domestic annual processing (DAP)
is not well-known. Reserves may also be useful when DAP is allocated
among competing domestic fishing groups. This concept of reserves
is too narrow. ’

The SSC notes that the list of four indicators of overfishing given on
page 5 does not necessarily imply overfishing. Historical low level of
spawning biomass could actually be relatively high for a fishery that started
with a high virgin biomass. The SSC recommends these comments be passed
on to- the National Marine Fisheries Service at the upcoming Council
Chairman's meeting in Homer, Alaska.

PFMC
07/12/88



