AGENDA D-1(b)
JUNE 1989

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council, SSC and AP Members

FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke
Executive Director

DATE: June 13, 1989

SUBJECT: Observer Program Amendment

ACTION REQUIRED

Report of Data Gathering Committee and final consideration of proposed observer program.

BACKGROUND

The Council is scheduled to decide whether to recommend that the Secretary of Commerce implement a
mandatory domestic observer program, its level of coverage, funding, and administration. This decision follows
a period of rapid expansion of the fully domestic groundfish fisheries and the associated decline in foreign
directed and joint venture fisheries and at-sea information provided by the foreign observer program.

The Council and its advisory bodies have voiced concern over the erosion of the fisheries data base and the
increasing difficulty in managing the resource. The SSC, in reviewing management proposals in January 1987,
stressed that the lack of a domestic observer program threatened the integrity and utility of basic fisheries
management data. In reviewing research priorities in December 1988, the SSC placed highest priority on an
observer program for the groundfish fisheries.

The Advisory Panel noted in December 1988 the increasing difficulty in accomplishing their task with information
available. They recommended that a workgroup be assigned to analyze the most cost efficient way, including
industry-wide funding, to establish an observer program. The Future of Groundfish Committee expressed similar
concerns over the lack of data and included the issue among five major problems facing management under
open or limited access.

The Council has gone on record on the need for observer data by supporting a pilot domestic observer program,
counting the lack of observers among the reasons for not raising the Bering Sea groundfish OY, and this year
proposing to amend the Magnuson Act to provide for cost-recovery programs to support observers and data
gathering. The Council also has declared that the lack of observer data is preventing them from meeting their
obligations under the Magnuson Act and petitioned the Secretary of Commerce to prepare, implement, and fund
an observer program, and to use marine mammal observers to collect fisheries data. Attached are our February
3, 1989 letter and Jim Brennan’s response.

These events have led up to and accompanied the develop:.ient of the three alternatives in the observer portion
of the data gathering amendment (Section 8, beginning on p. 158):

1. Retain status quo with observer coverage continuing to be voluntary.
2. Implement mandatory observer program with a fixed coverage up to 100%.
3. Implement mandatory observer program with frameworked coverage up to 100%.
Both mandatory programs would allow up to 100% coverage, the main difference being the need for plan

amendment to change the fixed percentage from year-to-year under alternative 2. In choosing an alternative,
Council will need to consider the level of coverage, funding, and administration of the program.
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Observer Coverage

The analysis shows that full or "100%" coverage would place observers on 43% of the 1855 vessels with federal
permits in 1989 if all vessels less than 50 ft long were excluded because of their physical inability to house an
observer. Under that length limitation, observers would be on all 19 motherships, 650 catcher vessels, and 128
catcher processors, as well as 85 shoreside facilities. The proportions of catchers of each gear type included by
the 50 ft limit are as follow:

Gear Type Catcher Vessels ' Catcher/Processors Overall

Longliners > 50’ 30% (427 of 1412) 65% (53 of 81) 32%
Pot Vessels > 50 8% (17of 20) 2% (11 of 12) 88%
Trawlers > 50° 8% (204 of 237) 9% (64 of 67) 88%
Multigear > 50’ 29% (2of7) 0 29%
Totals 39% (650 of 1676) 80% (128 of 160) 2%

Under either alternative 2 or 3, the Council could require fewer than the 778 vessels over 50 ft and the 85
shoreside processors to take observers. Some options include:

- require observers only on processors, at sea or ashore.

- select just a subset of the shorebased facilities that accounts for the most groundfish processing.
- exclude catchers delivering to motherships if their catch is not sorted before delivery.

- select certain, high interest areas where comprehensive observer coverage is needed.

- select some subset of vessels based on a valid sampling design.

Each variation has its tradeoffs. For example, not requiring observers on catchers would save money but at the
expense of independently verifiable data on bycatch and discards. The level of coverage also would depend on
how comfortable the Council is with applying to the DAP fisheries, parameter estimates and variances for critical
factors such as PSC bycatch rates from the joint venture and foreign data bases. For example, how confident
is NOAA Fisheries in projecting crab and halibut bycatch in the DAP fisheries in Zone 1 based on their current
data base?

The Council also might want to consider an observer program that varies over the next few years in its
comprehensiveness. For example, the program could be more comprehensive 1990, and perhaps 1991, to
establish a benchmark data base of means and variances for further management of the DAP fisheries, and then
be relaxed into more of a basic statistical sampling mode for four or five years. Or conversely, the program
could start small and expand as more funds become available.

Funding Alternatives

The analysis gives a daily observer cost of $250, including all training, transportation, overhead and support
services, salaries and benefits, or about $7,500 per observer-month for a program contracted through universities
or private companies. This monthly cost includes about $1,000 that would go directly to NOAA Fisheries for
overhead, data programming and reporting, etc. Based on the estimated costs and the number of vessels over
50 ft assumed capable of carrying an observer, about $1.05-1.09 million is needed for each 10% increment of
coverage.

The total cost for the “100% option" for the 43% of the vessels over 50 ft and the 85 shoreside facilities is $10.9
million, equivalent to 1.9% of the projected 1989 exvessel value, or 1% of the processed value of the fishery.
The total observer cost breaks down as follows: $4.6 million for catcher vessels, $5.2 million for catcher
processors and motherships, and $1.1 million for shoreside plants.

A critical question is where those funds will come from and when they would be available. Five alternative
sources are identified in Appendix 8.2.II (p. 178) of the amendment package and are discussed further below.

Alternative 1: Voluntary Funding. This is similar to the matching program initiated by AFTA for 1989 with
participation by various organizations and private individuals. The analysis indicates that about $105,000 has been
contributed and that several fishing organizations have volunteered to assess themselves for future funds. Every
$500,000 the industry is willing to put in the kitty for 1990, will provide about 5% additional coverage.
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Alternative 2: Government Funding. NOAA Fisheries would be requested to fund observers and would require
a special appropriation or reprogramming of the budget. Industry has supported an add-on of $7.5 million for
FY1990, noting that about 50% or $3.75 million should be earmarked for Alaska fisheries. NOAA has also
requested funds for the marine mammal observer program. The House Appropriations Committee should have
reported on thirteen regular appropriations bills for FY1990 by the time the Council meets. I'm told that if the
reported budget has money for observers, there is a chance it will stay in. If not, then it will take conferencing
with the Senate and we won’t know until later in the year whether funds will be available. The deadline for the
House to complete action on the appropriations bill is June 30. Senate action and House-Senate conferences
then follow.

If the Council chooses to depend on federal funding for the observer program, the implementing regulations may
need an escape clause, much like there is in the marine mammal amendments, which allows NOAA not to
require observers if none is available, an exception which includes inadequate funding in the NOAA Fisheries
budget. The Council also may want to seck a commitment from NOAA to reprogram the fisheries budget as
necessary to provide the Council’s recommended coverage.

Alternative 3: Mandatory Industry Funding, The Magnuson Act must be amended before a cost recovery
program can be established. The Council has proposed such an amendment and Congressman Young has
introduced H.R. 1554 which would allow fee programs as a discretionary measure in a fishery management plan.
H.R. 1554 will move along legislatively with other Magnuson Act amendments this fall after the August field
hearings in Seattle and Kodiak. If approved by Congress, it could be signed into law by mid-November if all goes
well. NOAA General Counsel would then write and install the federal implementing regulations which could
take four to six months, say by June 1990, counting from the first of the year.

One way for the Council to get a jumpstart on this issue while the legislation is progressing, is to assign a
workgroup or technical team to flesh out alternative cost recovery approaches such as those mentioned on pp.
178-179 of the analysis. An options paper could be presented in September which would serve as the basis for
a proposal for the groundfish amendment cycle. By December we would know if the Act were amended. If not,
the proposal would be dropped. If so, the Council could approve the fee proposal for analysis along with other
proposed amendments in January 1990. It could go out for public review after the April meeting and given final
consideration in June. It could be forwarded then to the Secretary of Commerce, trailing the implementing
regulations for Young’s Bill.

If approved by the Secretary, the cost recovery program would be in place for January 1991 and funds would flow
in that could be tapped for observers perhaps later in 1991 and certainly for 1992. It does not appear that this
funding option would be viable for observers in 1990 or early 1991.

Alternative 4: Sale of Prohibited Species Catch. This would require a plan amendment as well as changes in
State and IPHC regulations. I'm not sure whether such changes could be completed before January 1, 1991.
If not, revenues would not be available until sometime later in 1991 or perhaps by 1992. The timing seems to
be similar to the cost recovery program of alternative 3 and may preclude it from being a viable option for 1990
or early 1991.

Alternative 5: Mandatory Self-Payment Plan, This would require all vessels on which the Council desired
observers to pay for their own observers, similar to the data gathering program we now have for the cod
exemption in Port Moller. Industry costs perhaps could be offset some way by federal funds if they were
forthcoming. Otherwise the industry would shoulder the full costs for their observers in areas and fisheries of
high interest to the Council.

Program Administration

If the Council decides to recommend a mandatory observer program for 1990 and specifies the level of coverage,
then there are many administrative details that must be resolved for the program to be fielded successfully
beginning January 1. Shorter-term administrative solutions that will have a program up and running next year
may require overhaul in the long run. Experience and studies over the next year or two will help to define a
more optimal administrative design that serves the observer program best. However, for 1990, six months away,
an administrative infrastructure needs to be established relatively quickly.

The Council has the option of leaving this administrative design up to NOAA Fisheries as they did in petitioning
the Secretary in January to ". . .prepare and implement an observer program. . ." and as happened with the
Marine Mammal Act amendments. This has been referred to as the "congressional approach.” Or, the Council
could give policy guidance and perhaps assign a technical team to help this summer in fleshing out the
administrative aspects of the program. The technical team could report back at the September meeting when
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we should know more about add-ons or reprogramming within NOAA to support observers, and when we will
be closer to the date of Secretarial approval of the proposed groundfish amendments.

The Council could give policy guidance by specifying performance standards for the ;:dmirlistraﬁve program.
Here’s a first cut:

1.

D1B.689

Standardized, high quality training that will enable all observers to record biological and catch data on
all groundfish species, halibut, crab, herring, salmon, and marine mammals.

Sufficient observers trained and deployable on January 1, 1990 to meet Council’s coverage specifications.
Sufficient sampling and survival equipment stockpiled to supply observer force.

Program coordination such that a vessel operator can be guaranteed a certified observer within a
specified number of days. '

A system for coordinating observer travel, housing in ports of call, and getting on and off vessels.
Increased interagency coordination for various observer programs.

System for debriefing observers, collecting logbooks, and ensuring that all observer data are available
to Center scientists and plan teams for analysis.

A system for accepting and accounting for the use of industry funds either through the voluntary funding
program of mandatory self-payment plan, if the council chooses one of those alternatives.

All of the above done the most cost efficient way possible for 1990 recognizing that program changes
may be needed for later years.
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DATA GATHERING COMMITTEE MEETING
JUNE 19, 1989

DRAFT MINUTES

The Data Gathering committee met on June 19, 1989 at 10:30 a.m. to
discuss the proposed observer program amendment which is part of
amendments 18/13 to the groundfish plans. Attending were Oscar
Dyson (Chair), John Winther, Tony Knowles, John Peterson, Henry
Mitchell, Larry Cotter, Ron Hegge, and Phil Chitwood.

The Committee reviewed the major alternatives available to the
Council on establishing an observer program and funding mechanisms.
There was considerable discussion of the various sectors of the
fleet that would be covered with observers for various length
classifications.

The Committee recommends that the Council adopt the following
observer program beginning in 1990:

1. All vessels over 125 ft in length would require 100% coverage
in 1990. After this first year the Council, in consultation
with NOAA Fisheries Regional Director could reduce the
observer coverage as appropriate, possibly specifying certain
times and areas.

2. All vessels under 125 ft capable of taking an observer would
require 30% coverage unless the coverage specification is
changed by the Council. Vessels to take observers would be
selected annually by lottery.

3. Observers would be located at shoreside processing plants to
augment the at-sea coverage.

4, Plan teams and scientists would provide to the Council each
September estimates of the coverage needed for the next year.
The Council would take final action on these recommendations
at the September meeting.

5. Funding for the observers would be provided by the vessel
carrying the observer.

The Committee also recommended that the Council schedule a
discussion of an observer program for the crab and halibut
fisheries at the September meeting.









Wy way out in the middle of the ocean, on a

rainy, rainy day, there was a fishing boat. It was the
only boat for miles around, and the name of this boat
was the Bad Ship Sloppyslop. The Bad Ship Sloppyslop
—the sloppiest, dirtiest, grimiest, filthiest boat on the
seven seas.
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Now, if you think the Bad Ship Sloppyslop was bad,
you should have seen Greedy Grimes. He was worse
than the ship. And the worst thing about Greedy Grimes
was the greedy way he fished. You see, Greedy Grimes
and his two crew members, Trapping Travis, the lobster
lover, and Sardine Davis, the small-fish man, lived on

a little island called Dumb Dumb Island, just the three
of them. But, when they went fishing, they caught
hundreds and hundreds of fish, many many more than
they needed.
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Why, Greedy Grimes would catch big fish like tuna and
swordfish.




Sardine Davis, the small-fish man, would get his nets
filled with sardines and smelts and all kinds of little
fish. And Trapping Travis, the lobster lover, would set
hundreds of lobster traps everywhere he even thought

that he could find a lobster.
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